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ABSTRACT
This dissertation explores the complex structures and diverse experiences of globalization
through the specific analytical lens of community-based natural resource management
(CBNRM). CBNRM is an undertaking which is fundamentally local but also integrally
connected to transnational conservation ideology and national structures of authority.
While recent critiques of community-based conservation projects have challenged the
universal efficacy of the approach, CBNRM continues to be a ubiquitous conservation
paradigm and to provide lingering hope for local empowerment through resource
management. Focusing on two community-based conservation groups formed in
Tanzania and Zanzibar, this dissertation looks at the experience of local groups
attempting to engage with broader national or international conservation networks by
focusing on three tropes of globalization theory: intersections between traditional
ecological knowledge and western science, the relationship between civil society and the
state, and the specific mechanisms for local engagement with national and global entities.
The community groups in this study use dynamic and adaptive strategies to channel
resources into their communities. However, they also face significant structural
constraints, many of which reveal the neocolonial effects of transnational conservation
ideology. This work explores both the factors limiting or manipulating local participation
in resource management and the strategies used by these two community-based
conservation groups to ensure their participation in spite of those limitations.
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION
I first began researching community-based conservation in 1997, when I studied in
Kenya with St. Lawrence University’s Kenya Semester Program. The final component of
the semester was an independent internship project, and mine was with Kenya Wildlife
Service and their fledgling Partnerships Program in Tsavo National Park. The purpose of
the program was to address the continuing conflicts between local residents and wildlife
(and consequently local residents and park personnel) through community-based
conservation programs. After a month of interviews with park officials, scientists, game
wardens, and, most importantly, residents living near park borders, I realized the
complexity of the task Kenya Wildlife Service had set for itself in reconciling decades of
acrimonious relationships and meeting the needs of the diverse people whose homes
bordered the park. Lingering anger over the original expulsions after park gazettement,
as well as resentment regarding poaching, unauthorized grazing, and deaths caused by
wildlife poisoned local relationships. Also, national concerns of corruption, ethnic
tensions, and the freezing of donor funding to the country as a whole challenged the
attempts at creating viable “community-based” programs. It was clear that the
“partnerships” desired by the government—that is, revenue sharing in exchange for local
cooperation—did not mesh with the level of control and access to resources desired by
residents. I was quickly disillusioned by the reality of “community-based conservation.”
In spite of the difficulties, I was also convinced of the ultimate, simple truth that the
only way to successfully protect the unique wildlife and resources of the area was
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through securing the cooperation and support of local people. For it to succeed,
environmental conservation had to also address issues of social justice and economic
development. While fraught with challenges and difficulties, community-based
conservation also offered the best hope for improving the lives of people in East Africa
through, rather than in opposition to, resource management.
While this dissertation represents ten years of graduate education and research
beyond my initial exposure to conservation in Kenya, it is still very much rooted in those
initial and still vivid experiences. Next to my “rustic” home in Tsavo was an elephant
orphanage, where orphaned baby elephants were assigned an individual keeper to care for
their every need, feeding them, accompanying them into the bush, even sleeping with
them at night. A steady stream of wealthy foreigners visited the orphanage to donate
money to the care of the baby elephants. Less than a mile away, outside the park,
malnourished human babies and adults were suffering in a severe drought. The
emaciated cattle being driven into the park for grazing represented crucial sources of
nutrition for local people, but they competed with wildlife and so represented a threat to
conservation. The compassion shown by the foreign donors to the orphaned elephants
did not appear to extend to the humans living in miserable conditions just outside the
park gates.
The attempted erasure of humanity from the ecological equation ignores the fact
that conservation is a uniquely human, and fundamentally political, undertaking. While
the conservation of wildlife, forests, and marine ecosystems in East Africa is important, it
seems profoundly flawed to do these things at the expense of local people, who are
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already often severely impoverished and disenfranchised. Policies that prioritize the lives
of animals over the lives of people are not only of questionable integrity, but are
ultimately unsustainable. Working with communities in conservation is complicated and
difficult, but the alternative has also proven untenable.
In the years since my stay in Kenya, community-based conservation has become an
extremely popular resource management paradigm. However, that does not necessarily
mean it has become any simpler or any more successful than Tsavo’s Partnerships
Program. It does mean, however, that local communities have growing opportunities to
enter the discussions about conservation. This shift in resource management ideology
toward “participatory” and community-based approaches, coupled with a push within
international development toward strengthening “civil society,” has led to the widespread
formation of community-based organizations (CBOs). These “grassroots” groups have
changed the topography (if not the agenda) of conservation in East Africa.
This dissertation revisits the challenges and possibilities of community-based
conservation I first encountered in Kenya over a decade ago by examining specific cases
of local organization around environmental issues. I have chosen to study two dynamic
and inventive CBOs working with conservation issues in Tanzania: JEMA and Osotwa.
Both groups are relatively small, and both were begun by members of their respective
communities with the intention of addressing specific local resource issues. I began with
the intention of studying networking by these groups to look at how they engaged with
the intricate web of relationships that characterize contemporary conservation. I was
interested in exploring how these networks affect conservation and how involvement in
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conservation networks affected the community and the CBO specifically. The concept of
networks and connections proved integral to an understanding of not only the specific
experiences of JEMA and Osotwa, but also informed understanding of the contextual
political, cultural, and ideological issues relevant to community-based conservation in
general. The nature of relationships and the exploration of networks and connections are
the common theme uniting the chapters of this study.
I begin with a brief review of literature regarding the evolution of community-based
conservation. I situate this development within a larger narrative of globalization, and
posit that CBC provides a unique lens through which to examine those areas of overlap
between the local and global. In the next chapter, I describe the field sites for this
research, both of which are areas of historic resistance to authority. I also describe in
more detail the two community-based organizations whose experiences comprise the crux
of this work. The next three chapters provide the bulk of analytical data. In chapter four,
I consider the concept of traditional ecological knowledge and its relationship to western
science. Chapter five challenges the dichotomy of the relationship of civil society and
the state and explores what this means for community-based conservation. Chapter six
returns to the original intent of this research project and examines networking by CBOs
and their conservation partners.
While this dissertation addresses big ideas, such as globalization and development,
ultimately it is about people. It sounds obvious, but people tend to get lost in the
discussions of policy and process. It is the people living their daily lives, struggling to
provide for their families and strengthen their communities, who have the most to gain or
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lose in the decisions about conservation. It is the people who were suffering on the
outskirts of Tsavo while the baby elephants were coddled, and the people in Tanzania
currently working to protect their reefs or their farms from encroachment and
degradation, who have the most at stake in community-based conservation’s success or
failure. The experiences of JEMA and Osotwa help illustrate how some of the big ideas
are manifest at the local level, but also how local people can inform the broader
discussions. Their stories expose both the enormous challenges and the lingering hope
for local empowerment and environmental justice through community-based resource
management.

14

CHAPTER 2: COMMUNITY-BASED CONSERVATION AND THE
CHALLENGE OF GLOBALIZATION
The study of global connection has a long academic history. Nonetheless, the
nature of globalization is continually changing, and the ways anthropologists attempt to
engage with the processes of globalization are constantly being refined and reconstructed
to address existing situations. Anthropologists struggle to adapt their distinctive
strategies, uniquely suited to exploring the local, to incorporate global processes and
influences. One of the ways this happens is through looking at areas of overlap between
the situated lives of people and the transient effects of global processes. In other words,
what happens in the spaces where the local and the global meet?
One archetypal globalization narrative, advanced initially by Benjamin Barber
(1992), links the world in a continual struggle between forces of “McWorld,” the vast and
homogenizing influence of western culture and commercial markets, and “Jihad,” the
fundamentalist and divisive retreat to narrowly defined identity and belief. Neither
option offers a promising future to local communities around the world, buffeted by the
forces of economic liberalization and the specter of increasing factional violence. This
narrative of globalization is increasingly challenged by different versions of global
connection, in which global networks offer hope to local people by providing them with
new outlets for protest and alternate sources for assistance. The Zapatista rebellion,
spawned in Chiapas, Mexico, and attracting supporters across the globe, has been a
catalyst for this new vision of “globalization from below,” linking multiple grassroots
causes in a global network of activism (Stahler-Sholk 2001). The power of these
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grassroots civil society networks lies not only in their ability to link to each other, but
also in their ability to bypass the authority of the nation-state and reach out to
transnational actors. Yet, nation-states have not become obsolete in the face of the
pressures from above and below, but rather they have adapted to fit into a world order in
which their dominance is not assured. The emerging picture of contested power and
spatial connection has provided fertile ground for anthropological inquiry and critique.
While anthropologists are keen to report the resilience of local communities, they
also explore the structures of power which challenge that resilience. The appeal of
extrapolating situated data to social theory has always tempted social scientists. The
academic impetus to understand the conditions of globalization makes that temptation
sweeter, but the complexity of globalization means it is also more perilous. Among the
most recent and prominent forays of anthropology into the study of globalization is Anna
Tsing’s Friction (2005). In her focus on global connection, Tsing argues against overly
determinist theories of globalization, which belie the “messy” realities of engagement and
contradiction. She brings an anthropological perspective to “universal” ideals through
the multifaceted story of the Indonesian rainforests. Her historical account inserts
ethnographic fragments from a variety of stakeholders, reflecting the mutability of spatial
scale and the relativity of hierarchical authority.
Ferguson (2006) also critiques existing globalization theory through an exploration
of the unique role of Africa in current studies of globalization. As he explains, most
scholars choose not to focus on Africa at all, most likely because it presents an
“inconvenient” case study for both globalization’s proponents and its detractors. On the
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continent, it is possible to see the catastrophic consequences of economic globalization,
in the form of failed structural adjustment policies, yet there is little evidence of the
gloomily prophesized second byproduct of globalization, the homogenization of culture.
So, how should anthropologists working in Africa approach the study of
globalization? Africa is of course part of the global system, but Ferguson argues that the
continent’s participation cannot be captured with existing global theory. Africa’s
relationship to globalization, he argues, is characterized by tenuous, isolated links and
nodes of connection “combined with widespread disconnection and exclusion” (2006:14).
For countries of Africa, there is no “unfettered connection” with the rest of the world, but
instead a set of differential “social relations that selectively constitute global society.”
Anthropological methodology can capture globalization, or at least a piece of
globalization, through a focus on those social relations—the areas of connection and
exclusion—and how, precisely, they are constituted.
This study draws extensively on Ferguson’s work, as well as on Tsing’s ecological
anthropology precedents, but rather than focus on the areas of disconnection and
exclusion, I am studying the nodes of intersection dispersed across the unequal plane of
flows and connections. Further, rather than Tsing’s focus on contestation (friction), this
study begins its analysis with areas of collaboration and cooperation. In short, this study
approaches globalization through a specific analytical lens: community-based natural
resource management, an undertaking at once fundamentally local but also deeply
connected to transnational conservation ideology and national structures of hegemony.
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CBNRM provides a unique perspective from which to examine globalization. It
philosophically represents the point where local need intersects with national interest and
global ideology. Through looking specifically at two community-based conservation
programs, this dissertation will explore several of the most significant tropes of
contemporary globalization theory: the role of “local” knowledge, the relationship
between civil society and the state, and the nature of local engagement with national and
global entities. I begin with situating community-based conservation models within
historic trends in African conservation, themselves representative of a global
conservation ideology.

The National Park Model
Past approaches to conservation in Africa were rooted in the “island” or “fortress”
philosophies of resource management, in which large tracts of land were set aside as
parks and preserves and isolated from human contact (Anderson and Grove 1987). To
the conservationist, parks are necessary to protect wildlife and resources from human
impacts. Parks represent nature in its pristine form, untouched and unexploited by human
hands. In Africa, national parks continue to be spaces where wildlife is protected from
hunting, often by armed guards, and livelihood activities such as livestock grazing and
fuel wood collecting are prohibited for the good of the land (Adams and Hulme 2001).
The national park ideal, however, is based on an inaccurate conception of human
occupation and a glorification of a certain landscape aesthetic (Nash 1982). The first
national park was Yellowstone, in the United States, and the concept was imported to
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Africa by European colonists. Land designated as national parks, however, was not
unoccupied or pristine. American Indians lived in Yellowstone, and were forcibly
removed by the United States military. Similarly, in Africa, the gazettement of national
parks often meant the eviction of residents, or the denial of access to key grazing lands,
trade routes, sacred sites and resource needs (Fisher 2002; Turton 1987). The national
parks served as both a practical and symbolic extension of colonial power. Practically,
the designation of national parks was part of a larger program of land accumulation by
white colonists, contributing to the marginalization of native peoples (Neumann 2001).
Symbolically, parks preserved what colonial administrators believed was the true
condition of the continent by providing examples of what Europeans thought Africa
“should” look like (Neumann 1998).
Given these preconditions, it is not surprising that the isolation and militarization of
African parks has been ineffective in dealing with increasing human population pressures
on park borders and has failed to provide adequate protection for wildlife. Attempts to
restore national parks in Africa to their “natural” state fail to acknowledge the historical
role people have played in creating those landscapes. Conservationists were in fact
creating conditions that had not existed for centuries, if at all (Little 1996; Bratton 1992;
Callicott 1992). Additionally, national parks imposed artificial boundaries, which may
not encompass the range of biological diversity in a given ecosystem. Even for a targeted
protected species, parks were not large enough to contain the entire spectrum of genetic
variability, leaving animals within parks vulnerable to disease and extinction. Further,
wildlife migration patterns and foraging needs often take animals outside of parks, and
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even across international borders (Child 1995; Salafsky 1994). Biological diversity
conservation must work beyond the parks because that is where much of the biological
diversity in Africa exists. In short, the national park model has failed to protect wildlife
and resources, and the separation of human activity and society from nature has alienated
those people most directly positioned to protect natural resources.

Emergence of a new model: Community-based natural resource management
Addressing these multi-faceted concerns, trends in resource management policy and
theory over the past decade have shifted to stress the importance of a “community-based”
approach to conservation. Rather than setting up an antagonistic relationship between
conservationists and communities in or near areas of natural resources (particularly
wildlife in the African context), community-based conservation recognizes that the
support of local communities is vital to conservation efforts (McCabe et al 1992). The
underlying philosophy of these approaches is recognition of the unique knowledge local
residents may possess about a resource and the necessity of local assistance in resource
protection (Roncoli et al 2002; Corson 2002). Community-based strategies further
suggest that conservation goals should themselves reflect local understanding of which
resource issues are important (Fischer 2000).
Community-based conservation can be broadly defined as “natural resources or
biodiversity protection by, for, and with the local community” (Western and Wright
1994:7). Goals of ecological conservation are coupled with goals of community
development, rather than separated from or placed in opposition to them. In successful
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programs, conservation works to benefit local people, not alienate or isolate them from
their resource base, while at the same time protecting wildlife, habitats, and other natural
resources. The approach has achieved remarkable popularity in resource management,
particularly in Sub-Saharan Africa, and become a requisite strategy for conservation
organizations. As Agrawal and Gibson explain, “communities are now the locus of
conservation thinking. International agencies such as the World Bank, IDRC, SIDA,
CIDA, Worldwide Fund for Nature, Conservation International, the Nature Conservancy,
the Ford Foundation, the MacArthur Foundation and USAID have all ‘found’
community” (2001:4).
Community-based natural resource management is a logical outgrowth of trends in
both social science and conservation ecology. While anthropologists have considered
traditional resource management strategies and advocated for local land use rights for
decades, there is growing theoretical momentum within modern ecology that enhances
the appeal of CBNRM to resource managers. As Berkes (2004) explains, the concept fits
into the context of three recent paradigm shifts within ecology: 1) movement away from
reductionism to a “systems” approach to conceptualizing ecosystems; 2) the inclusion of
humans as parts of an adapting landscape and ecosystems; and 3) shifts away from
“expert-based” to participatory methodology in ecosystem management. These three
shifts, and a growing awareness of the failures of previous models, have contributed to a
resource management climate receptive (at least to some extent) to social issues and even
social scientists.
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CBNRM in Action
Perhaps the most famous model of community-based approaches to natural resource
management is the Communal Areas Management Program for Indigenous Resources
(CAMPFIRE) program in Zimbabwe. CAMPFIRE combines protected areas
management with community incentives. It was prefaced on the idea that “for wildlife
and protected areas to survive on a significant scale they must be socio-politically
acceptable, economically viable and ecologically sustainable” (Child 1995:11). Program
designers believed that people must recognize the value of the wildlife resource on their
land, or the wildlife would be eradicated and that land would be converted to ranching
and agriculture.
CAMPFIRE is a unique approach in many ways. From its formative stages, the
program involved diverse and extended dialogue, including the input of ecologists,
economists, sociologists, and rural development practitioners from government agencies,
NGOs, and the university (Metcalfe 1994). Additionally, the focus of the program was
on conserving wildlife outside parks and protected areas, in the communal tribal lands of
the country, a very different approach from that being taken in Kenya and Tanzania.
Further, the program was overtly political, while many conservation and development
attempts work to de-politicize their goals (Ferguson 1994). The principal strategy of
CAMPFIRE was the privatization of wildlife resources and the devolution of authority
and responsibility for wildlife from the state to local communities. Under CAMPFIRE
policy officially instigated in 1989, district councils are granted control over wildlife
resources, but must agree to guidelines for quotas and distribution of benefits that are set
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by the state National Parks program. CAMPFIRE thus represents the co-management of
wildlife by state and local authorities, with the assistance of private tour operators, who
pay local councils for access to land and wildlife (Metcalfe 1994).
By most accounts, CAMPFIRE has been a remarkably successful program in both
conserving wildlife and empowering local communities. The project expanded from 16
participating wards in 1989 to 70 in 1993, with revenues paid out to communities
increasing each year (Child 1995:171). The majority of the revenue is collected through
safari hunting and limited wildlife tourism led by private enterprises on the communal
land (Duffy 2000). CAMPFIRE has been praised for providing effective incentives for
wildlife conservation and simultaneously developing the capacity of local communities.
As evidenced by its repeated referencing within discussions of community-based
conservation, CAMPFIRE presents a structural model of biodiversity conservation that
holds potential for reconciling conflicts between wildlife and people by weighing the
needs of both in program development and implementation.

Critiques of CBNRM
While community-based approaches have achieved a remarkable popularity in
resource management, particularly in Sub-Saharan Africa (Agrawal and Gibson 2001;
Adams and Hulme 2001), there is growing awareness among managers and stakeholders
of the difficulties and shortcomings of such approaches (Kellert et al 2000; Western and
Wright 1994). The CAMPFIRE program has itself been widely criticized. For example,
the decision-making process and distribution of benefits within heterogeneous communal
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lands is difficult and often contentious, with traditional authorities clashing with
CAMPFIRE authorities. Women are clearly under-represented within the program
(Hasler 1996). With its co-management structure, Hill (1996) describes CAMPFIRE as a
mechanism for extending state control into previously marginal rural areas. In addition,
the program has not been immune from the inflammatory racial issues engulfing
Zimbabwe, in many cases escalating tensions between mostly white tourism interests and
black residents of communal lands (Duffy 2000:99). The applicability of the program to
other countries in Africa is questionable because of the unique land management and
tenure patterns in Zimbabwe. Finally, resource managers worry that the over-emphasis
of the consumptive use value of resources could potentially undermine other values of
biodiversity, or make biodiversity conservation second to production goals (Freese 1997).
The reliance of such programs on economic benefits could be problematic, as well. For
example, CAMPFIRE is developed with the assumption that the financial incentives of
conservation are great enough to encourage a change in conventional strategies of
wildlife management and utilization, and this is a complicated and difficult proposition in
light of economic conditions across the African continent and political conditions within
Zimbabwe (Bond 2001).
Beyond the criticism leveled specifically at CAMPFIRE, there are multiple salient
critiques of community-based conservation in general. First, the logic behind
community-based natural resource management assumes a priori that conservation and
development can be linked (Adams and Hulme 2001). That is, economic or social goals
can be reached concomitantly with conservation goals, or even reached through
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conservation practices. This is indeed the definitive appeal of CBNRM. While this may
be true in many contexts, there are other situations where focusing on development or
livelihood security may de-emphasize conservation objectives (see, for example, Oates
1995; Galvin et al 2002). This concern reflects larger disparities between ideas of
“environment” and “conservation” held by various stakeholders.
Second, a major difficulty with community-based approaches is exactly this
concept of “community” and how it is defined and delineated. “Community” suggests an
autonomous, bounded, homogenous group of people with similar values, each possessing
an equal stake in environmental sustainability and garnering an equal return from
successful resource management. This is rarely, if ever, the case. Critics note that
exclusion based on gender (Agarwal 2000; Meinzen-Dick and Zwarteveen 2001),
ethnicity (Ilahiane 2001), or religion (Ng’weno 2001) becomes problematic even in socalled community-based approaches, because communities are themselves complex,
dynamic entities, often existing as elusive or temporary concepts, rather than physical
realities. The nature of community is particularly complex in an increasingly global
world, as migration constantly changes community makeup.
Finally, as globalization’s circle of influence grows ever wider, a focus on
community may disregard larger national or transnational processes that have an impact
at the local level, such as state-level politics or economic markets (Li 2001). These
processes can be as important as local contexts and players in determining the success of
conservation initiatives. Economic markets or large-scale institutions can function to
either legitimize or undermine local conservation and development goals. Of particular
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concern is the definition or cooptation of “community” concerns by international nongovernmental organizations (NGOs) or external aid agencies (Myers 2002). Moreover,
in efforts to stimulate development on a local level, NGOs may bypass national or
regional governments and existing cooperative structures, entities that are often critical in
organizing and sustaining resource management efforts. This critique forms the basis of
this dissertation, as “community-based” initiatives are forced into relationships with
national and international conservation organizations and government agencies.

New Directions
These concerns about “community” do not mean that community-based approaches
should be dropped outright. Regardless of the critiques against CBNRM, it is clear that
cooperative local resource management does indeed occur (see, for example, Netting
1976; McCay 2001; Lansing 1991; Landre and Travis 1998). Across the world, small,
local, self-supporting community-based organizations (CBOs) have grown up, not only
organically, but often in response to the global network of NGOs imposing agendas
under the misnomer of “grassroots.” Current research in the field is directed toward
uncovering the conditions under which cooperation regarding resource use emerges at a
local level, as is the case with CBOs, and what this means for environmental managers,
policy makers, and local stakeholders.
In attempting to consolidate and evaluate the numerous case studies of communitybased conservation programs conducted in the past, Ostrom (2001) delineates a set of
variables that appear to facilitate local organization among resource users. These
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variables, such as spatial extent of resources and common understanding among
appropriators, are likely important for successful local organization. However, this work
will argue that of equal importance are the links local groups are able to forge with larger
national and transnational environmental entities.
Given the apparent shortcomings of both community-based approaches and topdown, “command and control” resource management strategies on their own, recognition
of the need for multi-scale approaches to conservation is emerging. The involvement of
local, national, and global stakeholders is each important. And, not only must
environmental policy work at multiple levels of institutional organization, but managers
and policy-makers must also understand the relationships among and between those
levels. This is the point where social science analysis becomes particularly useful.
Berkes (2002) uses the phrase “cross-scale interactions” to refer to the links developed
both horizontally (across space) and vertically (across levels of organization). These
links can function to undermine local institutional arrangement (Young 2002), but they
can also operate as a legitimizing or supporting force for local organization (Li 2001;
Berkes 2002).
Though there are many examples of community-based conservation programs
analyzed in academic and technical literature, there is as yet little case study research on
the formation of these cross-scale linkages and the role they play in reaching
conservation goals on the local level. Further, existing theory constructs these links as
unidirectional. The national or transnational organization has positive, negative, or
neutral impacts on the local level, but not vice-versa. Communities are portrayed as
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passive recipients of these impacts, and it is unclear from the literature whether local
organizations can in turn have an impact on national or transnational agendas and
strategies.
If, as Ferguson (2006) posits, globalization is not an overarching entity,
encompassing the local and the national with the transnational, but if instead the local, the
national, and the global are connected at various nodes of contact interspersed with vast
spaces of disengagement, then it is important to look at what these nodes are and how
these connections are forged. Whether these areas of intersection are called “cross-scale
interactions” or characterized as sparse nodes of contact within a larger framework of
disengagement, it is important to consider why and how these connections are created.
What happens in these spaces where global and local overlap, and what does this mean
for conservation and communities? Those are the questions this dissertation will explore.
As Ferguson further explains (2006:93), the challenges to the state from above, in
the form of transnational civil society, and from below, in the form of grassroots
organization, undermine the claims of verticality of the state. That is, no longer does the
state necessarily occupy the pinnacle of hegemony or encompass and enclose civil
society. Yet, both the Tanzanian and Zanzibari states have been effective in retaining
their respective claims to authority in circumstances where that authority is not
automatically secured. These shifting conditions and various claims to authority force us
not only to explore the “transnational apparatus of governmentality,” but also “entail
rethinking received ideas of ‘community,’ ‘grassroots,’ and the ‘local’” (ibid).
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Using the specific analytical lens of community-based conservation in Tanzania,
this work scrutinizes the complex engagement between the local and the global through
case studies from two different community-based conservation organizations, JEMA and
Osotwa. In discussing the experiences of these groups, I focus on three distinct areas: the
reconsideration of the local and the traditional as illustrated through the concept of
traditional ecological knowledge; the “transnational apparatus of governmentality”
apparent in the relationship between civil society and the Tanzanian state; and the
specific zones of connection forged between local, national, and global stakeholders in
the construction and maintenance of conservation networks.

Methodology
The holistic approach of anthropology makes it particularly suited to exploring the
relationships between people and their environment, though both anthropology and
resource management are disciplines whose subject matter is particularly localized. Just
as anthropologists pursue the details of culture from a specific, immersed position, placebased models taking unique local situations into account are gaining popularity in
resource management programs (for example, Kates et al 2001). Yet, as described above,
the processes affecting these local situations are often anything but local. As ecology has
come to recognize the value of focus on the local, more and more social scientists are
embracing the idea that investigations of the processes of cultural production are
enhanced by multiple sites of inquiry (Marcus 1995). While the fundamental
methodology of this dissertation is grounded in ethnography, designed to compose
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holistic portraits of particular locations, I also attempt to extrapolate beyond the local and
create meaningful discussion on issues that are relevant beyond the bounds of one
particular place.
So-called “multi-sited” approaches to ethnography differ from classic comparative
studies in that the sites of inquiry are conceptually linked (rather than presenting and
comparing autonomous case studies) (Hannerz 2003). Rather than a traditional
anthropological goal of capturing the “entire cultural and social life” of a certain area,
multi-sited research pursues a line of inquiry across multiple spaces. One established
example of the value of multi-sited research is in migration studies, in which a researcher
explores both the departure and arrival locations and experiences. But multi-sited
research can encompass multiple “sites” of organization, or different institutional levels,
as well as different geographic locations. This research project attempts to accomplish
both tasks, using research from Zanzibar and Tanzania, and gathering data from not only
local level ethnography but from regional and national government entities and local and
transnational non-governmental organizations.

Site selection
Hannerz (2003) wonders “if it is not a recurrent characteristic of multi-sited
ethnography that site selections are to an extent made gradually and cumulatively, as new
insights develop, as opportunities come into sight, and to some extent by chance” (207).
This was certainly the case with my choices for research sites. Just as much of this study
is about networks, it would not have been possible to conduct without personal and
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professional relationships of many varieties. Befitting the reflexive turn of post-modern
theory, my site selection was largely dependent on exploiting these different networks. I
chose the Zanzibar case-study first, largely based on the recommendation and existing
networks of my former professor, Dr. Garth Myers. During a previous trip to Zanzibar,
Garth put me in touch with friends from the village of Jongowe, on the island of
Tumbatu. Without this connection, it is inconceivable that I would have even been aware
of the issues affecting this small island off the Zanzibari coast, much less been received
in Jongowe as generously and thoughtfully as I was. My ongoing interest in communitybased approaches to resource management fit with the activist spirit of the community
and the impressive work of JEMA. The group agreed to host my research, and my first
field site was determined.
The second field site for this research was determined after I had arrived in
Tanzania in 2004, and was specifically selected to complement the resource concerns and
network position of JEMA. While I had originally intended to pursue conservation
organizations near the official Tanzanian capital of Dodoma, I was quickly convinced by
personal and professional acquaintances in Dar es Salaam that studying conservation
required study in the northern area of the country, specifically Arusha. The Arusha area
of Tanzania is teeming with expatriate tourism companies and wildlife NGOs, and I
wanted to study a community-based group who had relatively easy access to those
institutions. Because JEMA was so geographically removed from conservation networks,
it was important to select a group that did not necessarily have that barrier. In addition,
JEMA was largely concerned with marine conservation, though their programs extended
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to agriculture and environmental education. I wanted to work with a group whose
resource concerns were different, and choosing a non-coastal group assured that would be
the case.
To select the second community organization, I began by conducting interviews
with a variety of national and transnational NGOs working in the Arusha and Mount
Meru area. I asked each interviewee if he or she were aware of a community-based
conservation organization that appeared to be particularly active. More than one person
directed me toward Osotwa, a group operating in the town of Ngaramtoni, about a 30minute drive outside Arusha on the southwest slopes of Mount Meru. Again, meetings
with Osotwa members convinced them and me that we could have a useful partnership,
and Osotwa agreed to host me. I had assumed that by choosing northern Tanzania I
would work with a CBO predominantly concerned with wildlife issues, but Osotwa was
by and large focused on reforestation. Given both the political sensitivity of wildlife
conservation in Tanzania, and the prevalence of talented anthropologists already working
on wildlife concerns, particularly among pastoralists, the opportunity to explore
community organization regarding forest management was a welcome one. It is also
significant that Tanzania’s forestry and coastal management policies are considered the
most progressive in terms of community participation, so looking at CBO engagement in
both those areas is essential.
So, I reached JEMA through personal networks and Osotwa through institutional
networks, and, while I eventually developed personal connections in both sites, these
different means of selection had some bearing on my role in the community, and,
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subsequently, the type of research I was able to do. As Marcus explains, “Not all sites
are treated as a uniform set of fieldwork practices of the same intensity. Multi-sited
ethnographies inevitably are the product of knowledge bases of varying degrees and
qualities” (1995:100). Choosing to research on multiple levels and in multiple places
means there are limitations on the intensity of the data collection and the ethnographic
experience. In my research, the focus was clearly at the community level, with the nongovernmental and governmental organizations necessarily receiving less scrutiny. My
research for both of these institutional levels was primarily based on interviews and
policy analysis, with little participant observation. Even in the local field sites of
Jongowe and Ngaramtoni, the ways I participated in community life were very different
from each other.
In Jongowe, my research resembled that of classic ethnography. Because the
village is relatively remote (though not at all isolated, as explained in the next chapter),
reachable only by sailing dhow and home to relatively few people, it was impossible not
to be involved in the day-to-day life of my neighbors. In addition, JEMA, the group I
intended to study, was in a period of relative inactivity because the chairman had gone to
school on the mainland, so my research was based on interviews and document review
rather than participation in JEMA activities. This meant I had plenty of time to learn
about life in the village. While I had significantly more freedom than residents in
deciding on my daily activities, either going with women, men, or children, I tried to
spend my time the way most other villagers did—farming, collecting firewood, fishing
with seine nets, gathering shellfish, or wandering with the young boys to spear eels
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resting in their holes at low tide. I spent many hours sitting on the beach chatting with
fishermen fixing their nets or squatting on stools in smoky houses with women cooking
the family’s one daily meal. I participated in funerals, a wedding, a traditional ngoma,
and the celebration of Maulid, the birth of Mohammed. The house where I lived was that
of a friend living mostly in Zanzibar town, yet it was still a meeting center in the village.
Evenings brought a constant stream of visitors, most of them checking on my welfare or
verifying rumors about my daily activities. These informal gatherings brought news,
gossip, and stories, all of which informed my understanding of the village and my place
within it.
The situation in Osotwa was completely different. Because Osotwa was extremely
active and because my initial introduction to its members was professional, the majority
of my time was spent with members of the group observing and assisting with projects.
Unlike the geographic boundaries so clearly demarcating Jongowe, the suburban sprawl
on the base of Mount Meru meant that one village bled into another, and Osotwa worked
across many villages. In addition, Jongowe was relatively small, and I saw the same
people every day. Thousands of people lived in the area served by Osotwa, and unless
we deliberately sought each other out, it was doubtful my path would cross that of a
friend or acquaintance. I lived at the home of Osotwa’s chairman, and later at a
guesthouse in the Forestry Training Institute, and while I did slaughter chickens and cook
with the family, my daily activities reflected both the largely professional nature of the
community and the institutional nature of my connection with the organization. I became
close to the family I stayed with and a handful of neighbors, but by far the majority of my
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relationships were with members of Osotwa. That meant that while my grasp of the
operational aspects of Osotwa are superior to that of JEMA, the depth of my
understanding of the diverse cultural landscape of the area is less substantial.
The reaction to the presence of my husband and me in Jongowe and Ngaramtoni
was indicative of the exposure of these communities to outsiders in general. In Jongowe,
when my husband and I first arrived on the island, young children ran from us. They
called us wazungu (meaning European but used generally for white people), waarabu
(Arabs) or, comically, wagongwa (sick people) because of our pale and sickly color.
Though they soon became accustomed to our presence, the “run and hide” game was
always popular for younger children, who also thought pretty much every action we took
was hilarious. My husband attracted particular curiosity, as he spent less time in the
village and was significantly taller than any other residents. However, the initial shock of
our presence quickly faded to what I would describe as tolerant (if bemused) affection,
like what one might have for odd but harmless relatives.
In Ngaramtoni, by contrast, we were noticed because we were wazungu, and often
greeted by strangers and politely (or occasionally impolitely) questioned about our
destination. However, our presence was not disruptive or even noteworthy, as many
foreign development workers, temporary staff for the local hospital, missionaries, and
young volunteers working in the local schools have stayed in the area. As a woman
working in the market told me and a friend who often has European volunteers staying at
her house, the “wazungu change like the kangas (colorful cloth worn by women) in the
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market.” In Ngaramtoni, we were not as obviously outsiders as we were in Jongowe, but
we were paradoxically not as included in community affairs.
I don’t believe these conditions were unique to my husband and me, but rather
reflected what the experience of any outsider might be, a useful perspective given the
focus of this research. A foreign donor working in Jongowe would by necessity be more
involved in community affairs because villagers would not accept anything less, while
residents of the suburban area served by Osotwa were more familiar with the model of
professional collaboration, which did not necessarily intrude on private life. While both
JEMA and Osotwa were savvy at securing donor funding, and the groups making
donations to Jongowe have not necessarily been imbedded in the community, this
strategic distinction could be important for the success of future conservation or
development programs in both areas. Additionally, because much of this study is about
networking, it is important to note that for both JEMA and Osotwa, I was certainly part of
their networking strategies. As an American researcher, even a student, I represented
important connections to education and money beyond Tanzania or Zanzibar. The
different ways the groups engaged with me therefore gave me some insight into their
relationships with other individuals or organizations both locally and abroad.

Data collection
As explained above, my introduction to the two communities in which I worked
was different. However, for both field sites, the focus of my research was at the
community level. I generally used the anthropological method of participant observation,
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working as a member of the conservation organizations and living in the communities in
which they worked. I also conducted formal and informal interviews with members of
Osotwa and JEMA and other non-member community residents. This research forms the
backbone of the dissertation.
While I reached Osotwa through interviews with national and transnational NGOs,
once I decided on both community-groups, I worked backward up the organizational
chain. That is, I sought out the NGOs specifically working with JEMA or Osotwa, and
conducted formal interviews with officers from those organizations. I also interviewed
representatives from transnational conservation NGOs who are not working directly with
either group, but whose presence in Tanzanian conservation is significant, namely
African Wildlife Foundation (AWF) and World Wide Fund for Nature (WWF), as well as
aid organizations working in general development in Tanzania, such as USAID. In
addition to the international NGOs and foreign government-sponsored donors, I
conducted interviews with people from Tanzanian and Zanzibari NGOs that are active
either in conservation or in civil society development more generally.
I also conducted formal interviews with government officials from several different
departments concerned with resource management in both Zanzibar and Tanzania. In
mainland Tanzania, I generally spoke with program officers or assistant directors, but in
Zanzibar, where government is much smaller and more accessible, I interviewed several
department heads and senior officials.
During interviews, I asked interviewees (from community members to government
officials) to list five people outside their household who they were personally closest to,
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and then five people they would ask if they had a question about the environment, a
methodology borrowed from Atran et al (2002). My intention with this exercise was to
solicit information about the overlap between personal and environmental networks, look
at who was considered an “expert” by various people, and expand my list of potential
interviewees to include those people. This methodology initially yielded some interesting
results, discussed briefly in chapter six, but it made my interviewees extremely
uncomfortable. Particularly in Zanzibar, where who you associate with could still have
political consequences, people were reluctant to list names of friends or environmental
experts. While I did not completely abandon this methodology, I seriously scaled it back
and will only discuss general trends in these answers.
In addition to interviews and participant observation, I conducted archival research
and limited policy analysis. I have examined selected Tanzanian government policies,
particularly the 1998 National Forest Policy and the 2002 Forestry Act (see chapter five).
I did preliminary archival research at the Zanzibar Archives, with subsequent research at
the libraries of both the University of Arizona and the University of Washington.

Structure of Dissertation
The following chapter begins with a brief introduction to the field sites for this
study, the town of Jongowe on Tumbatu island within the Zanzibar archipelago and the
town of Ngaramtoni and the surrounding area on the southwest slopes of Mount Meru in
Northern Tanzania. It then continues with a description of the community-based
conservation organizations which are the focus of analysis, JEMA and Osotwa.
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Following these descriptions, the subsequent chapters of this dissertation explore three
intellectual strands that are particularly salient to community-based conservation efforts
operating in a global context: the production of traditional ecological knowledge; the
relationship between civil society and the state; and the nature of horizontal and vertical
conservation networks developed across space and structural level.
One of the primary areas of intersection between local and global within
conservation is in the relationship between local knowledge and “western” science. What
happens to a specific environment and the residents’ understanding of it when the issues
influencing that environment are anything but local? Chapter four explores “traditional
ecological knowledge,” primarily in the context of the people of Jongowe’s relationship
to the sea and the land. It explores the socially and culturally imbedded nature of
“ecological” knowledge, the production of knowledge itself, and the response of
“traditional” forms of knowing to the introduction of both western forms of production
and western ideas of ecology or agricultural science.
In chapter five, the analysis of globalization engages at the institutional level,
exploring the concept of civil society and how it is tied to or distinct from the apparatus
of the Tanzanian nation-state. The state is in many ways subject to the conservation
ideology of non-state transnational actors, but also employs a variety of strategies to
maintain legitimacy over resource management. I use the specific instance of the MeruUsa Forest Plantation to explore what the complex relationship between the state and socalled civil society means for communities and community-based groups attempting to
participate in Tanzanian conservation.
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Finally, responding to calls by Cooper (2001) and Walley (2004) for an
examination of the specific pathways, networks, and institutional linkages that create a
“global” society, chapter six further explores the concept of “cross-scale interactions”
among environmental groups by focusing on the links forged by small, local collective
organizations with larger national or transnational entities. It examines not only the
impact of larger agencies on CBOs, but takes a “bottom-up” approach by investigating
whether the incorporation of CBOs into the global network of NGOs and national
conservation groups alters the dynamics or agendas of those larger organizations as well.
While the links between the local and the global may indeed be uneven and imbalanced,
communities do not merely receive impacts from larger institutions, but actively engage
in network formation to further local objectives and even influence the agendas and
practices of the dominant institutions.
Taken together, the chapters of this dissertation grapple with what “communitybased” conservation can mean in a global world, where knowledge and power are
contextually defined, and that context is constantly shifting. The common thread
throughout the discussions in this dissertation is the exploration of the nature of the
relationships developed and connections forged in the mandatory intersections between
local and global that happen in community-based conservation. The final chapter offers
some thoughts on the resilience and adaptation of local systems, and some hope for a
truly “community-based” form of conservation.
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CHAPTER 3: “GRASSROOTS” ORGANIZATION
I began research for my dissertation with the idea of looking at community-based
conservation projects and the role networking played in their success, and, as detailed in
chapter six, I found mixed results. However, as with most anthropological research, the
process of researching community-based organizations (CBOs) quickly became less
about conservation and more about the communities and individuals bound to their
environment and each other in relationships of both cooperation and contradiction. And
so, to begin any discussion of conservation, it is necessary to begin not with the
resources, and not with networks of NGOs and government, but with the communities
themselves.
This chapter will present a brief historical overview of the villages of Jongowe and
Ngaramtoni. I am presenting the communities and CBOs in this chapter separately, and
in truth it is difficult to imagine two more different places within the same country.
Though the Zanzibar archipelago is part of Tanzania, it has remained culturally distinct
and politically semi-autonomous from the mainland. Residents of both Jongwe in
Zanzibar and Ngaramtoni in mainland Tanzania were extremely concerned for my safety
when I left for the other village, where people might be “uncivilized,” a term used in both
places to describe the other. I thoroughly enjoyed relating stories of the overwhelming
hospitality I received in both villages to skeptical listeners. This suspicion stems in part
from very distinct differences in lifestyle, climate, religion, livelihood, and political
affiliation. Yet, ultimately, these communities also proved to have many things in
common, including the formation of community-based conservation organizations.
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Island Conservation: Jongowe and JEMA
If you tell someone from mainland Tanzania that you are going to Tumbatu, he will
most likely have no idea where the island is, and might not even be aware that it exists.
If you mention to a Zanzibari that you are going to Tumbatu, most will react with
surprise and admit that they themselves have never been there. The “invisibility” of
Tumbatu Island is not an accident of geography or an indication of the unsociability of
the Tumbatu people, though both are offered as explanations. Rather, it was achieved
through a deliberate process of political and economic marginalization and isolation. It is
also a relatively recent state of affairs in the history of the Zanzibar archipelago.
It is important to begin with the caveat that it is complicated to write about Tumbatu
history because there is little archival data about events on the island. In spite of the
diligent assistance of many clerks and scholars working or researching at the Zanzibar
archives in Zanzibar Town, it was difficult to uncover more than a few paragraphs about
Tumbatu in scholarly works otherwise focusing on Zanzibar. This is partly due to limited
scholarly attention to the island, with the exception of archeological investigations, and
partly due to recent historical events.
As detailed further below, residents of Tumbatu Island were predominantly aligned
with the Zanzibar National Party (ZNP) or the Zanzibar and Pemba People’s Party
(ZPPP), and therefore stood in opposition to the eventual leaders of the Zanzibari
government, the Afro-Shirazi Party (ASP). The islanders have thus been the victims of
first direct and violent retaliation and later the more passive retaliation of continued
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neglect. This punishment extended to a partial erasure of Tumbatu history (though not
Tumbatu history alone) from the Zanzibar records. This section provides only a brief
overview of Tumbatu and Zanzibar history. Yet, situating Tumbatu and the village of
Jongowe within an historical framework is necessary in order to understand not only the
material circumstances of the village but also the people’s ideas of themselves, their
environment and community, and their relationship to other Zanzibaris, Tanzanians, and
foreigners.

From city-state to village
The island of Tumbatu is a low coral-rag island off the northwest coast of
Zanzibar’s main island, Unguja. It is approximately 7 km in length and 1.5 km in width.
Currently, there are two settlements on the island, the larger town of Kichangani (also
called Gomani) on the northern end of the island, and the smaller village of Jongowe
toward the southern end of the island. According to the 2002 Tanzanian census,
Kichangani has approximately 6,800 residents while Jongowe has approximately 2,650.
The two towns are connected by an unfinished and quickly deteriorating road. There are
no cars on the island; the only way to reach Tumbatu is by boat, generally sailing dhow.
There is no electricity on the island 1 , no indoor plumbing, and water is unreliably piped
through the channel from Unguja island to public wells on a three day rotational cycle.

1

In June of 2007, the village development committee (JVDC) secured 20 solar panels through a German
NGO which are being used primarily to power the school and two mosques (Myers personal
communication).
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The Tumbatu, along with the Hadimu and Pemba, are considered the “indigenous”
people of Zanzibar. Archeological evidence indicates settlement on Tumbatu as early as
2000 years ago, with the largest sites located near Jongowe at Makutani. The first settlers
are thought to be from Arabia, and to have arrived prior to the spread of Islam to the East
African coast, perhaps as early as the 6th century, with subsequent settlement around 1200
AD by the Shirazi Sultan Yussuf bin Alawi and his family (Ingrams 1931; Khator 1992).
While there are several different theories about the origins of the original Tumbatu
inhabitants, the “dynastic link” of the island’s residents to the Shirazi is evidenced by the
architecture of the early mosques (Juma 2004). Historically, the island of Tumbatu held a
regionally significant economic and political position. By 1100 A.D. until around 1300
A.D., Tumbatu was a “higher order” state center in Zanzibar, involved in trading with
other major city-states in the Indian Ocean, and from 1150 AD to 1250 AD, the town of
Jongowe was one of the largest settlements on the Zanzibar coast (Horton and Clark
1985). Yakut, an Arab traveler who compiled a geographic dictionary in the 13th century,
describes Tumbatu island as a refuge for Zanzibaris who might be endangered (Khator
1992), and suggests that around 1220 A.D., the capital of Zanzibar was even relocated
from Kizimkazi (on Unguja) to Tumbatu (Juma 2004).
When the Portuguese arrived in Zanzibar in the 16th century, Tumbatu was still
regionally important. According to Khator (1992), Tumbatu legend holds that the
Portuguese did not rule Tumbatu (though they did have an administrative center across
the channel near Mkokotoni). Rather, they stayed as foreigners and were given land until
they became disruptive and the local residents resisted them. This conflict culminated in
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the Makutani war, which destroyed that area’s major settlement. By the time of Omani
Arab colonization of Zanzibar in the late 1700s, the power of Tumbatu had greatly
diminished.
In 1840, the Sultan of Oman moved the capital of his Sultanate to Zanzibar town.
Oman ruled Zanzibar until 1890, when Britain declared a formal protectorate over the
island. However, the British left the Sultanate as an administrative unit, and until
Zanzibar independence in 1963, the Sultan of Oman was the ostensible ruler of the
archipelago. Britain, nonetheless, maintained ultimate authority over the administration,
and enacted policies befitting British interests and ideology, including, perhaps most
notably, the abolition of slavery. During this time, the people of Tumbatu were able to
remain relatively independent because of their distance from the capital and the fact that
the poor quality of their land precluded the plantation farming pursued in central areas of
Unguja (Clayton 1981).
In the later years of colonialism in Zanzibar, the growing tensions between Arab
and African residents (many of whom had migrated from the mainland) were exacerbated
by the British support of Arab rule. When Britain introduced constitutional reforms
allowing for some local representation in the legislature, Arabs moved toward militant
nationalism, organizing into the Zanzibar Nationalist Party (ZNP), while mainland
African migrants united with some (mainly Hadimu) “indigenous” Zanzibaris to form the
Afro-Shirazi Union, later the Afro-Shirazi Party (ASP). Residents of Pemba, with some
Zanzibar and Tumbatu support, formed the Zanzibar and Pemba People’s Party (ZPPP).
The first elections in 1961 ended in a contested tie, but in the 1963 elections, a ZNP and a
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ZPPP alliance barely prevailed, winning the majority of seats, though only 37% of the
popular vote (Lofchi 1965). Independence was formally transferred in December of that
year, putting the newly elected minority coalition in control of the islands.
Yet, the rule of the ZNP-ZPPP coalition was short. In January of 1964, in a violent
revolution, members of the ASP overthrew the ZNP-ZPPP representatives and
established an alternative government. The days, weeks, and months following the
revolution were marked by violence and retributive killing. Non-ASP dissidents and
Arab residents were killed and Arab houses and businesses destroyed as the ethnic
tensions on the islands became even more politicized. Most surviving Arab and Asian
residents fled to refuge oversees. Within months, the new Zanzibar government unified
with mainland Tanganyika to form what is today the nation of Tanzania.
For residents
of Tumbatu, as for
all Zanzibaris, the
events of this time
are vividly
remembered. While
Tumbatu residents
were split between
the three parties, the
ZPPP party won the
Figure 1: Jongowe village in 2005
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most support on the island in the last pre-Independence poll (Myers 2005). In the
widespread violence following the revolution, the island’s ZPPP or ZNP supporters were
harassed, property was seized or destroyed, and many were killed or forced to flee to
mainland Tanzania. Even once the initial violence subsided, subsequent years brought
more harsh treatment for the residents of Tumbatu, and especially villagers in Jongowe.
Following a supposed assignation plot on the first Revolutionary President, Abeid Amani
Karume, in 1969, many of Jongowe’s residents were imprisoned or tortured (Myers
2005). While Zanzibar has not seen the same level of violence and unrest that marked
the early revolutionary period, the general attitude of the Revolutionary government
toward Tumbatu in the intervening decades has been one of passive neglect 2 .
Though they have been economically marginalized, the people of Tumbatu in
general and the village of Jongowe in particular remain actively interested in the
turbulent political events of today. The present ruling revolutionary party in Zanzibar is
Chama cha Mapinduzi (CCM, Party of the Revolution), and its closest political
challenger is the Civic United Front (CUF). In many ways, these parties fall along the
same historical ethnic lines, with CUF associated most strongly with Pemba and former
ZNP-ZPPP strongholds. In Jongowe, where the memories of the post-revolution violence
linger, CUF is widely supported, though some residents are active members of CCM.
Politics are controversial throughout Zanzibar. In the contentious elections of 1995,
2000, and 2005, CCM’s decisive victories have led to accusations of fraud and voterigging across Zanzibar, and in some cases by outside observers.
2

With the notable exception mentioned by Myers (2005) of President Aboud Jumbe who had the
underwater plumbing from Unguja installed.
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Many people, on and off Tumbatu, suggested to me that the lack of development in
Jongowe is at least in part a result of residents’ past and current support for the political
opposition. Zanzibar struggles economically in general, but in the decades since the
Revolution, Jongowe has not received the development and improvement projects that
have been introduced (if sporadically) on Unguja. 3 The decision of some Jongowe
residents to support the ruling CCM is in many ways a practical recognition of the current
reality. Beyond political ideology, bringing assistance to their community requires the
political support of those in power. This understanding was integral to the formation of
JEMA, Jongowe’s community-based conservation organization discussed below.
Given the rancor continuing to surround political issues in Zanzibar as a whole, the
level of social unity in the village of Jongowe is remarkable. While there are political
divides, and these divides are expressed in a variety of settings (see for example, chapter
four), the collective social identity as Jongowe residents supersedes political affiliation.
This strong place-based identity is common in Zanzibar as a whole, where there is an
adamant chorus of cultural autonomy from mainland Tanzania. The fervent claim to
identity is amplified in Jongowe, where residents are quick to distinguish themselves
from even their Kichangani neighbors on Tumbatu. As Myers (2005) explains, the sense
of being abandoned by both political parties has contributed to a persistent “us and us
only” ethic of self-liberation.

3

Pemba Island, the second largest in the archipelago and also strongly associated with the opposition party,
has been similarly neglected.
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Deceptive isolation
This idea of self-sufficiency is an important value in Jongowe, but it is often
perceived in an extreme fashion by many non-residents. One of the most persistent
assessments of Tumbatu from outsiders is that residents are isolated and remain isolated
by choice. Khator (1992) claims “Tumbatu Islanders maintain they are distinct from
other races of East Africa, and they do not encourage other people from outside to settle
in their homeland. To maintain the conservatism a young Mtumbatu is not expected to
marry an outsider; that is why it is hardly possible to see people from the main island
living on the island. Even Arabs and Indians are not interested at all to establish shops on
the island.” This characterization of enforced isolation does not reflect current conditions
in Jongowe. While there
are no non-African
residents in the village,
many men do marry nonTumbatu women, in part
a response to the exodus
of young educated
Jongowe women from the
village to work in
Zanzibar town. Further,
Figure 2: Small fishing dhow

though their island is
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relatively distant from today’s major urban centers, the residents of Tumbatu have never
been isolated, but for centuries have actively engaged in trade and travel.
In spite of relative geographical “remoteness,” contemporary residents of Jongowe,
most particularly male residents, have an intense sense of connection to the rest of the
world. They are fisherman, and they travel widely following fishing seasons. This sense
of connection is apparent in the insatiable appetite for news, either through the radio or
from those returning from Zanzibar town. Men gather in groups and listen to the radio
every night, engaging in political discussions about the rest of the world at a level of
detail that is sometimes disconcerting. As just one example, in response to a political
speech by U.S. Secretary of State Condoleezza Rice, one man asked, “Condoleezza Rice,
she is a black American, right?” He was answered, “She is black, yes, but I think
politically she is really white.”
Local news is transmitted in a less technical but equally effective manner, either
through local social networks or via
a “town crier” of sorts. When there
is news that needs to get around to
the community after dark when
people are in their homes, a boy
runs through the village beating a
drum (or bucket) and stopping
periodically to shout the news. He
Figure 3: Reading the day's news in Stonetown

may, for example, announce that
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because of the increasing price of gas, the price of a ride on the one motorized boat
making one round trip per day to the mainland will increase.
The spread of information is important, but Jongowe’s connections to the rest of the
world extend beyond radio waves and word of mouth. In spite of the residents’
impression of being forgotten or left behind by government, Jongowe receives a steady
stream of political visitors. I was in the village during the build-up to the 2005 elections,
admittedly an unusually active time, and several candidates for Parliament campaigned in
the village, as did the CUF mainland Presidential candidate, in flamboyant style. The
Minister of Education came and gave a speech at Jongowe’s school. Other government
officials at the district and regional level visit Jongowe for a variety of celebrations, or,
for example, an HIV/AIDS conference held while I lived there. There is a continual flow
of health workers through the village, addressing concerns with malaria, elephantiasis, or
physical impairments. The guest book of the village’s conservation organization, JEMA
(see below), contains the signatures of many important political figures and foreign
visitors.
Though there are many connections between villagers in Jongowe and those outside
the village, there is still a perception among Jongowe residents of being economically and
politically marginalized, a perception strongly supported by village conditions. This has
led to a very strong sense of community self-sufficiency and self-reliance, expressed in
part through strong cooperative organization.
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Cooperative organization in Jongowe
There is history of cooperative organization in the village of Jongowe, and this
history facilitated the eventual establishment of a conservation CBO. In particular,
soccer clubs have provided an important forum for organization and activism, at least for
men. In Jongowe, there are two soccer clubs: Simba Mweusi (Black Lion) and JOBMAS
(Jongowe Blue Magic Society). JOBMAS is the more recent of the two, created by in
1978 by several young men of the community, those of the first generation to receive
post-primary formal schooling. As one of the founders explained to me, they learned in
school that there could be no development without competition. They organized
JOBMAS as a football (soccer) team, but also a cooperative society to promote economic
development among members and for the village as a whole.
Cooperative organization through sports is an important theme in Zanzibari history.
As Fair (2001) explains, the British introduced certain sports to the island with the
intention of “disciplining” native residents with exercise and regulated (timed, ruleoriented) activity. She continues:
Young Arab and Asian men who were being prepared for positions of
authority or supervision within the administration were encouraged to
develop a taste for the refinements of cricket, those deemed more suited for
jobs as junior-level clerks were directed toward field hockey, while football
and boxing were the sports considered most “appropriate” for the African
working class (231).
Football quickly became extremely popular among Zanzibaris of all ethnicities and
remains an avidly pursued pastime today. Fair describes how football at first united
neighborhoods and crossed ethnic and class divides, though teams later became
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increasingly segregated along those same divisions 4 . Football clubs were significant
spaces for male collective organization, including the political organization of what
eventually became the revolutionary Afro-Shirazi Party.
The organization of JOBMAS was some time after the Revolution, but the idea of
football as a vehicle for cooperative organization beyond the field was very much a part
of the group’s agenda. The first economic activities undertaken by JOBMAS were
fishing oriented. In the early 1980s, the group was awarded money from the African
Development Bank for the construction of two boats, including engines and nets 5 . They
were also the first group to plant trees on the island, brought by club members working
for the Forestry Department. Though now the organization is largely devoted to
supporting the football team, the effects of their cooperative activities have spread
through the village. For example, a group of young men has recently organized a
cooperative lending organization called Jikwamua (a verb meaning to extricate yourself).
Members of the group contribute portions of their salary each month, and this money is
used for loans to both group members and other villagers 6 .
Also linked to JOBMAS in the 1980s was a woman’s cooperative organization
named Mshikimano Ndio Umoja Wetu (A Stand Indeed Is Our Unity, or United We
Stand). The group tended vegetables and chickens and went seine fishing together. They
received a grant to build a chicken coop, but confusion about the conditions of the grant

4

The two teams from Jongowe are roughly divided among class and political lines, with most of the
educated men or CCM members belonging to JOBMAS.
5
They have since sold one of the boats.
6
This group is very interesting, as it subsists off of interest from loans, something prohibited in Islam.
Some members of the community are unhappy because of this, while others respect the groups’ attempts to
organize and earn money.
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meant they never actually got the chickens. Nonetheless, Mshikimano was the first
women’s cooperative organization in Jongowe, and there are now seven women’s
cooperatives.
In addition to these organizations, the spirit of “us and us alone” describe by Myers
is apparent in the practice of bovua fishing. This form of fishing involves a crew fishing
together for the benefit of one crewmember, or even another villager, who needs funds
for a specific project, such as roofing his house or buying a boat. They fish together as
usual, but all of the profits, aside from what they need for food or necessities, go to the
person who has asked for assistance. The arrangement usually rotates among
crewmembers, and it is very common in the weeks following Ramadan or Maulid, when
fishermen spend more time in the village. It is also common for non-fisherman to ask for
this assistance, especially those working the government, but often the fishermen will
turn down this request. Ultimately, this method of fishing means fishermen rely on each
other for assistance, and don’t have to look beyond village borders for loans or additional
employment.
The ethic of community self-reliance and the idea that community members are
responsible for helping themselves has made cooperative organization a popular approach
to problem solving in Jongowe. Perhaps the most obvious extension of the cooperative
model initiated by JOBMAS is the formation of Jongowe’s environmental CBO, JEMA.
JEMA (Jongowe Environmental Management Association or Jumuiya ya
Kusimamia Mazingira) is an environmental NGO begun in 2000 by Jongowe villagers.
The organization was a response to the perceived inefficacy of the Jongowe Village
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Development Committee (JVDC), the preexisting organization charged with addressing
environmental and development concerns in the village. This committee did very little 7 ,
according to current JEMA members, and there were many problems in Jongowe that
needed to be addressed, including continuing deforestation, destruction of marine
resources, poor sanitation and waste management, and poor land management.
JEMA was an extension of the cooperative model begun by JOBMAS, and in fact
many of JEMA’s founders were members of JOBMAS as well, though the organization
has members from both of the village’s soccer clubs. But, the decision to register as an
NGO was something new to the village. In fact, JEMA’s director explained that at the
time, people in Jongowe didn’t even know what an NGO was, and they were disinclined
to trust the organization given the previous failures of JVDC. Yet, JEMA’s organizers
felt an NGO was the format they needed. As one explained, “An NGO has freedom. It
works with the government and internationally. For us here, at that time, it made sense.
There was no other thing that worked like that. With an NGO, you can get help, travel to
other places, consult with government.” The NGO allowed the group to continue the
association with government of the previous development committee, but also expand
beyond government boundaries and apply for assistance from international donors. The
energetic efforts expended in JEMA’s first year convinced the village of the
organization’s value, and eventually, as a JEMA member put it, “every person had faith
that JEMA could bring development to Tumbatu.”

7

JVDC has since become more active and is responsible for procuring the aforementioned solar panels for
the village.
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One of the most pressing motivations for the formation of JEMA, and among the
first issues the group addressed, was the destruction of local reefs and the decline in local
fish stocks.
The pressure on local marine resources was in part an unintended consequence of
measures taken to protect other marine environments. Namely, the creation of a marine
reserve in the waters surrounding the nearby island of Mnemba, in addition to several
more distant marine protected areas in Zanzibar’s waters, displaced scores of local
fishermen. The search for alternate fishing areas led many of these fishermen to the
waters off Tumbatu island, and Tumbatu fisherman saw the impact of this increased
fishing presence. Their catch decreased as they competed with more fishermen, and they
had to travel further and further away, close to mainland Tanzania. Also, Tumbatu
fishermen complained that outside fishermen did not comply with restrictions on fish
size, and even dove with spear guns, destroying local reefs.
Responding to these worsening conditions, JEMA coordinated with two
environmental CBOs from the other Tumbatu village of Kichangani to form the Kamati
ya Uhifadhi wa Bahari ya Tumbatu (Committee for Conservation of Tumbatu Oceans).
As a group, they established bylaws for use of the reef on the northwest side of the island,
and brought plans to the Fisheries Department, the District Commissioner, and the
Regional Commissioner to make this reef a marine protected area. This action has been
somewhat successful in that all parties agreed to the arrangement, and the Fisheries
Department has included Tumbatu’s reef on its list of areas being considered for
MACEMP (Marine and Coastal Environmental Management Project), a joint project
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between the Zanzibar government and the World Bank. However, there has been no
implementation of any protective measures to date.
In addition to their activism in protecting marine resources, JEMA has been
involved in several other environmental management projects. In 2002, a JEMA member
wrote to CARE and asked for money for environmental education and management
programs. This first grant was significant, around $20,000, and the resulting
environmental education program has been one of their most extensive projects. JEMA
conducted workshops, made leaflets, held meetings, and included local children by using
games, essays, songs, and drama performances to teach environmental awareness.
They also facilitated several projects concerned with land and forest management.
The group established a tree nursery in 2002 and distributed seedlings to villagers, though
this project was largely unsuccessful. The group also created several experimental plots
for farmers, attempting to teach alternative farming techniques and crops, and conducted
a pest control campaign focused on killing monkeys. These projects are discussed in
more detail in chapter four.
Another successful program has been a village sanitation program. The group
helped build a solid waste area and a burning station and collected garbage in those areas.
The ubiquitous plastic bags littering most of Tanzania and Zanzibar were collected and
incinerated. There continues to be a village cleanup every year before the rains come,
and JEMA leads other villagers in this effort. Current plans for JEMA include the
construction of a house with a cooler for fish and private changing area (especially for
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women) in Mkokotoni, the market town across the channel, and an HIV/AIDS education
program.
During my time in Jongowe, the chairman of JEMA was away pursuing a degree in
mainland Tanzania, and the organization was less active in his absence. Yet, villager
residents all spoke of JEMA in positive terms, and expressed their opinion that the
organization was useful to the community. There are 18 active members of the
organization, both men and women. And, though JEMA continues to struggle with
financial and personnel issues, particularly the reluctance of some its active members to
accept the poverty associated with a life in Jongowe, the director has a strong
commitment to the organization and will likely return to Jongowe to lead and facilitate
future projects.
While JEMA is a small, though active, organization in a relatively small village, the
second CBO in this study is larger and serves a much broader constituency. The
following section will discuss the organization Osotwa and the Mount Meru area in
which it works.

Forest Conservation: Mount Meru and Osotwa
My second research site was in and around the village of Ngaramtoni, a semi-urban
area in Arumeru district of northern Tanzania. Ngaramtoni is one of a number of
contiguous villages circling Mount Meru and on the outskirts of the town of Arusha, a
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starting point for most “northern circuit” tourist safaris and home to the United Nations
International Criminal Tribunal for Rwanda (ICTR). Census data puts the total
population of Arumeru district at approximately 516,000 residents, with an additional
280,000 residing in Arusha proper (URT 2002). The area is home to many different
groups of people, including a significant expatriate presence in Arusha, but the western
slopes of Mount Meru are primarily associated with the Waarusha Maasai.
The Waarusha Maasai (or Il Larusa Maasai), one segment of Tanzanian Maasai,
live predominantly on farms sprawling both up the southwestern side of the Mount Meru
and onto the plains beyond. This area of Tanzania has historically been the site of fierce
struggles over land, first between different Tanzanian ethnic groups, later between
resident Tanzanians and colonial powers, and continuing today between the conservation
and extraction agendas of the central government and the livelihood needs of local
people. This history of struggle is very much part of the identity of the current residents
and the cultural and natural landscape of the region.
The most comprehensive history of the Waarusha people and their Meru neighbors
was compiled by Thomas Spear (1997), and this background draws heavily on his
account of the region and the “moral economy” of its residents. The Waarusha are
principally agro-pastoral Maasai 8 who began to move from the plains below Mount Meru
and settle near present day Arusha in the 1830s. While they planted farms in the area,
providing valuable access to crops to their Maasai relatives, they also maintained close
cultural and cattle ties to pastoralism. While most Maasai groups practice limited
8

Spear notes that some Waarusha may have been ethnically Chaga, not Maasai, and that the Arusha Maa
language borrows many Chaga words.
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agriculture, the duel affiliation of the Waarusha to both pastoralist cultural values and
agricultural (and urban) livelihoods distinguishes them from other Maasai groups.
The Waarusha have always been actively involved in regional economic and social
processes. In the early 1860s, the opening of new trade routes placed the burgeoning
town of Arusha in a strategically important position for caravans traveling to Kenya. The
Waarusha participated enthusiastically in cattle trade and supplied food for travelers and
caravans venturing across the Maasai Steppe. Their trading and agricultural successes,
coupled with the capture and assimilation of children from neighboring tribes and the
further in-migration of other Maasai individuals, rapidly increased the Waarusha
population. Within 100 years of settling near Arusha, they had completely colonized the
southwestern slopes of Mount Meru, pushing Meru farmers further and further east.
By the time of German colonial incursion at the end of the 19th century, the
Waarusha were solidly in control of the region. Both Waarusha and Meru warriors
fiercely resisted German rule, and warriors ambushed and killed the first two
missionaries to settle in the area. In response to those murders, waves of retribution
attacks carried out by German forces weakened the villages and local economic systems,
and many traditional leaders were killed in battle or executed. While the destruction
perpetrated against Waarusha and Meru communities by the German authorities was
massive, today Waarusha remember the heroism and ingenuity of their ancestors during
this difficult time.
One man proudly told me the story of the Kimunyak area, the village adjacent to
my village of residence. According to him, the area used to be called Il Kitolin. When
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the Germans came to pacify the area, they had guns while the local people had only
traditional weapons. But the people used traps made of the bent branches of the ole
Africana trees. “When such techniques were used, whole troops of Germans were
killed.” One of the largest fights was at Boma Nangoma. Two Waarusha men were
caught and taken to jail, but they escaped and warned the community that German troops
were coming to kill everyone. The local residents retrieved the head of someone killed
during the previous skirmishes and put it on a stake. They told the Germans it was their
leader, Kitolin, which it wasn’t, and then renamed themselves Kimunyak. So, he
concludes, “the Germans went away, because they thought this was not a good place to
be.”
While this particular village may have been spared greater suffering, the Germans
did not leave the area. German troops established a garrison in Arusha town, and
administrators attempted to impose their own form of “traditional” leadership by
appointing headmen friendly to their cause. They instituted a system of taxes and wage
labor and oversaw the establishment of the first Christian Missions in the area.
Additionally, and significantly for later developments, they encouraged European
settlement to the fertile area, creating a ring of European farms and plantations below the
Waarusha and Meru settlements and effectively blocking the expansion of local farms
down the mountain. Simultaneously, the German authorities created a forest reserve on
Mount Meru above 1600 meters, effectively creating an “iron ring” around local people’s
settlement (Spear 1997:90). These boundaries forced Waarusha and Meru farmers to
intensify their agricultural practices.
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During the First World War, the Germans lost their position in East Africa, and the
British effectively took over colonial authority. They continued German policies of
controlling traditional authority figures and encouraging wage labor, and reallocated
German farms to British or other foreign settlers, continuing the process of land
alienation. The Waarusha and Meru intensely cleared and planted within their band of
land on the slopes, developing productive farms and rotating a variety of crops, especially
focusing on bananas. They also began intercropping coffee, a banana-compatible cash
crop, to supplement their income. This intensification meant control of land became even
more contentious, and a major area of conflict for the Waarusha and the Meru.
The tension over land scarcity erupted significantly in the late 1940s and early
1950s, when British authorities attempt to remove Meru farmers from land on Mount
Meru in order to clear an area for British settlers to establish beef and dairy enterprises.
The Meru launched an effective campaign of passive resistance, and British troops
forcibly evicted hundreds of families and burned their residences, school, and church. In
an unprecedented show of political will, Meru residents responded to the eviction by
taking their land claims all the way to the United Nations. While two U.N. resolutions
were drafted condemning British actions, neither gained the two-thirds support needed to
pass. Because no decision was reached, the British effectively won the case, but the
strong activism of the Meru people and the support they garnered internationally
reestablished the region’s reputation for autonomy and dissent. While this issue affected
the Meru people directly, their Waarusha and Maasai neighbors felt that their struggles
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against colonial authority were equally important and effective. As a local leader
declared to me, “we Maasai, we were not ruled by colonialists.”
In 1961, Tanganyika was declared an independent country, ending colonial rule and
establishing Julius Nyerere as the first President. In 1967, Mwalimu Nyerere (Teacher
Nyerere, as he was and is referred to) established a comprehensive program of socialist
economic reform. One of the major components of this reform was the relocation of rural
residents into centralized villages where services could be better provided. These ujamaa
(family-hood) villages were designed as part of a collective agrarian project, but
Tanzanians proved reluctant to relocate. In 1974, Nyerere’s government began forcibly
removing and resettling rural people, relocating an estimated five million residents
(Nelson et al 2004). The socialist programs were not economically successful and
eventually disintegrated, in part due to the costly war with Idi Amin in Uganda, but the
legacy of this period is undeniably important.
While the socialist agenda represented an ideological break from western economic
dogma, the influence of western powers on Tanzanian land and resource management
(especially wildlife management) remained strong. The ujamaa village relocations
actually continued the process of local land alienation and centralized resource control
initiated by colonial authorities, and opened further land to conservation interests by
removing the residents (Nelson et al 2004). While more recent conservation ideology has
suggested the devolution of authority (see introduction), the centralized policies of the
past have proven difficult to overcome.
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Throughout these significant national events, the Mount Meru region has continued
to be an area which has challenged the legitimacy of centralized and even regional forms
of authority. One of the most recent and publicized examples of this was the 1998
Arumeru tax revolt, coinciding with the introduction of multi-party democracy and donor
development agendas regarding “governance” (Kelsall 2000; see chapter five). In an
extraordinary show of solidarity, nearly all the residents of Arumeru district refused to
pay a development levy to a corrupt district council. The revolt was sparked in the
largely Waarusha area of West Arumeru, but tension spread to neighboring districts and
culminated in the beating of tax collectors, the burning of the council chairman’s house
and a mass march on the regional headquarters in Arusha. While some of the controversy
can be attributed to the political maneuvering of local elites, Kelsall (2000) posits that
“the Arumeru tax revolt is arguably the most dramatic instance of specifically political
mobilization in rural Tanzania since Independence in 1961” (2).
This spirit of resistance is one characteristic of this region of Tanzania, but for the
Waarusha, the introduction of Christianity and formal education have also been crucial in
defining the region. The culture of the Waarusha Maasai is a hybrid of pastoralist social
structure and agriculturalist livelihood in a suburban setting, and the navigation of these
various influences is an important part of local identity.

A Settled Pastoralist Identity
Spear (1997) points out that though the Maasai have always farmed, the cultural,
spiritual, and linguistic emphasis placed on livestock meant the transition to a primarily
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agricultural subsistence pattern required some
cultural adaptation. Waarusha learned
farming techniques from their neighbors while
retaining their identity as Maasai and
continuing many of their Maasai cultural
traditions, albeit adapting them to the labor
requirements of an agricultural livelihood.
This negotiation between pastoral and
agricultural identity lingers in the area, and in
contemporary discussions claiming Maasai or
Waarusha ethnicity implies much more than
whether one herds livestock or farms. The

Figure 4: Waarusha farmer

adults of this generation are different from
their parents’ generation, in terms of livelihood but also in terms of education and
religion. As one local man succinctly explained,
In the past, we were Maasai. When we were growing up, we lived the Maasai
life. My father depended on mostly cattle. When we were young, we were
looking after sheep and goats and dressing like Maasai. Later on, there were
some influences. Christianity came in, schools came in, there was urbanization.
Christianity started to change people. Children were sent to schools and got
Christian influence.
He goes on to explain that the changes weren’t only about Christianity and education,
but “also the population growth—the land became scarcer. Grazing land diminished.
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When the land diminished and there was no open land to graze cows, people resorted to
small farming.”
All of these factors—the influence of Christianity, the availability of education, and
the shift from pastoralism to farming—have made the Waarusha Maasai distinct from
their pastoral Maasai relatives (sometimes referred to by Waarusha as “bush Maasai”).
Yet, Waarusha continue to share Maasai culture. The Waarusha and Maasai speak the
same language, with accent distinctions that were explained to me as similar to American
vs. British English. They practice the same ceremonies and have the same periods of
initiation and circumcision, a fundamental area of continuity. They also intermarry, and I
was told this happened
mostly between Maasai
men and Waarusha women.
The Waarusha thus have a
unique identity that is both
distinct from other Maasai
communities and embedded
in Maasai tradition.
Figure 5: Boys herding in Ngaramtoni

Young people in the area
have a particularly complex

struggle with self-definition as Waarusha or Maasai. Though their parents are often
proud of the opportunities viewed to be implicit in Waarusha identity, and today’s youth
have been raised in schools and churches, recent education programs designed to teach
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about traditional Maasai heritage have instilled strong connections with Maasai roots.
One young man sought to explain his perspective on his cultural heritage the following
way:
I am proud to be a Maasai. Though I am living close to Arusha and my
father is Waarusha, but according to the seminars I’ve been to, we have
had “Maasai lectures” and I learn these things—to be proud of being
Maasai, though my origin is Waarusha.
Though there are implications concerning education or religion, the differences
between the Waarusha and Maasai is still often discussed in terms of cattle. When I
asked a Waarusha man whether the pastoral Maasai recognized Waarusha Maasai as
Maasai, he explained, “they recognize them, but they don’t value them very much.” He
explained that because wealth for the Maasai is measured in cattle, settled Maasai are
considered very
poor. Pastoral
Maasai won’t sell
their cattle, even if
they have to live
in bad conditions,
which he felt
many do.
“Someone may
have no shoes and
Figure 6: Zero-grazing enclosure in Ngaramtoni
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a bad house but be rich because he has so many cattle.” While the majority of Waarusha
cattle in the semi-urban periphery of Arusha are kept in zero grazing containment barns,
there are still some Waarusha men who maintain large herds. These are generally kept in
other areas of Maasailand with relatives, or in bomas maintained in those areas by
suburban residents who frequent their rural homesteads when possible. They may take
their sons there to watch the cattle, but most people explained that this practice had
become less frequent as the value of educating children is more and more recognized.
There is a concern that boys herding and living in bomas will not get an education, and
they will be left behind. As one man explained, “In the past, cattle were their only pride,
nothing more. Now it is different. Education is a pride now.”
Perhaps the greatest distinction between the Waarusha of today and their Maasai
ancestors is the emphasis placed on control of land. 9 This shift from wealth through
cattle to wealth through land occurred gradually throughout the last century, culminating
in the internationally notable Meru Land Case (Spear 1997). The value of land is
exceedingly apparent in the overcrowded landscape of Mount Meru’s slopes today. As
one relatively wealthy man shared, “I think there is nothing more important than land.
Even more than cattle. You can’t develop anything without land.” While cattle are still
symbolically important, family ties are secured through the inheritance of land, not
necessarily cattle, and in the increasingly crowded area on Meru’s slopes, control of land
is often a contentious issue. So important is the issue that a local leader explained it in
the terms of “losing your land is associated with losing your life.”
9

I say Maasai ancestors because contemporary Maasai are also struggling with vital land rights issues,
though they are still not as sedentary as Waarusha Maasai.
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Privatization and property rights are often associated with the process of settlement,
but the value of land has kept it communal within the family, if not to the community as a
whole. While Spear explains that early Waarusha settlement aggregated into ageset
groups, today settlement is often lineage-based, reflecting inheritance patterns. The story
of one powerful family, the decendants of Ngungat of the Mollel clan (the biggest
Waarusha clan), is illustrative of the land’s central place within the family. Ngungat had
20 wives and many children. One of them, Sukuret, purchased a large section of land
near Emaoi from a family who decided to migrate away from the region. He gave the
land to his children (approximately 20 sons and 25 daughters), and all the houses on this
large area of land are those of Sukuret’s sons, from one of his five wives. Under the
traditional law of the family, this inherited land cannot be sold but must be passed on to
sons freely. The land does not belong to the individual homeowner, but is communally
owned by the family. Therefore, it cannot be sold out of family ownership by an
individual.
The importance of land and control over land has created the grassroots
organization that is the topic of this dissertation. For the Waarusha on the southwest
slopes of Mount Meru, ideas of land are tied to cultural identity. The negotiation
between Maasai identity and Waarusha identity, manifest in discussions of religion and
education, in addition to control of land and control of cattle, has long been a
characteristic of this area. While young people may be struggling with how to identify
themselves, the extraordinary ability to maintain Maasai identity and ties to pastoral
communities while adapting to an agricultural livelihood was a critical strategy for
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Waarusha historically. This strategy is also important in contemporary networking with
local, regional, or even global partners, as is described in chapter six.

Cooperative Organization in Ngaramtoni
It is the ever-present tension over access to land which led to the formation of the
community-based conservation organization Osotwa. Though there is some
disagreement among current members about whose idea the original organization was,
the majority of the legwork for the organization was and is done by the coordinator. He
was a headmaster at a school in Serengeti when he heard of the confrontations over land
in the Mount Meru area, which culminated in the deaths of villagers in Shibolo (see
chapter five for further discussion of these events). As a teacher, he explained that he felt
that education could help resolve the conflicts, and he also had a sense of responsibility
toward the area, whose residents had contributed to his education.
He returned to the Mount Meru area in 2001 and began holding discussions with
various parties, including local traditional leaders and the manager of the Meru-Usa
forest plantation, who had already begun several projects to work with local
communities. The two of them discussed the need for an organization “not totally under
government control,” according to the coordinator, who then wrote a proposal to form a
CBO. He and a few other area leaders sent an invitation to around ten educated people
from around the area who might “support the idea and contribute to the establishment of
the organization.” They met at the forest plantation and agreed to support the formation
of a community-based group. From there, things moved quite quickly. The initial

70
meeting was in October of 2001, and within six months the organization was registered
as an NGO.
When asked why the organization and registration process went so smoothly for
Osotwa, when so many other groups struggle to meet the bureaucratic and practical
criteria for NGO registration, one founding member explained that this was because from
the start they had the support of the surrounding community. “We put our effort on going
to people and talking to villagers. Our main task has been going to villages and
convening meetings, to introduce Osotwa and explain our objectives and benefits. We
told them, it is their organization, not a government organization.” The willingness to
travel across the rather large area, usually by foot, and discuss and listen to villagers’
concerns is still a key component of Osotwa’s mission and strategy. Yet, that was
probably not the only reason they were successful in organizing as an NGO.
The group’s coordinator and other founders had previous and extensive experience
with community organization and NGO formation. The decision to use an NGO to
confront the clashes between government and residents was no doubt influenced by this
previous exposure. The coordinator had participated many education organizations and
pastoralists NGOs (PINGOs) in the Serengeti area, and was witness to both the political
power and the internal problems plaguing these institutions in the late nineties (see Igoe
(2000) for excellent account of this). He was one of the founding members of TAPHGO
(Tanzania Pastoralist Hunter-Gatherer Organization), a pastoralist and hunter-gatherer
NGO formed in opposition to the pre-existing but controversial umbrella organization
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named, explicatively, PINGOs. 10 Not only was this previous experience useful in terms
of organization, but he was already familiar with many government officials and was able
to facilitate a smooth registration process.
The organization was originally constituted with 25 members, and was named
“Osotwa,” a Maasai word meaning both “good relations between people” and “umbilical
cord to nourish the body” (Osotwa 2007). According to a leading member, the
overarching vision of the organization is to “care for Mount Meru for the future” and to
“promote justifiable development through economic activities.” While there are
currently some Chagga and Pare members of the CBO, the majority of the members and
all of the executive committee are Waarusha. So, while the organization represents
Mount Meru as a whole, whose residents include many different tribes, its membership is
overwhelmingly Waarusha, an important part of Osotwa’s identity. Explaining this
imbalance, one member referenced the history of the area. “These people (Waarusha) are
very aggressive. They are the most difficult ones to rule, so they are born leaders.”
Once Osotwa was registered as an NGO, the members began to look for projects.
They were quickly approached by ICG 11 , a European NGO in search of community
partner. ICG remains Osotwa’s main donor, though Osotwa has also developed
relationships with other international NGOs. Osotwa from the start was remarkably
successful, largely because of the extensive institutional and community support, but also
because of the energy put into the organization by its founding members. The
10

PINGOs was plagued by corruption, leading to withdrawal of donor support in 1999. It has since been
restructured and the young staff is highly respected in local conservation and development circles. But
there is significant tension between PINGOs and TAPHGO, which often work in the same communities on
the same issues but rarely cooperate.
11
The name of this group has been changed.
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Coordinator in particular was and is tireless in his treks across the area to meet with both
villagers and local and regional leaders.
The organization’s most successful projects to date are re-vegetation projects.
Deforestation and over-farming or grazing are significant problems in the area,
exacerbated by the light volcanic soil which is easily eroded once its vegetation cover is
lost. As people often joked, there are two seasons in the area: the dusty season and the
muddy season. Because Mount Meru is a water catchement area for much of the
surrounding region, the deforestation on the slopes is not only a local problem. Yet, at
the local level, the paradoxical consequences include both water scarcity and increased
flooding. In one of its first projects, Osotwa coordinated and led an effort to plant a
variety of vegetation on the severely eroded Engorika hill. Flooding in the previous years
had decimated villages in the valley below, sweeping away small livestock and once a
child. Since the replanting, these floods decreased 12 and erosion has also been
significantly controlled. Osotwa also negotiated with neighboring villages to patrol the
slope in order to keep cattle from grazing and denuding the relatively new vegetation or
disturbing the loose soil.
The second project, carried out in coordination with the large Meru-Usa Plantation (a
large government-sponsored enterprise on the slopes of Mount Meru, and which also
participated on the Engorika hill project), involved the re-planting of Kitakuuk hill with
indigenous species. This project was done in coordination with two neighboring villages,

12

Osotwa members credit the re-vegetation project with the decrease in floods, but the area has also been in
a prolonged drought, so it is difficult to know exactly how successful the measures have been, at least in
terms of flood control.
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and, according to Osotwa’s coordinator, contributed to the central government’s decision
to use Meru-Usa as pilot joint management project. Villagers are farming around the
young trees, but there is some tension about the extent of village use and the types of
crops they are able to grow, reflecting the lingering tension between the plantation and
local villagers, and Osotwa’s place within that controversy (see chapter five).
While these two projects are the most successful (and oldest), Osotwa is involved in
several other endeavors, including starting tree nurseries at local schools. Environmental
education is also a goal of the group, and an objective for future projects. In 2005,
Osotwa obtained a volunteer from Volunteer Services Abroad (VSA), a New Zealand
volunteer organization similar to the U.S. Peace Corp. One of the main tasks of the
volunteer, an ecologist and botanist, is to expand the environmental education program.
Another recent program for the group is Osotwa Cultural Tourism Initiative (OCTI).
OCTI is a program to bring tourists to the area and give them cultural tours with local
guides. The tours include meetings with traditional medicine men, visits to traditional
homesteads, and nature hikes up a small caldera to view the distinctive species of resident
black-and-white colobus monkeys. The project began strongly, but has tapered off, in
part because the organization ran out of promotional brochures and in part because the
community is not as close to Arusha and convenient to tourists as other cultural tourism
programs. However, the expansion of OCTI is one goal of Osotwa, and discussions of
opening hiking routes up the southwest slope of Mount Meru have encouraged them in
this regard.
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One of Osotwa’s great successes has been in networking (see chapter seven), but this
has also made the organization vulnerable. And, while some of the core members remain
active, many have become frustrated with the lack of financial gain and continuing
struggle for projects. As one of Osotwa’s partners explained, “the way I look at Osotwa,
the objectives and goal are OK. But the capacity is a serious problem. Resources, human
and financial—generally they are lacking in resources. They have a lot of members, but
the attitude of the members is the attitude of dependency.”

Conclusions
JEMA is a small conservation CBO established in a village with a history of
opposition to the existing government in Zanzibar. Jongowe village is a small place, but
a place firmly connected to the rest of Zanzibar and to the rest of the world. Osotwa is a
larger organization working across many villages. The Waarusha residents of the area
also have a history of resisting outside authority and negotiating their own unique
livelihood and cultural system.
While these two groups were established in very different locations, serve different
constituencies, and face different resource management issues, they clearly have many
similarities. Both JEMA and Osotwa began in the face of perceived threats to local
resources, and one of the sources of these threats was a government-initiated protected
area, either marine reserve(s) or plantation forest. Both chose to organize as NGOs as a
strategy for addressing these threats, and both have several successful projects and
partnerships.
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Yet, both also face significant financial and personnel concerns. And, while the
extent to which they are geographically enmeshed in conservation activity differs, they
must both navigate the same turbulent networks of government regulation and
transnational funding, the same pressures to conform traditional resource management
strategies to “Western” scientific principles, and the same challenge to do these things
while still addressing the needs of the communities they purport to serve. The following
chapters will examine how JEMA and Osotwa engage with the convoluted network of
global conservation and how their experiences can inform us about the potential for
effective community-based organization in an increasingly complex global environment.
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CHAPTER 4: PROBLEMATIZING “TRADITIONAL ECOLOGICAL
KNOWLEDGE”

Within the rhetoric of conservation and development, the phrase “traditional
ecological knowledge” (TEK) is as common as the phrase “community-based
conservation.” The ideas behind community-based conservation assume that local people
have some special knowledge about a resource, making their participation in management
decisions advantageous. As Fischer (2000) notes, local people are often more attuned to
the specific local context of environmental problems, and local knowledge is important in
identifying and addressing those concerns. While anthropology has long recognized the
integrated nature of human society and the environment, ecology is also moving toward
theories incorporating the role of humans in ecosystem functioning, with the inclusion of
terms such as “social-ecological systems” (Berkes and Folkes 1998). The ecological
model of complex adaptive systems (Holling and Meffe 1996), replacing earlier “state
and transition” theories, recognizes the integrated relationship between people and nature
and the place of humans within the larger ecosystem. Reflective of these theoretical
shifts within resource management is the increasing tendency for scientists and resource
managers to advocate the inclusion of TEK in management practices in order to improve
conservation results (for example, Drew 2005; Berkes et al 2000; Appiah-Opoku 2005).
But what exactly is “traditional ecological knowledge”? The term can be used to
denote many different bodies of knowledge and ways of knowing. In an attempt to be
comprehensive, Berkes defines TEK as “a cumulative body of knowledge, practice and
belief, evolving by adaptive processes and handed down through generations by cultural
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transmission, about the relationship of living beings (including humans) with one another
and with their environment” (1999:8). He emphasizes that traditional ecological
knowledge can’t be divorced from the social or spiritual, but that together these form
ways of understanding the world. Yet, Berkes admits that the term traditional ecological
knowledge is ambiguous because each of its component terms is ambiguous. What do
we mean by traditional? Ecological? What “knowledge” counts? This chapter will
explore these questions and some of the additional critiques of the term “traditional
ecological knowledge” within the context of the village of Jongowe in Zanzibar.
While TEK is an increasingly popular idea within resource management, many
scholars question the concept and what it might imply. Particularly troubling are
questions of how TEK is related to, or distinct from, Western science. Banuri and Apffel
Marglin (1993) contrast the culturally imbedded and locally specific nature of TEK with
the dis-imbedded and universalizing character of Western science. Agrawal, however,
posits that distinguishing between TEK and Western science is inappropriate (1995). He
argues that such a delineation discounts the fact that the two heterogeneous systems of
knowledge often overlap and inform each other. Further, communities are themselves
heterogeneous, and thus not all members of the same community have the same access to
information, challenging the idea of an inclusive “local” body of indigenous knowledge.
Additionally, the distinction between science and TEK assumes that traditional, or local,
knowledge is fixed and static, rather than evolving within a changing context, and
obscures the fact that scientific knowledge is itself culturally constructed.
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Though social scientists in particular question the distinction between traditional
knowledge and Western science, such a divide still exists conceptually. This is apparent
in the fact that, ultimately, the validity of TEK in environmental management is judged
by how effectively it mirrors the precepts of Western science (see for example Roncoli et
al 2002). Traditional ecological knowledge is accepted and venerated when it encourages
actions consistent with Western ideas of conservation. Often this is the case. For
example, in Zanzibar there is a category of forest known as mzim. Mzims are sacred
forest spaces, where genies and spirits are thought to live, and they cannot be cut down.
The spiritual belief about the forests protects the trees and corresponds with Western
conservation ideals. However, when TEK contradicts these ideas, as it does in several
cases described below, it is viewed as destructive and unsustainable.
This chapter will largely concentrate on examining the issues surrounding
traditional ecological knowledge in the village of Jongowe, on Tumbatu Island in
Zanzibar. However, the end of the chapter will provide a short explanation of the
production of knowledge occurring in the settled pastoral communities on the southwest
slopes of Mount Meru in mainland Tanzania, the other field site for this research. In the
case of Jongowe, several factors are challenging the prevailing forms of TEK.
Knowledge is being lost through the death of elders and the reluctance of the younger
generation to carry on the farming or fishing activities of their parents in favor of
migration to cities or jobs in education. Traditional knowledge about resource
management is sometimes inadequate in Jongowe because of the loss of control over
access to the resources, particularly marine resources, in the face of more and more
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encroachment from outside fishermen. In the case of farming knowledge, new ideas
brought by extension officers and agricultural exchange programs challenge traditional
ways of preparing the land, planting, and harvesting. Finally, there is the potential for
some forms of Jongowe’s TEK to become confused, as both population and technology
begin to outpace the production of new forms of local environmental knowledge. In this
chapter, I will discuss some forms of TEK possessed by the villagers in Jongowe,
examine some of the challenges to these ways of knowing the environment, and explore
the dynamic ways these challenges are negotiated.

Knowledge of the Sea:
The lives of the residents of Jongowe are structured with the patterns of tides
determined by the rhythm of the lunar cycle. This reflects both residents’ reliance on the
Islamic calendar based on lunar months and the central role of the ocean in the livelihood
of the village. Ingrams (1931) refers to the people of Tumbatu as the best pilots in
Zanzibar waters, renowned for their love of the sea. Setting traps for fish, seine fishing
offshore (kutanda), collecting clams and mussels (kuchokoa), spearing eels (kufumba)
and taking dhows out to fish overnight with large nets are all activities dependent on the
state of the ocean. While there were often deviations from the schedule based on
weather, equipment condition, economic or subsistence necessity, special events and
simple personal preference, a general schedule of favorable fishing activity for the month
is shown in the following table.
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Time of Month
1–5 day (new moon,
first of month)
Day 6–10

Day 11–16 (full
moon)

Water condition
Afternoon water (maji
wa mchana); great water
(maji makuu); fierce water
(maji makali)
Morning water (Maji
ya asabuhi), Lazy water
(Maji mavivu – there are no
big tides)
Big water, high tides
(Maji makubwa)

Activity preferred.
Fishing with traps,
check them from 10 am to 3
pm, when water is at lowest
Fishermen check their
traps early, around 4 am,
and sometimes also around
8 pm.
Best days for kutanda,
kufumba and kuchokoa
Traps checked from 7
am to noon

Day 17–19
Day 20–25
Day 26–28

Afternoon water (Maji
wa mchana)
Morning water (Maji
ya asabuhi)
Great Water (Maji
Makuu)

Some dhow fishermen
come in during this time
and use it to fix their nets
and boats.
Some kutanda and
kuchokoa, but not a lot
Same as day 6–9
Same as day 1–5

Other activities are indirectly determined by the lunar calendar as well. For
example, because “lazy water” days are difficult days for seining or collecting shellfish
(activities practiced by some women and children), those days may be used for collecting
firewood or working on the farms.
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Living in harmony with the tides (and the Islamic months) is only one component
of being a fisherman in Jongowe. As it is for many traditional fishermen around the
world, the knowledge
of plant
pharmaceuticals is
useful as a fishing tool.
For example, there is a
certain plant the
villagers call mgovu (a
species of Euphorbia)
Figure 7: Boat on beach for repairs

which, when the pads or

stems are punctured, secretes a poisonous milk that can cause blindness if it comes in
contact with the eyes. Cutting a piece of this plant and placing it in a tide pool has a
narcotic effect on the fish and eels within it, making them “drunk” and causing them to
swim slowly and erratically, or even become paralyzed. The disabled fish are then easy
to catch. Older people claimed that this method was only used to catch eels, but youth
admitted to using this plant to catch all sorts of fish.
The use of pharmaceuticals in fishing is not the only example of the ecological
knowledge employed by the fishermen of Jongowe. Fishermen also abide by many
prescriptions for the proper fish to catch, particularly in terms of size, and these are also
often mentioned as ways Jongowe fishermen avoid over-fishing. I was told, “We don’t
destroy fish because we take them when they are big and have finished growing. They
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are like people. They grow to be adults.” This sentiment about appropriate fish size was
echoed by most fishermen I talked to, often while they were repairing their nets on shore.
Outsiders were accused of taking even the small fish, while Jongowe fishermen were
fishing for large fish. This isn’t always because the individual fisherman is reluctant to
hurt the overall population by trapping juvenile fish, though. As one man explained,
“Tumbatu people won’t take small fish because we don’t use them. They don’t taste
good.”
Jongowe fishermen use nets with large holes to avoid trapping small fish.
However, the approach to netting large fish is not without the environmental
consequences. Fishermen sail to the
ocean, most often to the area
between Zanzibar and the mainland,
and release their nets in the evening,
tying rocks along intervals to sink
them to the ocean floor in the hopes
of netting rays or, the biggest prize,
Figure 8: Fishermen repairing nets

sharks. The weighted nets stay out
all night and are laboriously pulled in at dawn. The sizes of the holes on the nets vary,
but most are large, around six inches square, and rarely entangle small fish. However,
because the weighted nets drag on the sea floor, fishermen often pull up chunks of coral
and ocean floor with the net. While this is not nearly as destructive as the fishing
practices of the massive trawlers occasionally sharing space with the dhows in the Indian
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Ocean, the repetition and potentially growing activity of small fishing dhows could
ultimately cause a significant impact on underwater reefs.

Figure 9: Sealing cracks in dhow with
cotton

Figure 10: Burning the final coat of sealant, made of
shark bile

And, while it is indeed true that the male fishermen took large fish to sell, smaller
fish are caught in traps or on lines near the shore of the island and kept for personal or
family consumption. The traps, made from palm fronds, allow the fish in but not out.
They are baited with seaweed and checked every day, with results ranging from no fish to
several fish. The smallest fish can escape the trap, but some small fish remain within.
Unlike the net fishing, these traps are placed close to shore, often on the reef at the far
side of the island. Fishermen all say that catches from this reef—and indeed all fishing
areas—have dwindled significantly over the past years.
The women of Jongowe are also fisherpeople, though their practice is confined to
shallow water close to shore. Women’s fishing is called kitanda, and it is done by mostly
young women (but not girls) with a large, fine-seined screen/net resembling a stiff
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mosquito net. Kitanda is beautiful to watch, like an orchestrated dance, with the barefoot
women moving swiftly through waist to shoulder-deep water in a coordinated pattern,
avoiding the stinging spines of sea urchins, the barbed tails of stingrays, and the countless
other underwater dangers on the shallow shelves near shore, while attempting to encircle
and trap nearly invisible schools of fish. It is beautiful to listen to, as well, as the laughter
and occasional delighted yells of women who have trapped a large school or an especially
big fish can often be heard throughout the village and the nearest fields. It is not,
however, good for local fish populations.
Kitanda fishing is a communal activity—it cannot be done alone. Three women
share one net, with two holding each end, and one chaser driving the fish into the net.
These three team up with other groups of three, and all move together through the water
in a horseshoe formation, with the chasers from the groups forming the tips of the
horseshoe. When fish are spotted, the formation rushes to get them within the horseshoe
area, and then the chasers converge, trapping the fish within a large circle of women. At
this point, there is a moment of quiet, as each chaser scans the surface of the water,
straining for glimpses of the fish below. Then, as one, the chasers splash and push the
water, collapsing the circle and driving the fish into the waiting arc of nets. Each chaser
tries to drive the fish specifically into the net held by her “teammates.” The two
netholders skillfully scoop the nets up and draw them out of the water. The fish caught in
the net are then scooped into a basin carried on the chaser’s head (often they are beaten
with a bucket to stun them first, so they won’t jump back out)—she will continue her
fishing duties with this increasingly weightier burden balanced easily on her head for an

85
hour or more. With each successive pass of the horseshoe, the net holders rotate position
so that no team is in the center of the receiving arc more than any other team. Teams of
three drop out when they have caught what they want, or when they become too cold or
tired. The fish that are caught are split between the group of three and sold in the village
or used for family meals.
Unlike the nets used by the men, the holes in the kutanda nets are tiny, like those in
a fine screen or mosquito net. Very little can escape once it is captured, and thus very
small fish find their way into the day’s catch. While some fish are very small in their
fully developed stage (known as dagaa), there are clearly juvenile and baby fish caught in
sweeps of the kutanda net. I’ve eaten soup made of these young fish, and they are
probably used when there were no other protein sources available. More often, I’ve seen
them discarded on the shore during the divvying up of the catch, small pools of
transparent bodies left for the expectantly waiting crows. When asked why they weren’t
kept, a girl explained to me it was because they were babies, and didn’t taste good.
In an interview with an officer from the fishing department, this type of fishing
(seining) was identified as the cause of much of the degradation in the Tumbatu area.
The officer explained that because the kitanda fishers take such small fish and also take
everything from the seabed, the area is in very bad shape. This could have consequences
for potential plans to make Tumbatu reefs into a marine protected area. 13
13

While the degradation is one reason the locals want the area protected, if it is in too bad shape, it won’t
attract the tourist attention or revenue of other places, such as Mnemba. In fact, a local scuba/snorkel
operator confirmed that Tumbatu reefs cannot compete with other nearby reefs in terms of flora or fauna.
If the motivation of the Tumbatu people is revenue, not conservation, they may not be happy with the
results of a marine protected area.
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So, while there is an understanding (at least among men) that fish size regulations
can be an effective fisheries management tool, this knowledge does not always translate
into practice. Berkes describes TEK as a Knowledge-Practice-Belief complex (1999:13).
Knowledge about the environment informs and is informed by management practices and
institutional systems, which are in turn informed by and informing systems of belief and
worldviews. In Jongowe, however, the links between these different levels of TEK were
often confusing. That is, as in the case above, there were occasional breakdowns
between knowledge and practice. It wasn’t that people were not in possession of both
traditional and scientific knowledge about the environment—they clearly were. Rather,
what people knew was often disregarded in the face of poverty and the need to catch fish.
There were striking differences between what people said and what they did, and where
they placed the blame for environmental problems.
In another example, most fishermen were quick to point out the damage done to
local reefs by outsiders fishing with spear guns. This destruction (uharibifu) to reefs was
considered repellant, since reefs are recognized as an important home for fish, eels, and
other organisms valuable to the health of the ocean. However, the same fishermen who
spoke at length about the damage done by outsiders to the reefs did not seem as
concerned about the ecological consequences of their own fishing activities. While
overfishing of local reefs was a common complaint, the idea of finite resources in the
ocean as a whole was dismissed whenever I brought it up.
In one interesting interaction, I asked a group of fishermen, including a member of
the community-based conservation organization, JEMA, whether it would hurt the ocean
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if everyone took more fish. They all said “no,” except the JEMA member, who said it
would indeed hurt the ocean. His friends asked him why, and he explained that some
fish, such as rays, don’t swim very far, so they can be locally overfished. The group’s
answer for me was modified to, “it depends.”
This idea of an infinitely-producing ocean reflects a recent past in which the ocean
did largely support community need. However, the designation of marine protected areas
in nearby waters, as explained in chapter three, has recently driven fishermen from other
places into the areas of the sea traditionally fished by Tumbatu fisherman. The concept
of the vastness of the ocean, part of Jongowe’s TEK, is being challenged by the literal
shrinking of the ocean due to the gazettement of significant fishing areas into protected
reserves. The fishermen’s understanding of their environment is gradually adapting to
these new conditions, but the idea of unlimited ocean resources is a persistent one.
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Figure 11: Girls with clams they gathered

Figure 12: Hunting octopus

It is also significant that in this and other interactions, community members
considered community welfare to be more important than the potential for harming the
environment or natural resources. In fact, environmental concerns were often explained
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as a consequence of poverty. One fisherman explained that overfishing was something
that only happened close to the shore, and the cause of overfishing was that people didn’t
have motors on their boats to go far away. He reasoned that if people had motors on their
boats and could travel further out to sea to fish, there would not be as much damage to
the ocean because fishing wouldn’t be concentrated in local reefs. This is a logical
assumption. However, once again referencing the perceived resilience of the ocean, there
was no worry that everyone fishing at the amplified level that boats with machines are
capable of (two versus one trip per day) would strain the resources.
J: It is good to go by machine, but it is too expensive, and the people here
are too poor. If everyone had a machine, they could get a lot of fish, and
that would be a good thing. That life would be good.
Me: If everyone has a machine, will they take too many fish?
J: No, our ocean is big.
Regardless of the potential ecological consequences of increased resource
exploitation, it is clear that the calculus for decision-making by many resource users was
much more dependant on poverty reduction than on environmental conservation. Poverty
is what drives concerns about loss of resources, and undoubtedly poverty is the major
contributing factor to the level of marine resource depletion in waters near and around the
village. The privileging of community welfare over assessments of environmental
conservation highlights one of the limitations of narrowly-conceived definitions of
traditional ecological knowledge: local understanding about the environment includes
much more than ecology.
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Traditional “Ecological” Knowledge?
One striking episode in Jongowe raised the question of what knowledge counts as
ecological knowledge. If, as Berkes claims, it is not possible to separate the ecological
from other social components, how do local groups structure appropriate “environmental
conservation” programs? For Jongowe, the answers to these questions expressed the
dissonance between Western visions of conservation and local resource management.
JEMA’s label in Swahili, Jumuia ya Kusimamia Mazingira Jongowe, translates
more directly as “the Organization for the Supervision of the Environment of
Jongowe”—i.e. JEMA is concerned with overseeing and regulating environmentally
relevant activities, not simply conserving or protecting natural resources. The Swahili
word most often used for conservation programs, hifadhi, is not part of JEMA’s nominal
label. Hifadhi is used in association with protecting or preserving resources, and the
people of Jongowe had a more utilitarian understanding of the relationship between
people and the natural world. This disjuncture between a Western conservation ethic and
local forms of environmental protection was most clearly demonstrated in an incident that
occurred before my residence in Jongowe, in 2002.
In 2002, JEMA received a large grant from CARE International. This money was
earmarked for environmental education programs and tree planting and nursery
initiatives, and was used toward those ends, according to the JEMA director. However,
at the same time, JEMA attempted to answer villagers repeated requests for help with
“vermin,” and organized a program of mass-extermination of the monkeys in residence
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near the village. JEMA funds were used to purchase bullets (at 700 Tanzania shillings, or
around 70 cents, each), and hunters sent from mainland Zanzibar came to the village to
help with the “hunt.” Community members estimate over 450 monkeys were killed
within a month of targeted, though not continuous, hunting.
For JEMA and the community members of Jongowe, this monkey eradication
program was a legitimate conservation initiative. There is consensus among everyone I
spoke with that the monkeys need to be killed. Monkeys are considered vermin, and their
nocturnal thieving is responsible for massive loss of agricultural crops. This is more than
merely an inconvenience or a waste of labor—it is a genuine threat to livelihood for
people so dependent on agricultural returns. Further, many women of the village are
frightened of the monkeys because they can be aggressive and do not run away when
women approach. As I was told, “they fear the kofia (the men’s hats), not the kanga (the
women’s colorful head coverings).” The women who work in the fields all day requested
this assistance from JEMA, and JEMA considered it important to address women’s
priorities as well as men’s.
Monkey eradication is not a new idea for Jongowe; in 1931, Ingrams includes
sketches of a “Tumbatu monkey trap” in his discussion of local hunting (1931: 294).
Further, the British colonial government in Zanzibar actually encouraged monkey
extermination, providing poisons and traps and organizing regular hunts. But, while the
villagers of Jongowe have remained consistent in their approaches toward managing the
monkeys, western views of killing monkeys have changed. The success of the 2002
monkey hunt was broadcast on Zanzibari national radio, where it was heard by
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representatives from UNDP (United Nations Development Program) and other Western
organizations who help fund the Zanzibari government. These Westerners complained to
the government about what they saw as indiscriminant slaughter of wildlife, and the
national government put an end to the monkey eradication project.
JEMA and the other villagers considered killing the monkeys a conservation
project, while the Western observers felt conservation meant stopping the killing. At
their heart, these extraordinarily polarized positions represent different perspectives on
what “conservation” means, and, by extension, what “ecological” or “environmental” can
encompass 14 . For JEMA and the other residents of Jongowe, “conservation” included
conserving the agricultural practices, the food sources, and the health of the people of the
village. Killing the monkeys is entirely consistent with this human-centric definition of
conservation and the environment. When the environment includes people, and is in fact
understood to a large extent through utilization, the “ecological” choices are often
rational choices to protect social welfare. In this context, “ecological” knowledge is not
limited to ecology.

Knowledge of the Land
While fishing is the central activity defining the lifestyle of the Jongowe villagers, it
is not the only subsistence activity requiring stores of traditional knowledge. Farming
provides the mainstays of the village diet, and women spend a significant portion of
14

It should be noted that often the Western ideal of conservation does not actually reflect “scientific”
perspectives on natural resource management any more than it reflects local understanding of resources. In
East Africa, one area where this divide was particularly visible was in discussions about the banning of
ivory (Bonner 1994).
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every day working in their shambas (garden plots). Working in the fields provides one of
the few opportunities for socializing among women as well, and therefore is important
not only nutritionally but also in terms of community cohesion. The ground is more coral
and stone than soil, the work is difficult and hot, and weather and pests are constant trials.
The fields are very much women’s spaces, with user rights and planting methods
regulated by traditional guidelines and practices.
The farming system for Jongowe village is an organized system of field rotation and
intercropping. There are six separate farming areas, ranging from adjacent to the village
to a forty minute walk away. These areas are rotated on an annual schedule in a pattern
of alternating pairs: 1 2 1 2 3 4 3 4 5 6 5 6. This allows each plot a ten-year rest after
being farmed for two alternating years. Within each village field, every family has a plot
which they return to each time they farm that area. These plots are passed matrilineally,
so sisters often farm
adjacent plots that have
been subdivided from
their mother’s plot. If
new plots are needed,
they are carved from the
adjacent bushland—
which in most cases is

Figure 13: Woman with choroko crop
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actually a part of another year’s fields. So as population increases, the demand for farm
plots outpaces the available area. This is mitigated to some extent by the decline in
farming among younger women—they are pursuing occupations such as teaching instead
of coming to the fields with their mothers.
Preparing fields for planting is an involved process of spiritual and physical labor.
The baraza la mji (village council) decides when and where yearly planting will take
place. In the past, this decision was made in consultation with majini (genies), but this is
less common in recent years. However, there is usually an ngoma, or drum ceremony,
held prior to planting, and many farmers sprinkle incense-water on their fields before
they begin. Even though the final decision is in the hands of the baraza, women go and
suggest to the baraza where and when they want to plant. In fact, in recent years the
rotation schedule has been distorted because women don’t want to go to the far fields.
A critical aspect of Jongowe farming is that all of the farmers work collectively.
That is, they all move together to the annual farming areas, though within those areas
they have individual plots. While this has the effect of conserving soil nutrients by
allowing areas to rest, it has other practical benefits cited by women farmers. The most
important is pest control. If one woman decides to defy the communal decision to farm a
certain plot, she will receive no protection from the insects, birds, monkeys, or other
garden raiders. When neighboring shambas are controlling the insects in their plot
(usually through burning or picking off and killing insects by hand), there are fewer
available to move into your plot. Monkeys and birds do take a toll on crop production,
even among the collectively farmed fields, but farmers think it would be much worse if
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they did not plant in a group. The neighboring village of Kichangani does not plant
collectively, and often someone must sleep in the shambas to protect the fields from
nighttime predators. So, while many women, especially the very old and the younger
women, do not want to rotate to fields further from the village, if the decision is made to
go, everyone must follow.
Another reason for the field rotation lies in the schedule of planting and the types of
crops grown. For each plot, field preparation begins by clearing the overgrowth, both
weeds and remaining vegetation, from the planting 10 years ago. Occasionally men help
with this job, as it is strenuous labor. The remaining vegetation is then burned in
controlled fires, creating completely clear fields and exposing the underlying rocky
terrain. While farmers grow cassava, pumpkins and millet, the schedule of planting and
harvesting revolves around green lentils (choroko), red beans (kunde), and peas
(mbazi) 15 . Choroko, kunde and mtama (millet) are planted first, by making a hole in the
soil with a sharp stick and dropping seeds into it. Most women can plant their entire plot
in choroko and beans in one or two days. Next, cassava is planted. This is much more
labor intensive. Cassava stalks from the previous year are harvested and cut into pieces
about 4 to 6 inches long. Using a tool called a mduu, a curved blade with a short handle
used for farming and cutting firewood, pockets of soil are loosened and weeded of any
remaining weeds. The sticks of cassava are stuck into these pockets. Generally, planting
cassava takes about two weeks. Pumpkins are also planted around this time, utilizing the
patches of ash left from the clearing fires.
15

While the women did not talk about the crops this way, legumes are nitrogen fixers, converting
atmospheric nitrogen into soil nutrients, so their role in the crop rotation is important.
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Choroko ripens first, and it is harvested and eaten or dried. Shortly thereafter,
beans are ready for harvest. If it rains, farmers will replant lentils and beans. If there is
no rain, they will plant peas, which can grow in dry periods. As the pea trees grow, their
foliage gradually shades the ground to the extent that other crops cannot be planted.
Since this tends to happen before the peas are ready to be harvested, farmers wishing to
plant other crops must shift to the next scheduled farming plot. Thus, in addition to
controlling pests, part of the reason for the annual rotation is the size and timing of the
pea crop.
These pea trees provide yet another benefit of the crop rotation system. Once the
peas have been harvested from those trees, those fields are abandoned to cropping for the
off-years. However, the pea trees, which grow to a trunk diameter of several centimeters,
can be harvested for fuelwood. Using the ubiquitous mduu, women walk to those old
fields and spend several hours cutting and stripping the trees of small branches to get
suitable sticks for cooking fires. They stack these sticks to dry in the shamba, and later
carry the heavy loads on their heads to their houses for cooking. As all cooking in the
village is done on wood fires, and the natural forest resources of the village are nearly
nonexistent, this source of fuelwood is indispensable. Though planting peas means other
crops will not grow as well in that plot, the benefits of both food and fuelwood are
imminently important.
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“Traditional” Ecological Knowledge?
In recent years, new ideas about farming have been presented to the farmers of
Jongowe. These ideas come from the agricultural extension officer for the village, called
Bwana Shamba (Mr. Garden), and from agricultural exchanges with farmers from
mainland Zanzibar arranged by JEMA. Yet, the women farmers have been reluctant to
adopt some of these new farming techniques. In fact, this reluctance has led to clashes
between the agricultural extension officer for the village and the women farmers. On one
level, this conflict—more a difference of opinion and practice—is about disparity
between the TEK of the women farmers of Jongowe and the “Western” science of the
Bwana Shamba, a Jongowe man who has been trained in Zanzibar. At another level, the
disagreement reflects the friction existing between men and women in the village. And
on still another level, it is one manifestation of the pervasive political divide among
villagers.
One area where Bwana Shamba has come into conflict with local women is in the
burning of fields before planting. He tries to keep the women from burning their fields,
saying that burning destroys the small grasses and plants that keep the scant soil from
completely blowing or washing away. Looking at the precious pockets of soil among the
inhospitable rocks of the farms, it is easy to understand his concern. However, for the
women farming those fields, burning is a key part of the field preparation process. They
explain that the soil is “light” (upesi) from being farmed for too long, and the burning
makes it “heavy” (mzito). Crops like squash are specifically planted in piles of ash to
take advantage of this enhanced soil. Further, insects, and particularly snails, are pests
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that destroy crops. Burning the fields before planting kills the snails and other insects
over a wide area of the village farmland. So, while Bwana Shamba laments the potential
loss of soil through the destruction of small ground cover (it should be noted that while
burning itself doesn’t damage the root structure holding the soil in, these roots are hoed
up by hand to loosen the soil for planting), the women are not willing to give up a
practice they believe enhances the soil and provides necessary pest control.

Figure 14: Woman burning her fields

Another issue where Bwana Shamba and the women farmers differ is in the
planting of corn. While corn used to be a common crop for Jongowe, women no longer
plant it. They say the aggressive house crows that hover attentively over the fields eat the
corn kernels before the corn has a chance to grow. These crows are an introduced
species, imported from India in the late 1800s by a British governor hoping they would
scavenge trash and help keep the islands clean. The crows have adapted remarkably, and
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spread all across Tanzania and as far as South Africa, and they have become extremely
problematic in Zanzibar. Rather than eating trash, they are decimating local bird
populations and eating crops (Dickinson 2003). Bwana Shamba, hoping to restore this
additional food source for the island, tried to convince women to plant corn again by
planting it in his own plot. While a few plants survived, he ruefully acknowledged that
the crows did indeed consume most of his seeds as soon as he planted them and left the
shamba. Similarly, the women farmers tend to plant their crops close together and often
with many seeds in one hole, growing a clump of millet rather than individual stalks.
Bwana Shamba wants them to space their crops further apart and thin them. However,
women argue that if they plant fewer crops, pests will take them and none will be left.
The crowding is a buffering strategy to accommodate what the women know will be
inevitable loss to monkeys, rats, birds and insects.
In many ways, these debates resonate at face value. The farmers are reluctant to
relinquish practices that have been time-tested to yield returns. Their strategies work,
and they have solid rationale to explain why they do things the way they do. The welfare
of their family is dependant on their success at farming. Bwana Shamba has the same
concerns, but his ecological knowledge is largely derived from his training through the
Agriculture Department. He wants to increase the yields from the fields and wants to
introduce new techniques to do this. He has been met with frustration after frustration,
including a failed composting program, failed test farms to reintroduce yams and
encourage different farming techniques, and a failure to elicit more support from the men
in the village for the women farmers.
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Bwana Shamba (and many of the men of the village) tends to blame the failure of
these agricultural technologies on “women’s behavior.” Men, he says, would more easily
adopt new technology. This is one reason he would like to see men more involved in the
farming process. When not around other village men, however, Bwana Shamba speaks
about the burden placed on women and the lack of male assistance. Clearing and
planting the fields is difficult and laborious, yet women receive little assistance from men
reluctant to do women’s work (there are notable exceptions). As he points out, teenage
boys run around playing soccer and swimming or fishing on the beach, while their
mothers labor in the sun to bring them dinner.
This area of tension reflects a larger division between women and men in the
village. Men frequently told me that working with women is “difficult” and that they are
stubborn, or resistant to change. Several men told me that the reason the fields furthest
from the village were no longer being farmed was because women were “too lazy” to go
to them. However, village leaders clarified that those fields had been allowed to go
unfarmed because there was hope of reforesting them. Unfortunately, farmers from the
other village on the island were encroaching on those fields, so women were being asked
to return to secure Jongowe’s claim to that area.
For their part, many women I spoke with felt frustrated by the men in the village.
In particular, a focus group of women from several informal cooperatives told me that
there were some men in the village, though certainly not all or even the majority of men,
who “did not want women to develop.” Several women’s cooperatives in the village
received UNICEF funding in the early 1990s to start small livestock programs. However,
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the women had problems repaying the loans, and their troubles were exacerbated by one
“bad” man who stole their chickens and destroyed their enclosures. They said he did not
want women to make money. Though this man has died, they say there are still men in
the village who feel this way.
Beyond these particular issues of mutual frustration, life in Jongowe is in general
segregated by gender. Though there are certainly opportunities where men and women
occupy the same space, and often women and men have congenial relationships as
friends, there are also many gendered spaces. There are women’s beaches and men’s
beaches. Though women can go in the main mosque, they have a separate area. At all
rituals and ceremonies, women are separated from men. As I was told, “women’s
concerns are different from men’s concerns,” and therefore women are not part of the
baraza but form a separate, advisory body. The farms are women’s spaces. They are the
places they talk with their sisters and catch up with their friends. Women are in control
of those small areas of land, and Bwana Shamba’s interest in telling them what to do
violates that female space.
But women have another reason for not adopting the strategies suggested by Bwana
Shamba. They don’t trust him. This is in part because he is male, but it has even more to
do with the political composition of the village. The vast majority of the villagers of
Jongowe, and almost all of the women, are members of the Civic United Front (CUF)
party, the party in opposition to the ruling Chama cha Mapenduzi (CCM) party. Jongowe
as a village has been largely opposed to the Revolutionary party since the Revolution in
1964, and they have paid for this affiliation. As Bwana Shamba explains, “we inherited
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this from our parents.” The representatives from the Regional or District Commission
who come to offer agricultural advice are all members of CCM, and their advice is
rejected because of this. Likewise, he is seen as representing the ruling party (it is
necessary to be at least a nominal member of CCM to have any sort of government post
or state-sponsored training), and is similarly mistrusted. Because of its history and
contemporary affiliation, Jongowe has been on the bottom of the list for assistance from
the Zanzibari government, so it is understandable that villagers would be skeptical of any
help offered, no matter what the form.
Thus, the resistance of women to adopt new agricultural practices is only partially a
result of confidence in the time-tested methods of their mothers. The arguments with
Bwana Shamba are also because he is male and because he is a member of the ruling
party. He is intruding into a space where women have control and attempting to exert his
unwanted influence. He is also coming as a representative of a political party that is
perceived as being responsible for grave injustices against the people of Jongowe and is
still intensely distrusted by most residents, particularly women.
All forms of knowledge are constructed, and even “traditional” knowledge is a
product of a particular time and circumstance. The vehemence with which the farmers in
Jongowe defend their agricultural practices is not only because they consider those
practices effective, but also about asserting a particular identity in opposition to what
Bwana Shamba is seen to represent. In short, this “traditional” ecological knowledge is
anything but traditional; it is mitigated and strengthened by contemporary issues of
gender conflict and political confrontation.
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Traditional Ecological “Knowledge”?
While this chapter has focused on the community of Jongowe, similar processes and
contradictions were apparent among residents of my second field site, the settled Maasai
pastoralist communities around Mount Meru, in mainland Tanzania. The similarities
were particularly apparent in expanded definitions of “environment” and “conservation.”
As described further in chapter six, both CBOs, JEMA in Zanzibar and Osotwa in
Tanzania, were able to re-define conservation in ways that included HIV/AIDS outreach
programs. For Osotwa, this resulted in the HOPE program, an inspiring project that
provided small business grants to families who had lost a major wage earner to AIDS.
Though this program ultimately led to some potentially irreparable divisions between
Osotwa members, it also reiterates the fact that for members of Osotwa, as well as JEMA,
“environment” and “conservation” have as much to do with the health of the human
environment as the natural environment. In the area where Osotwa was active, this
human-centric view of the environment was expressed most clearly through the
utilization and value of the catchment and plantation forests on Mount Meru, by
community members and Osotwa, environmental scientists and businessmen in the area.
Each group had a somewhat different conception of the importance of these forest
resources.
The area on the southwestern slopes of Meru is densely populated and intensely
farmed. It is a landscape created by people, and the perspectives of local people reflected
this humanized view of the “environment.” For community members I spoke with in
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Ngaramtoni, Ol’ Motonyi, and Sambasha, three of the villages served by Osotwa, the
catchment forest at the peak of Meru had value as a place for collecting traditional
medicine, and, because of its “shamba” or “Tanga” system of management, the plantation
forest on the slopes provided an area for agriculture as well. Both forests provided
fodder for livestock, though this was not a legal use of the resource. These forests were
seen as areas that belonged to the people and that should be available to them for a
variety of livelihood activities. It was controversy over use of these forests which led to
the formation of Osotwa in the first place (see chapter three). A sub-section of the
community served by Osotwa viewed the forestry resources, specifically the plantation
forest, as a direct monetary benefit. These community members were in some way
involved in the timber industry, either though logging and timber sales or through
equipment provision and maintenance. The production of the Meru-Usa plantation forest
was an important part of the local, as well as national, economy. In fact, the growth of
the timber industry in the area has caused a ripple effect throughout the community.
Other members of the community not working directly in timber share the monetary
valuing of trees, although the forests are still considered important as areas for collection
and agriculture. Many families chop down and sell trees on their land, using that
economic resource to pay for school fees or build additions to their homes (and
exacerbating local problems with erosion). The forest plantation has started hiring
guards for its nursery because as trees have become more valuable, theft of seedlings has
become a problem. The way trees are valued is shifting, but in general the area’s
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residents continue to consider trees and forested areas in terms of economics and
livelihood, rather than landscape health or ecology.
These use-oriented conceptions of the forests were different from the views of the
forest held by the conservation organizations active in the area and the New Zealand
ecologist working with Osotwa. For them, the importance of the forest, particularly the
catchment forest, was manifest in its importance in water catchment for the vast Meru
watershed, in controlling erosion of the very light volcanic soil, and as habitat for
animals, including the striking black-and-white colobus monkey.
Osotwa, like JEMA, is an organization attempting to balance “conservation” issues
and concern for local access to resources. That is, members of Osotwa recognize the
ecological value of trees in safeguarding ground water supply and controlling erosion, but
their concerns about these issues are concerns about securing the well-being of the area’s
human residents, not protecting an untouchable landscape. In fact, no members of
Osotwa could explain why trees were beneficial to groundwater, though this was a
frequently asserted statement. For Osotwa and most residents, the value of the land on
the slopes of Mount Meru is tied to its ability to support human activity. And, for
members of Osotwa, this way of valuing the environment extends beyond the heavily
farmed Arumeru region, as is clear in the agenda of Chaka-Kitu, a Savings and Credit
Cooperative (SACCO) formed by members of Osotwa. In order to alleviate tension
surrounding land tenure in that overcrowded area, the Tanzanian government granted
land in Tanga to several Arumeru families. Members of Osotwa then formed Chaku-Kitu
to help raise money for transportation and supplies to clear and farm the new, “unused”
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land. The name of the group means “Bushland-Something” and indicates the goal of
turning empty bushland into “productive” farmland. This land, then, becomes valuable
only when it is yielding tangible economic benefits, even for members of the
conservation CBO.
But Osotwa’s experience speaks not only to the various conceptions of environment
and conservation, but also to the transfer of knowledge itself. For Osotwa, “traditional
ecological knowledge” was most frequently displayed in the realm of OCTI, Osotwa’s
cultural tourism initiative. The two young tour guides explained traditional Maasai
ceremonies, material culture, and herbal medicine to tourists who visited the area to
participate in various cultural programs or hikes. These young men, however, like many
of the younger generation in the area, were products of the Lutheran church and the local
school. They lived in cement block houses, dressed in Western clothing, carried cell
phones, and checked email. Though these Western habits do not necessarily imply a
disconnect from Maasai culture, these young men did not know about many of the
“traditional” things tourists were interested in. Even though they were aware of many
Maasai ceremonies, and intimately familiar with initiation in particular, they did not
know many Maasai traditional beliefs or ethnobotony. In fact, except when around
tourists, neither young man identified as Maasai, preferring the connotations of the term
Waarusha.
In a fascinating incarnation of cultural transmission, these young men and several
others working for different cultural tourism groups in the area learned about traditional
Maasai culture through a series of workshops organized by a foreign NGO. The
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workshops, designed to train guides in order to promote tourism in the region as an
economic enterprise, included wildlife training, English lessons, business training, and
Maasai speakers who explained Maasai ways to the Maasai (or Waarusha) youth.
The concept of TEK implies some body of ecological understanding passed from
generation to generation. In this case, knowledge is not passed organically, through
informal instruction or grandparents sharing their knowledge with their grandchildren
though day-to-day contact and activities. Rather it is taught through workshops–
structured meetings organized by outside NGOs. Yet, though this process is
unconventional, cultural knowledge was still transmitted from elders to youth. In fact,
rather than being inappropriate or ineffective, this method of transmission is entirely
logical in an area as dense with NGO presence and rhetoric as Arumeru district. The
culture of NGOs, the concepts of foreign aid and donor funding, have become such an
integral part of the area that the idea of using workshops to teach and learn Maasai
traditions now makes cultural sense. The workshop setting and format have become
familiar to local residents of all ages, and the controlled conditions of a workshop for
youth are compatible with the age-based hierarchy of Maasai social structure.
Ultimately, while contact with Western religion and education has complicated
ethnic identity for many youth in the area, the workshop form popular with Western (and
national) NGOs has presented an additional venue for cultural transmission. Teaching
Maasai culture at workshops held by foreign donors is another example of local
communities co-opting the rhetoric and resources of the foreign donors to meet
community needs. It also points to the fact that knowledge production and transmission
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happens in a variety of dynamic settings and innovative ways which defy simple
definitions.

Conclusions:
The residents of Jongowe and Ngaramtoni have rich and nuanced understandings of
the world around them, but, as others have noted and this chapter has highlighted,
traditional ecological knowledge involves a complex process of situated knowledge
production and dissemination that cannot be separated from its social, cultural, or
political circumstances. The component parts of the term “traditional ecological
knowledge” are problematic, as are many of the ways indigenous knowledge is explored
devoid of context. Often the nature of TEK is not apparent until it is removed from its
social context by disruptions to local control or the introductions of new technology
(Lansing 2007), as is the case in the influx of outside fishermen in response to other
marine protected areas, or the introduction of alternative farming techniques by the
agricultural extension officer. At this point, local residents articulate their frustrations,
and also adapt their understanding of the environment to new circumstances.
The “knowledge-practice-belief” chart produced by Berkes in his seminal work on
TEK, Sacred Ecology, shows concentric circles, beginning with Local Knowledge of
Land and Animals in the innermost circle, surrounded by Land and Resource
Management Systems, surrounded by Social Institutions, all within World View
(1999:13). The problem with this image is that it suggests that “traditional ecological
knowledge” is in some way autonomous of the larger political and social processes in
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which the society or community is imbedded. In fact, as described above, it is difficult to
explain practices and positions in terms of “tradition” when they are informed by and
shaped through confrontation with issues bigger than the local or the historical, or when
the method through which they are taught is new or unconventional. The production of
“local” knowledge also happens in those spaces where the global and local overlap.
In these zones of engagement, what is considered “ecological” is difficult to define.
For both JEMA and Osotwa, including HIV/AIDS projects under the purview of an
environmental program made sense, because people are part of the environment, part of
the ecological equation. Jongowe fishermen’s view of the environment was a reflection
of their needs at the time; poverty was not conservation, but its antithesis. Programs
addressing the livelihood and health needs of the human population are included under
the banner of “environmental” when cultural understanding of the environment is based
on social meaning.
There are many alternative phrases that seek to describe TEK without the
controversial or difficult terms: indigenous knowledge, local knowledge, citizen science.
Yet, ultimately the problem is not about semantics but about the temptation to isolate or
remove knowledge from any social context. Local understanding of the environment is
imbedded in the cultural, political, and economic situations of the people who live there,
and those situations are informed not only by local processes, but also by national and
transnational issues.
The place where TEK meets Western conservation ideals, themselves part of a
produced system of knowledge, is most often within the framework of “development.”
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In those cases, TEK is legitimated where it corresponds to those ideals and dismissed
where it does not, as in the case of the monkey hunting on Tumbatu. Ultimately, the
“knowledge” that is legitimate within development policy is the “knowledge” that
reflects the hegemonic ideology. The following chapter will expand the analysis to look
more broadly at the intersection between the local and the global within paradigms of
international development and conservation in order to explore how both the Tanzanian
government and the international conservation community are able to maintain their
positions of ideological authority.
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CHAPTER 5: THE STATE, CIVIL SOCIETY, AND COMMUNITYBASED CONSERVATION

Discussions of community-based conservation and environmental resource
management take place within a larger context of international development. And, while
community-based resource management is the latest paradigm for conservation, recent
shifts within the broader ideology of international development in Africa have moved the
focus of development programs from strictly economic criteria, involving free markets
and privatization, to a focus on “good governance” (World Bank 2007, IMF 2005,
UNECA 2005, DFID 2006). Development agendas promoting “governance” are
premised on the idea that “at the heart of Africa’s development crisis lies a crisis of the
state” (Kelsall 2002). That is, development agencies funding projects in Africa are
concerned with government corruption and clientelism, are insistent on accountability
and transparency in terms of policy and implementation, and are working to instill the
great panacea, democracy. One of the key benchmarks toward achieving all of these
goals is the development of a robust and active civil society sector (IDS 1998).
While the goals of good governance are not problematic of themselves, it is difficult
not to see the push toward democracy and particularly the development of civil society as
the latest incarnation in a series of modernization narratives (Hearn 2001). As Ferguson
(2006) suggests, the “liberal” focus on governance is still “principally about getting
African governments to accept, implement, and legitimate policies made in Europe and
North America largely in the interests of Western banks” (83). The focus on instilling
democracy is particularly complicated, as democratizing African countries misses the
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point that any democratically elected leader will have to come to terms with the nondemocratic financial institutions like the International Monetary Fund (IMF) and the
World Bank, and the local people will have very little to say about those terms. Ferguson
points to the irony that the policies of democratization by these organizations are in effect
made in “the most undemocratic way imaginable” (84). Thus, the push for
democratization—or participation in the process of governance, as it were—does not
address some of the transnational constraints limiting the actual participation of
developing states and citizens in global processes and the policies affecting them directly.
Yet, while this “pressure” for democracy, particularly pursued through civil society
development, can be seen as an extension of previous paternalistic development
paradigms, the consequent emergence of civil society at both a local and a transnational
level does in many ways challenge the “top-down” approach of these paradigms. This
contradiction highlights the dynamic context of current processes of globalization, a
context that has significant consequences for governance because it changes the
prospective scope of authority. Specifically, there is emergent recognition of the power
of local-level organization, particularly when the agendas of disparate local actors
intersect, as illustrated by the current global movement against neoliberalism,
spearheaded by the Zapatista movement in Chiapas, Mexico. In these new visions of
globalization, civil society plays a crucial role in empowering citizens at a local level by
giving them the tools to work beyond national borders.
It is not accurate, however, to assume this means the state as a concept has become
weak and ineffectual. In fact, when local causes such as those of the Zapatistas reach
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beyond national borders for support, often they are reaching out to other nation-states
(Hearn 2001). The major donors to developing countries are not necessarily transnational
NGOs, but often state-sponsored organizations such as the United States Agency for
International Development (USAID) or Britain’s Department for International
Development (DFID), or bilateral organizations like the World Bank and the IMF.
Rather than heralding the fall of the nation-state, the emerging coalition of civil society
agents operating locally or transnationally highlights a pattern in which multiple levels of
organization merge and become significant, and “governance” is no longer the purview
of states alone.

In recognition of this changing terrain, developing civil society is a key strategy of
development agencies intent on improving governance and instilling democracy. In fact,
for many the term has become “almost interchangeable with the concept of democracy
itself” (Ferguson 2006:91). As is the case with many of the tropes of development, there
is also an undeniable moral component to the rhetoric surrounding the push for
expanding civil society. Ferguson notes that it is impossible to eliminate “morality” from
governance issues in general in Africa, though economic institutions like the World Bank
may try to do this. The concept of “civil society” is particularly fraught with ethical
connotations. There is a prevailing idea within development that civil society is
necessarily good and important for social order (Seligman 1992), and even that civil
society represents salvation for countries wracked by poverty and corruption (Hearn
2001:351). This is a heavy moral responsibility for a concept that is anything but precise.
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In spite of the prevalence of the term, there is little agreement on what exactly is
meant by “civil society.” The term is not a new one: it has been used by Hegel, critiqued
by Marx, and explored by Gramsci (Hearn 2001). Various theorists have attributed a
variety of definitions to “civil society,” and the concept has become prominent again,
particularly in response to political events in Eastern Europe, where non-state structures
atrophied under the force of Communism (Ferguson 2006, Arato and Cohen 1994). In
contemporary constructions, the broadest descriptions of civil society can include all
areas of social life outside the direct control of the state. More narrowly defined
definitions exclude the domestic and household sphere, or, in most current discourse, the
market (Hearn 2001).
For anthropologists in particular, civil society can be used as another gloss for “the
local,” a focus on organization happening at the village or neighborhood level, rather than
within the government (Ferguson 2006). This usage, however, belies the fact that civil
society is not always local; it is also transnational. Non-state organizations working in
many countries comprise a prominent new stratum of organization. Religious
associations, non-governmental organizations focused on development or humanitarian
aid, women’s groups or labor organizations—all these exist at the transnational level in
addition to the local level. Civil society is neither local nor transnational, but both. And,
whether definitions include the domestic sphere or economic markets or exclude both, at
the most elementary level, all usages of the term “civil society” have one thing in
common: civil society is defined in opposition to the state.
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Following recent anthropological critiques (most notably Ferguson 2006), this
chapter will challenge the suitability of situating civil society in opposition to the state.
Defining civil society as something separate from state-level process and governance
obscures the complex relationship between civil society and the state. In any way it is
defined, “civil society” is engaged with the state in fundamental ways, and vice versa.
States themselves are not distinct from society but are socially situated and composed of
social practices (Gupta 1995). At the same time, civil society does not function
separately from the state, but often works within parameters set by state governments, in
relationships of both cooperation and coercion. Just as the view of globalization no
longer accommodates a compartmentalized hierarchy of local, state, and transnational,
and categorical distinctions between western science and traditional ecological
knowledge obscure the overlap and interchange of knowledge production, the boundaries
between government and civil society are also not static, but fluid and flexible.
Given the concerns with defining civil society as a distinct and independent entity,
why make “civil society” the focus of analytical attention? In spite of the descriptive
shortcomings of the term, which make it problematic for academics, it is impossible to
discard the concept because, as described above, it is still extremely influential in
development circles (Benthall 2000). For example, DFID, the British development
agency, had a Civil Society Program (CSP), which has expanded and detached from
DFID to become the Foundation for Civil Society. One of JEMA’s early grants was from
this program. The World Bank, the IMF, and the UN all have programs focused on
engaging with civil society and civil society organizations (CSOs).
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Further, both JEMA and Osotwa chose to pursue their strategies of resource
protection and control through civil society by organizing as NGOs. In both cases, the
deliberate decision to form NGOs was in part a response to perceived failure of local or
regional government to address the members’ resource concerns. Clearly the idea of civil
society has currency, both literal currency in terms of financing and symbolic currency as
an expression of democratic reform. The challenge, then, is to explore civil society as it
exists in Tanzania, not as something in opposition to government but as a particular
political, economic, and social forum linked to the state in key and consequential “zones
of engagement” (Ferguson 2006). This chapter will trace some of those zones of
engagement between the state and civil society within the context of conservation and
resource management, examine the policy of “participation” as a mechanism for
solidifying state control, and use the experience of Osotwa’s participation in joint forestry
management to examine what the ties between state and civil society mean for
community-based organizations hoping to secure their access to resources.

The Emergence of NGOs
As explained above, there are many components that can be included in discussions
of “civil society,” including religious organization, labor organization, and even, in some
definitions, market processes. This chapter focuses on only one component of civil
society development in Tanzania, albeit a highly visible one: non-governmental
organizations (NGOs). Civil society is, in practice, often conflated to refer to NGOs
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alone, and this chapter repeats that pattern deliberately. While religious organization is
also extremely powerful in Tanzania, it is the NGO movement which most clearly
demonstrates the burgeoning scope of civil society. Beginning in the 1990s, there has
been an explosion in the phenomenon of NGO formation in Tanzania and Zanzibar,
increasing from 41 registered NGOs in 1990 to over 10,000 NGOs in 2000 (FES 2000
cited in Reubens 2002). In 2004, there were approximately 285 registered NGOs in
Zanzibar, though only half of them are estimated to be active with actual programs on the
ground. Even the existence of these so-called “briefcase NGOs” (existing in paperwork
only) indicates the increasing interest (and self-interest) in non-state organization. As
one consultant for nascent NGOs explained, “it is like a fashion.”
In addition to these local or national NGOs, there are scores of international and
transnational NGOs operating in Tanzania at various levels. Many programs, projects,
and even government departments are explicitly linked to these NGOs and the different
strata of NGOs are linked to each other in funding hierarchies. Larger NGOs, state
sponsored organizations, and bilateral aid organizations such as the Aga Khan
Foundation, USAID, or UNECA generally operate in the country by giving “umbrella
grants.” These are large sums of money given to other, smaller NGOs in the country—
for example, World Wide Fund for Nature (WWF) Tanzania or CARE Tanzania. These
organizations, in turn, administer the grants and distribute the funding to other NGOs,
usually national or local, or even directly to communities.
This tiered structure means that funds often pass through several different
organizations, each with their own agendas. The mid-level NGOs are often engaged in
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answering “calls for proposals” (CFPs) from larger organizations and formulating their
project agendas to meet the requisite criteria, while smaller NGOs or even CBOs are
engaged in the same process of soliciting funding from the mid-level NGOs. The
scramble for funding, then, is occurring on many levels, with some players emerging
more successfully from the fray than others. As a representative from CARE Tanzania
explained, “Some of us must be playing it smarter to know what we can do to get the
donation.”
The vision of “globalization from below,” of local level organizations linking to
transnational resources, is both expressed and challenged by this funding relationship. In
the rush to discard hierarchical models of local-state-transnational, it is tempting to
bypass the tangible distinctions between those levels. Transnational organizations may
provide both the resources and the audience sought by local organizations (as with the
Zapatista movement), but, rather than simply facilitating an extension of local issues to
transnational structures of influence, the tiered nature of funding reinforces distinctions
between these levels, in terms of control over setting the agenda, amount of funding
received, and influence at a level of national policy. This funding structure can also
cause significant bureaucratic difficulties for organizations or groups at the project end of
the chain of funding. These smaller organizations often don’t have the capacity to meet
reporting requirements of the multiple agencies. In fact, even some of the more
organized or well-staffed local NGOs report avoiding work with those big granting
organizations for fear of reporting requirements.
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“Civil society,” and particularly NGOs, exists locally, nationally, and
transnationally, simultaneously, but it is not necessarily unified as one global civil society
project. There are important power distinctions between different forms of civil society,
which makes their level of organization persistently relevant. And, while both
transnational and local NGOs are engaged with the Tanzanian government, this
engagement happens in different ways. The following sections will explore the various
spaces and forms of engagement by NGOs working in resource management in Tanzania
and Zanzibar. The first section focuses on the role played by transnational NGOs and
foreign state or bilateral donors in implementing conservation policy, highlighting the
reliance of the Tanzanian and Zanzibari governments on these non-state (or foreign state)
actors and challenging the relevance of state-civil society distinctions. The next section
rotates the analytical lens to examine how the state maintains its authority over national
and local NGOs within the environment of increasing donor attention to civil society
development. Thus, while international NGOs may have significant influence on
government policy, the domestic space for civil society engagement is still very much
controlled by the central or regional government. The third section explores what these
complex relationships might mean for community-based natural resource management.
It returns to the local level to examine one “zone of engagement” between government
and civil society by looking at Osotwa’s involvement in the Meru-Usa Forest Plantation.
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Governing the Environment
Organizations such as the World Bank or the IMF have explicitly defined objectives
for influencing government policy and practice in the developing world, including
Tanzania and Zanzibar. In addition to these institutions, the development branches of
many foreign governments are also active in the country, including those of the United
States (USAID), Great Britain (DFID), China, and several Scandinavian countries. In
dealing with issues of natural resource conservation, these state organizations are joined
in Tanzania by many transnational NGOs, including CARE, WWF, African Wildlife
Foundation (AWF), Conservation International, and the Nature Conservancy, to name
only a few. With an increased focus on “civil society” development within the statesponsored and bilateral agencies, and a shift toward a privatized or market-based
approach to resource protection by conservation NGOs, the agendas of these seemingly
disparate actors have in many ways merged (Levine 2002), further blurring distinctions
between foreign state and international civil society intervention in Tanzania. These
interventions significantly influence how conservation happens in Tanzania and Zanzibar.

Zanzibar
According to several government officials, one of the biggest problems with state
control of resource management in Zanzibar is that the government’s environmental
policy is old and in many ways outdated. It was developed in 1993, before the boom in
tourism, and does not adequately provide for controlling tourism development and
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minimizing the associated environmental impacts. In addition, at the time of the policy
development, there was a unified environmental department. Since then, the department
has been dismantled and fragmented, and resource issues are segmented and divided
across several confusing and redundant administrative divisions. There is still an
environmental department (Idara ya Mazingira) under the Ministry of Agriculture, but it
has been rendered relatively ineffectual by the segmentation.
Though these departments are accountable to specific government ministries, they
are very much dependant on the support of both foreign governments and transnational
NGOs for their budgets and projects. This is specifically relevant to community-based
conservation projects in Zanzibar, as the most notable “community-based” projects are
funded by international NGOs through different administrative departments. The
Fisheries department, for example, receives extensive funding and operational support
from WWF for the management of the Menai Bay Conservation Area, a significant
protected reserve and revenue sharing project in southwestern Zanzibar. CARE funds
and assists the Forestry Department in the management of Jozani Forest, another
prominent community-based management program. The continuity of these programs,
and the perceived benefits for communities that accompany them, are dependant on the
continuation of support from these organizations. Therefore, meeting the benchmarks set
by foreign donors to these organizations (donors who could be foundations, corporations,
motivated individuals, or even foreign government agencies), as opposed to Tanzanian
government or local community criteria, is a central consideration in their operation.
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But the significance of this reliance on donor funding goes beyond these specific
and notable projects. Much of the Zanzibari government as a whole is dependant on
contributions from international donors. This support operates in two ways. In general,
larger organizations like UNDP, the World Bank, or USAID make contributions to the
central government directly, and the Minister of Finance budgets and distributes the
funding across ministries. However, since the 1990s, it has become increasingly
common for individual departments to seek out specific relationships with international
donors. In some cases, these relationships have existed even longer. For example,
FINNIDA, the Finnish development organization, has assisted the Forestry Department
since the 1970s, and the Finnish government continues this support in spite of the
dissolution of FINNIDA itself. This situation is not unique. In total, donor money
represents a significant portion of the Zanzibar government’s budget, though it is difficult
to quantify exactly how much, given the disparate mechanisms of collection and
distribution and the reluctance of government officials to discuss financial issues 16 . Yet,
as an illustration, a high-level administrator within the water department estimates that
90% of their project budget is from international donors.
This reliance on outside donors, whether foreign governments or non-governmental
organizations, has profound implications on how governance happens in Zanzibar. The
majority of conservation programs are managed by external NGOs, foreign governments
donate money for Zanzibari and Tanzanian “budget support,”and the influence of foreign
entities has extended as far as restructuring government departments to accommodate

16

I spoke with four individuals in the Ministry of Finance but did not get definitive numbers.
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foreign donors. For example, though FINNIDA is now defunct, the Finish government
continues to fund environmental programs in Zanzibar. According to a Finnish technical
advisor working with the environmental programs in Zanzibar, Finnish partners were
unhappy with the Zanzibar government restructuring, which divided environmental
departments among different ministries. So, in order to insure continued funding from
Finland, in 2003 an entirely new government program was created. Sustainable
Management of Land and Environment, or SMOLE, is a cooperative of three
governmental departments: Survey and Urban Planning, Land and Registration (both
under the Lands and Planning ministry), and the Environmental Department (under the
Agriculture ministry). The combination of representatives from each of these
departments under the program umbrella was designed specifically to give Finnish
partners 17 a single unit with whom to coordinate. The very structure of government was
altered to more effectively channel donor money.
This reliance on governmental or non-governmental foreign donors also leaves
projects and programs vulnerable. During the riots and chaos following the 1995
elections in Zanzibar and Pemba, a massive donor withdrawal effectively halted any
development projects on the islands. For the five years in which donors ceased to operate
in Zanzibar (with the exception of UNDP and UNICEF on limited humanitarian basis),
living standards and infrastructure rapidly deteriorated. Those working in both
government and non-government development programs in Zanzibar recounted the

17

With the dissolution of the government-sponsored FINNEDA, the Finnish partners are a collaboration of
consulting firms led by a large lumber company, linking this organizational structure to forestry
management arrangement in Tanzania described below.
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hardships of those years to me, with some trepidation of a repeat performance after the
2005 elections. 18

Tanzania
While the role of international NGOs or foreign governments is particularly visible
in the environmental programs of the semi-autonomous government of Zanzibar, the
Tanzanian government is also significantly influenced by international organizations in
terms of its environmental programs and policies. In fact, several of the government’s
conservation areas are managed directly by international agencies. One of the most
notable of these is the Kipande-Kipengari Game Reserve, which is managed by WWF.
WWF not only manages but actually created the reserve because, according to a WWF
representative, the threat to wildlife was urgent and the government didn’t have the
resources to control the area. WWF has managed Kipande-Kipengari for four years,
though they continue to hope that Wildlife Division will take over the responsibility.
With 22% of the country designated as protected areas (including wildlife areas and
forest reserves), the responsibility for the management and protection of these areas is
huge. Conservation NGOs have played a significant role in helping the government
fulfill these duties. This relationship is often viewed as beneficial to both sides. As one
NGO employee explained, “They try but there are always gaps and we assist to fill in the
gaps. We are not in competition but complementary.”

18

Though these elections were controversial, they did not produce the same violence and subsequent donor
withdrawal as the 1995 elections, in part because of massive military presence from the Tanzanian
mainland.
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The symbiotic relationship between civil society and the Tanzanian government
extends beyond the direct management of protected areas. While NGOs are the central
participants, private industry is also assisting government. The National Environmental
Management Council (NEMC) is the governmental organization charged with
coordinating environmental management issues. A senior environmental management
officer in the department explained that one of the important functions of NEMC is
performing Environmental Impact Assessments (EIA) for any development projects.
According to him, the private sector is actually leading the EIA process because the
government does not have the money for it. In fact, “the private sector is very
cooperative and donating a lot of money to facilitate the government processes.”
Yet, he points out that the money given by the private sector is not necessarily
being channeled into the environment. For example, every mining company that works
in Tanzania must contribute about one million Tsh (or $10,000 U.S.) to offset their
impacts, but they give it to the Ministry of Minerals, not NEMC. The Ministry claims
that money is to facilitate the Ministry itself, and they have their own work plan not
involving environmental issues. So, while there is a mechanism to enforce the foreign
businesses to compensate the government for their activities and environmental impacts,
there is no guarantee that this money will go to environmental programs. In fact, the lack
of financial support or enforcement capability seriously undermines the power of NEMC
as an environmental oversight agency, and few in the conservation field look to the
department as any sort of authority, but work instead with individual ministries.
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Though it is commonly extolled and encouraged, partnership between nongovernmental organizations and the government is not an easy process. The particular
complaint of ministry self-interest and non-cooperation leveled by NEMC, a department
within the government, highlights a more general complaint from non-governmental
organizations attempting to work with the Tanzanian government. Often different
government ministries are in competition with each other over economic resources, and
there is little coordination between the ministries. This makes “partnerships” with
government difficult, and often counterproductive. One problem mentioned by more
than one NGO representative is that different arms of the government are dealing with the
same resource and they don’t work together. One example of this is in the management
of fresh water. The Ministry of Agriculture is in charge of fresh water resources, but
Forestry (under the Ministry of Natural Resources and Tourism) has a big input in fresh
water issues practically. However, because it is not in their administrative jurisdiction,
the Forestry Department has a limited ability to impact legislation pertaining to water.
The issue of fresh water protection and regulation is particularly important because it is
one of the main legal areas of contestation between agricultural use and conservation
(forestry, wetlands, wildlife).
Beyond the matter of internal competition, the perceptions of the government at a
local level have implications for what organizations working with government can
achieve there. As a CARE program officer explained, reflecting the industry-wide focus
on “good governance,” relationships with government “are good and not good. When
you involve politicians in a country like this not mature in democracy and good
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governance, that is where the problems arise.” He goes on to explain, “Sometimes
politicians don’t cooperate or mislead people.” Thus, not only are the relationships
structurally difficult, but being linked to politicians who are distrusted or a state seen as
corrupt can damage the reputation of NGOs on the ground.
A significant factor in the relationships developed between NGOs and government
is the struggle for maintaining control of resources. As a WWF officer points out, this is
the major challenge to overcome in attempting to create effective partnerships, not only
between government and NGOs but with local communities. “The most difficult part is
government has to relinquish total authority and with that relinquish some of the benefits
from those resources. Forestry and wildlife have a lot of money in them.” The money in
these resources attracts the attention of private enterprise as well, and the influence of
timber and hunting companies has further complicated what happens in Tanzanian
conservation. Ultimately, many conservationists feel the greed of both politicians and
private entrepreneurs has been more destructive to conservation than any partnership
problems. “They don’t just make a livelihood; they make much more than a livelihood.
But they don’t want others to even make a livelihood. They look only at the short-term
benefits. To be honest, there is enough for everyone. But for some, there is never
enough.”
In spite of the difficulties NGOs describe in their relationship to government, it is
clear that the assistance of non-state actors, or at least non-Tanzanian-state actors, is
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critical in resource management in the country. 19 The impact of these organizations goes
beyond simple financial support of Tanzanian programs to actually dictating when and
where conservation programs happen, how they are implemented and what the desired
results are.
There are some weighty implications for resource management stemming from the
influential role of transnational actors, and one of the most notable of these involves
accountability. Who are these transnational non-governmental organizations or foreign
state-sponsored organizations accountable to? It is clearly not the citizens of Tanzania.
The agendas of transnational NGOs are set by their donors. Unlike the Tanzanian or
Zanzibari governments, which have a responsibility to govern in the interest of the people
(even if this responsibility isn’t always met), this is not the responsibility of donors or
transnational NGOs (Shivji 2004). Thus, the policies pursued by these organizations are
not always in the best interest of local people, or even local civil society. When
transnational civil society influences policy decisions and moves the discussions beyond
national government, the people charged with oversight of those policies are not the
people directly affected by them. This new structure of global civil society may promise
a new forum for local activism, but it also erodes the ability of citizens to hold anyone
accountable for the policies or programs on the ground.
It is clear that for many conservation NGOs, the livelihood of local people is not
high on the agenda. For example, AWF, a leading transnational NGO, is particularly
reviled at the local level for an agenda that residents believe privileges wildlife over
19

While this chapter focuses on NGOs and not private enterprise, the influence of private hunting
companies on wildlife policy implementation and enforcement in mainland Tanzania is significant.
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people. There have been some consequences for pursuing a policy that is not locally
popular; AWF representatives have been chased out of villages with spears, and there are
many areas of northern Tanzania the organization cannot visit. Yet, because the
organization’s strategy is determined by western donors, not local Tanzanian sentiments,
there is unlikely to be a policy change. In spite of the contemporary rhetoric of
community-based conservation, the emergence of global networks of non-state actors
may actually be a backward step for community empowerment.
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Non-governing the Environment
While the previous section highlights the integral role non-governmental
organizations and foreign governments play in the exercise of policy and practice in
Zanzibar and Tanzania, it is premature to say that the power of the state is waning. The
Tanzanian government has accommodated and even encouraged the development of civil
society, in part to meet criteria for inclusion in international debt relief programs (Kelsall
2002). However, the Tanzanian and Zanzibari governments have been tenacious in their
ability to maintain power, and often this power is wielded indirectly through the control
of and participation in civil society. Just as the fingerprint of civil society can be seen in
the exercise of “government” practice, the state has entered the domain of civil society.
The resilience of state control over conservation issues is compelling in the face of
increasing transnational NGO presence. As Ferguson (2006) explains, the claims of
verticality that have traditionally supported the hegemony of the state are threatened in
the visions of globalization in which the “local” grassroots organization can link directly
to the transnational non-governmental organizations. That is, the claims of the state to
“superior spatial scope, supremacy in hierarchy of power, a superior generality of
interest, knowledge and purpose” (111) are increasingly challenged by new forms of
transnational authority. The supremacy of the state is not assured, and yet the Tanzanian
state is in many ways able to maintain claims to power in the face of these challenges
from both above and below. This section will explore some of the ways the Tanzanian
government retains significant authority over resource management, through engagement
with, not always opposition to, civil society.
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The most obvious point of governmental engagement with civil society is in the
process of NGO registration and oversight. This is where national government is able to
directly control the activities and organization of non-governmental actors. In fact, the
genesis of civil society is deeply dependant on a secure environment for organization,
created through the laws and policies of the government (Putzel 2004). However, these
same governance structures function to limit and control the spread of non-governmental
organizations. Both Tanzania and Zanzibar require national NGOs to register with the
government and be approved before they can begin operations. That is, to receive official
status as a “non-governmental organization,” and thus be legally able to accept donations
or operate projects, groups must go through a governmental review process. The basic
process involves writing a constitution, designating a board of directors, and paying a fee,
usually around $80 U.S. for national NGOs. Foreign NGOs must also register with the
Tanzanian government. The national government, then, has ultimate control over who
may participate in civil society, and in what capacity.
Both Tanzania and Zanzibar have recently put together new NGO policies, and the
Tanzanian policy requires the re-registration of all existing NGOs. Prior to the new
policy, decisions about whether to approve NGO registration were solely dependant on a
board of government officials. Under the new policy, there are NGO representatives on
the registration board, and the conditions for approval have been somewhat codified,
though there is still concern that the approval process grants the government’s registrar
too much authority (Lissu 2006).
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Apart from registration, NGO advocates are concerned by the regulatory scope of
government over national non-governmental organization. NGOs are explicitly barred
from participating in any activity deemed political, and any perceived encroachment into
the political realm is grounds for deregistration. Most recently, the well-respected
education NGO HakiElimu (the Right to Education) was stung by government sanctions.
In September of 2005, the national government imposed a ban on all actions by the NGO,
whose main activities involve media campaigns to highlight educational concerns. In
response to a report released by HakiElimu that criticized government failure in primary
education in Tanzania, government officials accused the organization of disparaging the
image of the education system and the teaching profession and prohibited it from
conducting research or publishing studies about the country’s schools. Media
organizations were barred from broadcasting HakiElimu public service messages and the
NGO was banned from participation in any consultancy. Though the specifics of the
perceived violations of HakiElimu were never detailed, and there was general outcry
against the government’s action from other NGOs and media organizations, these
sanctions were still in place in early 2007 20 . The ability of the government to impose
sanctions on a relatively powerful and respected national NGO like HakiElimu concerned
all civil society activists in Tanzania. It also illustrated the influence the government can
still wield over hypothetically non-governmental organizations.
While overt regulation is the most obvious means of securing the authority of the
state, other means of extending state control serve to highlight the limitations of supposed

20

HakiElimu’s tough television ads were back on the air in July of 2007.
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distinctions between civil society and government. One increasingly common practice
involves individuals within government establishing dual roles for themselves. In
response to the influx of funding for “civil society,” government officials have actually
formed their own non-governmental organizations. That is, some of the same people
who work in government ministries and receive benefits from conservation in the form of
government salaries have also set up “NGOs” in order to participate further in
conservation programs. For example, at the Ministry of Natural Resources and Tourism
in Dar es Salaam, I spoke with an assistant director of agriculture who also had an NGO
concerned with forestry issues in the Mount Meru area. He was approaching forestry
from both a government and non-governmental standpoint. This is also a quite common
arrangement in Zanzibar, where one representative from the NGO Resource Center
lamented the complications because so many NGOs are administered by people who are
simultaneously government officials. At a practical level, he explained, they can only
work on Saturday and Sunday, usually on a volunteer basis. But, these ties also make it
difficult to criticize the government, and he sees this inability to critique government as
one of the biggest challenges facing advocacy NGOs.
It is interesting to note that this tendency of individuals to claim multiple affiliations
of often competing interest is recognized and mediated to some extent by community
groups, in part because they are equally skilled in the practice (see chapter six). For
example, one Osotwa member explained, “We didn’t want to involve the politicians
fully.” From experience they learned that someone “having two hats” would likely join
discussions as a government representative, not a private citizen. The constitution of
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Osotwa is explicitly written so that politicians may not join as ordinary members unless
they resign from any political posts. However, this exemption does not apply to
government employees, only politicians, so there are many Osotwa members who also
work for the government, and this is in fact an important operational strategy, described
in more detail below.
In addition to these more overt forms of government control of civil society, the
exercise of governmental power is also apparent in the very framing of conservation
debates. “Partnership” and “participation,” keys to agendas of “good governance” and
democratic reform, can be undermined by government policies, but can also be wielded
as tools of the state.
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The Politics of Partnership

In promoting “good governance,” the language used most often is the language of
“partnership.” That is, civil society and the government must work together in order to
address the needs of the citizenry. Yet, the way these partnerships are often structured
implies less of a useful coordination between distinct entities and more of a merging of
ideology, agenda, and even personnel. In the process of “partnership,” the already
indistinct lines between the state and civil society become even more blurred. While one
critique of development is that a focus on citizen participation might actually undermine
the very state the “good governance” programs are targeting (Putzel 2004), this is not the
case with “participation” in Tanzanian resource management. The discourse of
partnership is itself co-opted to ensure the continuation of government authority in
resource management.
“Participation” in policy development and implementation is one of the elements
considered imperative for the inclusion of non-governmental actors in the dialogue of
resource management. It is also the basic tenet behind community-based natural resource
management. On mainland Tanzania, several recent policy developments have been
credited with providing a revolutionarily participatory framework for devolved resource
management. Among those hailed as most progressive are the Forest Act (2002) and the
Beekeeping Act (2002). However, probably the most significant policy passed in recent
years with the ostensible intent of developing community-based management is the
Wildlife Policy, passed in 1998. This policy lays out provisions for rural communities to
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develop Wildlife Management Areas (WMAs), areas in which villages have some control
over the wildlife resources on their land. Yet, the WMA project is controversial and has
limited success or support. For one thing, under the Wildlife Policy, the state maintains
ownership and control of wildlife resources, so citizen autonomy in deciding how to
manage the resource is necessarily limited. The process through which villages can apply
for a WMA is difficult and convoluted, involving a lengthy (and often practically and
politically problematic) process of village land titling (Shauri 1999). To date, only four
WMAs have been authorized, and there has been little revenue generated for the
participating communities (TNRF 2007).
The efficacy of policies like the Forest Act and the Wildlife Policy is subject for
intense debate within the conservation community. One member of a prominent
transnational conservation organization expressed his opinion that the policies
represented a valuable step toward empowering local people. He blamed any failures of
such legislation to bring significant changes on greed and failure in implementation. As
he explains, “the basis is there. It has come a long way, especially in the last 10 years.
But at the end of the day, policy is just a roadmap. Whether people want to use that map,
or can read that map, that is another question.”
Others, however, question the sincerity of the policy makers in developing
participatory, or community-based, approaches. As one land rights activist put it, “The
Wildlife Policy was passed in 1998, but it still (in 2005) isn’t in Swahili. How can that
be participatory?” While the Forest Act is generally seen as legally progressive, the
Wildlife Policy is particularly controversial, both in its scope and its intent. I spoke to
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several prominent people in different Tanzanian conservation organizations who
suspected it was written to fail, providing the government with an excuse to discard the
idea of community-based resource management entirely.
Beyond the specific concerns about the divisive Wildlife Policy, the previous
comment addresses a broader critique of any government attempts to encourage citizen
participation: national policies are not accessible to most people. There is a general lack
of understanding of state resource policy (or really any national policies) at the level of
villages and individuals. In fact, one of the main activities of a dynamic local NGO in
Arusha named HakiKazi (the Right to Work) is “demystifying” policy. They produce
simple illustrated brochures and booklets clarifying new policies in simple Swahili and
disseminate them to villages. As with most local NGOs, the network of HakiKazi (or
“friends of HK”) includes large foreign transnational NGOs such as CARE and OXFAM,
and recently they began working with a U.S. corporation hoping to do business in
Tanzania. And, as was repeatedly stressed, they are careful to “work with government in
a collaborative way,” hoping to avoid the fate of their colleagues at HakiElimu.
However, the above critiques of the new “participatory” policies of the Tanzanian
government in resource management—that they have been either deliberately or
unintentionally implemented poorly, or that they are actually designed to discourage
participation through obfuscation and language choice—both miss another important
point. The idea of “participation” is itself a suspect endeavor, as the devolution of
authority over resource management in many ways functions to extend, rather than limit,
state control. This critique has been noted in several community-based programs, namely
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the CAMPFIRE program in Zimbabwe (Hill 1996, and see also Li 2001), in which new
forms of authority implemented at the local level bring state control to previously
unregulated areas. In Tanzania, the authority of the state is secured not only through
new state structures, such as the creation of buffer zones surrounding protected areas and
effectively extending the land area under state regulation, but also through the diversion
and preoccupation of civil society organizations charged with balancing state power.
Mercer (2003) describes how the rhetoric of partnership was used to extend neo-liberal
adjustment policies in Tanzania in the process of formulating the country’s Poverty
Reduction Strategy. While civil society was included in the consultation process, only
elite NGOs were invited to participate, and dissenting opinions were not incorporated in
the final product.
This process isn’t happening without comment or critique. Some of those working
in NGOs in Tanzania remarked on the new role they see emerging for civil society within
the international push for non-governmental development. Rather than performing
oversight of government activities and holding government accountable, civil society is
legitimating policy and performing the functions of government on its behalf. As an
officer of one umbrella organization for Tanzanian NGOs explained,
Many civil society organizations are preferring to do the work of government
rather than being watchdogs. They want to take governments’ role. Instead of
saying, you have to demand this from government, they are saying, ‘I can do
this’… Maybe this is coming from the fashion being advocated nowadays, the
fashion of partnership.
On the one hand, you have the roles of civil society and government blurring,
because civil society is stepping in to take care of government responsibilities, such as
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caring for orphans, equipping schools and educating people, even repairing roads. And,
yes, civil society in the form of local and international NGOs is performing the work of
conserving and protecting natural resources. Perhaps even more significant than the fact
that things considered the duties of government are being performed by civil society
organizations is that such activities distract civil society from its watchdog function. The
very idea of collaboration and partnership, this practice of devolving control and working
with multiple stakeholders, is actually hindering the oversight function of civil society
and in that way solidifying state hegemony.

CBC and the Meru-Usa Forest Plantation
The discussion to this point has largely concerned the intersections between
government and transnational or national NGOs. But, local NGOs (or CBOs) such as
Osotwa and JEMA also have significant “zones of engagement” with regional and
national government. Community-based conservation is inevitably one of these zones,
explicitly demanding the connection between local people and the implementation of
national conservation policies, themselves influenced by transnational conservation
interests. As an environmental CBO, Osotwa is at the heart of this complex
interconnection of policy and practice. Osotwa’s experience working on a fledgling
“joint management” forestry project on the slopes of Mount Meru is illustrative of that
interconnection, and also speaks to how a small CBO might negotiate the increasingly
interrelated spheres of conservation and community development.
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While community-based wildlife management in Tanzania is laden with
controversy, the country is considered to be at the forefront of participatory forest
management (Blomley and Ramadhani 2004). Forest management falls under the
jurisdiction of the Forestry and Beekeeping Division within the Ministry of Natural
Resources and Tourism. In 2005, however, the Tanzanian Forest Service (TFS) was
established as a semi-autonomous agency charged with managing the country’s forests, in
part because so much of the Forestry Division’s resources were going to monitoring of
illegal activity (TFCP 2007). The new agency provided more focus on forest-related
issues, one of which is the organization and implementation of participatory management
programs.
As is the case with community-based conservation in general, participatory forestry
management has several degrees of “participatory.” Programs take two basic forms:
Joint Forest Management or Community-based Forest Management. Under Joint Forest
Management programs, the government retains ownership of the forest land and trees, but
management responsibility and any benefits are shared between the government and
selected local partners. Under community-based forest regimes, villages who have
registered their land under the Village Land Act (1999) have full ownership and
management responsibility for forest resources. An estimated 2 million hectares of
Tanzanian forest are currently under one of these two participatory management systems
(Blomley and Ramadhani 2004).
While many working in conservation in Tanzania have lauded the progressive legal
and policy framework of these participatory approaches to forestry, others critique the
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process as an extension of state control into areas subject to customary management
regimes (for example, Neumann 1998). Post-colonial forestry policy generally adhered
to a development orientation rather than a conservation orientation, situating local people
within forests as laborers and extracting timber and fuel, particularly for urban
construction. Forests were resources and they were used for both household needs and
commercial endeavors. Because forestry has not been the resource priority of the
government, competing with the more high-profile and lucrative wildlife sector, many of
the forestry programs were directly linked to international NGOs or, especially, to
Scandinavian corporations (Hurst 2003).
However, changes to forestry policy have actually moved the management of
forests closer to that of wildlife, concerned with biodiversity preservation and the
exclusion of potentially destructive local residents (Sunseri 2005). The coastal forests of
the Eastern Arc, especially, have been recognized for their unique and endangered
biodiversity, and transnational conservation organizations have pressured the Tanzanian
government to more adequately protect them. For example, in 2006, the Critical
Ecosystems Partnerships Fund (CEPF) administered by Conservation International signed
a memorandum of understanding with the Forestry and Beekeeping Division to provide
support for training and environment education for employees and local residents (CI
2007). This pressure, while focused on the biodiversity “hot spot” of the Eastern Arc
forests, has extended to Tanzanian forestry as a whole.
The focus on forest protection and conservation is not restricted to those areas
designated as catchement forest or forest reserve. In addition to the protection of the core
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forest reserves, biologists have borrowed models from wildlife conservation by creating
buffer zones around the reserves, often plantation forests allowing limited use to local
people. While from a conservation standpoint these buffer zones represent attempts to
mitigate human impacts on the reserves while compromising to address some of the
economic and livelihood needs of residents, the buffer zones effectively function to
extend state control of resources beyond the boundary of the officially designated
protected areas (Neumann 1998). Not only are local residents excluded from the forest
cores, their activities in the peripheral forest are restricted and carefully regulated.
The shift toward conservationist approaches to forestry management has alienated
many local Tanzanians who depend on forest access. Tension between those charged
with the protection of forests and those residents reliant on forests for their livelihood
reached its climax in the late 1990s. In a culmination of several years of tension, in 1998
police employed by the Minister of Natural Resources forcibly removed 750 to 1000
residents from Nzasa village, on the border of the Kazimzumbwi Forest Reserve, just to
the southwest of Dar es Salaam. Police subsequently burned houses, crops, and
granaries, and forest boundaries were re-demarcated to show that the evicted people were
within forest borders. While ministry officials claimed that they were removing only
urban charcoal manufacturers, many evicted people claimed generations of residence in
the village (Sunseri 2005, Odhiambo 1999).
While this event was the most infamous of its kind, it certainly wasn’t isolated. In
the forest plantation surrounding Mount Meru, tension was also at dangerous levels.
Government appointed forestry officials at the Meru-Usa Forest Plantation (a “buffer
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zone” surrounding the catchement forest reserve on the upper slopes of Mount Meru)
faced continuous challenges from residents wanting to farm within the confines of the
plantation, claiming the land as their own. As one resident (and member of Osotwa)
explained it, the Maasai and Meru people in the area had fought hard to maintain control
of the land, which was taken from them in colonial times, and felt that by right of
inheritance it should belong to them. Further, the plantation forest, which was initially
created by German and British colonists, has significantly affected the local people,
generally detrimentally. An Osotwa member summarized,
In the past, before colonization, our ancestors owned land around Mount
Meru. Later, government took over the land to preserve it. When colonists
came, they started harvesting tree species. They replaced the indigenous
species with fast growing exotics. When that happened, we received
negative impacts, such as less water in the rivers and the springs dried.
After independence, he continues, the government inherited the land with the exotic
species already planted. Yet, local people were still going there to get things such as
timber and poles for building, and fodder for animals, a particularly important use as
cattle retained their cultural significance for the area’s Waarusha residents (see chapter
three). They thought it was still theirs, in part because “our ancestors fought hard to
retain that land.” Further, population growth on the lower slopes of the mountain had
created dense farmland with few remaining forested areas, and water shortages,
exacerbated by the fast growing but water intensive Eucalyptus stands within the
plantation, made investing in new trees risky, even for those who might recognize their
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value. There was simply nowhere for poor residents to get the necessary building
materials and fodder other than in the plantation and forest reserve.

Figure 15: Farm bordering the forest plantation

When a new forest plantation manager arrived in the area in 1998, the situation was
so bad that he estimates three-fourth of the forest was bare “due to mismanagement.”
Local residents were grazing cattle and farming within it, and attempts to discourage or
remove them were met with fierce resistance. Arson was common, as residents protested
their exclusion by lighting fires to destroy the valuable plantation trees. In one
particularly violent confrontation with forest guards, a local man was killed. 21 The
plantation manager realized that the conflict was escalating out of control, and that the
cooperation of local communities was indispensable in assuring the protection of the

21

There are conflicting accounts regarding whether one or two villagers were killed. This incident was the
impetus for the formation of Osotwa, as explained in chapter 3.
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forest resources—and their profitability. He began securing Memoranda of
Understanding from villages surrounding the plantation.
While the Meru-Usa Plantation was of necessity working with villages in the late
1990s, the Forestry Act of 2002, in partnership with 1998’s National Forestry Policy,
provided a codified mandate for pursuing Participatory Forestry. The 2002 Forest Act
explicitly states that among its objectives are “to encourage and facilitate the active
participation of the citizen in the sustainable planning, management, use and conservation
of forest resources through the development of individual and community rights, whether
derived from customary law or under this Act, to use and manage forest resources” (URT
2002) and “to delegate responsibility for management of forest resources to the lowest
possible level of local management consistent with the furtherance of national policies”
(ibid). The inclusion of local rights to resources and devolution of authority are notable
recognitions of the power of the CBNRM paradigm.
The Forestry Act recognized four types of forests: National forests, Local Authority
forests, Village forests, and Private forests. Within those categories, forests are either
reserved (or national parks) or non-reserved. Though approximately 60% of the total
forest area of the country is non-reserved, the majority of those forested areas are still
under either local government or central government control (TNRF 2007). Yet, the
Forestry Act provides some opportunity for participatory management through provisions
for villages to manage their own reserves and for joint management programs between
government and local people. In that way, it represents a noteworthy policy precedent for
involving communities in resource management.
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The policy is still relatively new, and the implementation of participatory programs,
though anticipated to be lucrative, is still in initial stages in many parts of the country.
The Meru-Usa Plantation is one of seven forest areas selected as a pilot program in joint
forest management by the Tanzanian government. The programs include privatized
forest, cooperatively managed forests, and forests which are entirely communitymanaged. Meru-Usa is one of the cooperatively managed forests, and the stakeholders
participating in the planning for the project include representatives from government
offices, non-profit organizations, local businesses, and community groups. Joint
management approaches like that at Meru-Usa are attempts to create partnerships
between government and civil society, and
therefore provide an interesting look at
one local expression of this complex
relationship.

The Meru-Usa Forest Plantation
The Meru-Usa Forest Plantation was
first gazetted by the national government
in the 1920s, though the plantation was not
begun until the 1950s. Now, the 6000hectare plantation on the southwest slopes
of Mount Meru is managed by the central
government. Above the plantation is

Figure 16: Walking through the Meru-Usa
plantation
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catchement forest, a dense canopy forest that has not been logged and replanted, and an
important habitat for local species, for water catchement, and also for local use, either
medicinal, ceremonial, and occasionally even fuelwood collection. On the east side the
mountain, descending from the peak, is Arusha National Park, administered by
TANAPA, the Tanzanian National Park authority.
Meru-Usa serves approximately 24 customers, mostly small sawmills in Arusha and
Kilamanjaro, though they can’t keep up with the demand for wood. Because it is a
government operation, the price of the wood to local businesses is under market value,
and significantly below what it would fetch in other countries. Because of this, and
because half of the revenue from timber sales goes to the central government, the
plantation struggles to get enough funds for maintenance.
Though the link was not explicitly made by plantation administrators, perhaps it is
because of the struggle for maintenance funds, or perhaps because of the recent history of
conflict between the plantation and local people, that the plantation is managed by what
is referred to as the “shamba system” or “Tanga system.” Under this system, plantation
managers involve farmers on the plantation to clear the land in certain areas and prepare
them for tree planting. The farmers are given access to those areas and allowed to farm
on them beside the growing trees, planting maize, potatoes, beans and pyrethrum. As the
trees grow and the canopy closes, farms are no longer viable, and farmers must move to a
different area and begin again. The cost for a license to farm on the plantation is 10,000
Tsh per hectare (approximately $10 U.S.), and demand for this land is so high that
hectares have had to be subdivided.
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There are obvious advantages to this system, to both the plantation and local
residents. First, the plantation has free labor for weeding the areas around the trees, and
also for fire control, a major concern within the forest. The farms provide food and
income to local people, whose collective market price the forest managers estimates
could be as high as one billion Tsh (this is around one million U.S. dollars, a pretty high
estimate). Farmers can also collect the branches that fall in their cleared area for free,
though they are not allowed to cut them. Yet, those charged with safeguarding the
plantation recognize the risks of the system. Farmers occasionally uproot trees so they
can keep farming the same area. Accidental fires from cooking in the field are more
likely, and the close association of people with the plantation also means there is a
continuing problem of cattle grazing in the forest. For the farmers in the plantation, the
trees compete with their crops for nutrients, and eventually sunlight. They are forced to
move every few years to accommodate the growing trees.
While the shamba system already provided some degree of cooperation between
local people and the plantation, the pilot joint forestry project had loftier goals for
stakeholder collaboration on many levels. At the time of my research, the Meru-Usa
plantation was not yet being co-managed, though there had been stakeholder
consultations and the government-employed manager of the plantation was in the process
of attending policy meetings to formulate guidelines for co-management (though the
Forestry Act outlines some of the parameters). According to the plantation manager, the
guidelines are needed and the process is slowed by some of the interests involved with
the private forests, which are privatizing in what some think is a corrupt way, without
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following procedures. Meru-Usa was not intended as a private forestry project, but as a
joint management pilot, and the progress at the time mostly consisted of organizing
potential stakeholders. In 2005, there were 45 stakeholders identified, including 24
villages and 10 sawmills. How, exactly, these varied stakeholders were to be involved in
management of the plantation forest remained vague and unclear to all parties.
Yet, though the specifics of the co-management plan were not yet in place, the
organization of “stakeholders” provided some interesting insights into attempts to
incorporate civil society into resources management. Osotwa is a member of the steering
committee for the Meru-Usa Plantation co-management project, and, according to
Osotwa’s coordinator, they are representing all NGOs in that capacity. This is a big
responsibility for a small community-based organization, but it is not unprecedented for
the active members of Osotwa. The coordinator explained that Osotwa also represented
all CBOs in the consultations prior to the Forestry Act. When the Forestry Training
Institute in Ol Motonyi reviewed the school’s curriculum, Osotwa was consulted as the
representative for all NGOs and CBOs in Tanzania. The members of Osotwa, and
particularly the coordinator, are well-organized and well-versed in both local issues and
the development discourse and are valuable participants in these processes. There is,
however, some question of whether Osotwa is positioned to most effectively provide a
“civil society” perspective. Osotwa’s situation emphasizes once again the inefficacy of
oppositional definitions of state and civil society.
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The role of a CBO
The convoluted relationship between local and national government and so-called
civil society means local residents and CBOs, who are themselves part of the civil society
equation, are involved in constant and complex negotiation of these relationships.
Osotwa’s ties to the regional government, and particularly the Meru-Usa Plantation, are
long-standing. In 2001, the organization was developed in consultation with the manager
of the plantation, in the hopes that an organization “not totally under government
supervision” could help ease some of the tension around forest access and utilization.
According to one of Osotwa’s founding members, they had support from many
government institutions because of the hope they could relieve the conflict. Previous
amiable relationships between Osotwa members and government officials eased the
organization and registration of the CBO. The initial office for Osotwa was space
donated by the Meru-Usa Plantation, but the organization moved out of the Meru-Usa
offices to avoid the appearance of working for the government. Nonetheless, these
associations with government continue to be important.
For Osotwa, the slow progress on the co-management front is acceptable because it
allows time to build up human resources. One member explained that the comanagement project would not be sustainable unless it included training and education
elements for the local community. From this perspective, the workshops and meetings
surrounding the yet-to-emerge co-management plan contributes to community
empowerment.
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Osotwa’s members also have several clear ideas they want to advance as part of the
co-management plan. For example, once the canopy closes over farms in the plantation,
they would like the government to help with alternate income strategies for farmers,
particularly beekeeping. They would like some of the plantation’s exotic species to be
replaced with indigenous species, as was done on an Osotwa project at Kitakuuk Hill.
Toward the end of 2005, members were enthusiastically discussing the potential for
opening a tourist hiking route through the plantation and up the southwest side of Mount
Meru to spread some of the tourist money currently concentrated in the Arusha National
Park environs, on the other side of the mountain. They hope this could relieve some of
the pressure on the forest by providing another income source for local residents.
Osotwa clearly uses its role as representative of civil society to advocate for
projects intended to benefit local residents. It is unclear, however, the extent to which
Osotwa is logistically able to represent the desires of the diverse and sprawling
“community” they serve. In spite of inarguably good intentions and very hard work, the
organization is relatively small with limited resources, all members of the steering
committee are from one ethnic group (Waarusha Maasai), and the active members
generally occupy an educationally and socially (if not economically) privileged position
in the area. Members consider themselves mediators between the government and local
people, but often this mediation takes the form of convincing local people to cooperate
with government policy by “educating” them about environmental issues. Even in
discussions about the initial need for an organization like Osotwa in 2001, the most
prominent of the original organizers attributed the conflict between local people and
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authorities to “ignorance” on the part of residents, rather than government
monopolization of local resources.
In some cases, the concerns Osotwa chooses to address are concerns they raise
within the communities themselves. The process of consulting with communities about
their needs is an important part of Osotwa’s work, but several of the consultations I
observed involved Osotwa members explaining to the community representatives what
they thought the problems actually were. The representatives inevitably agreed with
Osotwa’s choice of issues, but community members did not always raise these issues
first. As the process was explained to me, “first we sensitize the community. It should
come as a demand from the people.” Once the village has expressed an interest in
addressing a specific concern, usually with some strategic prompting from the Osotwa
member, Osotwa will take that concern to a larger forum, such as meetings with donors,
Meru-Usa administrators, or government representatives, and try to get support and
funding for the project.
Regardless of whether issues raised by Osotwa represent the first choices of
community members (and they are clearly concerns, if not the only concerns), the role
Osotwa is able to play as the sole representative of NGOs in the co-management steering
committee is limited. While those government officials working on the co-management
guidelines (or the Forestry Act, for that matter) can mention Osotwa and say they
included “communities” or CBOs in the consultation process, Osotwa members’ input
into the process is not as clear. They are proud that they were chosen as participants, and
they work hard to bring their understanding of the “community’s” needs to the forum, but
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the actual guidelines for co-management of Meru-Usa and the other pilot projects are
decided by a group of government employees meeting in Dar es Salaam. Participation in
discussions or stakeholder meetings does not necessarily translate into actual policy
prescriptions, and until the final program for management is set, it will be difficult to
know whether Osotwa’s participation (or that of other stakeholders) accomplished
anything other than fulfilling an obligatory formality.
In this respect, Osotwa and Meru-Usa have an interesting symbiotic relationship.
Osotwa is willing to serve as the token CBO in part because the organization is very
dependant on the plantation for technical and operational support. The manager of the
plantation is on Osotwa’s Board of Trustees, and is always a consultant on potential
Osotwa projects. Sometimes NGOs working directly with Osotwa choose to consult with
him as well. His support is so important to the group that it is difficult to imagine
Osotwa functioning without him. Vice versa, Osotwa is always available to serve as the
“community” representative on a variety of projects or panels for Meru-Usa, or the
neighboring Forestry Training Institute, and the group can also link these institutions to
“women’s groups” or “youth groups.” At a time when consulting with communities is a
legal and political prerequisite to almost every intervention or program, it is infinitely
useful for the plantation to have a CBO on extremely friendly terms.

Negotiating the state and civil society
Both Osotwa and JEMA have strategies geared toward the reality of shifting state
and non-state actors. For Osotwa, the desire to include influential political members
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while maintaining political autonomy has resulted in a tiered membership system. In
fact, this system was directly attributed with preventing Osotwa from becoming
embroiled in a “tug of war with the Ministry” like HakiElimu. Osotwa has about 50
ordinary members, and those local residents are the only ones who are able to vote. They
also have an “associate member” category for people who contribute to organization
activities, such as researchers. Finally, the have a category of “honorary members,”
political and traditional leaders—almost all local politicians—who are invited to
contribute regarding issues and projects. According to the coordinator, honorary
members have a lot of influence on Osotwa, and their involvement is “vital to ease the
implementation of our activities.” Because of these influential members, “they speak of
Osotwa at the district and regional level.” So, involving politicians on a limited basis is
an important strategy. Beyond membership itself, deciding who to be involved with and
how to engage in strategic conservation networks are key tactics for both of these NGOs,
explored further in the next chapter.
One of the intentions of “good governance” agendas is to erode the patronage
system of governance, in which personal ties play a political role. Strengthening civil
society is one of the mechanisms for undermining clientalist systems that keep power in
the hands of a well connected or financed few. Kelsall (2002) argues that in Tanzania,
the reality of the situation is more nuanced. Civil society is not overcoming clientalism,
but it has also not been colonized by it. I would argue further that local CBOs
deliberately develop these patronage relationships with both political figures and
international NGOs, actually expanding the scope of clientalism, but also correcting some
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of the imbalances. The focus on civil society means that not only do local groups need
political or financial support, but politicians and international NGOs also need
partnerships with local people. Developing these relationships is a key strategy for local
civil society, and a mechanism for dealing with the uncertainty of shifting foci within
development agendas.
This should not suggest, however, that these relationships are equal. The danger in
dismantling hierarchies of scale is that models of interconnection and flow may obscure
the very real power differentials existing between local organization and transnational
organization, between national politicians and regional government employees. The
extent of these differences was brought in clear focus in the context of the Meru-Usa
Plantation in 2004. Then Tanzanian President, Benjamin Mkapa, authorized a bill to
annex the catchment forest above the plantation into Arusha National Park, transferring
management of the area to TANAPA. This categorical change, demarcating the forest
reserve as national park, eliminates local access to the forest for any purpose, including
medicinal collection or visiting religious shrines 22 . The annexing of the catchement
forest greatly upset the manager of Meru-Usa, who feared local reprisals against the
plantation, specifically arson, and the failure of the joint management initiative as soon as
the change became commonly known. (This has not happened to date, in part because
there is not yet widespread knowledge of the change).

22

One NGO member supporting the change pointed out that technically, such activities were also illegal in
the catchment forest as it was previously categorized, but they were openly practiced and authorities did not
intervene. The reclassification of the area as national park would put enforcement in the hands of
TANAPA, an agency with more resources and strict mandates for protecting park boundaries.

156
While the public discussion was focused on involving local stakeholders in forest
management at the plantation level, significant tenure decisions about connected forest
resources were made without local consultation. This event highlights the continued
authority of the state over resource management, in spite of the significant progress
toward participatory management in forestry. It also illustrates the continued extension
of conservation models of forest management, and the lingering, if indirect, influence of
international conservation organizations, in spite of moves toward participatory and
community-based management.

Conclusions
The focus on civil society is part of an international development agenda to
encourage “good governance” in developing countries. Yet, the situation in Tanzania
suggests that this strategy is more complicated than just supporting civil society
organizations or funding local initiatives. The polarizing definition of civil society in
opposition to the state belies the complex ways the spheres are engaged with each other,
and the convoluted path community-based organizations must negotiate in order to
participate in resource management.
In spite of the country’s evermore-sophisticated NGO sector, Tanzania’s central
government has managed to maintain control of resources, often extending the
conservation paradigms of international conservation or development organizations.
While the increasing interconnection offers opportunities for local or national NGOs to
expand their influence, this opportunity has not translated into equal footing. On the one
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hand, the power of transnational civil society in setting conservation agendas means that
policy is accountable to donors before citizens, and local people have less leverage than
foreign elites. On the other hand, the national and regional government has many
strategies for maintaining control over local civil society organizations, and even for coopting the practices of partnership and participation to extend state control. It seems a
grim situation for local communities and CBOs, who must navigate these multifaceted
systems of authority that are not always responsive to local needs.
Yet, the civil society sector in Tanzania is extremely young, and overcoming
decades of centralized socialist rule is bound to be a slow and difficult process. There is
a lot of hope placed in civil society by everyone involved in conservation in Tanzania,
and for that reason alone it is an idea that cannot be discarded. There are several nongovernmental organizations in the country that are addressing significant issues, and
perhaps their greatest success has been in working to include issues of land rights into
discussions of conservation. At a local level, both Osotwa and JEMA clearly put faith
into the development of civil society, as both have chosen to register as NGOs. It is
interesting, however, to note that the village of Jongowe and the multiple villages in
which Osotwa was active already had an organizational ideology in place. Both areas
had previous “associations” or community groups, though they were called something
other than NGOs. Perhaps this is why the NGO format offered such promise—it was
already familiar.
Just as the focus on civil society is the most recent development narrative, the
formation of NGOs is the most recent of many opportunistic survival mechanisms for
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communities in Tanzania. In fact, local resource management involves the overlap of
many forms of authority. The tendency to focus on “governance” as a political issue
overlooks the cultural structures that remain significant in local decision making, such as
the Maasai system of age and clan-based hierarchy, and the hirimu age-sets system on
Jongowe. In many ways, it is the resilience of these systems, in addition to the flexibility
of local communities in adapting to shifting patterns of authority by expanding and
redefining relationships of clientalism, that suggest a hopeful resolution, where
communities can successfully negotiate the context of contemporary globalization. The
following chapter expands the overarching theme of connection and relationships by
examining some of the strategies—and consequences—of the involvement of Osotwa and
JEMA in conservation networks. It will look at how the CBOs creatively work within the
structures of transnational conservation and national authority attempting to limit their
participation.

159

CHAPTER 6: STRATEGIES AND CONSEQUENCES OF
NETWORKING
To this point, this dissertation has discussed the flexibility and the opportunism of
communities and CBOs. This chapter will look specifically at the strategic employment
of those characteristics in the process of community-based conservation. As summarized
in chapter one, both community-based approaches and top-down, “command and control”
resource management strategies have significant shortcomings. Conservation does not
happen only at the level of the community or the government, but on multiple levels and
in multiple ways. In illustrating this complexity, Berkes (2002) describes the
relationships developed both across space (between groups) and between levels of
organization as “cross-scale interactions.”
This chapter will explore the concept of “cross-scale interactions” among
environmental groups by focusing on the “networks” that have been constructed and
maintained by small, local collective organizations with larger national or transnational
entities. Because conservation happens at multiple levels, it is important to understand
not only the impact larger agencies have on CBOs, but also to investigate whether the
incorporation of CBOs into the global network of NGOs and national conservation
groups alters the dynamics and/or agendas of those larger organizations as well.
Communities do not merely receive impacts from larger institutions, but they actively
engage in network formation to further local objectives and sometimes even influence the
agendas and practices of the dominant institutions.
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The two CBOs (JEMA from Jongowe and Osotwa from Ngaramtoni) described in
chapter three are unique in many ways, but they together illustrate a variety of the
resource concerns, social dilemmas, and political disorder that characterize all Tanzanian
conservation attempts. They also exemplify the network characteristics of resourceoriented community organizing. For JEMA, ties with Care International, DFID (the
United Kingdom’s Department for International Development), the Zanzibar government,
and numerous local NGOs and other community-based organizations in Zanzibar have
had significant influence. For Osotwa, the most powerful relationship is with the
European organization ICG, followed by ties to the British volunteer organization called
Mondo Challenge, a New Zealand volunteer organization called Volunteer Services
Abroad, regional political institutions, and other local community-based organizations.
These networks challenge the idea that small communities are isolated from global
influences and problematize the assumption that remote communities, like Jongowe, may
have a more difficult time accessing resources. Physical distance and even technological
limitation does not mean the people who live in these places aren’t connected in
fundamental ways to the world around them. As explained in chapter three, the people of
Tanzania and Zanzibar have always been engaged in economic and cultural processes
beyond their national borders. The appearance of isolation in Jongowe in particular is a
recent political consequence, and even that isolation is illusory. There continue to be
strong ties affecting both these communities, and those multi-scaled linkages create the
social networks which continue to be key components of these areas, crossing the
community, branching across, into, and out of it, spanning the village, the country, and
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even the world. It is in fact hard to over-emphasize the role of social networks in
Jongowe and Ngaramtoni, in both the day-to-day events and major happenings. Social
networks are wide and deep, and extremely powerful. In Zanzibar especially, and to a
large extent in the Arusha area, what events happen, how they happen, and when they
happen is very much based on who is involved and who those involved know. The large
extended families provide key social ties, and family members who have emigrated
elsewhere are important financial contacts. Former classmates or co-workers often
become political and economic allies.
Given the importance of social networks in making things happen in Tanzania and
Zanzibar, it is no surprise that the conservation organizations that work there, whether
domestic or foreign in origin, take advantage of the existing social networks of their
members and community to further agency goals. In fact, it is only through these
networks of political, professional and personal ties that conservation—or at least the
appearance of conservation—takes place. To an even greater extent, the members of
community-based organizations are by their very nature enmeshed in these ties of social
relationships and reciprocity. The CBOs in this study go beyond those existing social
network ties and are actively engaging in new network formation, among local residents,
within the national and international NGO community, and with the government. From
the origins of the community organizations, finding contacts and constructing these
networks was an endeavor considered vital to success. As one of the JEMA’s founders
explained,
Tumbatu is far. Therefore because we have no experience we need to see what
other people do. It is important. We have a strong relationship with so many
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other organizations and groups like Ziffade, JECA, Soneraco, Angoza, MECA,
White Star, Menai [all local Zanzibar conservation organizations] and also
ministries like Idara ya Uvuvi, Kilimo, Elimu, Habari, Misitu, Ulaya, Kaskazini
[Departments of Fisheries, Agriculture, Education, News, Forestery, Tourism,
and the Northern Regional Commission]… JEMA believed that without
collaboration with other sectors it can’t succeed, so it was an objective of the
constitution.
Though there are often multiple incentives for the formation of networks, the
overarching objective on the part of CBOs is the procurement of resources. JEMA and
Osotwa have remarkably similar strategies for approaching this network formation. The
following section will describe these multifaceted strategies for developing and
sustaining conservation and funding networks.

Network Formation
During the period of my research in Tumbatu and Ngaramtoni, there was little
debate within either JEMA or Osotwa about the benefits of involvement in conservation
networks, in spite of concerns about some specific relationships or arrangements
(discussed below). Those networks, and the government and non-governmental
organizations participating in conservation in Tanzania through those networks, are
where the financial benefits of conservation lie. There are, however, many more
potential players than there are spaces in the conservation game, and one of the
challenges facing communities interested in conserving their resources is how to attract
donor attention. Both JEMA and Osotwa had several strategies for gaining recognition
from donors, inserting themselves into existing conservation networks, and creating new
relationships and networks.
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Strategy One: Identity definition and manipulation:
The first and most prevalent strategy used by both organizations was the negotiation
of identity. As detailed in chapter two, one of the limitations facing the exercise of
community-based conservation programs is the shifting nature of the “community.” Who
do you include in “community-based” conservation planning when the definition of
membership in the community is constantly shifting? However, while this issue may vex
managers and planners, for individuals it offers a very powerful strategy of tactical
identity negotiation. As Ng’weno explains, “fluidity in belonging, and the imprecise and
multiple ways of categorizing persons, dispersed power, and authority, provide for a
movement between categorical systems that allows access to resources” (2001:133).
Individuals can choose between many simultaneously held identities, and shift their
affiliation strategically in order to place themselves in the best position to garner
resources. For example, as Laura Fair describes in her excellent historical account of
Zanzibari culture (2001), Zanzibaris under colonial rule in the early 20th century worked
to delineate and redefine their class and ethnic affiliations in order to gain political power
or access economic resources. Identity could be shaped and membership in a particular
group could be demonstrated though consumptive patterns in dress, such as veiling or
wearing full the full buibui for women. Men created powerful ties and affirmed
affiliations through participation in recreational activities, particularly football, and the
team organization is considered by many to have planted the seeds for the subsequent
Zanzibar Revolution. Even the creation of music became a political and distinguishing
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act, as the taarab music of Siti binti Saad provided a voice for the concerns of the
exploited under classes.
One key component of this strategy of shifting identity is that, in addition to various
separate opportunities for identity negotiation, multiple categories of identification can be
held simultaneously. A similar process is illustrated in chapter four. Residents in
Jongowe and Ngaramtoni have stores of what is considered “traditional” knowledge and
what is considered “scientific” knowledge. These knowledge categories overlap and
components of each are employed when considered appropriate. In the case of Fair’s
study of social identity, while the British tried to fit individuals into a single ethnic
category, most residents were actually ethnically quite heterogeneous and creatively
shifted their affiliation depending on context (268). This ability to keep options open and
shift ethnic or class alignments as necessary proved to be a powerful political tool, as
affiliations of “Arab,” “Asian,” “African” or, more specifically, “Swahili,” “Shirazi” or
“Hadimu” came to mean different things and suggest different rights. This fluidity of
identity can be seen in the political context of contemporary Zanzibar, where individuals
align themselves with the ruling Chama cha Mapinduzi party in order to access
occupational and educational opportunities. This political affiliation can be a matter of
practical necessity rather than a firm indication of political ideology.
Comparable to the ways in which individuals can choose to categorize themselves
in multiple ways, groups can collectively shift or negotiate their identity. The decision
regarding how groups of people are identified, or “imagined” in the terms of Benedict
Anderson (1983), has political consequences, and also has consequences for resources.
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The fact that the qualities used to unite and differentiate groups, or “communities,” are
transient and malleable does not make them any less powerful. As Anderson describes,
“all communities larger than primordial villages of face-to-face contact (and perhaps
even these) are imagined. Communities are to be distinguished, not by their
falsity/genuineness, but by the style in which they are imagined” (6). These imaginings,
these decisions on which group traits will be definitional, or in other words, the
production and reproduction of identity, are a constant process for both the CBOs and the
communities that host them. And, because communities are dynamic, shifting and
evolving entities, the community-based organizations in this study, like individuals faced
with parallel categories of “belonging” or “knowledge,” simultaneously construct and
maintain multiple identities.
Often it is access to resources which drives decisions about how communities, and
by extension community-based organizations, define themselves. In the cases of both
Osotwa and JEMA, deliberate re-definition of self and community has played a
significant historical role. Individuals in both areas have consistently manipulated
definitions of identity and class in order to garner control of resources. Definitions of
“Swahili” and “Maasai” were (and are) transformed and reevaluated both by those
claiming membership in the ethnic groups and those outside hoping to delineate and
control those groups (see chapter three).
The importance of this freedom to determine and shift identity is clear in today’s
world of conservation funding, where priorities are constantly changing with emerging
trends. Because communities and rural livelihoods are not constituted in isolation from,
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or even in opposition to, market processes (Li 2001), the trends in these
markets―whether they are product export, mining, or conservation funding—influence
what happens at the community level. For residents of Jongowe, the shifting definitions
of self which characterized colonial Zanzibari social identity have endured and are still
cleverly employed to secure resources, whether by creating access to donors or directly
asserting control over natural resources. For residents in Ngaramtoni, Maasai traditional
authority and usufruct privileges as settled landowners are simultaneously understood and
exercised by residents. But contemporary identity manipulation goes beyond
designations of class or ethnicity to include a wide variety of cultural and institutional
markers.
Because village identity is heterogeneous and encompasses a wide range of
individuals and traits, usually these identity shifts don’t involve changing the actual
character of the community as much as changing the point of emphasis. In Jongowe, one
example of this is the prominence placed on the Islamic nature of the village. Jongowe,
like the rest of Zanzibar, is largely Muslim, and this fact was stressed when a leader from
the village wrote to a Middle Eastern financier about donating a pump for bringing water
to the village. The image of devout Muslims unable to access water for drinking,
cooking, or ritual ablution resonated with the man, and the village received its pump. 23
This emphasis on Islam is different from the points emphasized during applications in the
early 2000s for funding from the Civil Society Program of DFID, the United Kingdom’s

23

The pump is shared between three villages and the pipe connecting the village to the pump runs under the
channel and is often broken. When all is functioning correctly, which is rare, the villagers can expect
running water every third day.
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Department for International Development (now operating as the Foundation for Civil
Society), which stressed the poverty and isolation of the village instead of its Islamic
character, though never denying Muslim roots. This instance is particularly interesting
because the relevant points of emphasis are continuing to evolve, even when the same
donors are considered; as Western donors and governments funnel more money into
Islamic communities, part of the soft side of the “war on terror,” the identification as a
Muslim place to Western as well as Muslim donors will undoubtedly increase.
Another example of changing identity is in the formation of JEMA, the
community’s conservation initiative, itself. The village previously had the Jongowe
Village Development Committee, a group linked to the village government and in charge
of fostering development initiatives for the community. This group, however, met with
limited success. Faced with the continuing encroachment of outside fishermen and other
resource concerns in the village, and in response to the perceived lack of progress
achieved by going through government channels, prominent members of the village
decided to form a non-governmental organization. This was the birth of JEMA.
Reflecting trends discussed in the previous chapter, by forming the NGO, the villagers
effectively took concern about the environment from a government forum into a civil
society forum and in the process opened the door to an entirely new world of funding.
The decision to revamp the village’s development committee as an NGO was calculated
and deliberate, and largely dependant on what was perceived to be shortcomings of tying
progress to local or national government initiatives. As one of JEMA’s founders
explained, “An NGO has freedom. It works nationally and internationally…. With an
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NGO, you can get help, travel to other places, be ahead of the government.” The reformulation from a government-affiliated entity to a non-governmental entity completely
changed the playing field, and it was not without controversy within Jongowe.
Osotwa is also very skilled at manipulating the organization’s identity to potential
funders. As explained in chapter three, the Maasai settled near Mount Meru are known
as Waarusha, and they have significantly different lifestyle and settlement patterns from
their pastoral Maasai relatives. While this identity is often negotiated on an individual
basis, Osotwa as a group switches between the terms Maasai and Waarusha depending on
the audience. For OCTI, the Osotwa Cultural Tourism Initiative, dealing largely with
foreign tourists, the tour guides stress their Maasai heritage and teach Maasai
ethnobotony that they themselves no longer practice (though other members of the group
do). Much of Ostowa’s tourist promotion material emphasizes their Maasai ethnicity.
The individual struggle with this group identity was typified by one OCTI guide. He
identified himself to tourists as Maasai but felt quite strongly that he was not Maasai, but
Waarusha. He explained this decision to call himself Maasai: “The Maasai are a very
famous tribe that most tourists have heard of.” It makes sense from an economic
standpoint to market to tourists in a language they know. Tourists want to have an
“authentic” Maasai experience, and OCTI is happy to provide this. In his private life,
however, the guide is quick to clarify that he is Waarusha, and cites differences in
clothing, dialect, housing, clans, and, most importantly to him, religion, to emphasize this
point. He claims he would be unable to live the pastoral livelihood of a “true” Maasai
and thinks most other Waarusha would not be able to either. However, an older member
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of Osotwa said that it was those who didn’t understand culture who didn’t want to be
thought of as Maasai. He explained that the Waarusha designation implied access to
education and sometimes even wealth.
Perhaps for that reason, in contrast to interactions with foreign tourists, in meetings
with other local Tanzanian NGOs and local or regional government officials, Osotwa
officers often identify themselves as Waarusha, not Maasai. This is also important
because it distinguishes them from the plethora of Maasai pastoral NGOs working for a
share of the area’s natural resources. The distinction also distances them from a lifestyle
that some government officials continue to find distasteful. 24 Pastoralists in Tanzania are
often seen as either dying out, degrading the environment, or monopolizing benefits from
economic or social programs, and often the ability to claim some distance from all those
scenarios can be politically useful. Thus the negotiation of Maasai ethnicity, which
happens around Mount Meru on an individual and family basis, must happen again in the
context of the community-based organization and its various relationships.
One final area where both JEMA and Osotwa creatively re-identified themselves is
in the definition of “conservation.” While this is discussed in more detail in chapter
three, for both groups, conservation is defined in terms of conserving and sustaining the
community, not only natural resources. By this broad definition, it fits the conservation
mandate of the organizations to pursue funding not directly allocated for environmental
programs. Thus, responding to funding trends, both JEMA and Osotwa are pursuing
HIV/AIDS outreach programs in addition to their environmental work.
24

A prominent government minister was overheard in 2005 saying that pastoralists made him want to
“throw up,” prompting dismay among indigenous rights activists. (TNRF meeting notes)
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None of these examples should suggest that the self-identification of individuals or
the group identification of communities and CBOs is unique to conservation scenarios, or
that even in those situations strategies for identification are driven solely by access to
resources. In fact, the villagers of Jongowe to a large extent pursue a political strategy
which distances them from resources. The village’s fierce loyalty to CUF (Civic United
Front), the opposition party to the Zanzibar ruling government, has significantly
contributed to the current political and economic marginalization of the community. As
described above, for practical purposes there are individuals within the community who
have made the identity decision to work for the ruling party, CCM (Chama cha
Mapinduzi, or Party of the Revolution), and align themselves, at least on the surface,
more closely to the in-power political faction, and they have by and large benefited
personally from this decision. Yet the vast majority of the village, an estimated 80%
according to one CCM member, has remained loyal to CUF in spite of the personal
hardship. Clearly, identity is about more than access to resources. It is interesting to
note, however, only five of the 18 members of JEMA are CUF supporters, not at all
reflecting the political make-up of the community. So while the village as a whole is
dominated by opposition supporters, JEMA as an organization is dominated by members
of the ruling party, however opportunistic this affiliation may actually be. Further, for
JEMA, the good relationship with the government is credited for much of the group’s
success.
Communities and CBOs are certainly not the only conservation participants who
strategically negotiate their identity in response to available resources and to gain
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membership in conservation networks. The Tanzanian and Zanzibari governments are
also willing to redefine themselves in the hopes of increasing donor funding. For
example, the Zanzibari government formed a special departmental collaboration, in effect
reorganizing the structure of its environmental ministries, in order to facilitate funding
from the Finnish government, as discussed in chapter five. There is identity maneuvering
to stake out claims to resources within the government. As a senior officer at NEMC
(National Environmental Management Council, a government unit for the Tanzanian
mainland) explained, “We use the language of ‘manage’ but it is really to ‘conserve.’ We
don’t say ‘conserve’ because we don’t want to fight with the Ministries involved in
conservation.”
Many international NGOs also change their goals, their projects, and sometimes
even their names 25 to capture their piece of the development pie. One of the most famous
wildlife NGOs in Africa, the African Wildlife Foundation (AWF), is starting an
HIV/AIDS program. In another case, one field officer from another NGO working in the
Arusha area explained that while the priorities of her NGO as a conservation organization
have not changed, their specific projects are based on funding. Now, they have funding
for community projects, so that is what they are doing, though it is not necessarily a longterm mandate. Clearly, at all levels of conservation and development organization, the
formation and management of identity is an important tool.

25

For example, WWF changed its name from World Wildlife Fund to the World Wide Fund for Nature to
reflect a more eco-systemic and less species-specific approach to conservation (www.panda.org).
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Strategy Two: Know what is being funded
As detailed in chapter five, the push for the creation of civil society has meant a lot
of transnational focus on developing local NGOs. The decision by community members
to create and register an NGO is itself part of a second strategy employed by the CBOs in
effective networking: individual members are aware of where the available money is at
any given time and adapt their programs accordingly. Both JEMA and Osotwa formed
recently as part of a deliberate agenda for strengthening Tanzanian civil society.
But beyond the status as an NGO, the afore-mentioned issue of a conservation
organization working with HIV/AIDS programs illustrates the institutional awareness of
JEMA and Osotwa. By relying on the advice and connections of well-informed members
(see below), both CBOs have a thorough understanding of international funding
priorities, are attentive to the “hot trends” in project donations, and are able to craft their
programs accordingly. This ability to conceive projects based on available funding,
rather than, say, communities’
imminent needs, is a
characteristic of the larger
transnational NGOs as well.
And, in 2004–2005, by far the
biggest chunk of international
funding was going to HIV/AIDS
Figure 17: Grandmother and her grandchildren, all of whom programs.
were orphaned by AIDS

According to an agency
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representative, the United States Agency for International Development’s (USAID)
funding for HIV/AIDS programs exceeded its funding for all other programs (Democracy
and Governance, Economic Growth, Environment and Natural Resource, and Non-HIV
related Health) combined. USAID’s 2005 budget for HIV programs in Tanzania was
$40 million, (mostly from PEPFAR—the President’s Emergency Plan for AIDS Relief—
President Bush’s personal mission in Africa, and therefore tied to some extent to
abstinence-only restrictions.) Many health workers lament the fact that so much attention
is focused on HIV because, while it is a devastating epidemic, other diseases such as
malaria are also taking a terrible toll on the population. With this massive influx of
funding to combat HIV, it is inevitable that local CBOs attempt to gain a foothold in this
new funding windfall. It is also logical and necessary. As one community member in
Zanzibar explained, HIV is a cross-cutting community issue which affects all aspects of
village life, including conservation. “If we don’t have a healthy community, we fail to
participate in environmental projects.”
The links between conservation and the AIDS epidemic are of increasing interest to
social and natural scientists. Conservationists have suggested that the AIDS epidemic
endangers conservation through endangering the workforce charged with protecting and
managing natural resources (Paice 2005). One preliminary study indicates that AIDS not
only deters conservation efforts through debilitating those whose job it is to protect
resources, but HIV and AIDS exacerbate the environmental impacts of serious
preexisting problems, including gender inequity, uncontrolled migration and poverty
(Torell et al 2006). While there is more research to be done on the specific mechanisms

174
through which HIV/AIDS limits conservation efforts, there appears to be a link that
manifests at the community level.
In recognition of this relationship, both JEMA and Osotwa, programs designed to
address the natural resource needs of their communities, have creatively expanded the
definition of “conservation” to include all things related to the well-being of the
community. This perspective makes applying for AIDS funding and organizing projects
to address HIV/AIDS not only possible under existing organizational mandates, but
obligatory.
Savings and Credit Co-Operatives (SACCOS) are another hot funding trend. In the
development world, microcredit and SACCOS programs are very popular, and Osotwa,
or at least members of Osotwa operating in an advisory capacity, were participants in
three SACCOS operated with local residents. The first, Ilchokuti Supati (Peaceful
Shepherd) SACCOS, is a revolving fund to which each member brings Tsh 1000 every
Friday. The money is collected and then distributed to two families every week on a
rotating basis. While it had not yet been officially registered at the time of this research,
members were attempting to gain the attention and support of a local politician to ease
their registration process and potentially provide financial assistance. The second
SACCOS, called Chaka–Kitu (meaning Bush–Something, implying transforming
bushland into “something useful”), was organized to finance some land clearing activities
for local residents who were given land in Tanga (see chapter three). In addition to those
two groups, one of the women’s groups started by Osotwa had filed for registration and
was operating as a SACCOS. The SACCOS trend has reached Jongowe, as well. While
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JEMA is not currently involved in SACCOS (though some members talk of giving small
grants sometime in the future), there is a SACCOS in Jongowe called Jikwamuwa, which
was inspired by the organizational success of JEMA.
The involvement of JEMA and Osotwa in these trendy funding projects points to
part of community-based organization that can be controversial. Critics of communitybased approaches to resource management charge that communities are just going for the
money, whether it addresses a particular community need or not, and therefore resources
and people do not get the appropriate benefits. In some cases, this is indeed what is
happening. “Briefcase” NGOs have sprung up all over Tanzania and Zanzibar, taking
advantage of money for civil society programs but not delivering any real services to
communities. However, as mentioned above, transnational NGOs and government
offices are subject to the same funding whims, and are therefore not necessarily
addressing needs any more urgent than those dealt with by CBOs. In fact, by tailoring
their proposals to specific funding trends and then fitting those projects into community
needs, CBOs are in effect appropriating the agendas of the larger NGOs and government.
To what extent this appropriation is successful will be looked at in more detail below.

Strategy Three: Be fluent in the language of development
In Anderson’s exploration of the rise of nationalism (1983), he places language in
the pivotal position of both unifying and distinguishing the nation-state. National identity
is forged in part through the sharing of language, an idea continuing to have influence in
contemporary debates on multiculturalism. In a similar way, participation in networks of
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conservation is contingent on an ability to understand the language of conservation. The
identity of conservation, or at least of those claiming to be conservationists, is
constructed in part through fluency in the particular terms and emphases of
environmental rhetoric.
Both JEMA and Osotwa have learned the language prerequisite of network
participation very well, at least in the process of soliciting funding. For example, I
worked with a team from Osotwa in developing a grant proposal for conducting an
environmental survey of the Ngaramtoni community, ranking the environmental issues of
most concern to residents. The intention was to eventually apply for funding to address
these community-selected issues, using the survey to illustrate the residents’ interests.
The Osotwa members approached this project in a very organized and even formulaic
way: we needed to designate a “purpose,” then “objectives,” then “indicators,” and then
“tools.” The leader of the process had been to countless workshops on project planning,
a popular “community-based” project for government and international NGOs, and felt
compelled to strictly follow the format he had learned. In addition to the format and
process directly lifted from conservation workshops, the words used in the proposal
reflected Osotwa’s familiarity with the language of conservation:

Assignment Purpose: To increase the capacity of Ngaramtoni community in the
delivery of community-based natural resource management and environmental
conservation for sustainable rural and urban livelihoods in Ngaramtoni township
and Ngaramtoni village.
Objectives: 1) Develop participatory feasibility study to determine situational
analysis before intervention. 2) Work alongside Ngaramtoni community to
develop a fundamental conservation program which raises community awareness
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of sustainable environmental management and ensures the active participation of
community groups.
Clearly, the author of this proposal, one of Osotwa’s most active members, is not
only fluent in English but fluent in the particular rhetoric of conservation: sustainable
livelihoods and environmental management, participatory and community-based
approaches, raising community awareness, increasing capacity, etc. All these terms and
phrases are used liberally in the conservation community, and both JEMA and Osotwa
are familiar with them and understand their power.
Yet, the above proposal actually says very little. When I pushed the author and
project team for specifics about what the project would accomplish, they gave me very
clear and simple goals. When writing to potential funders, mostly international
conservation NGOs, however, these worthwhile goals become lost in the sea of jargon.
This is of course not a problem unique to communities but a pitfall jeopardizing any
community whose internal language is not easily deciphered by outsiders. Further, this
survey project was subsequently funded, suggesting the mastery of conservation jargon,
even when employed in a vague and ineffectual manner, is a valuable tool for securing
funding and developing relationships with the transnational conservation community.

Strategy Four: Utilize the “elite”
As the previous section suggests, much of the success JEMA and Osotwa have had
in networking has to do with the knowledge of individual members about how the
funding game is played. It also has everything to do with who those well-informed
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individuals know. In both cases, JEMA and Osotwa had at least one “expert” involved in
the creation and running of the organization. For both organizations, the experts had
extensive previous experience working with other civil society organizations or with
government agencies, and have often participated in numerous previous projects and
training exercises. They have all traveled abroad, and are familiar with the language of
funding not only domestically, but internationally as well. They are “insiders” in the preexisting conservation networks, with previous experience to know what gets funding and
who to approach. Their participation is key in making the previous three strategies
successful.
To reach these positions and acquire the skills enabling them to help establish the
CBOs and gather donor support, these members have needed access to education and the
structures of power, which means, in both these locations, they were in the “elite”
minority within their community. It is important to emphasize that these individuals are
not necessarily wealthier than other community members, but rather are locally respected
for their education and social position. This has made them particularly effective in
organizing CBOs, but, because of their key positions, these influential community
members retain a lot of power over incoming resources. No matter how many
subsequent benefits are distributed to the community, they are still filtered through those
skilled individuals. Thus, community-based programs, intended to circumvent top-heavy
approaches, have the unintended consequence of reinforcing the privileged position of
local experts. The educated and empowered membership is a vital component of
community-based mobilization. But, in effect this key strategy discourages the most
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impoverished or disadvantaged community members from participating in the
organization, at least in any initial leadership or managerial role.
The tendency for the elite to benefit from “community”-based programs has been
explored in detail elsewhere (Igoe 2000, 2002; Ilahiane 2001). For JEMA and Osotwa,
the fact that local “elites” may benefit from these programs does not mean they do not
have the best interest of the community at heart—they are conscientious people who have
often made the decision to help their community rather than take a more lucrative post in
the government or in the private sector. However, because of these sacrifices, the CBO
represents the major, if not the sole, source of income for their family, and this pressure
occasionally supersedes the desire for community development. Further, in both the
places in this study, distinctions between “community” and “family” are blurred and
shifting, and the distribution of benefits becomes a particularly delicate issue, one which
can challenge the integrity of the CBO as a group.
Though chapter five has detailed the structural conditions functioning to limit local
engagement with participation, JEMA and Osotwa are not the passive tools of larger
conservation entities. They are actively working to gain access and maintain
representation in the networks of government and non-governmental conservation
funding by pursuing strategies of identity negotiation, awareness of funding trends,
fluency in the language of conservation, and, to assist with these, the participation of the
local “elite” experts. The following section will examine the results of these cross-scale
interactions, the horizontal and vertical relationships which all parties consider vital to
conservation.

180

The Consequences of Conservation Networks
There are multiple strategies employed by JEMA and Osotwa to develop networks
with other organizations, many dependent on the expertise of local elites. And
developing and maintaining these networks is an active goal of both organizations, seen
as an integral step in reaching funding sources. But is engagement in networks of NGOs
and government agencies really a positive situation for communities? For conservation?
And what about the costs and benefits for the other NGOs or the government? In these
cases, the answers are complicated.

Mixed Messages: The results of networking for CBOs
In obvious ways, participation in these conservation networks clearly provides some
important benefits for both JEMA and Osotwa. It is through these relationships that
funding opportunities are discussed and disseminated, and this is a key factor in the
survival of any CBO. Further, the relationships developed through these networks are
useful in increasing the capacity of the CBO. Because often the NGOs that CBOs work
with are themselves accountable to their funding bodies, they spend a lot of time training
local partners in management and business practices. These skills are valuable for the
CBO, and also for other members of community who may be invited to participate.
Finally, these networks can provide communities the opportunity for a voice in
governance, as in the Meru-Usa forestry co-management program described in the
previous chapter. Because Osotwa already had ties with the plantation and other
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organizations in the area, it was chosen as the CBO representative. While the group’s
participation is limited, Osotwa is now positioned, at least nominally, to have an
influence on forestry policy, a development that would not have occurred without its
network of contacts.
However, there are also substantial negatives to the CBOs from participating in
donor networks. Both CBOs expressed some frustration with what they viewed as a
lopsided relationship. They are expected to be accountable for their funding and help the
donors in the community, but their partner NGOs are not transparent in their funding
arrangements and the return benefits and expectations are not always balanced. As an
Osotwa member explained, “We thought they would build our capacity. We are making
them known with local communities. Most of their success is because of Osotwa, so we
thought they could be more transparent.”
In addition to their frustration with their network partners, another drawback is that
the CBO’s projects have a tendency to reflect the network rather than the community.
That is, the priorities of the community are secondary to the preferred projects of network
partners. One example of this involved JEMA and their strong relationship to another
well-established community program in Zanzibar, JECA (Jozani Environmental
Conservation Association). This NGO had a very successful tree planting program, and
donated trees and nursery starters to JEMA. One of JEMA’s first projects was a large
tree nursery and re-planting initiative. While Tumbatu is severely deforested and
fuelwood is a constant concern, the tree planting program did not work well in Jongowe.
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On an island with no permanent water source, it was unrealistic to expect people to use a
portion of their precious water on saplings. The majority of the trees died within a year.
Another consequence of involvement in networks is that the CBO becomes spread
too thin and loses touch with its main constituents, the community. JEMA perpetually
struggles with the problem, as many of its members reside in Zanzibar Town, a minimum
of a half-day dhow and mini-bus trip from the village. There are many consequences of
this rural to urban settlement pattern on the community, including marriage outside the
village, reliance on remittances, and an increase in professional employment for women.
For JEMA itself, the situation is a double-edged sword. Members who live in town are in
daily contact with the NGOs and government officials necessary to sustain the
organization. This contact is very important. At the same time, they are often out of
touch with the needs of community members and even JEMA members residing in the
village. Members in town would tell me about upcoming plans for the organization, but
when I mentioned these to village members, they didn’t know what I was talking about.
This is yet another example of the ambiguous role played by elites in this process.
Osotwa, with its proximity to Arusha and to the funding organizations residing
there, is able to remain connected to the community it serves, though it too is being
fragmented. The issue most salient to Osotwa and the final drawback for the CBO of
network involvement is the potential for splintering agendas. Members of Osotwa
formed personal alliances with different NGOs in their networks, and these NGOs had
different needs from the CBO. One NGO with a relationship with the organization as a
whole encouraged a single member to expand the HIV/AIDS project and separate it from
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Osotwa. The remaining members resented what they saw as a power play to monopolize
resources and pursued exclusionary programs with a different funder. This incident
undermined the integrity of Osotwa as a unified organization. The rift between the two
main parties was so severe that they will probably divide. This signals another danger to
community-based organizations: remaining united in the face of competing outside
interests and pressures.

Uneven Distribution: Consequences of conservation networks for communities
While the CBOs worked for the benefit of the community, they were not
necessarily representative of the community at large. Further, what was good—or bad—
for the organization did not necessarily have the same consequences for the whole
community. The communities were indeed affected by the networking of their CBOs,
but not always in the anticipated way.
Of course, community is a difficult thing to define, one of the major critiques of
CBNRM (see chapter two). As detailed in chapter three, in the case of this research, the
areas where the two CBOs were working were vastly different, so the communities they
represented have very different characteristics. JEMA works in a small village on a small
island, and that village is relatively physically isolated—that is, it is easy to
geographically bind. However, people from Jongowe are far-flung, many living in
Zanzibar town, and others on the mainland or abroad, and they also represent part of the
diasporic community. In the case of community impacts for JEMA, however, I am
considering primarily those people who reside in the village of Jongowe. Osotwa,

184
conversely, located in Ngaramtoni, is in a village located on the urban fringe of the large
town of Arusha. Osotwa works in many villages besides Ngaramtoni as well, all
comprising a more or less continuous area of land on the southwestern slopes of Mount
Meru. The proximity of Arusha also means that Osotwa’s business often took members
into town, as well as to the suburban villages. Thus, the community served by Osotwa
was very difficult to define physically, and the intended beneficiaries comprised such a
large number of people that it is difficult to speak in terms of specifics. When talking
about benefits or costs to this “community,” I’m speaking of those people residing in
Ngaramtoni and the adjacent villages served by Osotwa, and not Arusha proper.
Certainly one of the most significant effects of the networks created by the CBOs in
both cases is that not only were more financial resources flowing into the community, but
there were also technical and human resources available to community members. For
example, JEMA worked with funding from the Foundation for Civil Society and CARE
International to set up “study tours” of other farmed areas in Zanzibar, allowing Jongowe
farmers to observe and learn how to plant and care for crops that are cultivated by other
coral-rag farmers. Osotwa collaborated with the National Forestry Management Institute
to offer a set of lessons on beekeeping to local residents. Both organizations had
reforestation programs because partners within their institutional networks donated trees.
Another interesting effect in both communities was the increase in cooperative
organization. Both JEMA and Osotwa served as models within their community of how
to organize people around an issue or concern, and several other NGOs or CBOs were
formed both in conjunction with Osotwa or JEMA, or independently. While in part due
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to the previously discussed push for civil society organization within Tanzania, these two
successful organizations provided accessible examples for residents to follow. In the
Ngaramtoni area, the success of Osotwa in attracting donor funds and conducting
community projects, in addition to the enthusiastic entrepreneur and advisory activities of
Osotwa leaders, have encouraged several new organizations. At least three women’s
groups and one youth group look to Osotwa for guidance, and even direct support.
Several other conservation CBOs have been formed in neighboring villages, though they
have not obtained Osotwa’s prominence. In addition, as mentioned above, Osotwa
members have been directly involved in the formation of two Savings and Credit
Cooperatives (SACCOS). In Jongowe, cooperative organizing before JEMA existed
through the village’s football clubs. While there have been women’s groups, in general
women have had less success in organizing for long-term benefits. JEMA has resurrected
women’s interest in forming a cooperative organization, and the village women are
working toward that goal. Additionally, a group of young men in the village started a
loan cooperative (Jikwamua) which has been quite successful.
A corollary effect on the increase in cooperative organization is that forming and
running non-governmental organizations (NGOs) is seen as another livelihood
opportunity within the community. Rather than only providing a tool to address injustice
or community needs, forming an NGO is another way to make money. Certainly, for
many of the founding members of Osotwa, the organization is one component of a
variety of livelihood endeavors, including farming, running small stores and having
livestock operations. In JEMA, however, the organization has brought almost no
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personal funding to its members. But the perception that NGOs are a means to a
successful livelihood continues throughout Tanzania.
Another effect that CBO engagement in institutional networks was having on the
communities was that, at least in some cases, traditional ecological knowledge was being
challenged by the views of outside “experts.” This impact is discussed in detail in
chapter four. Many of the programs of both JEMA and Osotwa were “education”
programs, designed to teach new techniques of resource management or ways of
understanding the environment. The consequence was sometimes the loss of traditional
knowledge in favor of these new teachings, though there was also substantial local
resistance to these new “technologies.” In fact, the success of these education programs
in changing environmental understanding or livelihood strategy was highly variable. In
Jongowe, for example, women were much more likely to be skeptical of what they were
told by outsiders. The extension officer repeatedly expressed his frustration with how
“stubborn” the women were, refusing to change their old “agricultural magic” customs or
adopt new crops. In an informal survey, I asked community members to list the five
people they would go to for information about the environment. While men in Jongowe
chose predominantly those considered institutional “experts”—the extension officer,
educated members of JEMA, men in government departments in town—women most
often chose their neighbors and relatives, those who worked the land or the ocean
frequently and successfully, suggesting the source of the knowledge is a valuable as the
information itself.
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Finally, as mentioned above, one consequence of CBO engagement in networks
was the re-entrenchment of the “elite” within the community. Those with access to these
networks are most frequently those already in some position of power, whether through
education, employment, or—very rarely—wealth. The educated and the socially
positioned members of the community were the ones with the ability to first form an
organization and then effectively communicate their goals and interests to others. No
matter how community-based an organization may be, it takes some degree of expertise
to run a CBO. And thus, even in the poorest and most marginalized communities, those
forming a CBO will likely be in some way better off than others. No matter how
benevolent, then, or how participatory, decisions and resources will be funneled through
those who already have the power. While they might not be powerful on a regional or
national level, and while they are not necessarily economically privileged, they are elites
within their communities, and the CBO and the institutional networks reinforce that
status.

Opportunistic Management: Consequences for donors
The involvement of CBOs in institutional networks doesn’t just affect things on the
community level—it also affects the regional or international NGOs and government
agencies within the networks with them. Incorporating communities into conservation is
something almost every conservation program in Tanzania claims to do—communitybased work is often a pre-requisite for funding. International NGOs are in fact required
by Tanzanian law to help build the capacity of local NGOs and CBOs. But are these
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relationships nominal only, or do the NGOs networking with communities actually
incorporate community needs into their agendas? I spoke with NGOs working with the
two CBOs, and also many NGOs working with other community groups, about the
benefits and challenges.
In the case of Osotwa, the ideas of the CBO did become incorporated into the
projects of their two major NGO partners, ICG and Mondo Challenge (both European).
Osotwa members suggested re-vegetating a severely eroded hillside that contributed to
seasonal flooding in the villages below. ICG agreed to support the project, in partnership
with the Meru-Usa Forest Plantation, and this has been one of the most successful
projects for Osotwa and ICG. Members of Osotwa additionally suggested the HIV
outreach program in villages surrounding Ngaramtoni to Mondo Challenge, an
organization putting student volunteers in local schools. This project has also been a
major success for Mondo, though it has caused tension within Osotwa, as described
above. Osotwa has given ICG and Mondo Challenge their necessary community partner,
but for Osotwa, the relationship sometimes seems imbalanced, particularly with their
primary partner, ICG. As one Osotwa member complained, Osotwa members suggest
projects to ICG, which then writes them up, receive funding for them, and gives only a
portion of that funding to Osotwa. ICG representatives do not credit Osotwa with the
initiative Osotwa members claim, but they have certainly incorporated their ideas.
The two organizations share some employees, including a receptionist who works
for Osotwa for two days a week though all her time is covered by ICG. Additionally,
ICG has hired an Osotwa member to work at their Nkuru education camp, primarily
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running wildlife transects. The primary purpose of this temporary position is to give the
young man further training so he can use those skills to benefit Osotwa. His monthly
responsibilities include writing a report about Osotwa’s activities to submit to ICG, but
this arrangement also raises questions about claims of partnership. As one observer
commented, the young man must inform ICG what Osotwa is doing in the current month,
but not Osotwa about ICG.
JEMA’s relationship with DFID, later included as part of the Foundation for Civil
Society (FCS), also had effects on the larger organization. JEMA received funding from
FCS for an environmental education program, though FCS does not have a specific
funding program for environmental projects. 26 According to a project officer from FCS,
JEMA’s program, in addition to the many other small grant projects DFID had given in
2003, helped influence a change from funding driven by conformation to specific criteria
to assessments based on impact and community interest. So, in the networks of both
Osotwa and JEMA, the networked NGOs do have new programs added to their dossiers
as a result of both ideas from and the needs of local communities.
But with the benefits of community partnerships, new programs, and field personnel
come significant burdens of oversight and responsibility. Donors giving money to
community groups feel especially anxious about accountability for how that money is
spent, and spend a significant portion of time training local accountants and adding up
finances. Because donor organizations are responsible for how their community partners

26

The Foundation for Civil Society generally funds projects in the areas of 1) Policy, 2) Governance, 3)
Safety Nets, and 4) Advocacy Strengthening. However, they had given approximately 10 grants to
environmental projects because the environment is considered a “multi-sector issue.”
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spend the money, they expect those partners to complete financial and project reports to
justify their expenditures. Often the capacity of the CBO is not great enough to meet the
rigorous reporting and accounting requirements, so a great deal of donor group time is
spent in oversight. Not only is this a major concern for the large donors like USAID, but
it is a continuing source of anxiety and frustration for the NGOs working directly with
JEMA and Osotwa, because they are often accountable to their own funders. The
Tanzanian country director of ICG related an instance where Osotwa asked for money for
a computer, then asked for more, then asked to spend it on a web page instead. The ICG
founder in Europe was so worried about Osotwa’s accounting that she made the group
conduct an internal audit of its projects. For JEMA, their continuing funding through
FCS was lost because of a technical problem in their end-of-year financial report. They
were supposed to address this and re-apply, but they did not.
Working with communities also requires more personal contact between partners,
and this is a commitment of time and transportation resources. There is little inherent
trust of institutions like NGOs or government agencies in either Ngaramtoni or Jongowe.
In order to be successful in partnering with a CBO, or at least in maintaining cordial
relations with a CBO and the community members who are part of it, issues must be
negotiated at a personal level. This can be time consuming and often involves decisionmaking processes that require lengthy discussion. Beyond the cultural differences and
time issues, several representatives from one NGO pointed out that working with
communities includes working closely with difficult personalities.

191
Finally, even though projects suggested by the community do find their way into
the programs of their larger NGO partners, their mission or agendas do not seem to be
affected by community goals. The exception to this could be JEMA, whose
environmental programs (in conjunction with other pilot community programs) changed
some of the Foundation for Civil Society’s criteria for grant applications (see above),
though not their specific agenda. However, the CBOs tend to conform to the
requirements of the donor organizations, not vice versa. As the ICG manager said of
Osotwa, “so far they have managed to fit into our ideas.” The problem is that ICG
intends to have programs all over the country, and Osotwa is only relevant at the local
level. ICG’ goals of environmental conservation aren’t being changed to better
incorporate Osotwa. As long as communities are willing to work toward the goals of the
NGOs, goals that most often include natural resource conservation, the partnerships
work. While programs may be added and adapted, environmental NGOs, even those with
community concerns, do not change their mandate—often a mandate supported by
international donors—in order to better suit the community.
That said, the participatory nature of current environmental research does seem to
be an idea that has entered the canon of many NGOs policies. So, if “participation” is of
itself a recognized and valued objective for CBOs, which it is for both JEMA and
Osotwa, then they have been successful. While the specific needs of communities and
desires of community groups do not have much effect with their NGO partners’ missions,
their existence as a whole, their demands for a voice, have led to mandates for
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participatory approaches (though, as explained in the previous chapter, these are
themselves problematic). The change is not one of specific policies but of procedure.

Escalation of Authority: Consequences for government
When discussing community-based conservation and the flow of resources among
organizations, most of the focus is placed on the non-governmental sector. As discussed
in chapter five, this focus is misplaced. Government agencies are integrally involved in
conservation programs, and in the structure and function of civil society in general, both
directly and indirectly. The networks created with community groups and larger NGOs
affect government as well, with effects ranging from incidental to extremely significant.
Like communities, the governments of Tanzania and Zanzibar are not monolithic.
Some departments have considerably more influence then others, and, locally, some
politicians are more powerful than others. The Wildlife Division of the Tanzanian
government is one of the most powerful because of the immense revenue generated by
the hunting industry. Many different departments have a stake managing natural
resources, and this can lead to confusion and even animosity between departments. For
example, the Ministry of Agriculture is in charge of fresh water management, which
brings it into conflict with claims to water from the Forestry Department. This
compartmentalization of resource management is also difficult to reconcile with the
largely holistic view of the social and natural environment that is part of local
understanding (see chapter three).
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At the community level, while local projects are initiated by national politicians in
times of election (projects such as the abandoned road connecting Jongowe to the other
vehicle-less village on Tumbatu), the regional and district commissioners are appointed
by the ruling party, not elected by the populace, so securing votes is not the most
important benefit to these politicians. Local district council members and Ministers of
Parliament are elected, however, and so development jumps before national elections.
However, even local officers and representatives appointed by the ruling parting share in
the benefits of community projects in direct ways, and also by simply being members of
the community. The Sheha (village leader) in Jongowe benefits from JEMA’s programs
as much as any other villager, in the same ways that the village chairman and the council
benefit from projects in their villages conducted by Osotwa. Any programs that are
successful at making the environment a more livable place, either by picking up and
burning garbage, planting trees to stop erosion, or investing in attempt to increase
agricultural yields, not only makes life better for all residents, but also reflects well on
local government. The reverse is, of course, also true. Further, local officials also often
receive employment from these community programs. For example, JEMA hired staff
from the regional commissioner’s office to assist with its monkey eradication program.
Osotwa’s survey of environmental problems in Ngaramtoni utilized the existing
environmental committee of the village council. For community projects to succeed, they
often must receive the approval and support of village and district level governance, and
in their success, they simultaneously strengthen the position of that government.
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As explained in chapter five, networking with both communities and NGOs has also
been responsible for more funding going to government agencies. Because of the
programmatic shifts in resource management, international NGOs are more apt to help
fund government programs that have tangible community-based components. For a
government like Zanzibar, which receives a significant portion of its project funding from
other governments, being able to demonstrate ties to non-governmental and community
projects is an important criterion for funding. Since many government programs in both
Tanzania and Zanzibar are funded now by foreign and NGO money, and since there is
such a strong international push for community-based and “civil society” programs,
effective relationships with communities have become a decisive strategy for securing
funding.
As described previously, another major marker of the importance of networking for
the government is that national policies in Tanzania have actually been changed to
mandate a more participatory approach. The Forest Act of 2002 in Tanzania is a groundbreaking codification of participatory co- and community management. Wildlife
management, a far more lucrative and therefore more contested resource area, has given
fewer concessions to communities, but the new Wildlife Management Area (WMA)
program—though controversial and somewhat disingenuous—is an official
acknowledgement of the need to address communities in resource management. These
developments are only possible because of the extensive networks of NGOs, CBOs, and
government agents working for greater representation in policy.
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However, as chapter five illustrated, in spite of the networking taking place and the
emphasis on participatory approaches, the government maintains ultimate control of the
resources. Some may argue that hunting companies have an increasingly firm grip on
how hunting blocks and quotas are defined, and several “government” programs are now
firmly in the control of international NGOs for financial reasons, but the central
government still has the potential to exert the final authority over resources, in spite of
community or NGO objections. One example that illustrated this fact was in the recent
change in designation of catchment forest reserves on Mount Meru described in the
previous chapter. The plantation manager, himself an appointed official, was extremely
concerned about this situation, explaining, “Most people are ignorant. They don’t know
what is happening—they weren’t even consulted. According to the law, if you are going
to gazette an area, you have to consult the local people, but here the people were denied
this chance.” He fears that conflict is inevitable if the government attempts to enforce the
new restrictions, and believes that the community’s anger will be taken out on the
plantation through arson. The whims of the national government, in this case Presidential
signature, can still erode the years of progress made toward community-oriented resource
management at the base of Meru.
Another example of the ultimate power of government is JEMA’s attempt to get
Tumbatu fisheries some form of protection. While the Fisheries Department is
considering the area as a potential part of its MACEMP program (Marine and Coastal
Environment Management Program, funded through the World Bank), the Zanzibari
government has not selected the area for a reserve yet, so there is little NGOs or the
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community can do. Because governments still reign in the model of protected areas, and
protected areas still reign in the model of African conservation—in spite of two decades
of debate—government still holds the final authority.

Consequences for the environment
Finally, the stated goal of the environmental programs, whether community-based,
non-governmental, or government-driven, is more effective conservation of natural
resources. While many other financial and development agendas are at play, ultimately it
is important to address the effectiveness of networking in improving conservation
practices. The formation of these networks does have a significant impact on how
conservation is practiced on the ground.
First, one of the most popular programs for NGOs funding community programs is
environmental education. Both JEMA and Osotwa undertook environmental education
programs in schools and the larger community. As explained above, environmental
education programs taught western ecological understanding of the environment, and
sometimes this “education” was resisted. It is unclear to what extent these education
programs influence the way people actually interact with their environment, but they do
influence the way people discuss their resources. As described in chapter four, during
one interesting interaction, I asked a group of fishermen, including a member of JEMA,
whether it would hurt the ocean if everyone took more fish. They all said no except the
JEMA member, who said it would indeed hurt the ocean. His friends asked him why,
and he explained that some fish, such as rays, don’t swim very far, so they can be locally
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over-fished, a lesson he had learned through environmental management seminars
organized by other NGOs or government agencies. The group’s answer for me was
modified to, “it depends.” In this case, the lesson passed from the JEMA member to the
rest of the fishermen was part of an informal conversation, not a formal classroom
program, and it proved somewhat effective in discussion if not practice.
A second effect on conservation is that programs do often reflect a more
stakeholder-driven perspective. That is, community input into conservation planning
does result in more locally effective conservation. One example of this is Osotwa’s tree
planting program on Engorika hill. Because Osotwa members saw the devastation
caused by the repeated flooding, Osotwa asked community members if this was a
priority, which they agreed it was, and the group was then able to suggest this targeted revegetation project to their NGO and governmental partners. This program has been one
of the most successful of the partnership. In Zanzibar, it was JEMA’s continued
campaigning about overfishing that got their reef included in the government’s list of
areas to be considered for MACEMP planning. Though nothing has come to fruition so
far, this inclusion could potentially bring a significant conservation benefit to the reef and
its marine inhabitants.
These networks do not only provide conservation benefits, however. There are
costs associated with networking, and often it seems resources pay. As described above,
when conservation networks drive the programs, conservation becomes dependant on
funding trends. That is, what is “in” for the funding organization(s) gets the money and
the attention, whether or not that is the most immediate conservation need. Both
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Jongowe and Ngaramtoni can afford some flexibility in conservation funding—there are
many needs to be met. But, it is when the funding trends shift from conservation entirely,
as is the case with current emphasis on HIV programs, that conservation suffers. When
the limited staff and resources of the groups are occupied on with these other concerns,
there are no new conservation programs initiated.
The other problem with conservation through networks is that it is too bulky and
time-consuming to address immediate conservation needs. Participatory approaches by
their nature take a long time. Reaching consensus about appropriate actions is not always
easy, and it is never quick. Whereas an entity operating alone, whether NGO, CBO, or
government, can take action when action is needed, the consultation process required by
a network approach to conservation means it may be weeks or even months before action
happens. In some cases, such as severe flooding mitigation or the imminent destruction
of a forest area, this process can take too long.
One final consequence of including networks in conservation is one common to all
development work: projects may be inappropriate or non-sustainable. While there may
be an initial push toward a conservation goal, as in the creation of a tree nursery in
Jongowe, this push may largely be initiated by those outside the community. Once the
funding for the project runs out, there is little community will to sustain it. Even
community-supported projects may have a hard time succeeding if they are dependent on
the funding and support of international NGOs and government agencies whose priorities
changed every funding cycle.
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Conclusions
Community-based organizations are not the passive recipients of benefits or risks
from relationships forged with larger non-governmental or government entities. CBOs
use several strategies to attract and develop these relationships, enter existing
conservation networks, or create their own. CBOs also have an influence on what is
happening at the level of the non-governmental organizations and the government
departments with whom they interact, though this influence has limitations. While the
concept of “community-based” programs has become entrenched in the programs and
policies of both NGOs and government offices, the specific needs of community partners
do not appear to have changed the overall agenda or goals of the organizations with
which they work. For the most part, the CBOs in this study fit their programs to the
needs and requirements of the funding organizations and government policies, and not
vice versa.
What does all this mean for community-based organizations’ involvement in
conservation networks? Just as not all of the impacts of globalization are detrimental,
networks and involvement in networks are not necessarily negative. But they are not
always positive either. Network formation is approached as a no-brainer, as an
imperative for successful community organizations, and there is little debate within
CBOs about participating in them. This is logical, to some extent—conservation in a
bubble is not possible when the very ideology of conservation is determined outside that
bubble. But looking at the specific conditions of Osotwa and JEMA’s engagement with
globalization through community-based conservation suggests that communities and
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CBOs might want to be more selective about who they incorporate into their network.
Just as CBOs and communities use other NGOs to reach their goals, they are
simultaneously being used by them. Further, as Shroeder (2005) explains, rather than
simply giving communities more say in conservation, CBC gives donors more say in
community decision making. Communities in general and CBOs in particular must be
very clear about the extent to which they are willing to bargain their autonomy for
participation in conservation networks.
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CHAPTER 7: THE CHOICE OF THE POOR
In Swahili, the word for globalization is Utandowazi. Recently, a new form of the
word has arisen among Tanzanian academics, in which the second to last syllable has
changed to form the Swahili word for “theft.” Globalization becomes Utandowizi, or
“global theft,” reflecting the disparities of global engagement.
The previous chapters have looked at the process of globalization through the
specific lens of community-based conservation. Chapter four explored how traditional
knowledge is bound in larger frameworks of conservation ideology and national politics.
Chapter five looked at the development of “civil society” as part of a process of
democratization, whose development also paradoxically contributes to the extension of
state control over resources. Chapter six examined the strategies employed by
community-based organizations in negotiating the complex conservation network created
by the skewed hierarchies of authority within the global system.
While the inclusion of traditional ecological knowledge has become part of the
rhetoric of conservation and development, reflecting the more general trends toward
“community-based” management, this socially and culturally imbedded knowledge is still
evaluated within development in terms of Western conservation ideology. “Traditional”
knowledge that contradicts Western ideals of conservation, such as the need for monkey
eradication in Tumbatu, is dismissed or disallowed.
While globalization has introduced the promise of a more powerful civil society, a
chance for local level organizations to unite across space and tap into the networks of
powerful transnational civil society, the Tanzanian nation-state has managed to maintain
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significant oversight of local activism. At the same time, the conservation paradigm of
transnational civil society, which does not necessarily reflect the needs of local people,
remains the dominant conservation model. Transnational NGOs use both funding and
direct project management to secure the primacy of their goals at the national policy
level. The national government maintains ultimate regulatory authority, within the
parameters set by international conservation and development agencies.
And, finally, while community groups actively seek to participate in the
conservation process, and employ a variety of inventive and dynamic strategies toward
this goal, it is unclear that their participation changes the agenda of either government or
international NGOs. Consultation with communities is now a mandatory procedure for
almost every conservation initiative, but these consultations are opportunistic and may
even be exploitative on the part of the NGO or government office doing the consulting.
As explained in chapter six, transnational NGOs or government programs worked with
both communities in this study and benefited from the CBOs local contacts and
successful programs, but these benefits did not translate into any significant changes in
the overall orientation of funding priorities. When community goals fit with the agenda
of the donor agency, they were addressed within the scope of cooperative projects, but
that agenda was never altered to be more inclusive of community needs.
The emphasis on incorporating traditional ecological knowledge in resource
management or the current focus on the development of local civil society connected to
global activist networks both suggest expanding opportunities for community
empowerment. But, rather than providing an arena for local groups or “grassroots”
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causes to gain support beyond national borders, the dominance of transnational
conservation ideology in Tanzania means resource management decisions are even
further removed from the needs or desires of local people. It is difficult not to see
continuity between colonial control and the current role of international conservation
NGOs, expressed in the dependency of both local organizations and government
programs on foreign assistance, in the indirect rule of “partnership,” or in the
empowerment of cooperative elites through tiered funding structures. This situation is
obscured by the rhetoric of transnational conservation organizations, which describe their
programs for extending a particular conservation ideology as “community-based” or
“participatory.” For example, chapter five has explored how one participatory forestry
project has legitimated centralized authority over a contested forest area, co-opting local
community-based organizations by including them as “stakeholders” in the project. At
the same time, significant areas of the forest reserve were re-designated as national park,
extending a protectionist paradigm reflecting the conservation ideology of transnational
organizations rather than the historically use-oriented forestry management precedents of
the Tanzanian state.
This creates a particularly difficult situation for local people who want and need to
be involved in decisions about resource use and management. “Participation” in resource
management validates a particular vision of conservation that local people may not share,
while non-participation is attributed to ignorance, rather than resistance or disagreement.
Community-based groups such as JEMA and Osotwa have chosen to participate, but are
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continually frustrated or limited in their endeavors by unbalanced partnerships and
intractable power structures.
Given these findings, it is logical to conclude that policies of community-based
resource management, the evolution of the “civil society” model for community
participation in resource management, and the approaches toward including traditional
knowledge in management decisions do not actually serve the interest of residents in
resource-rich areas. Rather than empowering local people, these overtures toward
devolution and participation work within a neo-colonial model of external resource
control and cooptation. But such conclusions are not only grim—they are incomplete.
If one thing is apparent in both Jongowe and Ngaramtoni, it is the will of the people
to better their environmental, economic, and social conditions. They do not see
themselves as tools of the state or cogs in some global conservation machine. Osotwa
and JEMA are not always successful, but their failures are not solely because of the
limitations placed on them by the structural and ideological confines of global
conservation or national policy. Both groups are composed of people with
responsibilities beyond the CBO, and even beyond the community, and these
responsibilities may supersede or undermine the CBO agenda. It is important to
recognize this fact, and not paint an unrealistic or simplistic picture of community
process or, alternatively, assume that community organization is set up to necessarily fail.
At the same time, the overwhelming tendency among the transnational NGOs and
government representatives is to blame the failure of CBC initiatives on community
ignorance or incapacity. In countering this criticism, it is essential to uncover the

205
structural issues continuing to marginalize the contributions of local people to
environmental management, as this dissertation has attempted.
The previous chapters have explored the variety of ways community or CBO
participation in resource management is limited by Western scientific paradigms,
alternative forms of governmentality, and imbalanced collaborative arrangements. But, it
has also highlighted the extensive stores of knowledge of the local people in this study, as
well as the adaptability, the creativity, and the dogged determination of the CBOs to
bring resources into their communities.

Resilience of local authority
As natural resource management in Tanzania becomes further entwined with
“participatory” or “community-based” rhetoric, it is essential to recognize the areas
where communities continue to exercise autonomy. Specifically, as noted by Walley
(2004), the focus on the impact of global or national hegemony on resource management
may hide the centralized roles traditional systems of authority continue to play. While
the CBO members in this study are acutely aware of the global and national networks in
which they are participating, and understand the consequence of that participation, the
local systems of leadership remain significant. Programs may be introduced to
correspond to network priorities, but they cannot be implemented without the support of
these traditional leadership bodies.
Among the Maasai, the Tanzanian political system has a corresponding Maasai
system of authority, which works alongside the region’s formal government. As a
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Waarusha man described it, “We have parallel leadership. We have political leaders, the
elected ones representing the villages, subvillages, etc. That is the government system of
leadership. Another one, even if the first fails to work, is the blood-style of leadership,
traditional leadership. Traditional leaders are permanent. It is inherited and they are
leaders until they die. This is a very strong form of leadership.” Those working in
Maasailand must be cognizant of these traditional leaders. Even programs instituted by
the national government must have the approval of local leaders to be successful. “If you
don’t respect traditional leadership, you will fail.”
For JEMA, the village council (baraza) is important and makes significant
decisions about Jongowe’s village affairs, but more significant, if less visible, is the
hirimu age-set system. This is because the baraza is composed of only a few people,
while all people in the village are part of the hirimu system. It is an old form of
organization, and while the baraza may come to a standstill or even collapse because of
the disagreement of members, the hirimu remains. As one elder explained, the hirimu is
the “backbone” of the village. “Whatever the hirimu decides to do, it can. The baraza
isn’t like that.”
While these traditional structures remain locally powerful, resource management
decisions are not always made locally. The CBOs in this study are currently
intermediaries between the local systems of authority and transnational civil society,
subject to the rulings of the traditional leadership systems and also attempting to work
within the hierarchical structure of broader conservation networks. This arrangement is
logistically complex for CBO members, and it is also unstable. On the one hand, the
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CBO members act as the ostensible ambassadors of local goals, representing the
community in a form that is recognizable to the other participants in the conservation
enterprise, namely foreign NGOs or state officials. From that perspective, the CBOs are
in important mediating positions. On the other hand, because the management of these
CBOs is predominantly in the hands of younger, educated men as opposed to elders, the
success of these groups in securing ties to resources beyond the community has the
potential to challenge the primacy of those traditional leadership structures.
The nature of the hirimu system, as well as the Maasai age-set system, make it
difficult to envision a mechanism for the direct engagement of those local authority
systems with the culturally distinct structures governing resource management at a
national or international level. Filling this intermediary position is one of the current
important roles of CBOs, yet it is also a role that could have significant and destabilizing
influence. In the case of both CBOs in this study, these traditional authority structures
remain extremely powerful and that power has not been overtly threatened by the CBO
activity. Nonetheless, the ambiguous position the CBOs hold in relation to traditional
systems of authority could be as significant in either encouraging or limiting their
activities as the broader structures described in the previous chapters. At the same time,
the extent to which traditional authority systems are able to resist or alter the conservation
programs being imposed at the local level may be tied to the efficacy with which they
utilize their local CBOs.
While the connections between the global and local are significant in guiding
conservation efforts and circumscribing community participation, the resilience of
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traditional forms of authority and the adaptability of the CBOs suggests that there is
space for local power within these systems. After all, it isn’t only the transnational
conservation organizations or the national elite who are constructing the “social relations
that selectively constitute global society” (Ferguson 2006). Both JEMA and Osotwa
devote enormous energy to ensuring their groups’ participation in conservation networks.
And, while they are not always able to control the quality of their engagement, they are
proactive in developing the individual relationships which create and sustain any “global”
network.

An empty bag cannot stand upright
I do not wish to suggest that the path toward meaningful local participation in
resource management is clear and easy. CBC is hampered by both bureaucratic inertia
and the entrenched interests of those benefiting from the status quo in resource
management. JEMA and Osotwa and the thousands of other CBOs around the world face
significant challenges in their quests for community benefits and extended control of
local resources. Both groups have ambitious plans for the future, but both are constrained
by many factors, not the least of which is financial limitations. As one CBO member
explained to me, “An empty bag cannot stand upright.”
Perhaps one of the most obvious but also most telling examples of the inequity
described throughout this dissertation is the issue of salary. The conservation networks
these groups engage with have brought them funding for projects, but no officer in either
JEMA or Osotwa is paid a salary for his work for the organization. The expectation of
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those working for national or transnational NGOs that their community partners should
work for free because the programs “benefit” their community is just another example of
the imbalanced relationships common within the conservation network.
It isn’t an easy or elegant model, but the stakes for the success of CBNRM are high.
This is especially true for the local people whose land and usufruct rights are threatened
by jurisdictional conflicts among users or by the expanding influence of Western
conservation ideology. Tanzania is pursuing some of the most progressive policies
toward community-based resource management in the world, particularly in the areas of
forest and marine management. While the promise of these policies has not yet been
fulfilled, and while the ultimate intention of these policies may have less to do with
community empowerment and more with national economic development or
transnational conservation goals, local groups like Osotwa and JEMA are taking these
policies seriously. Their actions suggest a belief in the promise of CBNRM and a
conviction that they deserve to be included in decisions about the resources on which
their communities rely.
By understanding the specific forms of the engagement among the local, the
national, and the global within the schema of community-based conservation, an
understanding this dissertation has sought to advance, it is possible to see how CBOs
effectively navigate the complexity of conservation networks, as well as where they are
limited, and it is also possible to imagine spaces for increased community empowerment.
The connection of both Jongowe and Ngaramtoni to the confusing and often unbalanced
relationships characteristic of globalization is inevitable, but the nature of those
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connections is still being negotiated. JEMA and Osotwa are working to ensure that they
have a voice in decisions being made about Tanzanian resource management, not only
because they want to participate, but because they have to. As one of Osotwa’s members
explained about the path he saw for his community and the organization, “[because of]
interaction with Western culture, things are changing. Do we remain local or go global?
The poor have no choice in that question.”
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