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Abstract
Based on field and archival research, Becoming Wilderness analyses the
fluid constructs of game preservation and their affect within networks and
landscapes to the west of Tarangire National Park, Northern Tanzania from
the late 19th Century until the present. The initial query of this thesis is how
and why Tarangire comes to be separated as different from its surrounding
(on the map and within policy) and what this has entailed for what is
‘within’ and ‘outside’. This thesis is written to add to the understanding of
how ‘one of Tanzania’s most spectacular wilderness areas’ was created, in
order to problematize and deepen the understanding of the factual people/park conflicts and entanglements existing there today. Through a topological investigation, it shows Tarangire’s transformation from peripheral to
central and the simultaneous transformation of peopled landscapes from
central to borderlands. Based on interviews, focus groups and archival research the thesis firstly investigates the transformation of peopled landscapes to the west of Tarangire National Park. Secondly it analyses the alternations in the tsetse geography that has previously been claimed to be the
root cause behind the creation of the park, pointing to the fluid and relational character of tsetse landscapes. Thirdly, this thesis queries the notion
of an ‘imposition of wilderness’ and suggests that vast tracts of Tanzania’s
protected areas have in fact gradually become wilderness within heterogeneous networks, rooting themselves in ways that are far more tricky to oppose than had they suddenly been imposed. As such it seeks to contribute to
the understanding of the root causes of conservation vs. people conflicts
existing today.
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Figure 1. Overview of Babati and surrounding districts with the position of
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Figure 2. Position of fieldwork area
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1. Introduction

Broken down to its simplest form, conservation efforts around the world
(whether they be aimed at remnants of past human activity or focused on
spaces of ‘biological wealth’) are attempts to hold on to and preserve things
as they were (often at one specific point in time) in space.1 The incentive for
conservation and its factual practice has however varied greatly both temporally and contextually. Thus the guiding reasoning behind the creation of
conservation areas, and the initiative to maintain such spaces throughout the
world varies from the preservation of scenic landscape, as for example in the
case of Yellowstone National Park in the United states or Söderåsen National Park in Sweden, to the conservation of animals for the future of mankind, the preservation of phenomena denoted as world heritage, or as a way
to maintain a multi billion dollar hunting and tourist business.2
There is however a major difference between the spaces of conservation
in Africa and the spaces of conservation in Europe and America. A difference which becomes clear if you conduct a picture search on internet on first
for example Yellowstone National Park or Niagara falls in the Canada/United States, Sarek or Abisko National Park in Sweden, Dartmoor or
the Lake District National Park in England and then do the same for any
national park in Africa (e.g. Kruger, Tsavo, Serengeti, Amboseli). What you
will notice, is that whilst the former contain imagery of spectacular scenery
and physical features of the land, the latter will generate vast amounts of
wildlife imagery where the land offers mainly a backdrop to the action of the
animals in the foreground. Indeed, rather than denoting a specific bit of
space, with a specific ‘natural’ landscape, this animal-in-action aspect of
African national parks, game reserves etc is instrumental to their creation as
protected areas .3
In a world where discussions and descriptions of human destruction of
nature is commonplace phenomena, conservation efforts, and the spaces of
wildlife protection they have generated are by most people seen as unproblematic and noble efforts to save the worlds last tracts of wilderness for the
1

Hinchliffe 2007
See Cronon 1996, Mels 1999, Sachedina 2008, Sachedina & Trench 2009, Nelson et al.
2007, Lindsey et al. 2007.
3
Bonner 1993
2
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future of mankind and the prosperity of endangered species. But to conserve
is a verb, it does things, and conservation is filled with at times very heterogeneous agency and instigated by varying motives and world views. What
does it do to human and non-human agency in a flux? What happens when
conserving things ‘as they were’ is blind to, or renders unimportant, certain
elements of the landscape and therefore sees fit to cut them out? What happens when there are a multitude of intended outcomes of preservation space,
when the understandings of what preservation is, what it should be and what
it factually does is under constant transformation and especially so when
seemingly stable categories such as ‘game reserve’ in fact are mobile, concurring temporally and within the same networks, but in fact fundamentally
different phenomena?
The impact and affect of conservation (its policy and physical embodiment) is often tremendous on the areas, people, communities, animals, insects, land, etc that border or come within its grasp. Conservation impacts
and affects simply because ‘spaces overlap each other’ and try as conservation policy may to separate spaces of conservation from spaces of people the
expected and unexpected entanglements of everyday life will inherently
make sure that affect and impact occurs.4 The details of that affect and impact vary from the creation of tourism industry to trampled maize fields and
restricted movement, from the generating of super highways to generating
poachers and criminals. Understanding why conservation impacts and affects
an area in a certain way must therefore build on knowledge of what overlaps
what, and in what way.
Throughout the 1980s and 1990s there has been increasing academic attention to the question of how the narration of binaries such as nature and
culture, the wild and the tamed, misunderstands the interconnectedness of all
aspects of the world. Indeed the very term nature has been questioned and
deconstructed, and forcefully revealed as flawed and bound to specific world
views.5 Nowhere is this problematic separation of nature and culture as clear
as in the creation of 20th century conservation spaces, for as Hinchliffe
writes;
[W]hat might look natural or wild to a western metropolitan eye is already
mixed up with human worlds. To think otherwise and thereby to act otherwise is to potentially do great damage to those people and to the landscapes,
plants and animals that they have helped to make (and that have helped to
make them).6

Today, national parks, game reserves, wildlife management areas, nature
reserves, world heritage sites, forest reserves etc. are common place phe4

Bonta 2005:96
Glacken 1967, Haraway 1989, Latour 1993, Soper 1995, to name but a few
6
Hinchliffe 2007:12
5
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nomena throughout the world. One of the countries that has set aside the
most of its land surface for conservation is Tanzania where approximately 45
percent of the total land surface comes under conservation legislation of one
form or another.7 Nearly 80 per cent of this space has its constitutional origin prior to 1961 when Tanzania gained independence from British rule. In
many cases the creation of these preservation spaces has involved the forced
removal of peoples and peopled practice.8 In the late 1950s there is a virtual
boom in the creation of conservation space in Tanzania, and one of the
spaces created at that time is Tarangire game reserve (gazetted as such in
1957), which today constitutes a part of the Tarangire National Park (gazetted in 1970). Tarangire National Park is renowned for its high concentration
of elephants amongst other things, and since the 1970s it is a clear spatial
entity on any road or tourist map over Tanzania. In a map from 1909 by Carl
Uhlig, however, the same space is covered by the map legend, that is to say
not even worth mentioning, whilst its surroundings are detailed, individual
homesteads being painstakingly demarcated, the names of peopled places
written in bold.9 Tarangire’s formation as a game reserve, the process of its
becoming a space with a name and connected to a specific set of laws, is
central to the understanding the conservation boom in the late 1950s, and
indeed, as this thesis aims to show, to understanding the history of conservation in Tanzania.
The initialising query of this thesis is how and why Tarangire comes to be
separated as different from its surrounding (on the map and within policy). It
is written to add to the understanding of how ‘one of Tanzania’s most spectacular wilderness areas’ 10 was created, in order to problematize and deepen
the understanding of the factual people/park conflicts and entanglements
existing there today.
Tarangire, meaning meandering in Mbugwe and Rangi languages, is a
river winding its way through various and disparate landscapes. A river and
its name which also has become space, become game reserve, and finally
become national park within both colonial (Tanganyikan) and Tanzanian
conservation policy.11 This thesis attempts to understand what becoming
Tarangire entails and effects. It goes about this with a topological method,
7

Estimate builds on figures in World Database of Protected Areas – figures from November
2008. http://www.wdpa.org/
8
Kjekshus 1996, Århem 1985, Neumann 1998, Brockington 2002, Shetler 2007
9
Uhlig 1909
10
Johnson 2002
11
I will henceforth use Tanzania when writing of Tanzania after independence (formally on
the 9th of December 1961), even though it remained as Tanganyika until the union of Tanganyika with Zanzibar in 1964. Tanganyika is used when writing of British colonial/protectorate
rule in Tanzania (begun unofficially in 1916 when the British had gained some control over
the territory, and officially in 1921 with the formal designation of a British protectorate within
the League of Nations) and German East Africa is used when referring to the German rule of
the territory (1886-1916).
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focusing on landscapes, the narratives of these landscapes and man-animal
relations from the beginning of the 20th century until 1966. It will move beyond this time limit, both further in the past and into the present, but the
material basis of this thesis is at its most focused between 1910 and 1966.
Before entering the specificities of the theoretical and methodological impetus for this dissertation and the specific questions it aims to answer it is necessary to briefly introduce Tarangire and its surroundings as well as the
common understanding of what it is and how it came into existence.

Figure 3. Tarangire National Park and surrounding preservation spaces as of 2007
Source: Based on Sachedina 2007 (background World Shaded Relief Copyright:©
2009 ESRI)
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Figure 4. Migration routes/wildlife corridors of wildlife/game based on Borner
1985, AWF 1992, and Sachedina 2007 ((background World Shaded Relief Copyright:© 2009 ESRI)

An introduction to Tarangire and its surroundings
Tarangire National Park covers an area of approximately 2600 km2 and borders Babati, Monduli, Simanjiro and Kondoa districts (see fig.1). Its predecessor, the Tarangire game reserve, covered less than half that area and was
contained within the boundary of the former Mbulu District. Flowing from
the south to the north of the park is the Tarangire River, from which the park
derives its name. The river is fed by large wetlands and swamps that dominate the south east side of the park. Located in the wooded steppe in an arid
Acacia savannah belt, the park is renowned for its woodlands, in the north
dominated by baobab trees and in the south by acacia and commiphora species. Tarangire river and the wetlands/swamps surrounding its southern
stretch (Gursi and Silale) are perceived as being central nodes in ‘the
23

Tarangire ecosystem’,12 or in the African Wildlife Foundations (henceforth
AWF) terminology the ‘Maasai Steppe Heartland’13. The Tarangire ‘ecosystem’ is perceived as stretching out onto the Simanjiro plains up to Mto Wa
Mbu on the northern tip of Lake Manyara, into Manyara National Park,
through the Kwa Kuchinja wildlife corridor, along the northern and eastern
shores of Lake Burunge, following the eastern stretches of the Sangaiwe
Hills, and then the Tarangire National Park boundary southward to the
Mkungunero Game Reserve and then again eastward out on the Simanjiro
plains (see fig.3 and 4). The understanding of ‘Tarangire ecosystem’ is based
on the movements of the wild ungulates and builds on research conducted by
the first biologist to be employed by the Game Department, during British
rule in Tanzania, H. F. Lamprey. Lamprey was stationed at Tarangire when
it was clear that the area would become a game reserve and conducted research there from 1956/7 until the early 1960s.14 Significantly, it is thus an
understanding that originates at the inception of Tarangire as a preservation
space and thus has little historical bearing prior to this date.
Tarangire National Park is also a key node in the ‘northern tourist circuit’,
and as such frequented by the safari tourist. The Safari industry of Tanzania
only boomed in the 1990s and was prior do that decade mainly dependent on
tour operators running from Kenya.15 The Kiswahili noun safari – meaning a
journey or expedition – has through the 1900s increasingly come to be connected with the practise of journeying for the purpose of seeing wildlife.
Today the safari industry is nearly completely aimed at performing this type
of activity, and to render the tourists check list of species to see, complete.
Illustrating Tanzania as a vast space populated by wildlife Tanzania is marketed for consumption in the west. This is an image of a land mainly uninhabited by farmers, where clearly defined picturesque ‘tribes’, and vast herds
of wildlife live in harmony in an open country. It is an image which takes
constant and active engagement and practise to uphold and at times brutal
such practise.16 However, as a tourist driving from Arusha one enters
Tarangire National Park after a one and a half hours drive through mainly
open grasslands with very little visible settlement and with exactly this kind
of imagery in mind (one would even have encountered the guide book image
of the Maasai if one stopped for snacks at Minjingu, perhaps having been
slightly overwhelmed by the sales techniques of the Maasai mamas, but
probably a genuine bracelet or necklace richer from the deal). The road to
the main gate of Tarangire is dotted with little stalls selling woodcarvings,
jewellery, mats and baskets – clearly ‘sprung up there to suffice the tourist
needs of trinkets’. Entering the gates, it is common to encounter quite a few
12
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elephants among the baobab trees – the image of the protected wilderness
beyond the gate is accentuated by their presence there. And once past the
gate, wilderness, wildlife, game wardens tourists and tsetse flies, just as the
guide book promises. Lulled by this road through ‘empty’ landscapes into
the guarded wilderness the guidebook history of Tarangire National Park
puts the definite exclamation mark on Tarangire’s status as true wilderness
as it states the perpetual lack of human agency of any permanent kind due to
the presence of tsetse fly:
Prior to 1950, Tarangire National Park had little human settlement because of
the high concentration of tsetse flies, and the area was used only by pastoralists for livestock grazing during extreme dry seasons.
Four Ethnic Groups of people live within the area where Tarangire National
Park was declared in 1970 and they seem immune to the tsetse or any other
fly. These are the Maasai, Wa-Arusha, Barbaig and Mbugwe.
Of greater importance is the fact that the tsetse fly has been responsible for
preserving many of Africa’s wildlife sanctuaries free from human settlement
and agriculture. Were it not for this irritant, the wildlife the visitor sees today
could have long since succumbed to human advancement. 17

As a narrative, this thesis will argue, the above history writing erases the
processes that did lead to the establishment of Tarangire Game Reserve,
misinterprets the role of the tsetse fly and does not understand the agency of
the peoples of Tarangire in the process of Tarangire becoming Tarangire.
If the afore mentioned garden of Eden expecting tourist took another route,
and instead of turning into the park itself continued southward along the
western border of the park the landscape would soon start to alter quite drastically, and instead of a tarmac road surrounded by rolling grasslands, one
will be bumping along on a gravel road with large potholes, surrounded by
what seems like a desert in dry seasons, and a glimmering green oasis in wet
seasons. Villages start to appear along the roadside, Vilima Vitatu, Mbuyu
wa Germani or Mwada, Nkaiti. To the left Sangaiwe hills roll gently, they
mark the boundary of the national park. Soon farmed fields begin to appear,
and at Magugu one will find a busy marketplace, a disco, food stalls and
dukas and south thereof, right next to the road, are irrigated rice fields. From
here on the landscape is decidedly a peopled landscape (even to the untutored eye), as fields and houses of various sizes and styles appear as regular
features of the roadside landscape. Arriving at Babati, a petrol station and a
long row of shops leads the way into the centre.

17
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Figure 5. Flying north over the Sangaiwe Hills, February 2004. To the left in the
picture is Lake Burunge (or Lawa-ya-Serei), and the settlements and fields of Sangaiwe village. The bush and forest covered land, as well as the road in the right hand
side of the picture, are a part of the Tarangire National Park. (Photo by Camilla
Årlin, camera and flight courtesy Stefan Hoecherl)

Figure 6. Now flying south with Sangaiwe hills to our right and Mount Kwaraa/Ufiome ahead, the fields of Mamire or Endagile Village on the border of the
national park. (Photo by Camilla Årlin, camera and flight courtesy Stefan Hoecherl)
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Taking left up on the road towards Mrara and Ufiome, or Kwaraa mountain, and heading out north east again following the slopes of the mountain
one travels through farmed and settled lands, reaching Mamire Village. If
you stop and ask about who lives in Mamire and for how long it has been
there, people will answer that many different people live in Mamire and that
it is a planned village created in the 1960s.18 Old people in Mamire will tell
you that there was no one living here prior to 1960 and that it was a dense
‘bush’ or forest filled with tsetse fly. The people cleared the land of fly and
forest, sometimes by free will, at other times by force, they will say. If you
have a permit then it is possible to enter Tarangire from ‘the Mamire gate’,
but if you decide to follow roads going southwards from Mamire then you
will pass through more cultivated lands, and finally arrive at Galappo, south
of the Ufiome mountain.
Asking for the history of the place when in Galappo, you will likely be
told that a mission was established there at the beginning of the 1900s, and
that the name comes from a tree and its fruit which grew by the mission
house. Old people in Galappo will tell you that their parents have come from
the South, from Dodoma or Kondoa during famines after World War I. Prior
to this, they will say, very few people lived in Galappo and the whole area
was a dense bush and forest filled with tsetse fly. They will tell you that the
land was cleared of tsetse by forced labour in the 1940s and 1950s, and that
this is when Galappo became settled and farmed. However, if you happen to
stumble across, or actively search for someone who was born in Galappo,
with parents of Galappo origin, the image of a fairly new settlement initiated
by missionaries, will start to alter distinctly. Instead you will be told that the
former chiefs of the Gorowa people used to live here. That the land was open
and treeless a hundred years ago, fertile and filled with grazing cattle and
farmed fields. On a rare occasion you may here the story of how tsetse was
thrown across the land by a witchdoctor, which forced the Gorowa people
and their Chief (Dodo Uo) away from Galappo sometime around 1925 leaving only a few homesteads and hardly any livestock on the southern and
eastern slopes of Mt Ufiome (or Kwaraa).
Travelling to the east of Galappo, once again moving the expanse of
Tarangire National Park you will meet other villages Gedamar and
Orng’adida which, you will be told, came into being during the 1950s, by
allocating land there to those that cleared the ground of bush, forest and
tsetse. The people who live in these villages come from a multitude of backgrounds, and like at Mamire ‘belong to’ various different groups (Rangi,
Barabaig, Iraqw etc). People here are farmers producing both cash and food
crops.
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Had you driven directly south from Galappo you would meander through
a farmed landscape until reaching a very different sort of place, where brick
houses with intricately carved wooden doors are aligned along a neatly
planned streets over which tower enormous mango trees. If, like me, you just
had to get out and take in the beauty and tranquillity of this place you would
hear the trickling of irrigation furrows. You would be told that this is Kikore,
and the people who live here are Makua. If, like me, you asked about past
tsetse research in the area, then you could be shown the remnants of a little
house on a hill, and a few old men in the village could tell you stories about
being a ‘fly boy’ in the late 1920s early 1930s. But they will also tell you
that the village is much older than that and that the irrigation furrows date
more than 100 years back. If you had been very lucky you would have met
Babu – Mustafa Muahmedi – who could have told you that the people who
built Kikore were Makua elephant hunters who came there from the south at
the turn of the century and found a perfect wilderness in which to settle. But
now, the village chair would tell you, the forests have been cut down to clear
the land from tsetse and create grazing lands for those that keep domestic
stock. Wilderness is far, far away in Tarangire.
At Kikore and indeed in any of the other fore mentioned villages the tourist guide wilderness certainly seems far away and remote, and yet if you
spend any time in these places it becomes strikingly clear that Tarangire is
entwined with all them, or rather that all of these places are entwined with
Tarangire. Travelling these roads it also becomes clear that this is an area
with many different histories sharing the same space. Most of the peoples
surrounding Tarangire claim to have used the area that has become Tarangire
National Park for one purpose or another, a usage enhanced by the presence
of abandoned settlement sites and visual remnants of hunting and gathering
such as honey hunting ‘ladders’ in baobab trees. These are claims and material remnants which contradict the guide book tsetse fly narrative of a human
free wilderness initially quoted. As David Western, ecologist grown up in
Tanzania, writes;
There was no such thing as wilderness in East Africa. Human activity was a
natural and historical factor everywhere.19

Whilst the Maasai landscapes to the east of Tarangire (on the Simanjiiro
plains) and their interconnectedness with the park from its inception until
today as well as the ethnography and history of the peoples in the former
Mbulu district has received quite extensive attention,20 the past interconnec19
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tions between the Tarangire National Park area with the peopled landscapes
to the west (the landscapes meandered through above) have been less researched and only mentioned in passing in connection to the park area.21
Taking a look at the guidebook imagery of the ‘Tarangire Ecosystem’ (fig.3
& 4) it would certainly seem that all interaction is to the east of the park
where the movement of wildlife flows between the north, east and south of
Tarangire, whilst the western boundary is seemingly closed to these movements. Perhaps then, it is not surprising that the main bulk of research should
be conducted where interaction is most rife today. However, the original
Tarangire Game Reserve fell entirely within the boundaries of the former
Mbulu district to the west. The politics of it becoming a game reserve, of
which there has previously been written nothing, thus seemed to take place
to the west. It thus seemed to be the actors and political networks involved
within the Mbulu district that would mainly be of interest when trying to
explore Tarangires becoming preservation space in the first place.
My field, documentary and archival work has, with the game reserves
original extension steering its limits, mainly focused on this westerly stretch
of Tarangire National Parks borderlands, mainly within Babati District (formerly Mbulu district), Manyara Region.22 In 1970 the game reserve space
became a national park and was shortly after that enlarged to include an area
to the south in Kondoa District. By becoming national park, Tarangire also
became an island of national park policy in the midst of peopled districts as
it was severed from the authority of district officials and came under the
jurisdiction of Tanzania National Parks Authority (TANAPA). However,
Tarangire as such is a political construct, the lived landscapes (composites of
human and non-human agency) could not, and would not be subjected to this
regionalization and were by no means isolated by this process. No walls
were erected and entanglement continued albeit affected by altered definitions and agency. No landscape is an island as Katarina Saltzman concluded
in a Scandinavian context, and it is with this understanding in mind that this
thesis is written.23
In the following section I will (briefly) discuss how the project was initially conceptualized and the process of questioning my original frame work.
I will then move on to discuss some key terminology at work in this thesis
and what I perceive this terminology as doing in the thesis (this of course
Cooke 2007, Sachedina 2008 etc. As concerns the history writing on the Mbulu district, as
well as ethnographic studies etc see Lane 1996, Lawi 1999, Börjeson 2005, Talle 1990,
Lindberg 1996, Shultz 1971, Gray 1955, Bagshawe 1925a and 1925b
21
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will be a recurring topic in the dissertation). Finally the remaining part of
chapter one will be a discussion of choices (field work areas, people to interview, archival material etc.) and methods in connection to both the original
framework of the project, as well as what it has ended up being.

1.1 (Re)writing the history of savanna landscapes – On
how the project is and was formulated and the choices
along the way
The fates of Nature and Culture are intertangled, and have been ever since
human beings began to roam and settle the earth. Even to indicate bounds
around an impenetrable wilderness area - in fact or in imagination - is to invoke a cultural practice, i.e., boundary-setting, in the delimitation of the area.
Indeed, the very idea of delimiting and ''preserving'' wild places is culturally
24
charged and historically specific.

John MacKenzie’s seminal Empire of Nature, as well as later history writings on conservation throughout Africa establishes that all conservation efforts, and visions thereof, in British imperial Africa are intrinsically connected to the activities of the imperial hunter.25 Game policy, at the onset of
British rule in Africa, and its physical manifestation as game reserves are
instigated by excessive and uncontrolled hunting by the ‘un-sportsmanlike
white hunter’, and later also by perceptions of the ‘inhumane’ and ‘cruel’
slaughter of game by ‘the native’. In turn this renders the African Fauna in
need of protection by the sportsmanlike hunter and the empire.26 The protection comes to be fashioned as a system of game reserves in which game for
the hunt may be regenerated. The conceptual, compositional and ideological
origin of these game reserves has been traced to medieval Europe, where
separation of space into for example royal ‘game reserves’ (deorfrith – deerpeace), into which only an elite may enter and hunt, occurs already in the
first century A.D and in England by William the Conqueror around 1100
A.D.27 This focus on the wild animal rather than on place or landscape is, as
was stated initially, a central characteristic of African preservation space.
24
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It has also been argued, and even more so than the hunting ethos, that the
creation of preservation space and protected areas around the world stem in a
world view that sees nature and culture as separate and separable entities. A
world view where nature can only survive as known to us in spaces where
humanity is cut out. Since the mid 1980s there has been a growing amount
of research which establishes that conservation efforts in Tanganyika as well
as in other British protectorates and colonies built on the preservationists
flawed conceptions of the ‘African’ pristine and sensitive nature and the
(visual) experience of both.28 It has been shown that the main proponents of
such a vision are fractions of the English aristocracy – all of whom were
members of the British Museum and The Society for the Preservation of the
Fauna of the Empire.29 And that this was a vision that ‘could only become a
reality by relocating thousands of Africans whose agency had in fact shaped
the landscape for millennia’.30
Based on my background reading, I thus knew the answer – superficially
- to my initial query (why does Tarangire come to be separated from its surrounding?) already at the onset of the project. That is to say Tarangire becomes a distinct space discernable on any tourist map, firstly because from
the late 1800s and onwards there is a growing wilderness idealism31 manifesting itself in the establishment of national parks in the United States of
America (Yellowstone NP, Niagara falls etc), 32 these ideas then ripple across
the world and are attached to spaces seen as worthy of protection.33 Secondly, from the early 20th century there is a growing group of highly influential and mainly aristocratic white men pushing for greater protection of the
flora and fauna of ‘the Empire’ as they see this flora and fauna, or Eden,
under the threat of extinction.34 Thirdly, this group argues the need of strict
protection in the form of national parks, wanting to segregate landscapes of
preservation from landscapes of development, so that each may leave the
other unpolluted.35 Fourthly, the concept of wilderness applied by this group
was flawed,36 and built upon myths of ‘the African’ landscape and the untutored gaze of these white men, failing as they did to see and understand that
what might seem a wilderness un-touched by man, were in fact landscapes
created by people. In turn, the misinterpretation of the African savanna land28
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scape was possible because epidemic diseases and warfare in the wake of
colonial intervention in Africa had led to the depopulation of vast areas of
Tanzania and the increase in wildlife.37 Finally, by the 1960s there was a
massive growth of both environmental movements (which made the future
of for example the elephant every man and women’s business) and a booming tourism industry wanting to partake in the myths of wilderness (created
partly by the afore mentioned group of white men, as well as by a booming
wildlife film industry).38 The vigour of these two phenomena provided both
the economic and moral rationale behind both the creation national parks and
game sanctuaries and their continued existence. My superficial understanding of how Tarangire came to be wilderness was thus a very top down story,
and one that needed to touch ground and meet local narratives.
The political rationale for locking the gate to local people was, it has been
argued based in the vision of mankind destructiveness, it has been argued,
the destructive Conflicting versions of the affect of pastoralism on the savanna also stood out as a central theme. Århem for example wrote, ‘[y]et it
is now an accepted truth among ecologists and range scientists that the East
African Savanna with its teeming wildlife is to a great extent created by pastoral man and his domestic stock in interaction with wild grazing ungulates.’39 basing his statement on research conducted from the 1970s onward
which showed the importance of transhumant pastoralism for the formation
of the savanna landscape.40 This research was in turn written to contradict
studies on the ecology and history of East Africa’s grasslands which contends that the humanly induced (fire ridden and grazed) savanna grasslands
represent ‘a degraded type of vegetation’ of a secondary ‘nature’, the remnants of formerly wooded lands, unlike robust and resilient grasslands with
edaphic origin steered by drainage.41 The positive human effect on the creation of savanna landscapes is continually being shown.42 And understanding
of anthropogenic impact on what to the European eye seems ‘untouched
natures’ or gardens of Eden, is growing globally.43
The savannah as a cultural landscape – Land-use history in East-African
Wilderness areas was the working title of my project when I first set about
trying to understand the creation of Tarangire in 2001. The project began for
real, with funding from Sida/SAREC in January 2002. The title was meant to
proclaim the impact of land-use and that the creation of the savannah landscape is in fact generated by a human history rather than it being a wilderness untouched by man. My project was to be a discourse analysis of the
37
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colonial creation of scenic landscapes and wilderness, contrasted with a
counter mapping ethnographical endeavour along the lines of political ecology. This initial plan for the project was built around the assumptions that
there were two kinds of landscapes at work one scenic imperial/colonial
landscape which had been projected into, and onto local (peopled) landscapes of practice and dwelling, and in so doing excluding these local landscapes and displacing its people and their history. In turn, it was assumed the
exclusion of local landscapes is the key to understanding park peopleconflicts existing today.
Whilst I continue to agree with the latter assumption (it is indeed the major assumption of this thesis) the first became rather problematic a few
months into the project. My theoretical take on the imperial landscape, heavily influenced by literature on the social construction of nature44 as it were,
was too far away from Tim Ingolds dwelling perspective with which I was
aiming to approach the peopled landscapes to the west of Tarangire with (see
below).45 A ‘social construction of nature’ turned out to be a rather blunt tool
– and one that Ingold was decidedly against. 46 Working with categories such
as Nature, Society, Wilderness, even Savannah only worked on a meta scale
where as I kept realizing that to find out what becoming Tarangire entails I
had to rid myself of all of the above mentioned categories as none of them
were present in either my archival material or my interviews and focus
groups discussions (or rather a multitude of wildernesses and savannas, natures and cultures were present and they had acutely little to do with each
other). It was blunt because I soon found myself interested in such things as
the behaviour of flies and how certain actors had sought to manipulate this
behaviour.
Based on the writings on the creation of the Serengeti, Mkomazi Game
Reserve, Arusha National Park, and Ngorongoro Game Controlled Area my
pre conceived understanding of the problems surrounding conservation
space was that there was one superimposed imperial landscape, construed by
an imperial and male gaze filled with a mythical symbolism of a British
elite, Nature films and present day conservation activists (WWF, AWF,
Earth First! Green Peace etc) which was resisted by local landscapes of practice.47 The superimposed imperial landscape was capable of excluding landscapes of practice or ‘locking the gate’ to these. Here there is an image developed of ‘fortress conservation’ where walls are built around a colonial
Nature, and where people are standing outside, locked out of their history.
People – it was envisaged - then resisted this (stagnant structure) in a multi44
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tude of ways by becoming poachers, or initiating community conservation
efforts.
However, after engaging with my material for a number of years, I could
still not substantiate the presence of a colonial, superimposed, landscape
which landed and stagnated, excluded and was resisted (and in that order
specifically); becoming Tarangire was all together a very different web of
relations and interaction and above all altering shapes. Constantly there was
an awareness (in my archival material and in literature from the early 20th
century and up until independence) of the need for adaptation and negotiation with development.48 Even more frequently, there were local and excluded people speaking about the importance of conservation, so that the
wildlife of today is there tomorrow. There was also clearly a lack of any
‘landscape vision’, rather my archival material as well as my fieldwork was
all about man-man, man-animal, man-thing, and man-animal-thing interrelations and about the behaviour of wildlife. There thus seemed to be a problem
in explaining the existence of all conservation space in Africa as attempts to
sever nature from culture, or based in a privileged hunting ethos. The crux of
the matter was in the realization that there is a vast difference between firstly
examining who’s definition of a space is hegemonic and how that specific
hegemonic definition came into existence, and secondly, examining how the
preservation spaces came into existence in the first place regardless of how it
is defined today. It was a realisation that what may seem a stable form may
in fact remould it self seamlessly into becoming something entirely different
whilst remaining the same in name or shape.
West et al. rightly proclaim the need of paying less attention to the social
construction of nature and more attention to the material effects of the practice of creating preservation spaces.49 They are certainly not alone in this
exclamation Latour (2004), Whatmore (2002), Bonta (2005) and Hinchliffe
(2007) are all examples of manifests to get out of discourse attempt analysis
and understanding of material worlds and relational webs, or in Bonta’s
words;
It takes a post-structuralist ontology that brackets Western semiotics to provide a materialist, ‘‘transhuman’’ explanation for the way that spaces come
about, subsist, and are transformed.50

I do not pretend that I will manage to bracket western semiotics. For one
thing much of this thesis builds on archival approaches in its understanding
of Tarangire’s construction as a game reserve, and its (the thesis) attempts at
48
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history writing all represent a definite hindrance to a bracketing quest. I will
however, make a decisive move away from the deconstruction of words and
their semiotic meaning, and rather try to focus on individual actors and phenomena their opinions, discussions, and positions within various networks as
well as their remoulding and transformational processes. My main focus is
on how the phenomena game reserve moves flows and remoulds itself within
altering networks, of how Tarangire similarly is moulded, remoulded and
remoulds.
Confronted with a superfluity of visions and practices entwined with the
river Tarangire and its surrounding and in combination with an early realisation that this was a region of constant change in settlements and population
made thinking about methods special, but also how all this dynamism could
be turned into one research project, one book. The choices were never easy,
and this book only represents a small part in the dynamics of what becoming
Tarangire entails.

Conceptual Beginnings part one – political ecology
There was a time, back in the 1960s and ‘70s, when I was inclined to view
the survivors [Groves] as accidents – bits overlooked by the great scythe that
took the trees off every plain, every river flat. My education as a biologist
had taught me to see them as pristine and unpeopled. Nothing prepared me
for what I now know – that each of them is an inhabited ancestral place, with
mana enough to have survived the land laws and land clearances of the 19th
century.51 (my bracket)

As stated above one of the geographical practices that has been most fundamental in both the formulation of the initial project but also in thinking about
methods to be used for this project is political ecology. Political ecology is a
de-constructivist project chiefly concerned with counter mapping environmental myths and deconstructing powerful (mythological) discourses produced by both the natural sciences and policy. It thus assumes that a social
construction of nature and society is both possible and powerful, but it also
assumes that social constructions are resisted. Political ecology is a largely
historical endeavour chiefly because the myths that political ecology seeks to
deconstruct are unhistorical in their character. This type of unhistorical ecology writings, that political ecology engages with, can be exemplified by the
Serengeti series which completely side steppes the history of the Serengeti
plains prior to its establishment as a national park, relying as it does exclusively on research conducted between 1965 and present day, as well as on
51
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written sources and prior research from the late 1950’s forward. 52 The Serengeti series claims historical depth, and yet seek no understanding of the
landscape prior to its being gazetted as a national park, at which point in
time all human practice was alienated.
The concept of political ecology is coined in the late 1940s and early
1950s when ecology is just beginning to gain momentum as a discipline or
way of thinking. In this, its earliest phase, it represents a fascination of human ecology, a quest for sociography without becoming geography and
more empirical sociology within sociology.53 This first kind of ‘political
ecology’ represents an attempt to discern the ecology of politics, investigating the socio-ecological setting of political opinion and participation – i.e. it
attempted to understand politics with ecological thinking, narrowly escaping
a stamp of environmental determinism by emphasising the importance of all
parts rather than a society in the hands of nature. It is in essence very regional in its character and as such it links to its contemporary (although
somewhat older) regional geography.
During the 1970s the next two kinds of ‘political ecology’ appear. One
that attempts to politicise ecology and another that tries to link political
economy with Nature.54 The first of these is not within academia, but has
radically come to effect academia. This attempt to politicise ecology comes
with the growth of green movements in the aftermath of environmental catastrophes.55 Political ecology as it has come to be represented within anthropology and geography as well as within Environmental History is the attempt of discerning the relations between political economy and Nature.56
In ‘Africanist research’, this later version of political ecology has been instrumental in the writing on savannah landscapes and protected areas.57 It is
this last strand, then, that has come to influence my thesis the most, especially at an early phase of the project.
I have however not been completely comfortable with the framework
provided. And my unease stems, similarly to Marston et al’s discussion of
scale within human geography, in a problem of polarization between power
and the local within political ecology when moving from categories such as
the State and the local. 58 I think more to the point, there is a worrying discrepancy between a unison ‘colonial state’ and an organic and composite
‘local’, one where different formations of men and women can behave differently because they are apart of a state or discourse or aid organization in
52

Sinclair & Norton-Griffith 1979, Sinclair & Arcese 1995 and Sinclair et al 2008
See e.g. Siegfried 1949, Heberle 1952
54
The latter could here be represented by Blaikie and Brookfield (1987), Fairhead & Leach
(1996), Kinlund (1998) and Neumann (1998)
55
See Latour 2004. Although Latour discusses both of these strands of ‘political ecology’
(sometimes interchangeably), See also Forsyth 2003.
56
Blaikie and Brookfield 1987
57
see e.g. Collet 1987, Brockington & Homewood 1996, and Neumann 1995, 1998
58
Marston et al 2005; Identified as a problem of scale by Rangan & Kull 2008
53

36

contrast to a village, a community etc. Governmentality discussions these
seek to unwind ‘the state’ and establish it as a multitude of agency, which
makes ‘the state’ a landscape in its own right – as unruly and rhizomatic as
‘the local’.59 Much political ecology however, tends not to view the local as
rhizomatic but rather as stable entities within local ecologies which the state
misinterprets. Political ecology tends to render change disruptive to supposed ecological and social order of places and ‘inevitably produce declensionist or tragic narratives about the ecological politics of place.’60 But these
are statements that I will have to return to in the conclusions of this thesis,
because my uneasiness with such polarizations stems from the journey of
this work.
In defence to my worries above, Neumann (2009) would say that political
ecology is not an ontological project but an epistemological one, a way of
approaching any research question at a multitude of scales, and thereby a
complex understanding of any environmental issue. And this is the main
point to be made about political ecology, it has always sought to communicate with the meta narratives on local environments which fluctuate within
development agencies, global organizations and states. The ontology of each
research project may then fluctuate with each individual project.
I find that scale matters in policy simply because there is constant dialogue between international, national, regional and district officials all of
whom view space (on maps or in interaction with it) in all together different
scales and try to enact policy according to these scales. (that is to say the
international aid agency person views any problem on say the scale of East
Africa and acts accordingly, where as any district official person will view
things on a district level – if he/she has been there for a long time, then they
might actually be viewing things at a scale of 1:1) But what is at hand here
is what is being interacted with. The international aid agency person will be
interacting with maps, reports, and sometimes a few chosen field sites. The
district officer will be interacting with specific landscapes, and the vegetation, land-use, people and animals that make that landscape. The difference
is a difference in the relational web, a difference in what is interconnected to
what.

Conceptual beginnings part two - Landscape
Conceptually this thesis began with the term landscape, a term which is ascribed with the same kind of complexity that I at first sought to approach in
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Tarangire, the intricate and intertwined relationship between gaze61, practice62 and land63.
The understanding of landscape within geography has not surprisingly
undergone as many ideological changes as the subject has. Landscape understanding is also, as much research has shown, highly connected to within
which academic culture it is being used.64 Today the landscape concept
within geography is as diverse in meaning as it ever was, and arguments
over its etymology and inherent character arise every so often.
In Carl O. Sauer’s - the founder of cultural geography and the Berkley
School - seminal essay The Morphology of Landscape, landscape is defined
as a ‘unit concept of geography’ equal to ‘region’ and ‘area’. Further, it may
be defined, Sauer argues, ‘as an area made up of distinct association of
forms, both physical and cultural.’ An area of both land and life understood
as an organic unit. Landscapes have, according to Sauer, generic meaning,
that is to say that in geography landscape ‘is not simply an actual scene
viewed by an observer’ rather it is a ‘generalization derived from the observation of individual scenes.’ (emphasis added), ‘a summation of general
characteristics.’ Every landscape, Sauer continues, ‘has individuality as well
as relation to other landscapes, and the same is true for the forms that make
it up.’ He clarifies this by stating ‘a definition of landscape as singular, unorganized, or unrelated has no scientific value.’65 Sauer’s morphological and
morphogenetic understandings of landscape have been accused of being
materialistic, and although highly temporal in their character, static in their
layering of process.
To me the lure of Sauer’s landscape is that it as a term may include both
the human and non-human, and that it is inherently temporal. By pointing to
any landscapes interconnectedness to other landscapes Sauer makes clear
that no landscape is an island. His landscape also provides tools to understandings of ‘culture’ and ‘nature’ where landscape is the outcome of both,
and without the ‘nature determinism’ that preceded him. As Hinchliffe
rightly points out ‘Sauer and his followers have been particularly successful
in providing a counterpoint to those understandings of landscape that seek to
derive normative value from a myth of pre-human natural purity.’66 At the
same time, and as many others have pointed out before me, the problem with
Sauer’s landscape is that landscape remains as passive forms that can be
constructed and destructed by two autonomous ‘forces’ – ‘Society/culture’
61

Cosgrove and Daniels 1988, Rose 1992
Ingold 2000. Gunhild Setten writes ‘Etymologically, custom is the core of the landscape’s
primary meaning as a territory, in which territory is the material manifestation of a polity and
its body of custom.’ (2003:135)
63
Brink 2008
64
see e.g. Cosgrove 1985, Olwig 1996, Luig & Von Oppen 1997, Setten 2003, Widgren 2004
65
Sauer [1925]1996:300f
66
Hinchliffe 2003:208
62

38

and ‘Nature’. Sauers morphology of landscape remains a static, non-fluid,
kind.
Sauer and his followers, and especially those that revive Sauer’s landscape definition after the quantitative era67, have often been accused of not
recognising the politics of how they see landscape, and even more so for
how they represent it, that is to say how they distil and summarize their
morphology into maps and images – how they choose, and what they choose
to represent.68 When Denis Cosgrove began his queries into the effect of
landscape within geography in the early 1980s, he argued for landscape idea
as a visual ideology, and that the landscape as a way of seeing was and is
embedded in the European visual tradition, and therefore also in geography.69
In a sense, scenery is a product of ways of seeing, inclusive of some things
but excluding others.70 Almost taken for granted by geographers today, but
not to be treated lightly, is the point made early on by Cosgrove;
But the ideology of vision, the way of seeing implicit in much of our geography still awaits detailed examination. At the most obvious level, we warn
students of the pitfalls of accepting the authority of numbers, of the dangers
of misused statistics, but virtually never those of accepting the cartographic,
still less the landscape, image.71

Landscape research in the wake of Cosgrove can basically be divided into
four main groups. Firstly, those that draw on Cosgrove’s arguments to characterise landscape as ideology - as formulations of power capable of including and excluding. 72 Secondly, those that continue to deconstruct the ideology of landscape representation.73 Thirdly, those that approach landscape as
text74, and finally, Cosgrove’s writing has given rise to writing’s on landscape as ‘environmental perception’.75
Although I am empathetic to Cosgrove’s initial project76, I am also empathetic to the projects of those that have questioned Cosgrove’s way of seeing
landscape.77 My main concern is its ethnocentrism and one track focus on
67
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power relations, which tends to ignore that landscapes are also shaped by
everyday life – both human and non-human. At times this version of landscape becomes as statically structuring as Sauers morphology78, without
Sauer’s recognition of the non-human (disguised as Nature). Also, and more
fundamentally so, I agree with Ingold, in his critique of the a dichotomic
separation between mind and body, ‘inner’ and ‘outer’ worlds so clearly
written into the works on ways of seeing.79 No landscape is a one way product. Nor are landscapes, as have been argued above, stagnant structures. As
things are inherently a part of landscapes, landscapes are inherently altered
and produced by the changes in things.
Gunhild Setten’s work on Norwegian farmers offers a more diverse way
into landscape, where the meaning of landscape (landshaft, landskap,
landskab) stems out of customary law, Social order and land rights.80 The
importance of this definition can not be over emphasized in the context of
my research, as it is in line with the Swahili expression ‘nchi hii’ (this country) used to represent the land surrounding a village core area or, as is more
common in the field work area, a group of people. Building on both discussions of landscape as way of seeing and discussions that focus on the more
81
Germanic/ Scandinavian definition of landscape as well as Bordieu’s defi82
nitions of Habitus , Setten points to the construction of landscapes through
every day life in dialogue with ways of seeing the Norwegian farmers and
their landscape.
Although I find Tim Ingold’s discussions of ‘environment’ more giving
than his discussion of landscape, I have nevertheless been highly influenced
83
by his discussion of the latter. Trying to move beyond both landscape as a
way of seeing (symbolic ordering of space) and landscape as scenery (a
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backdrop on which we act) Ingold seeks to adopt a dwelling perspective of
landscapes where ‘landscape tells – or rather is – a story, ‘a chronicle of life
and dwelling’.84 In Ingold’s reasoning, landscape is not ‘land’, ‘nature’ or
‘space’, because it can not be measured as land can be, nor is it separate
from human dwellers like immutable ‘nature’ (‘landscape is with us, not
against us’), and finally, unlike space which is the potential move85
86
ment/dwelling landscape is the actual movement/dwelling.
I would argue that the strength of landscape as dwelling (or practice) is
that this conceptualisation offers an opening for understandings of human (as
well as non-human) - land interrelations, rather than perceptions. It also, as I
will dwell on further below, lets landscape remain a fluid, focusing on relationships rather than at an onset finding bounds. Finally, this conceptualisation of landscapes allows for overlapping landscapes, perhaps interrelational,
but not necessarily interacting, a phenomenon quite distinctly present in
my fieldwork area.
Spaces overlap each other (e.g. privately-owned smallholder coffee space
nested within municipal space in a protected area buffer zone also claimed by
a retired colonel who wants to cut it all down and put in cattle pasture), and
the humans who constitute them often erect boundaries and quarrel with each
other because of the highly distinct ways that vegetation, ownership, domestic and wild animals, and so forth are conceived of and valued in each
space.87

In a broad sense, then, you can separate the literature that views landscapes
as passive and that which views landscapes as active – shaping and being
shaped by practice, animals, plants etc. I have already argued that Sauer’s
definition of landscape renders it a passive recipient of human and ‘natural’
processes – it is the clay with which they play, so to speak. I would like to
give the clay agency.
But first, let us thus turn to Cosgroves his argument means that landscape
limits sight, because landscape is a particular way of seeing within geography.88 Landscape is a discourse that shapes the ‘natural’ and ‘human’ world
it is attached to.89 Similarly, Duncan and Duncan ascribe landscapes the
power to include and exclude because they are created by powers that can.90
Mitchell argues that landscapes shaped by ideology make people within it
perform in certain ways.91
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For both Ingold and Hichliffe, landscapes are doing something rather different. For them landscapes are constantly becoming landscapes.92 By this I
am not saying that Landscapes take on some formidable character of Nature
(as of determinism), which acts on its own accord. Rather, change occurs
because of the human and non-human ‘networks’ that at any one time form a
landscape, and since these networks are fluid in their character the ‘organ93
ism’ created by it, is equally fluid , adaptable and vibrant. The rhizome
landscape will find ways of being itself, and altering, around or through or
even nurtured by ‘other landscapes’. Rhizomatic landscapes are ‘fluids’ and
never stagnant, change being their inherent character.94 This makes mapping
fluid landscapes next to impossible if your goal is to draw polygons and
regions – rather any map will have to build on relations rather than distances
and surfaces. The map needed is topological rather than topographical.
In his delineation of a colonial wilderness imposition on Mt Meru, and its
effect on the Meru people as well as their resistance to a colonial conservation agenda, Roderic Neumann distinguishes between Meru terrains of resistance, and colonial visions of landscape.95 Here Neumann argues from an
aesthetic definition of landscape as scenery, closely tied to the perception of
nature as separable and separate from culture. Landscape becomes space
viewed from a particular vantage point, including what is seen or imagined
but excluding what is not, or chosen not to be seen or imagined, as in 19th
Century landscape paintings. In turn he terms the lived land and the practice
of the Meru as terrains which resist and contradicts the imposition of landscape vision. Similarly, Shetler defines landscape according to Beinart and
McGregor as ‘imaginative construction of the environment’, 96 however here
imagination and vision is not only envisaged as a colonial phenomena but
one that is intimately connected to all peoples.
By contrast to Neumans definition in particular, this thesis does not view
landscape as a purely imaginative or visual construction of the environment,
but as the hybrid reality of living, touching, feeling, practicing and imagining. That is to say I do not think it possible to separate landscape and terrain
other than on a fictive level. Ute Luig and Achim Von Oppen state that,
‘[i]n African discourses, spatial terrain is turned into landscape first and
foremost by human practice’,97 showing how what is known and dwelt and
practiced constitutes landscape rather than that which is simply seen. Tim
Ingold argues that it is impossible to separate mind and body, and that bodies
always take place and dwell on the land in interconnectedness with other
92
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such bodies which also take place.98 Landscape thus becomes dwelling not
only of people but of all things human and non-human and becomes the interconnectedness of things. Things take place here and now and always in
space and it is the unfolding of these happenings that build landscapes. But if
they are corporal and here/now, then it could be argued that they are easily
amputated and cropped, deformed and altered. However it is my contention
that since mind and body are always connected their connections will remain
whether as imagined parts of landscape or as dwelled such relationships/places.
[I]t is through being inhabited, rather than through its assimilation to a formal design specification, that the world becomes a meaningful environment
for people.99

The same argues Latour with the example of a child learning how to use a
can opener, holds true for things, we have to learn how to be with things, and
once we know what they can do, and how to do it, they become internalised
and a part of our imagination.100 Knowing things, and knowing a space is
entirely connected to the movements with(in) it, whether through reading
and the movement of our eyes and the internalization of black lettering, or
through walking about, through touching or smelling. To think that we can
stand apart, as observers rather than taking part is deeply flawed.
However, change does not have to occur rapidly, it may work on an entirely different time scale from that of every-day life. I do not eschew morphology per se, for as Widgren has shown,101 and Ingold discussed, dwelling
with past forms can make you understand their constitution, and can make
them ‘speak’.102 However, we have to realise that in establishing a relation,
we also have affect and that ‘relations spawn objects, beings and acts, not
vice versa’103 I therefore argue for a lively morphology of landscape which
approaches landscapes in a topological rather than Euclidian or genealogical
manner.
With space and area there is a priori a boundary – an inside and an outside, this is not necessarily the case of a landscape. This thesis proposes or
rather, accepts, a distinction between the terms landscape and space which
holds the following to be ‘true’: Things (human, non human, material and
non-material) are not a priori in landscapes, like they are in space. Things
are a part of landscape. It follows that, because things are a part of landscapes, landscapes are built up of a multitude of things – human and nonhuman, material and non-material. Landscapes are thus described and fabri98
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cated (or defined) by the things (mobile, immobile, fluid or solid) that are
apart of that landscape, they are not necessarily described by where they
begin and end or their area, nor are they necessarily describable by a singular
name.104 Because things are a part of landscape, landscapes may change or
become altogether different when the composition of a landscape alters.
Landscape in this thesis is thus a fairly unstable phenomenon. A phenomenon that needs to be followed topologically.
Enquiring about complex networks, understanding what landscapes are
and what they do, require a topological view rather than Euclidian. And what
do I mean by this. Simply speaking I will not be asking questions about
where a landscape begins and ends, how large it is – but rather enquire about
its structural properties (as in, is it mouldable, does it have holes and how
many, what sort of relations is it built from and what can it perform, how
does it act in relation to other landscapes/things/spaces, and when does it
reach a threshold at which it can no longer be viewed as topologically the
same?).
In place of the geometric habits that reiterate the world as a single grid-like
surface open to the inscription of theoretical claims or universal designs, hybrid mappings are necessarily topological, emphasising the multiplicity of
space-times generated in/by the movements and rhythms of heterogeneous
association. The spatial vernacular of such geographies is fluid, not flat, unsettling the coordinates of distance and proximity; local and global; inside
and outside105

In other words understanding ‘phenomena […] as always precarious
achievements’.106
For both Latour and Ingold relational dwelling or practice in the world
about us – and constituted of a multiplicity of heterogeneous agency – is a
fundamental ontology. Both emphasise relations in the becomings of people
and peopled landscapes, both make social-constructions, if not un-important,
then of secondary interest.
This section has emphasised the importance of going beyond asking what
landscapes are or what a landscape is (in the case of Tarangire it could easily
end in a statement that it is a landscape perceived as ‘nature’ etc.) and instead asking what landscapes do (in connexion to many other landscapes
doing things). Thus realising that a landscape is never a static entity, rather,
it is amorphous and changing and annexing as well as excluding. It becomes
important to identify the multitude of landscapes that overlap and interact in
the Tarangire area, and also to ask what these landscapes do in themselves
and to each other both past and present.
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Topology
The advantage that results from it [topology] is a new organization of knowledge; the whole landscape is changed. In Philosophy, in which elements are
even more distanced form one another, this method at first appears strange,
for it brings together the most disparate things. […]But these critics and I no
longer have the same landscape in view, the same overview of proximities
and distances.107
‘Topologie: << Penser Autrement >>‘108

Like playing children who move seamlessly between being cats playing in a
garden, to being horses galloping in a field, to doctors and nurses in the
midst of a busy hospital, within topology shape or content may alter seamlessly whilst remaining invariant in some aspects throughout – in the case of
playing the child remains the same and yet performs dramatically different.
At any one point during the childs play she/he is both cat and child, both
horse and child or doctor and child. Friction arises when for example a childdoctor suddenly becomes a child-horse and starts to gallop away over a
meadow, whilst the others are still child-nurses or child-doctors in a busy
hospital trying to interact with the galloping child-horse as if she/he were
still a child-doctor – here the game either malfunctions completely and the
children set about being themselves again (albeit annoyed) or they alter and
become something capable of interacting with a galloping horse in a
meadow, which in all fairness to the imagination of children could be just
about anything. This book takes a look at several invariants that non-the-less
alter dramatically, and analyses the consequences and effects of these alterations on the humans and non-humans, landscapes and things which surround
them.
Geometrically speaking, a sphere and a cube can never be the same. Likewise, the three dimensional shape of a tea-cup and a doughnut are geometrically speaking fundamentally different. These four ‘shapes’ are constants
and detached from each other within geometry. Geometry measures their
volume, predicts their angles, length or height, and describes the characteristics that make them specifically a sphere, cube, tea-cup or doughnut, i.e. the
essence of what it is to be a sphere or a square. Based on the rules laid out
by it, Geometry predicts the location of points, the length of lines and the
size of shapes. Geometry then, is a study of solids.
Topology, however, makes things out differently. To topology the sphere
is or at least can be, the same as a cube and the tea-cup is the same or can be
the same as a doughnut. How can something as fundamentally different as a
cube and a sphere or a tea-cup and a doughnut be the same? Well, they share
107
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the invariant characteristic of being one volume or having one hole. They are
homeomorphic.109 Were it made of clay, or some other malleable material,
the tea-cup can seamlessly be transformed into a doughnut, its ‘cup’ volume
transforming itself into the circle that surrounds the hole of the doughnut. If
the bottom of the cup is removed and a second hole created in the cup, then
it can no longer be transformed into a doughnut, its topology has moved over
a threshold of topological sameness and is now topologically the same as for
instance a three dimensional eight. The interest for the topologist is thus not,
which phenomena that make a cube remain a cube ad infinitum, nor to predict the size, length or angle of a phenomena. The interest of topology is
rather the (possible) motions and relations that remain the same whilst things
are being transformed. Topology therefore is not the study of solids, but of
fluids and of transformative processes. But why involve topology and
mathematics at all in this particular research endeavour?
For better or for worse, this work has persistently sought to analyse
Tarangires becoming(s) through topology.110 Two texts lured me into this
endeavour, namely Sarah Whatmores Hybrid Geography, and Annemarie
Mol and John Law’s Anaemia and social topology.111 Both these texts study
the morphing of phenomena, where they as biological compositions (like
Whatmores elephants or soybeans) or disease (Mol and Law’s anaemia)
remain the same but the practice and interaction with them is altogether different, that is to say they show different ways of ‘becoming elephant’ or
‘soybean’ or becoming ‘anaemia’ within different networks. Whatmore’s
work has been described by Bruce Braun as ‘insistently empirical’ being ‘the
patient elaboration of practices and networks; only close attention to how
individual bodies are fabricated, particular knowledges crafted and specific
properties exchanged.’112 And it is this performance of philosophical positions rather than elaborations of them that seemed to me to be the most luring aspect of Hybrid Geographies. Sarah Whatmore’s work does philosophy
empirically, her topological perspective works through her material. Her
work constitutes philosophical practice at its best.
What had disturbed me with ‘colonial discourse’, ‘imperial visions’ and
the like, present in many a political ecology writing was that they some how
separate the becomings of ‘western structure’ as fundamentally different
from the becomings of local resistance to national parks.113 Whatmore’s approach provides a different way of approaching the multitude of agency in109
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volved in the creation of Tarangire National Park, and one that was decidedly democratic to all actors involved. 114
The point made is also that if we imagine things in a geometrical fashion
(e.g. a circle is a circle is a circle or a game reserve is a game reserve is a
game reserve, or a soy bean is a soy bean is a soy bean) then our understanding of things misses the internal dynamics of becoming within a network of
other things. I have thus for example tried work with my material as well as
with previous research under the assumption that e.g. ‘a game reserve’ may
seem to be the same geometrically but may nevertheless vary in a multitude
of ways depending on within which network it is configured. Likewise I
have tried to analyse the agency of tsetse in accordance to which network it
is presently configured.
I have also held in mind that for the most part, our worlds build on notions that what is a circle is a circle the next time I try to interact with it. As
in the case of Whatmores’s soy beans, this may be a very problematic understanding – I may think that I am eating the soy bean of the past with all the
goodness and proteins, where as in actual fact I am only eating what geometrically may seem the same but is topologically altered beyond recognition to
become Frankenstein food. Topology is here then the means of understanding fluids or rather lively morphogenetic impulses and constitutions. Mol
and Law show how anaemia is fundamentally different depending on in
which network it is configured or diagnosed. And here is where topology has
become instrumental in the analysis of the material base of this dissertation.
The lure of a topological method was that it somehow made for a different way to follow, understand and describe processes of altering relations or
interactions where nothing was static or discrete but fluid and altering. It
vouched for a potentially different and fluid understanding of seemingly
discrete and solid phenomena115. But also, and more importantly, an understanding in which all relations (be they far apart or close) where important.
My persistence in attempting to ‘think differently’116 led to a rather cumbersome quest to find out firstly what topology translated into my geographical endeavour actually does, how it works and how I could use it, sec-
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ondly I had to find things that remain the same but nevertheless perform or
are performed in such ways that they are altered seamlessly.
A social topology focuses on relations which transform themselves or are
transformed without fracture.117 I am fundamentally interested in how
changes in the shape and essence of one thing effects and transforms other
things. Especially a sequence of such transformations where things seemingly or essentially remain the same on paper but nevertheless alter their
shape or composition. Such transformations in composition or shape, inherently affects things/people/animals interacting with the transformed. One
has a distinctly different way of interacting with a doughnut then one does
with a teacup, and the point made by Annemarie Mol and John Law is that
when interacting with for example a disease within one network it is handled
like ‘a doughnut’ and in another network it may be handled like ‘a teacup’.
The disease itself has not altered, but the network has, and thus the ways of
interacting with its ‘shape’ alters.118 Sarah Whatmore, shows that the understanding of the altered topology of a phenomena, can make for an understanding of its ‘network’. Likewise she also shows, that understanding of a
network, can make for the understanding of a (temporary) becoming of a
phenomena.119 As such it finally becomes a very hands-on methodological
approach, based in a lively, fluid ontology, with which to approach the field.
Another point to be made brings back my initial description of topology in a
foot note to page.. and that is an interest in, or rather the fundamental importance of, what happens when what was thought to be a child/nurse (and interacted with accordingly) suddenly starts to be a child/horse galloping away
over a meadow – or in terms of this thesis – what happens when what one
interacted with as one form of a game reserve gradually is transformed
within a landscape (network) and becomes an altogether different game reserve (policy) and much of what one did in that landscape suddenly becomes illegal.
As I have previously emphasised, the thesis has moved away from retrieving and analysing possible ‘meta discourses’ on game preservation policy and their effect on local landscapes. I view the colonial state interventions on the land not as a singular actant but as a web of relations in which
any transformation of relationships have effect on the entire game preservation policy. A view, it must be added that has been next to impossible to
achieve, but which non-the-less has had vital effect on the analysis that these
chapters are based on.
My move away from ‘meta discourse’ explanations stems from the understanding that the geometry of planning never works in real life – when
flicking the geometrically delineated shapes of national parks and game re117
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serves presented in chapter 4, as if creating a short animated film this should
become visible. Making them thus mobile the ‘stagnant shapes’ of geometrical sameness becomes exposed as illusory, rather they show themselves to
be mobile and ductile, fluids. I thus critique the notion that conservation
structures are solid. Rather, I present structure as fluid and built in networks
of and dependent on the relations to/of humans and non-humans and therefore continuously altered. It therefore also becomes paramount to seek topological understanding of network-rhizomes, not geometrical understanding
of ‘a colonial discourse’, in order to understand the coming about, maintenance, altering of and affect of conservation space in Tanzania. A topological perspective offering, or narrating, a multitude of becomings opens up for
alternate ways of understanding Tarangire.120

Aim
Through a topological exploration of the history of Tarangire National Park
this thesis aims to understand what becoming Tarangire Game Reserve entailed and entails, mainly on the western border of the park, in order to further understand present day tensions and entanglements between the park
and its ‘inhabitants’ and the people who surround it. The projects initiating
query was; how and why does Tarangire become separated (or seen as separate) from its surrounding (on the map, in policy)? A query that that has
since been modified according to a more relational and lively ontology and
become three research questions: Firstly, what were/are the spaces, now
delineated as Tarangire National Park, relations to actors (human, nonhuman) and landscapes, and visa versa? Secondly, how and why does
Tarangire become Tarangire Game Reserve (and then Tarangire National
Park) and what effect do these transformations of status have on that which
is subsequently ‘within’ and ‘outside’? Similarly, and thirdly, what effect
have transformations ‘within’ and ‘outside’ had on Tarangire, Tarangire
Game Reserve and Tarangire National Park?
A first mapping of actors seemingly involved in this space rendered a
complex array of agency, there was these phenomena game reserve and national park which were connected to both colonial and independent governments and policies, to past and present conservation agencies and funds, as
well as tourism ventures and individual travellers, animals and vegetation.
There were peopled landscapes on all fronts, Mbugwe, Gorowa, Barabaig,
Wandorobo, Maasai, Rangi, migrants from all over Tanzania, past and present day peoples. Each of these, governments, conservation agencies, and
ethnic denotations etc, were plural and complex. By this I both mean that
they are continually altering and that any such category could be defined as a
120
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multitude of things at any one time, but also that each category is heterogeneous, and filled with multitudes of individual agency. The category animals
for example is incredibly diverse in agency from Elephants to Giraffe, to
python and bushpig. Likewise each people category was complex and heterogeneous. There were also a multitude of things connected to each plural
complex, such as technology and sketch maps, newspapers and handbooks,
tools, weapons and animals of all kinds. It therefore became central to find
out what a game reserve is and was and what it does. Involving terminology
like landscape needs to be explained and It became central to find out which
actors both human and non-human are involved in this space (and to make
choices of whom to include and whom not to include and why).
Because of my theoretical understanding of things I am not (primarily)
interested in the dates when things happen but in the gradual transformations
of things/people/networks/landscapes. Thus for example the primary issue
in the chapter on game preservation in Tanganyika as well as the creation of
Tarangire is to understand how things, that remain ‘the same’ nevertheless
are transformed over time, and even more importantly how these transformations spawn new relations and ways of interacting. Thus it shares Sarah
Whatmore’s interest in ‘morphogenic impulses of replication and differentiation, multiplicity and singularity through which the flux of worldly becomings takes, holds, and changes shape.’121 I am interested in a lively morphology, not a stagnated one, as it is a taken for granted of this work that nothing
is stagnant, but that the liveliness/speed of morphology will vary depending
on what is under scrutiny.
That being said, this project does write a history delineated along dates
and periods in time, I do so because timing does matter profoundly in the
connecting of things or conglomerates of things. It also matters methodologically in the ‘mapping’ of fluidity. For example, at any given point in time
there will either be few and scattered groups of only certain species of wild
ungulates and other animals in the Tarangire area, where as at other times
there will be large amounts of large groups of wild ungulates and other animals depending on the season of the year as well as the amount of rainfall in
the surrounding areas. The timing of a visit to this area will thus greatly impact the connections made, what was seen, what was shot, who was with and
who was not. Importantly however, the topological perspective adopted here
also opens for the interconnectedness of things that are seemingly ‘far away’
both spatially and temporally.122
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1.2 Method and Materials
The narratives
Once we identify ideology as a story – powerful and compelling, but still
only a story – we realize that by rewriting the story we can begin to challenge
the structures of power. We recognize that all stories can and should be challenged.123

Where topology must be seen mainly as the methodology of analysis and
writing, in my case, then writings of landscape and political ecology provided the methodology for the field. Neumann asserts that there is no single
set of concepts and methodology at work in political ecology, because of
‘the complexity of the phenomena under investigation.’124 Nevertheless, he
states;
[M]ultiscalar analysis has been a hallmark of political ecology, as have political economic analysis, historical analysis, ethnography, discourse analysis,
and ecological field studies. […] As an interdisciplinary field, political ecology has been at the forefront of attempts to integrate the advances in poststructural theory and nonequilibrium ecology into nature-society research.’125

All these fields are highly varied theoretically, and indeed the theoretical
impetuous of political ecology is diverse. This renders much political ecology a fluid concept indeed, and at times ontologically speaking, confused.
Whilst I tend to agree with Garland in her critique of the tendency for political ecology to treat the local ethnographically and ‘power’ discursively, unintentionally rendering conglomerates of people in one form different from
conglomerates of people in another form.126 The difference, is however
mainly in what is approached. That is to say, texts are approached with discourse analysis, people are approached ethnographically within political
ecology. What happens if one approaches both as heterogeneous networks?
That the area is vast and disparate in both non-human and human ways
became clear on my very first trip to Tarangire127. Having previously worked
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with very limited spaces and source materials128, facing some 4700 km2 of
space and incredibly diversity of people, animals, insects, and things felt
rather daunting (after a few weeks in the field that is, when all my aspirations of ‘knowing exactly what I am doing’ had gone done the drain and I
had got completely lost). This is when I discovered topology.
So how does one set about understanding, or rather trying to capture the
shape and constitution of the landscapes connected to the space which is
now Tarangire National Park? Whom did I need to interview and why, and
how should I set about it?
After some three months in the field, I decided that perhaps getting lost
was not such a bad idea. After all, getting lost implies perhaps finding ones
way again, albeit in an altogether different way that expected – quite a good
thing in a research endeavour. I had inherited my research assistant contacts
from previous Swedish endeavours (Clas Lindberg, Vesa-Matti Loiske,
Lowe Börjeson, and Louise Simonsson) in the area which meant that during
my first months in the field I ended up talking to people Clas Lindberg and
Louise Simonsson had interviewed, and although this was not a bad thing in
itself, it did have its quirks especially when people would launch into descriptions relating to questions concerning Clas Lindberg or Louise Simonsens work which they had given some thought to over the years. Getting lost
meant that I ended up at a neighbour instead, or in an all together different
place than I had planned to be in. I quickly learnt to appreciate the unexpected interviews and informal talks with people who I had no appointment
with, and the unexpected meandering to places which I had not anticipated
going to or being in. I appreciated the meandering and the unexpected because it enabled me to find my own way around the area. So I let this unstructured getting lost exploration and interviews take the better part of six
months of field work (at the end of which the children in some villages curiously stopped calling me ‘wazungu’ – white - and started to call me
Camilla).
My work is very much in dept to my assistant/interpreter Henry Kessy,
54, and ‘junior’ assistant/photographer/driver/mechanic Ibrahim Shebani, 26.
Both Kessy and Ibrahim’s have influenced and affected my work, and relations with people.
As is more often the case than not, none of the three communities that
form the basis of this study are clearly defined ethnical groups. The region to
the west of Tarangire is and historically has been for at least the past 200
years an area of changing ethnicities. Indeed it is problematic to speak of
ethnicity at all. The three place histories represented in this thesis vaguely
represent the Mbugwe, the Gorowa and a small settlement of Makua. In a
128
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first, exploratory phase of my field-work, interviews were carried out along
the entire western boundary of Tarangire. As a result of this stretch of fieldwork, the inhabitants of three villages - Sangaiwe, Galappo and Kikore (see
map figure 1) - came to focus during my second stretch of field-work.
Sangaiwe, Galappo and Kikore villages, or rather the people who make
up these villages, all have very different relations to the park area. Sangaiwe
village was created at approximately the same time as Tarangire Game Reserve was created. Today the village that was once far away from the park
lies right next to its north western boundary and entanglement between the
two spaces is frequent and tense. Galappo is in extent, population and history
a very different village to Sangaiwe. Here Tarangire and the wetlands surrounding it has a history of peripheral or liminal activity. Tarangire has always been far away, yet certainly apart of Galappo, and it has remained that
way into the present. Finally, Kikore is yet another story altogether. When
Kikore was founded in the late 1800s it was an agricultural oasis surrounded
by dense bush and forests – the ‘wilderness’ and Kikore lived side by side so
to speak. Today, after more than 60 years of extensive bush clearing to rid
Kikore’s surrounding of tsetse, the village although still remaining an agricultural oasis, is far removed from both the park and any form of ‘wild
space’. Instead, Kikore is surrounded by other agricultural settlements and
grazing land. In view of its location, Kikore is still oddly enough the home
of much animosity toward the park, on a scale on par with that of Sangaiwe
– the reasons for which will be dissected in the empirical chapters.
The first phase of fieldwork (mid June- mid Dec 2002) focused on exploratory and semi-structured interviews and field surveying along the western border of the park. Basically these six months were about getting lost,
and finding my way again without using a map. That is, in an Ingold way,
trying to become a way finder – establishing relations. There were a vast
number of interviews conducted during this first stretch of field work, some
lasting only half an hour whilst others went on for three hours. It took me 6
months to ‘find my feet129’ – by which time I had to leave. What this first
exploratory phase of finding my feet left me with a few key informants. My
next stretch of fieldwork was to a large extent focused on three pinpointed
areas as well as on continued interviews with the key informants ‘found’
during 2002. Two focus groups were established in each of my three key
areas with which a kind of participatory mapping of relations in the landscape were conducted (for further discussion see section on maps below).
Each group met between two and three times, and the discussions each time
lasted between 2 – 3 hours. Throughout 2003/2004s field-work I used a taperecorder during the interviews, something that only happened a few times
during the first fieldwork.
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Reading the transcribed material and my notes from the interviews from
the first part of my fieldwork in 2002, I have sometimes been exasperated at
my cutting short an incredibly interesting track of thoughts, at not leaving
enough space for what the interviewee is developing, of moving on too
quickly to the next question. In part, the formation of the focus groups were
an effort to let the flow of the narrative be created by the interaction and
dynamics between a specific group of elderly men, rather than it being cut
short by my pre-conceptions. In the 2003-2004 interviews I instead focused
on topics (hunting, elephants, preservation, tsetse etc), but never relied on
pre-written questions, this because I wanted to follow, if possible, more of
their actual relations rather than my understanding of their relations. Nevertheless, some such pre-written questions began to formulate themselves after
such a long period of fieldwork.

The archival material
The volumes of files arise because this part of East Africa is full of boundaries – tribal reserve boundaries, crown and settler land, international borders,
game reserve and national park edges. These were either unrecognised, or
seen as eminently crossable, by people living around them. They were, however, indelibly marked on the official mind and they created administrative
hard edges that people were continually violating, generating all sorts of interesting reactions and reams of records (Brockington 2002:152)

Three archives have been utilised for this dissertation, the Public Record
Office (PRO) at Kew, in London, The National Archives in Dar es Salaam
and (only briefly) Rhodes House Library, Oxford. Complementary documentary sources includes official publications from the Colonial Office and
the Tanganyikan and later Tanzanian government (such as the Annual Reports of the Tanganyika Territory).
At the PRO I have focused on Gazettes and on the correspondence regarding game and tsetse issues in Tanzania dealt with at the Colonial Office
in London – that is to say, the various events as regards these two issues that
have been viewed, and reviewed by actors on Downing Street, and which
they have expressed an opinion on. In addition some lengthy discussions on
game issues in London newspapers were reviewed, and form the basis for
some of chapter four. My main focus at this archive was on the 1920s –
1930s and the 1950s.
At the National Archives in Dar es Salaam, at which I spent two months,
I have gone through files from the Secretariat in Dar es Salaam, as well as
files from the Northern Province (later Arusha Region) and Mbulu District.
Doing archival work in this particular archive was slightly haphazard – many
of the documents that I ordered I never got a chance to view (either they

54

were missing or being viewed by someone else), and what may seem by title
to be one thing can turn out to be something entirely different.
Chapter five (Creating Tarangire) is entirely based on a lucky find. The
file that the chapter is based on, covering correspondence on the creation,
inception and continual well being of Tarangire Game Reserve from 1947 to
1961 was originally a file from the Arusha Region which had been sent to
the Mbulu district after Tarangire was gazetted as a game reserve. The file
thus contained a complete correspondence (at district, regional, national and
individual actor level) and should have been a part of the Regional archival
documents. The fact that it had been moved to the Mbulu district archives,
and made into a Mbulu district issue, was in itself a very significant act and
is one that I will return to in Chapter 5. Becoming a part of the Mbulu district files, even though much of its content concerns the Masai District,
means that researchers focused on Tarangires becoming a game reserve and
national park from the Maasai side of things would have just found that the
file on its creation was missing from the Arusha regional files.

Maps
[T]he topographic map renders invisible the movements, or ways of life, or
the native inhabitants of a country, it can be a potent instrument of colonial
expropriation. (Ingold 2000:430)

In the early German explorer maps, the area now clearly defined on any map
as Tarangire National Park is left blank, covered by the map legend or simply denoted as a river. With the above caution from Ingold in mind, however, it would seem a mistake to conclude that ‘therefore there was no human agency present there’. ‘The topographic map renders invisible the
movements or ways of life’, and is a powerful way of stamping land as unsettled, and therefore owned by no one. Counter mapping130 such areas of
‘terra incognita’, trying to fill the blank space with the movement and practice of people previously excluded, but who’s agency in fact is an instrumental part of the landscapes, has been one of the chief projects of political ecology. Chapter 2 is based mainly on a participatory mapping, or counter mapping, exercise with six different focus groups in three villages, Kikore, Galappo and Sangaiwe. They were, more than anything, attempts to gain a
consensus narrative of the landscape history, and of very diverse landscapes
of practice. Or rather they were a way of narrating the landscape in discussion with each other, and attempt to ‘make room for the voices and agency
of those about whom we write.’131
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Kessy, Ibrahim and I, met with the six groups twice, sometimes three
times. Each group drew (or rather in all cases except one, I or Kessy drew
what we were told to draw as none of the old men could or wanted to sit on
the floor to draw) three maps over their practised landscapes one hundred
years ago, fifty years ago and present day. The maps were constructed under
constant discussions which were taped with a tape recorder. Copies of the
maps were left with the groups, and the second meeting began with a discussion on weather or not anything ought to be altered in the map. These discussions were also taped. Resulting both in imagery as well as discussions on
how things were connected at what point in time etc, the mapping process
created a narration of the relational texture of landscape. The process made
clear the heterogeneity of these spaces and of the networks within them, and
made mere translation of them onto topographical maps problematic.
There are many pitfalls of participatory or counter mapping including
firstly that this knowledge creating process, whilst intended to empower,
may in fact strengthen power relations it seeks to omit.132 In the context of
this thesis and the participatory mapping process it is important to remember
that whilst I have tried to let the mapping process and discussion be as open
ended event as possible, it is still the project framework and the idea of participatory mapping that defined what it was we were to do.133 Secondly,
Hodgson and Schroeder have pointed to the dilemma of counter mapping in
an area where political conflicts involving e.g. territorialisation are rife.134 As
for example in the case of my Sangaiwe focus groups where there was an
ongoing dispute with the district and National park on the boundaries between the community forest area and Tarangire NP which meant that what
was drawn and narrated may be more in relation to the conflict than to the
questions asked.135 Thirdly, based on Ingold, these images would ideally
have been constructed not on a floor in a house but whilst in movement outside to the places mentioned. This would have rendered the maps somehow
more powerful, and connected to the land and the factual practises they aim
to show. Fourthly, this is a decidedly male thesis, focused nearly completely
on men and their landscapes. Although I would say that at least a third of all
the interviews were with women, the counter mapping project became a
completely male one. This is a product of my getting lost and finding my
way, and was certainly not how I had envisaged the project from the onset. I
consider the reasons for this thesis narrating the masculine landscapes rather
than both female and male is because I have chosen to follow practices
132
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which, in these landscapes at least, were decidedly male (hunting, honey
collection, fishing, and herding). But this also means that important aspects
of landscapes, and perhaps entirely other landscapes ‘overlapping but not
necessarily interconnecting’136 are not included in this thesis. Finally, one of
the more problematic elements of counter mapping, is the translational process of turning what is in essence relational webs, that are not necessarily
bound to a specific locality, into points and words and polygons on a map.
Making topography out of topology may be a very destructive motion indeed, and one that I have sought to bypass. Absolute space seems to have
held very little currency to any of the people that I have interviewed. Instead
it is the relationships between these peoples, and other things (specific species of trees, preferred animals to hunt, good fishing waters, types of grasslands, relations to other peoples, trade etc) that have been instrumental in the
making of landscapes. Place names can be transported from one place and
re-placed on another with the movement of a landscape. The interaction with
things varies greatly both over annual seasons but also from year to year
depending on everything from precipitation to changes in the movement of
animals and conflicts with other peoples. Likewise, the dwelt landscapes
may vary from person to person and the relational web may reach far beyond
what is possible to show in a map depicting absolute space. Mapping such
relations should in actual fact be more like subway maps, where distance and
proximity play minor roles where as the relationship and practice plays the
central role. This is also a generational issue as younger people (50 years and
younger) had a decidedly more geometric perspective, space being absolute,
perspective on land. A point illustrated by the difference in mapping at
Kikore, where one of the focus groups consisted of men in their mid 40s who
drew their maps with extreme precision, with the amount of houses, the
roads the fields, and irrigation furrows as central. Where as the mapping of
the old men at Kikore rendered a map in which only the village was detailed
and the rest of the map was built up of relationships far and wide.
However, creating the maps in a focus group discussion did also have its
definite benefits. The discussions became lively and animated, and more
importantly free flowing. The resulting narrative and the representation of
the landscapes created were that of the focus group and not that of my preconceived imagery of the practised landscapes. This is what, more than anything, came to problematize my preconceived understanding of Tarangire as
an imposed wilderness.
There is also a multitude of other maps ‘at work’ in this thesis. Their
presence here might seem slightly confusing in the light of my ontological
standing in the worlds of Ingold and Whatmore. That is to say, when things
are fluid, in motion and continually re-created or transformed, any attempt to
solidify them are vain attempts and only a miss-representation of a millisec136
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ond of continual mobility. However, none of the maps appearing in this text
can or should be viewed on their own. They are, rather, to be viewed in rapid
movement (like the flicking of a cartoon figure in a notebook). Focus is thus,
not placed on each individual map but on the movement contained in comparing the alternations between them. It is the movement that is under scrutiny, not the momentary frozen images represented on each map.
Each map has been viewed as a narrative or representation (just as text)
connected to the specific circumstances or rather actors, within which it was
in dialogue. The archival maps used, particularly in connection to the creational process of Tarangire Game Reserve (chapter 5), have often travelled
between the actors involved in the process, and thus have been understood in
this thesis as central to each individuals understanding of what becoming
Tarangire would entail. The naming of parts of the landscape seems an important way of understanding the extent of a communally practiced landscape.137

A short review of the chapters and their content
Chapter two, contains narratives of Gorowa, Mbugwe, and (a tiny) Makua
landscapes from the beginning of the 20th century to (present day). It
sketches the various shapes and composition of landscapes that have existed
to the west of and across Tarangire River over the past century. This chapter
is based on interviews, focus group discussions and mapping exercises conducted mid June 2002 – mid December 2002, and mid June 2003 – end February 2004. It also connects to documentary sources as well as previous
research. Its main aim is to reflect the ideas of how interaction with the
space that is Tarangire National Park today was shaped at various times over
the 20th Century. Thus, it continually queries what interaction with Tarangire
as, for example, ‘tsetse infested bush’, and/or ‘game reserve’, and/or ‘area of
good hunting’ entails. Through its narration of these landscapes and their
interaction with the river become national park, chapter two becomes a landuse history, and adds to previous conceptualizations of the history of Mbulu
(become Babati) district.
Chapter three is an investigation of Tarangire’s shape as ‘tsetse infested
bush’ and in particular the multitude of shapes of tsetse flies within policy
(there are seven species in Tarangire). Tsetse flies have through the course of
the 20th century altered shape with in policy from ‘enemy number one’,
morphed into ‘cause of sleeping sickness’, morphed into ‘incredibly important object of scientific inquiry’, morphed into ‘completely uninteresting
object of scientific inquiry’ and finally morphed into being ‘the saviour of
wildlife and wilderness’. It is also an attempt to map the effect of these tsetse
shapes in the eastern half of Mbulu district and northern part of Kondoa dis137
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trict. The chapter is based on archival and documentary sources as well as on
interviews and focus group discussions.
Chapter four is a topological inquiry into game preservation in German
East Africa, British Tanganyika and in Tanzania from the beginning of the
20th century until 1972 and is centred on the changes in the formulation of
what a game reserve is supposed to do and what they consequently did. It is
based on archival material from the Public Record Office in London, Tanzanian National Archives, Dar es Salaam, and game preservation legislation as
well as secondary sources. In connection to this it also analyses a sequence
of maps from the Handbook of Tanganyika, The Tanganyika Guide, Atlas of
Tanganyika, and Atlas of Tanzania.138 This chapter aims to nuance and forward previous writing on game preservation during British rule in Tanganyika139 which understandably, and importantly, has focused on the most gruesome aspects of game preservation during the colonial era, and the imposition of an elite preservationist re-writing of the landscape history in East
Africa. There has however, been a tendency to make this ‘imposition of
wilderness’ seem a more coherent visionary effort of a ‘British Nature aesthetic’ than it perhaps was and (more importantly) giving it a temporally
even power which it certainly never had. There has also been a tendency to
describe preservation space as stagnant and expanding, where as, this chapter will argue, it was because it adopted a very fluid and negotiable character
that it could gain access to more and new space in a political context that for
a great length of time was more hostile to preservation than it was for the
same.
Chapter five is an analysis of the correspondence surrounding the creation
of Tarangire Game Reserve. This correspondence covers a period from 1948
to 1962, and the chapter aims to illustrate the topological morphs during
which Tarangire is transformed between the ‘shapes’ of river, ‘good hunting
area’, tsetse infested bush, potential farmland for alienation, Gorowa expansion area, national park, tourist hot spot, biological diversity, and game reserve. Finally, chapter seven is a discussion of what becoming Tarangire
entails.
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2. Narrating the peopled landscapes

‘There were no protests when the boundary was demarcated, I helped to
demarcate them. There were no people living in the park when it was gazetted, anyone who says so is telling a lie.’ This was one of the very first things
I learnt of the establishment of Tarangire as a game reserve. It was said by a
former Mbugwe Sub-Chief, as I travelled down to Babati on my exploratory
planning trip in 2001. He also stated in the past vast herds of animals would
pass through the area and that seeing zebra and grazing animals was an everyday event in the mid 1900s. A few days later, on the 25th of March 2001, I
interviewed Saidi Guando in Sangaiwe village on the border of the park, and
by his compound was a grinding stone, used to grind grain, which had been
found by someone in the borderlands of the park beneath the Sangaiwe hills.
Saidi spoke of many remnants of old houses, pottery and bao games to be
seen on the slopes of the Sangaiwe hills and well into the national park. The
initial winding through the peopled landscapes to the west of Tarangire National Park, during the remaining exploratory field work, narrated the presence of yet other ethnical epithets; Ndorobo, Maasai, and seemingly more
distant Kikuyu, Somali, Kalenjin etc.
Most history books on Tanzania will delineate the country in various ethnic areas, an ethnic regionalisation which was instrumental to both German
and British utilisation of ‘indirect’ rule in East Africa. In the particular area
under investigation here, there is an apparent conglomerate of unequalled
ethnic and language group diversity. Here the Highland Nilotic group of
Barabaig/Tatoga converge with Southern Cushitic (Iraqw and Gorowa),
Plains Nilotic (Maasai) and Bantu (Rangi and Mbugwe) peoples.140 However, it soon became clear that where I had (naively) thought that there were
two or three cultured landscapes present, coming under the titles ‘Mbugwe’,
‘Gorowa’ and ‘Maasai’ there was instead a dynamic manifold, not allowing
for a simple description of a cultural landscape misinterpreted. Rather, it was
necessary to open up the possibility of a multitude of landscapes of different
antiquity and with different understandings and relations to the land. This
imagery was continually reinforced as I continued my meandering/getting
lost in Mamire and Galappo villages.
Tarangire National Parks official history states that whilst the Maasai,
Mbugwe, Barabaig and Wa-Arusha live in proximity to the park area, the
140
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only peopled usage of the area prior to its gazettment were by the Maasai
and ‘fishermen’ and then only temporarily (in the case of the latter) or during
severe drought (in the case of the former).141
Research on the Simanjiro plains to the east of Tarangire National Park
has shown that the Maasai transhumant pastoralism was indeed connected to
the park area prior to its gazettment, 142 however the recurrence of drought on
the savanna made their utilization of certain areas within the park more permanent than temporary in their character. More firmly put, these areas were
an integral part of Maasai landscapes prior to the gazettment of a national
park, settlement re-surfacing there every so often as the dynamic of being
savanna unfolded itself143. But what about the landscapes of the Mbugwe
and the Gorowa, and for that matter the Iraqw, the Rangi, the Barabaig, and
the Ndorobo? Was there really an invisible line to the west where the human
landscapes end and the animal and tsetse landscapes begin? Who were these
temporary fishermen?
I use the term landscape, as stated in chapter one, because of its inherent
relational characteristics, its connection of both human and non-human
agency. In contrast to space, place, region, territory or country, landscape is
built in and through a complex connection of things in space. This chapter
queries the peopled landscapes to the west of Tarangire National Park, how
they were formed, what they constituted, their agency and thing and animal
connection. Taking ground in the premises that landscape, as for the Luo of
Kenya, may be;
[…] the possibilities and limitations of space: encompassing, the physical
land, the people on it, and the culture through which people work out the possibilities of land. Landscape means existence.144

But also that;
[I]t is through being inhabited, rather than through its assimilation to a formal
design specification, that the world becomes a meaningful environment for
people.145

It begins in the constructs ‘Mbugwe’ and ‘Gorowa’, weeding out the complexity that has become denoted as singular entities and then seeks to understand how the Mbugwe and Gorowa landscapes were formulated in the past
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and into the present. It moves on to exemplify the diversity of ‘others’ and
their connections to both human and animal landscapes of this region.146

Figure 7. From Oscar Baumann 1894

In writing the history of the Meru and Arusha National Park, Roderick
Neumann distinguishes between peopled terrains, belonging to the Meru
people and landscape vision belonging to colonialists and conservationists.
As initially stated this dissertation treats both as landscape, dislodging itself
from the definition of the term applied by Neumann and which is based on
146
In addition to peoples, there are diverse animal geographies at work in the region, elephant, buffalo, bush pig, lions, hyenas and giraffe to name but a few. Each of these are different, that is to say the dwelling of animals of one kind may be very different from the dwelling
of other kind.
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Mitchells and Cosgrove’s conceptualisation of landscape as mental constructions and imperial scenery. Instead this dissertation, in agreement with Ingold, does not separate the practised from the mental and distinguishes between land as (absolute) space and practised land and interconnected things
as landscape.147
In what follows I will first narrate the Mbugwe and Gorowa landscapes,
in turn, as represented by German explorers and mapmakers, the British
district books, previous anthropological research and the interviews as well
as focus groups. One important source for the Mbugwe section are the texts
on the Mbugwe peoples written down by Thomas Kasi – a teacher born prior
to 1916 in Mwada, now living at Magugu.148
The focus of this chapter will be on trying to understand which things
(human and non-human) were a part of the Mbugwe and Gorowa landscapes
at various times. It will also delineate what was officially acknowledged as a
part of the Mbugwe and Gorowa landscapes in the colonial narrations of the
same. Six different focus groups will form the basis of this narrative representing as it were the Mbugwe of Sangaiwe, the Gorowa Ufiome and ‘others’ of Galappo, and the Makua and ‘others’ of Kikore.

Prior to the Narratives, the past
In the northern parts of Tarangire National Park the landscape is dominated
by Baobab trees, a tree which along the coast is seen as an indicator of Iron
age settlement sites.149 The Baobab is indigenous to the savanna, but its connection to human land use in the interior is also often stated150, if not clearly
traced in an East African context. In Mali research on the Baobab has shown
that maintaining healthy populations of this tree is highly dependent on human agency.151 Baobabs are used by many peoples in the Tarangire area and
throughout Africa, its fruits and leaves are edible and highly nutritious, its
bark is used for making ropes and baskets, it has several medicinal properties, it provides a water reservoir and is a favourite home to honey bees. 152
Often revered, the tree is planted in connexion to dwelling sites, and is a
common site in settled areas of Mbugwe.
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Traces of human activity are everywhere in East Africa, 153 but the inland
iron age sites are sorely under researched, apart from the more spectacular
structures such as Engaruka south of lake Natron.154 The site in the Sangaiwe hills, which still remain to be mapped in detail, cover some 8 km2 (see
fig.8). The remnants include house foundations, remnants of iron-smelting
(such as slag and heated stones), Bao games carved into rock faces, stone
cairns approx. 2 m in diameter, various and varying pottery shards (with
preliminary dating to 800 AD and forward155), as well as grinding stones and
possible terraces. The pottery in itself seems to narrate a long settlement
history of the Sangaiwe hills, quite contrary to any notion that the land was
unsettled. Henry Fosbrooke has referenced sites with remnants of agriculture
and iron smelting to the east of Tarangire river which sound similar to the
sites at Sangaiwe.156
There are various and altering narratives about who or which people these
structures are the remnants of. Several of the people interviewed during 2002
in Sangaiwe and Mwada, attributed the remnants to Portuguese traders.
However, a reoccurring narrative is that these remnants are from a people
called the Verwana, seems more likely. Gicha Mbee states that these people
were present in the area when the Mbugwe settled there possibly in the mid
1700s. He also stated that these people were very closely related to the
Mbugwe and were the first to stay in the Sangaiwe hills. Like the Mbugwe,
they were farmers, herders and hunters and because of their similarities they
fought each other. The Mbugwe however, knew that the Verwana had a love
of honey and used this knowledge by giving the Verwana poisoned honey
and killing them157. A description of this history is also to be found in John F
Gray’s publishing on the Mbugwe, who, although never mentioning the
remnants states that they were living and cultivating ‘in the valley that drains
into lake Burunge’.158 Gray maintains that although some Verwana were
chased away by the war with Mbugwe others became assimilated with them
and that many Mbugwe claim to be of Verwana origin.159
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Figure 8. Rough map of the extension of archeological sites at Sangaiwe, based on
field survey with GPS by author in 2002. (Base: World Shaded Relief and World
Imagery Source Copyright:© 2009 ESRI)
Thomas Kasi gives these people yet another name, Vaimwambwa.
If you visit these areas today you will find the remnants of their houses pieces
of pots etc. These people are not existing and nobody knows how they disappeared. I heard that they were given very strong poison and caused them to
have diarrhoea. That is why they left the area with springs of water very nice
for drinking.160

There was also another group of people living at Orido hill, according to
Gicha Mbee and Thomas Kasi called Varido. 161 These people were hunter160
161

Thomas Kasi
Sangaiwe focus group 1, see fig.16 (1A), Thomas Kasi
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gatherers. Gray also writes that the Mbugwe encountered a hunter gatherer
group living at ‘Ntarengiri forest’162 – interpreted here as Tarangire – when
they arrived in their present day location. Gray has no name for them but
states that they were pygmy hunters, and that they were referred to by the
Mbugwe as mbilikimo.163
According to one of the two focus groups in Sangaiwe village as well as
the oral history of Thomas Kasi the Mbugwe were living around the Sangaiwe hills before and during German rule in Tanzania.164 One of the illustrations in Oscar Baumans Durch Massailand zur Nilquelle165 seems to illustrate Mbugwe houses below the Sangaiwe Hills, the illustration could however equally represent houses below the Mbulu escarpment, as there is a
similar outcrop of rock on both the escarpment and in the Sangaiwe hills (see
fig. 9 & 10).166 Some of the artefacts and foundations may thus be remnants
of past Mbugwe settlements. Kasi writes;
As Sangaiwe at that time had good pastures and water people stayed happily
and started to build houses and cultivate sorghum and millet. 167

In this narration, the Mbugwe left Sangaiwe because of jiggers. This parasite
first arrived in Angola from Latin America, but was brought in to East Africa and the interior of Tanzania by the 1890s where there are documented
cases from the 1890s and forward.168 If the dating holds true for Mbugwe and
if we take Thomas Kasi’s documentation in to account, then the Sangaiwe
hills were abandoned during the 1890s which might account for Baumanns
illustration of the settlement there, as well as later travellers documentation
of the area as non-settled. 169
The time stretching between 1890 and 1930 has been described as one of
the most unhealthy periods in African history.170 The cumulative effect of
rinderpest, sleeping sickness, yaws, syphilis, gonorrhoea, influenza, bilharzias, jiggers and a plethora of other bacteria and parasitical diseases rendered
vast tracts of East Africa un-settled and human free, the happy playing
ground of wildlife which up to that point in time was decimated or held at
bay (which ever way you choose to view it) by hunting and the demands of
the caravan trade.171 But prior to these years, East African landscapes were
162
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also un-settled and un-peopled by the ivory and slave trade.172 The 19th Century was a period of turmoil in many ways..

Figure 9. Mbugwe settlement (below the Sangaiwe hills?) in 1892. From Oscar
Baumann 1894:18

Figure 10. The ‘well’ at Sangaiwe (1) and centrally a bao game (2). Flight and camera courtesy Stefan Hoecherl, Photograph Camilla Årlin 2004
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Figure 11. Bao game, in rock surface at Sangaiwe, photograph Camilla Årlin 2002.
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Figure 12. The village chairperson and a cairn with cornerstones at Sangaiwe, a
baobab in the background. Photo by Ibrahim Shebani, 2002.

Figure 13. Pottery shards from Sangaiwe, photograph courtesy Vesa Laulumaa

Colonial intervention in East Africa began with at the end of the 19th Century. However, a brief overview of Tanzania’s colonial history begins with
the establishment of Portuguese trading post at Kilwa in 1505. The Portu69

guese trade with the interior was mainly connected to contacts with the Yao
and Makua of the present day southern parts of Tanzania and northern parts
of Mozambique, the main trading objects being ivory and slaves. Kilwa is
destroyed in 1587 by the Zimbas, but the Zimbas are subsequently defeated
by the Portuguese. A new era of colonial intervention begins with the Capture of Mombasa (in present day Kenya) and Kilwa by the Muscat Arabs in
1698. In 1832, the sultan Said of Muscat transferred his capital to Zanzibar,
and subsequently begins to extend his rule onto mainland Tanzania, establishing the settlement of Ujiji on lake Tanganyika in 1845 and at Tabora in
1852. The main trading object was Ivory, but slaves, skins, wax, copal and
rubber were also traded. A German trading post is set up on Zanzibar in
1844. However, European colonial history only truly re-emerges with the
partition of Africa in 1886, when the territory came under German influence.
The German colonial imposition under firstly the German East African
Company, and finally the Governors F. von Rechenberg (1906-12) and Dr
Heinrich Schnee (1912-1914) lasts until 1914, when it is halted by World
War I. In 1916, Mr Horace Byatt is appointed Administrator of the captured
German Territory, and in 1920, under a League of Nations mandate, the
territory (except Rwanda and Burundi, which befell the Belgians) came under British trusteeship and became the protectorate Tanganyika Territory. It
remained thus until 1961.173 Throughout the role of ivory is pivotal, however
already by 1920 its role is increasingly remoulded so that by the 1960s it was
the elephant including its ivory that was of central importance. This was also
a trade that the Mbugwe claim to have been a part of.

Mbugwe
The origin of the Mbugwe is a mixture of several tribes which came to live in
Mbugwe. But if you ask the Mbugwes of today they will tell you that they
originated from a very big ant hill.174

Gray claims that the Mbugwe settle in the region sometime during the 1700s
occupying the plains south of Lake Manyara, along the rift wall in the West
and south of Lake Burunge in the east.175 The Mbugwe ‘territory’ ends were
the Gorowa territory begins at Kiongozi River. The boundary between the
two groups is not however ‘firm’ in either the Gorowa or the Mbugwe mind
– i.e. it’s not something one has been that bothered with during the last decades at least.176 Zakayo Maon’gwa maintains that the reason for the
173
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Mbugwe to settle the landscapes south and east of lake Manyara was that the
grass there suited the cows, and it was an ideal location for the tembe houses
as no clearing was necessary, no rocks or trees needed to be removed.177
They walked a long way to find the trees to build their houses (sometimes as
far as Tarangire). The trees used for this purpose were Dalbergia Melanoxylon178 and Cordia Monoica179.
In the past there were (at least) seven Chiefdoms (in Kimbugwe a chief is
called Musungati). They were agro pastoralists, but also relied on a fair
amount of hunting. Their language is of bantu origin and closely related to
the language of the Rangi180. The linguistic studies of Bergman et al have
concluded that Kimbugwe and Kirangi are closely related, although separate,
‘bantu’ languages. That is to say, they are not dialects of the same language.181 Thus, problematizeing accounts such as Bagshawes that the
Mbugwe are in fact a part of the Rangi of Kondoa district that have come to
be severed from them with the coming of the Gorowa.182 The oral history of
the Mbugwe as collected by Thomas Kasi states the close interconnectedness
of the Rangi and the Mbugwe, however shows that the eighteen Mbugwe
clans were of varying origin.183 In this narration the Mbugwe are a composite
of many peoples, Iraqw, Barabaig, Maasai, Nyaturu, and Verwana although
dominated by the Rangi clans, and that becoming ‘the Mbugwe’ was a constant bartering for the territory with warfare and amalgamation as key
themes. Each of the eighteen clans had a speciality narrated by a song.184
The first clan, were of Rangi origin, and was divided into sub clans and
they were pastoralists who came from Kondoa in the south into the region
and settled to the east of the Rift escarpment south of lake Manyara, and
west of the Tarangire River.
The second clan was and is a mixture of Iraqws and Barbaigs who have
come call themselves Mbugwes. This second clan held dogs and were very
good hunters. The third and fourth clan were Barabaig and Rangi origin and
both were ‘famous for their snake medicine’. The fifth and sixth clan were of
177 nd
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Barabaig origin and these clans were the first to keep and eat sheep. The
seventh and eighth clans have Maasai origin, as they claim their ancestral
mother to be a very rich Maasai woman who moved to Nkaiti to marry
Manka Kota who was of Nyisanzus and Nyaturu origin. She came with all
her cows and relatives who then became these two clans of the Mbugwe.
They were connected to witchcraft and hyenas. There are three other clans
connected to Manka Kota and thus of Nyaturu origin, the first two of these
domesticated cats and the third was renowned for their warfare. The remaining six clans are of Rangi origin. The first of these were known to give birth
to many children. The second were elephant hunters, using spears with a
very potent poison from trees185 potent enough to kill an elephant instantly.
The third were known for their constant talking. The fourth was known to be
the first to keep domesticated goats and they used goats skins for their
clothes. The fifth were vegetarians and ‘died from the smell of meat’, living
only from green leaves. Finally, the sixth, the Vadamba, were farmers and it
was this Rangi clan which united the Mbugwe. ‘All other clans united and
started to copy the system of farming from Vadamba.’186 At what point in
time this occurs is however unknown.
From the accounts of these clans it becomes clear that the Mbugwe never
constituted an ethnic group, they were a multitude of peoples amalgamated
at various times, speaking and altering the language of the dominant group,
so that it in turn becomes Kimbugwe. This type of fluid ethnicity is a common theme of the history of the larger region both in the past and in the present.187 It also illustrates the diversity of the people denoted as Mbugwe, it
renders the Mbugwe as decidedly fluid social landscapes that do not allow
for simple categorisations or regionalisation into ‘farmers’ or ‘pastoralists’
or even ‘agro-pastoralists’. The Mbugwe were all these things as well as
hunters, traders, foragers, and witchdoctors. As any society, it was complex.
Fosbrooke states that conflict within the Mbugwe was as common as conflict
with surrounding communities.188 His description is based on the situation
during colonial times, however the oral narratives also suggest that conflict
within the group was a common phenomena.
The Mbugwe I have interviewed unanimously claim to have traded with
the Arabic caravans prior to the German colonial intervention. And perhaps
it was for this reason that they settled on the Mbugwe flats south of lake
Manyara in close proximity to the caravan trade route of the late 1800s. In
1870 Reverend Wakefield documents a trade route passing to the north of
Lake Manyara, according to his map through ‘wilderness’. Based on his
informants at Mombasa, he records Rangi as living on the south eastern
185
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shore of the lake. The map also records, (apparently from more reliable
sources) a people called Uniemi.189 In Farler’s documentation of the Zanzibar
trade routes into the interior, dated 1892, he describes a big Maasai town
close (north of) to a swampy lake of shallow water ‘which covers a large
area in the rainy season but almost dries up in the hot season’ corresponding
well with lake Manyara in its position through which the caravan traders
passed.190 The oral history of the Mbugwe as collected by Robert F. Gray,
however, narrate the Caravan and traders as arriving to Mbugwe from the
South rather than the north.191 It seems likely that there were various and
altering routes through these tracts depending on altering peopled landscapes. As the trade was in ivory (there has been no mention of any form of
slave trade affecting the Mbugwe)

Colonial narrations of the Mbugwe
In 1892, the German explorer Oscar Baumann leads his expedition through
the country of the Mbugwe and Gorowa (the route he took can be seen in fig.
14). Oscar Baumann provides an imagery of the Mbugwe as fierce, beautiful
and intelligent warriors, whom were feared by the costal caravan traders and
respected as a formidable enemy by the Maasai. He describes their ‘small
country’ as ideally located for defence as it backed by the Mbulu escarpment
and surrounded by open country to the east and south and to the north protected by the water of Manyara, stating that unlike the Iraqw and the Ufiome,
the Mbugwe lost little cattle in Maasai raids, due to their location. 192 He also
claimed that he was the first European to travel in their country, and having
curbed their attacks and taken several hostages (and then re-delivered them)
made them into a much friendlier people.193 In the map accompanying
Baumann’s work the settled lands (presumably the visibly peopled landscapes with fields, or grazing cattle and houses) of the Mbugwe lay to the
south of lake Manyara, stretching between lake Burungi or Lawa ya Sereri.
To the east of lake Burungi his map depicts open grasslands (steppengebeite), whilst the area south of the Mbugwe is depicted as ‘uninhabited fertile areas’ (unbewohnte fruchtbare gebiete)194
Twenty years later, in 1911, Jaeger delivers a map image of the Mbugwe
in which their settled lands (again presumably visible remains of Mbugwe
practice) have altered little but begun to expand northward, withdrawing
slightly from the banks of Lawa ya Sereri (see fig 15).
189
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Both these images are a far cry from a 1891 image of the area in which
the Mbugwe name is written in bold over a vast tract of land, although
Baumann’s descriptions of the Mbugwe as the formidable enemy of the
Maasai resembles it. This imagery was presumably composed by the narrations of Zanzibari traders whose trade routes passed just north of Lake
Manyara.

Figure 14. Extract over Mbugwe, Lake Manyara and lake Burunge from Oscar
Baumanns map from 1893. The Red lines indicate Baumanns routes of travel. The
green area is settled and farmed land, the slightly yellow denote of grasslands (steppengebeite)
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Figure 15. Extract from Jaeger. Mitteilungen aus den deutschen Schultzgebeiten,
Ergänzungsheft No 4, 1911. The Green areas indicates settled and farmed land
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In even starker contrast to these images of the Mbugwe are the early descriptions of the area present in the Mbulu District books. The District books
were placed in the district headquarters, and aimed to provide new officers
and commissioners with ethnographic, historical, subsistence, etc. knowledge of the peoples that they were set to administer. The books thus influenced new officers in their view of categorisations such as Mbugwe, shaping
their relationships to people and plans of action for their landscapes in a
multitude of ways. Thus the books were active agents in a process of ‘inventing tradition’ and of shaping what it is to be Mbugwe, Gorowa, Tatog or
Maasai.195 Early images of the Mbugwe in these books are none too flattering.
The Mbugwe live in one of the most appalling stretches of country it is possible to imagine and they appear to love it. The Wambugwe are situated
round the shores of Lake Manyara; they are entirely surrounded by tsetse fly
and I often wonder if that is why they remain where they are. During the dry
season it is a sandy arid desert and during the rains a swamp. The larges and
noisiest mosquitoes in Africa congregate in this vicinity. If a site for a penal
settlement is ever necessary the obvious and only place is on the Mbugwe
flats.196
[W]hether it is that laziness and spinelessness are their tribal heritage, whatever is the reason, the result is that the Wambugwe are the most hopeless
tribe to be found in Tanganyika – most lacking in hope and in discipline of
any tribe normally met, - even surpassing the Sonjo in the measure of their
futility.197

The same document from 1935 claimed that the Mbugwe refused to move
from these ‘barren waste lands’ because they were afraid of big game. Indeed, symptomatic for all the British archival documents (up until the 1950s,
then it alters) of which I have partaken, is this imagery of the Mbugwe as
hopelessly non confirmative to the colonial attempts to ‘better their standard
of living’. It is also re-stated on several occasions that force is needed to
make the Mbugwe cultivate better lands and maintain these, and that if left
to themselves, they move back to their ‘wastelands’. Of the more harsh images provided by the District Officer A. E Kitching198 in 1922 is one of
Mbugwe women as prostitutes199, and of a country rife with syphilis200. A
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country which had been hardly hit by the German campaign in 1917, and
which was suffering the consequences of constant warfare within the ‘tribe’.
This is a far cry from the description of the people that Baumann encounters,
and even more so from the images of the Mbugwe provided by the focus
groups discussions of this dissertation (to follow below). I wish to make
note of two things in particular, firstly that Baumanns account of the
Mbugwe settlement area, it is not a barren plain surrounded by tsetse, it is a
settled area surrounded open country to the east (which is present day
Tarangire) and protected by the lake and escarpment to the north and west.
In the British accounts however, the Mbugwe are surrounded by dense tsetse
bush. Secondly there is the claim that the Mbugwe refused to leave in their
area because they were afraid of big game. A claim strongly contradicted by
the Mbugwe oral narratives related above in which several clans are seen as
great hunters, elephant hunters and ivory traders.
The narration in the district books delineate the Mbugwe as futile herders
and farmers, where as the oral history describes a people of diverse and altering subsistence. The categorization of African peoples into ‘hunters and
gatherers’, ‘pastoralists’, ‘farmers’, as well as typecasting peoples into specific ‘tribes’ which was commonly practiced in both German and British
colonial intervention and projects.201 becomes especially problematic in connection to ‘hunting’. It was a delineation project that rendered much factual
subsistence activities non ‘so-and-so’ like and therefore in need of a cure to
become more ‘so-and-so’ like in order to fit the pre-defined typology of each
tribe. According to this ethos a farmer should tend to his farm and was seen
as wasteful and idle if engaging in hunting or honey-hunting202. Under the
Game Preservation Ordinance of British Tanganyika, which held varying
power depending on who was enacting it or chose not to enact it (this will be
dealt with further in chapter 4), hunting without licence was prohibited
unless the people were directly reliant on game meat for their daily subsistence. Here the categorisation into who is directly dependent on hunting and
who is not, who is a hunter gatherer and who is just an idle farmer, severs
landscapes of ‘good practice’ from landscapes of ‘bad practice’, rendering
superficially pruned ‘Mbugwe’ or ‘Gorowa’ landscapes within policy. However, these landscapes were not prone to accept pruning, and even though
their possibility of enacting their landscapes were hampered by a policy re200
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been argued that medical officers in British colonial Africa often exaggerated the occurrence
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fusing to accept their existence, continued to be integral aspects of dwelling
as Mbugwe or Gorowa.

Mbugwe landscapes
Turning away from these European narratives of what it was to be Mbugwe
and turn to the images provided the interviews in 2002, 2003 and 2004, as
well as the two focus groups in Sangaiwe.
Sangaiwe
According to the first focus group at Sangaiwe203, this particular area or village was settled in 1966 by forcibly re-allocating people from Mwada, Idulu
(Kisangaji), and Nkaiti (see fig. 16, 1B). People were allocated this land and
told to clear it from bush, trees and tsetse. They were removed from their
villages because there was an outbreak of cholera at Mwada (Swahili Kichocho). But the Mbugwe landscape of Sangaiwe was much older than this. The
Sangaiwe hills got their name from a Mbugwe hero. His name was Sanga,
and because he rested on a stone there the hills were given his name Sangaiwe204. This focus group stated that the name Mbugwe comes from people
calling them the people of the wilderness (perhaps from mbuga in Kiswahili
meaning steppe or savanna), people saw them as living in the wilderness. Or
if stemming from Mbuga, rather people living in the savanna (a landscape
that was very much present there at the turn of the 20th century.
One hundred years ago and further back in time there were farmed fields
along the northern tip of the Sangaiwe hills. South of Lake Manyara lay the
village of Mwada, in which trading with the Arabic merchants was conducted. North of Mwada lay the villages of Nkaiti and Vilima Vitatu (by the
three ‘pyramid hills’). Farming was also conducted on the western shores of
Lake Burungi. The Mbugwe had cattle and their main grazing area was on
the eastern shores of Lake Manyara and around Lake Burunge. The Mbugwe
were also hunters and traded elephant tusks for cloth with Arab merchants.
Hunting (described further below) would be conducted at Bulkeri (in the
present day Tarangire National Park – see fig 16, 1A), and at Ju Jay, also in
the park. The tsetse fly was far away, in the deep bush. The group said that
the area to the south of Mwada and Besi Hill (Idulu) was wilderness
(balanga in Kimbugwe meaning an area where there is no grass and no trees
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conducted at Osoley sub village of Sangaiwe Village
2nd interview with Zakayo Maon’gwa on the 18th August 2002 in Mdori. He was also
interviewed by John F. Gray in the 1950’s.
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and where you can do nothing. By contrast they stated that Tarangire could
never be balanga as it was filled with grass and trees and wild animals).205
The settled lands described by this focus group greatly resembles Oscar
Baumann’s map from 1892. However, the narrative of this focus group
clearly states that the practices of certain peoples of the Mbugwe spread far
and wide beyond the settled lands. These Mbugwe landscapes (plural here to
denote the multiplicity of practice amongst the Mbugwe) in which the practise of building, hunting, honey hunting and fishing interconnected with
animals and trees in diverse areas west of the Tarangire river, south of the
Mbugwe flats and in the Sangaiwe hills were also central to life on the
Mbugwe flats.
The second focus group at Sangaiwe206 narrated a somewhat different
landscape where farming and grazing took place throughout, and where there
are several settlement sites to the east of the Sangaiwe hills (see fig.17, 1A).
Both groups however portray highly altering landscapes. And both groups
placed much emphasis on the importance of hunting.
World War I and the German campaign greatly affects ‘the Mbugwe’,
many people dying in both the following famine,207 as well as from the Spanish flue. From WW I and forward there are outbreaks of Syphilis other
STD’s which means that many of the people interviewed today are an only
child. The illegalisation of hunting without licence from 1919 (later
amended). From 1942 onward there are outbreaks of sleeping sickness which
reorders the Mbugwe landscape drastically. Forced re-locations occur during
the tsetse clearing campaigns. The creation of Tarangire Game Reserve in
1957 leading to heightened surveillance, and with the creation of a Narional
park in 1970 all ties to this area were finally severed. In 1966 all the villages
south of Lake Manyara are moved, inverting the Mbugwe landscape, so that
where land was settled in 1965 it is now empty or a few grazing cattle afield,
and where land was farmed in 1965 the land is now both farmed and settled
and put under some stress.
It is important to note that there is no visual remnants of Nkaiti or Mwada
today, at least above ground. The densely settled plain of the early 20th Century is now barren and shows little or no sign of the human history that unfolded there over the course of the the 20th Century.
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Focus group 1 discussions 22nd September 2003
Composed of Village Chair Peter Venusti, Budi Kaku (a Mbugwe from Kisangaji and
Mwada born in the 1930s), Sangwa Inda (Mbugwe), Mukolo, Lobua Maria (Mbugwe but with
Rangi origin.)
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TNA ACC 69 45/5 ‘Wambugwe’
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Figure 16. Sangaiwe focus group maps; 1A = before German Rule, 1B = After WW
II until 1970s. In both: orange = cultivation, green = grazing (background World
Shaded Relief Copyright:© 2009 ESRI)
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Figure 17. Sangaiwe focusgroup 2. (orange = farming area, light green = grazing,
dark green = dense forest (on World Shaded Relief Copyright:© 2009 ESRI)
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From WW I and up until the 1950s the Chieftain rule over Mbugwe suffered from several quarrels within the heterogeneous group, and there were
two separate chiefdoms, one at Mwada and one at Nkaiti Nkaiti.208 The British officers were keen to have a strong rule over Mbugwe in order to initiate
effective tsetse clearing campaigns from the 1930s onward.209 Between the
years 1927 until 1933 Dodo Uo, the Chief of the Gorowa was also charged
with the chieftainship of Mbugwe.210
Mbugwe Hunters
Older people among the Mbugwe consider themselves as farmers, livestock
keepers and hunters. Before the German intrusion in Tanzania (Gicha
Mbee’s grandfathers generation), the Mbugwe were involved in the Arabic
trade and would hunt elephants and rhino to exchange ivory for beads, bangles and other decorations. Other animals were hunted for meat during the
dry months of September, October and November. They hunted with spears
in groups of 5 to up to 40 men of varying ages. Hunting of Elephant, Rhino
and buffalo required experienced hunters, as these were both difficult and
dangerous to kill with spears. Elephants would be surrounded by the hunting
troop and stabbed in the legs and feet until the lack of blood would make the
animal fall over, at which point a swift kill could be made. Animals such as
Zebra, Gazelle and Hartebeest would be hunted for their meat. This was also
done in big groups of men. When these animals were hunted, a hunters
witchdoctor would have to be consulted as he could name the places where
game were to be found in plenty, and where the hunters would be successful.
He could also foretell if the hunt would involve danger. Once the location of
the hunt had been dreamt, the hunters would gather at specific meeting
places in the Sangaiwe hills and in the wetlands beyond these hills to the east
(in what today is Tarangire NP). Strategically placed in smaller groups the
men would chase the animals until they were completely surrounded, this
enabled the close range needed to kill the animals with their spears. A successful hunt would entail the killing of many animals, the meat of which
would be dried and salted and brought back to the village. According to
Gicha Mbee, the men would hunt once a week during the hunting season
(dry season, when there were plenty of game in the area), and this would
render enough meat for the rest of the year. 211
Hunting was also sometimes done by using traps of various kinds (dug
out holes covered with reeds, or rope traps attached to trees). This was more
208
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TNA ACC 305 L.5/1/2 Gorowa Native Authority – General, ACC 69 45/5 Wambugwe
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This is the narrative of Mr Blasi Gicha Mbee (74 years old) of Sangaiwe village, interviewed on several occasions during 2002 and 2003.
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of a solitary hunt, and very dangerous as you could never be sure of which
animals you would trap, and your pray was as likely to be an angry lion as it
could be a zebra.212
The good hunter would also impress the women of the past213 who were in
search of a husband. Mzee Chulo, for example, who is approximately 90
years old, ‘got’ his wife (of this they are in complete agreement) by hunting
and killing an elephant. Bringing home the meat, he was met by his wife to
be and she says that she sang of his bravery, about the feast of meat and her
happiness214. They were young then, in the mid 1930s – killing an elephant
or other animals was not all that difficult to do, that is, it was easy to avoid
authorities that said you must not hunt at that time because there was a different type of game preservation going on.
Nevertheless, the hunting practices of the Mbugwe as described by Gicha
Mbee and others were partially considered as inhumane, cruel and illegal by
game policy.215 Hunting in bands was not prohibited, but considered cruel
and inhumane in the 1920s and hunting with traps was illegal. Elephant
hunting was strictly not allowed unless the hunter held a licence, and procuring such a licence was impossible for local peoples.
After WW I the Mbugwe were temporarily permission to hunt Zebra because the German Army had left Mbugwe in shambles in 1917. The exemption from hunting permits and fees in this area continued until November
1919, when it was ended on the grounds that;
Now, there is no need of such hunting being allowed as they have ample
crops and they do not confine themselves to killing such Game as they have
had permission to kill. Therefore I request that all Hunting is prohibited and
that no Game of any description can be killed by this Tribe. To my mind,
such a concession as this Tribe have had granted to them only leads to Idleness and neglect of their Shambas, and a great improvement is desired by me
in the latter case as large areas exist in the vicinity of Mbugwe that could
produce a huge amount of cereals if properly cultivated and worked. 216

There were game scouts in Mbugwe (often selected from the Kings African
Rifles) in the 1930s. They have two primary objectives; (1) to protect crops
from game when necessary, and (2) to detect offences of the Game laws217.
The game scouts were assigned a rifle, but with limited bullets, and to stop
the game scouts from shooting animals outside their duty as crop protectors
212

Ibid.
‘Today, a woman would be a fool to allow her husband to hunt. He will only go to prison’
Mr Chulo
214
Interview, Sarame Village, January 2004.
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See Game Preservation Ordinance of 1921, e.g. PRO CO 737, according to which the
Game Warden was responsible for what was to be seen as cruel or wasteful hunting. See also
Sayers 1930:572
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they were only allowed to use their ammunition and fire arms when protecting crops. There are documented cases of bribes to these scouts,218 which
most likely constitute only a minimum of the actual cases. In addition to the
game scouts, there were regular European hunting parties in the region,
which at times voice their concern over excessive hunting by natives, but
there was little response to these concerns.219
Despite the monitoring however, many Mbugwe continued to be hunters
until the establishment of Tarangire as a National park in 1970.
The transformation of local peoples from hunters to poachers is a reoccurring theme in much research on game preservation.220 As Steinhart has put it;
The conservation of game animals for future generations of hunters was the
object of this regulation. Its byproduct was the creation of the colonial crime
of poaching.221
Game Laws made hunting technologically and financially out of reach for the
masses of colonized Africans while they facilitated its utilization by a select
group of Europeans. 222

The hunting tradition of the Mbugwe, the driving of game into a pit in which
they were killed with spears, was illegalised with the 1921 Game Ordinance.
It was the kind of practice considered as in-humane and therefore not a legitimate hunting practice.223 By making the hunting Mbugwe into poachers
several aspects of the Mbugwe landscapes were altered. First and foremost,
the game animals killed by the Mbugwe were altered. Elephants were no
longer pray for the Mbugwe, and for most part of the 20th century and into
the present are no longer afraid to trespass the Sangaiwe farms, with devastating effects for the farmers living there in the present. The Mbugwe used to
hunt large animals in the past, but with increased surveillance the game
sought has become smaller.

Gorowa
The earliest written accounts of the Gorowa are by German Explorers transvering the area in the late 19th Century, Oscar Baumann in 1892, Fonck in
1894 and Glauning in 1896. Oscar Baumann travelled to the west of Mt
Kwaraa, portraying an open grassland surrounding the mountain that he
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Ibid. The bribe is done by a Portuguese Goan, 1933 and the Game scout is fired.
TNA Secretarial Series AB- 1247 ‘Game Preservation Policy’
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names Mt Ufiome224, and detailing tembe houses as a means to be protected
from invading pastoralist.225
The two maps featured in fig. 18 and fig.19 constitute conglomerates of
explorer images from various seasons. Strikingly a comparison of the two
shows the Gorowa farmed and settled land as by no means static in its spatial
extent. Which is consistent with the shifting practice of the Gorowa described on Gorowa landscapes to follow below. However, there is also a
difference in the composition of vegetation in the two imageries, that possibly does not allow for a simple reversion of land left to fallow. Baumann,
Fonck and Glauning describe the land to the east of Kwaraa as open, the
early cartography of the 20th Century as represented by Jaegers map however, describes the land as bush and forest (forest only being depicted by
Baumann etc as covering the peak of the mountain). If this indeed constitutes
a real change in the vegetation rather than an illusionary one caused by difference in definition as to what should be considered ‘open’, then it should
likely be related to the effects of the rinderpest panzootic of the early 1890s
which killed off both cattle and buffalo226. The absence of cattle and buffalo
grazing quickly renders grasslands open to bush encroachment.
Both maps depict the Chief of the Gorowa, at that time Qwantswawe
Uo227, in the present day site of Galappo. He is succeeded by his son Dodo
Uo in 1919, who prior to this had been sub-chief at Babati since 1907. Dodo
Uo would come to remain Chief of the Gorowa until 1952, when he is succeeded by his son Amri Dodo. Amri Dodo was to be succeeded by Zubiri
Dodo, who has been interviewed for this project. When Dodo Uo becomes
chief in 1919, there is a shift from the present day Galappo area to the Babati
area. Dodo Uo’s brother Rashidi is appointed sub-chief at Galappo, Madege
and Hanara.
Rashidi is Gausmo over an area which is unfortunately losing its inhabitants
on account of tsetse fly encroachment. He has now less than 600 taxpayers
and it is difficult to collect one hundred able bodied men from his area.228
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This is a mountain with many names, the official name for it in during German and British
Rule was Ufiome (as was the official name of the Gorowa). Fonke names the mountain Narut,
and Glaun. Names it Selema (see fig). Today, the people of Gorowa call it Kwaraa, and assert
that this has always been its true name (Interview with John Samo, former sub-chief at Bonga
on the 7th of November 2002)
225
Baumann 1894
226
Ford 1971
227
TNA ACC 305 L.5/1/2 – Gorowa Native Authority – General, letter dated 11th August
1951 describing the work of Chief Dodo Uo and the sequence of Gorowa Chiefs.
228
Mbulu District Books, 1931 (handwritten – ‘From notes sent by … D.K Daniels ADO
Babati.’Signed L.S Greening DO Mbulu)
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Figure 18. Section of Map from 1897 (Sheet C 5 Massai-Steppe, By Kiepert, Moisel
and Sprigade, 1897). This section based on the accounts of Baumann’s exploration
in 1892, Fonck’s expedition in 1894 and Glauning’s exploration in 1896
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Figure 19. Section of map showing Ufiome/Gorowa. The Green areas are settled
and farmed. (Mitteilungen aus den deutschen Schultzgebeiten, Ergänzungsheft No 4,
1911) Trigonometry by Jaeger – qualitative data based on the expeditions of
Baumann (1892), Glauning (travel August 1896 – main dry season), Lademann
(Juni 1896 end of wet season & Sept 1906 main dry season), V. Prittwitz (July
1906), Sperling (August 1908, dry season), Schlobach (November 1908, wet season).
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Gorowa landscapes
By using the products of the forest and by approaching it through their rituals, Babati men and women extend their culture into the ‘empty’ forest lands,
filling it with social and religious significance. […] The cultivated land, the
grazing areas and the forests reserves are all parts of an integrated whole to
which Gorowa and other Babati people hold diverse rights.229

Talle controversially states that the Gorowa230 do not value land and that land
has profound meaning to the Gorowa231. In the first case she hastens to add
that cultivated land (i.e. practiced land) has value. Separating the two notions
of land into ‘space’ and ‘landscape’, where space is the possible land available and which has no value in itself, and landscape is the claimed, harvested, lived and died on the land all constituting relations and practice with
soil, trees, crops and people, makes the dual role of the land more clear. The
Gorowa, like the Iraqw, burry their dead at the homestead (a dead mother or
father outside the house, a dead grandparent inside, and a child or young
person further away from the house) and it is this practice as well as the
opening and farming of land that ties landscapes to space. 232 The ancestors
were an important and integral part of Gorowa life, and a site in which ones
ancestors are buried was considered as belonging to that family. Those who
come first thus have a powerful claim on certain spaces, having tied it to
their landscape233. Newcomers, were welcomed, and may settle that space if
unoccupied but would always be considered like tenants so long as the ancestry of that place was known234.
The Gorowa practiced shifting agriculture and only remained with a field
for as long as it was yielding good crops. Space was in plenty, acquiring new
land was up until the colonial intervention only a matter of clearing and
opening the land for new cultivation235. Thus, the Gorowa landscape was
mobile, but for as long as the ancestral burial sites remained known, abandoned fields and homesteads remained a part of the landscape.
With the establishment of German rule in the area, as well as the British,
claiming and settling the land needed approval from the Chief or sub-chiefs.
This is a first stage of land as space becoming valuable in itself. Today when
the availability of space for expansion is hampered, land as space is increasingly becoming a valuable commodity in itself, and the claim of ‘landscape’
becoming obsolete.
229
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The Gorowa of Galappo and its surrounding areas never traded with their
hunting spoils. People did not look upon themselves as ‘hunters’ in the same
way that the Mbugwe and Makua did. Nevertheless, to hunt was a way to
show ones manliness. If for example a man was insulted by a woman he
could – in the past – show his strength and courage by hunting and if the
hunt was successful and he returned with the spoils of his hunt the men of
his village would dance fori236. As the Gorowa for the most part depended on
livestock, and because their ‘country’, was fertile and yielded crops even
when other areas were dry and barren.237 Hunting for subsistence increases
in Galappo between WW I and II as the advancing tsetse fly made it difficult
to maintain cattle stocks and herds of goats. 238 Chief Zubiri Dodo states that
the movement away from the tsetse fly began around 1925 because of forest
and bush encroachment. He states that this may have been due to a lack of
goats and cows to keep the forest and bush away, in the wake of stock diseases such as rinderpest.239. Babu or Mustafa Muhamedi who lived at Kikore
during World War I, also told of a disease called Kaputula (a Swahili word
meaning shorts and used for influenza or the Spanish flue because it came
with the German army) during which so many people died that they had to
bury them in big pits. 240 The disease may have had profound effects on the
peopled landscapes, mainly because it affected the fertile and young in any
population the worst. The diaries of the British colonial officer stationed at
Mbulu from 1916 do not mention the disease specifically but does make
notes of the ravages of the war in the region. His position at Mbulu placing
him quite far away from Kikore and Galappo.241
236

I participated in a ‘revival’ Fori in October 2002. The story then was that a young man had
been called ‘pregnant’ by a woman and had proven his manliness by hunting (no actual wildlife had been killed, but lots of beer had been brewed! Gorowa had gathered from all over to
part take in the feast and dancing). Fori can also be danced after stolen cattle have been retrieved from the Maasai, and after other acts of bravery by the Gorowa men. In this dance the
men will first Jump high, holding spears and shields, and the women will sit and look, while
the men sing of their bravery. Then the men will form a tight constalation and dance in a
forward chant, while the women chase after but are beaten away with sticks. The segregated
dancing ends when a woman can place a neclace around any mans neck, and at that point all
begin to dance together. After drinking alcoholic brews and feasting on what ever is on offer,
more dancing takes place, although this time it is much more sexually loaded, as the women
wiggle their brests and buttocks in a provocative but monotenous chant.
237
This also holds true today as the home country of the Gorowa one hundred years ago lay to
the east of Mt. Ufiome, where there is rainfall even when drought conditions prevail elsewhere in the district.
238
Galappo focus group 1 & 2, September 2003 and January 2004, Individual interviews.
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Interview with Chief Zuberi Dodo 29th August 2002. . Zuberi took over from his brother as
chief and chief magistrate of Babati district in 1961. He denounced his position in 1965 when
he was to be moved to Dodoma. But he remained as traditional chief of the Gorowa, as he is
seen as a rainmaker, and all of the traditional rituals are still under his control (or were at least
up until 2004)
240
Interview with Mustafa Muhamedi at Kikore August 2003. See also Inter-territorial Language Committee for the East African Dependencies 2003 entry Kaputula
241
Mss. Afr. S. 279-282 – Bagshawe journals
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Figure 20. Galappo focus group 1 maps. 1A does not contain the name Galappo, as
this focus group pointed out that Galappo was a name which came after 1909.
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Figure 21. Galappo focus group 2 maps.
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It must be noted here, however, that Galappo’s population decreased drastically between the two world wars as well, due to disease and the spread of
the Tsetse fly, and that the inhabitants of this area numbered only between
one and two hundred, many of whom were not Gorowa in origin but escapees from drought in the south (Kondoa and Sandawe are mentioned most
frequently).242 It has been estimated that by 1936, 9,000 out of 15,000
Gorowa had moved to Kondoa District because of tsetse fly.243 However, at
the same time there would seem to be a movement of people from Kondoa,
into the Galappo area.
The people who moved into tsetse areas were given clear cut regulations
as to what they were to do in their new space. They were to clear the land
from tsetse by cutting down certain trees and they were to farm the land and
then let their cattle graze it. They were now farmers and livestock keepers
nothing more, and they had been given a certain amount of land in a certain
space. Of course all such Robinson Crusoe story lines end up with people
entangling with their environment in their own way. However, their landscape of practice (as seen from the second focus group in Galappo244) was
dramatically different from that of those peopled landscapes represented in
Galappo focus group one.245 In Galappo focus group two, for example, there
is no mention of hunting, honey collection of fishing in the 1948 imagery –
although the 1946 discussion and map of the same group documented hunting, fishing and honey collection in the Tarangire area although stating these
as ‘under cover’. This ‘settler’ focus group (2) knew of the Tarangire area
mainly because of a road that passed through Tarangire from the Galappo
area heading to Arusha.
The Gorowa did not settle in villages in the past, rather there were homesteads with extended family The formation of villages is in the Gorowa area
occurs partly because of tsetse clearing in the 1940s and 1950s but mainly
during independence with Nyerere’s villigisation program of the 1960s and
1970s.
Focusing on the flow between the produced maps from the two focus
groups, they narrate how at the turn of the 20th Century the Gorowa occupied
all of the lands to the east and south of Mt Kwaraa, how people fled from
tsetse ‘as it was thrown across the land by a magician’ sometime in the mid
1920s.246 How a few poor Gorowa who did not have cattle remained, and a
few new comers, fleeing from droughts in the south, move into the area and
242

Multiple interviews, and Focus group 1 and 2 at Galappo
Shultz 1977: 106
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Focus group 2 at Galappo consisted of Qwendo Mjungu, Marcel Joseph, Cosma Kalanga,
Buomo Bashiri all of whom had parents or had themselves moved into the Galappo area from
the 1920s onward
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Focus group 1 at Gallapo consisted of; Qwendo Mjungu; Kwahai Nahomo aged 77 of
Gorowa born in Gallapo as were his parents, Mohamed Magire, Djiboli Margwe of Barabaig
origin, Hheke, and Kassi Qwendo son of Qwendo Mjungu aged 40
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Stated by Kwahai Nahomo during the Focus group meeting in January 2004.
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practice small scale agriculture but have no stock. And finally, that large
scale tsetse clearings were conducted by moving in people from far and
wide.247

And a small Makua settlement - Kikore
Kikore village has been important because it represents such different entanglements with Tarangire than the Gorowa of Galappo and the Mbugwe of
Sangaiwe represent. The Makua used the river for fishing cat fish from a
very early date. Staying in campsites by the Tarangire river for up to 6
months a year. They were also hunters. Kikore was also home to one of the
earliest Tsetse research Stations in Tanzania, and most of the old men have
worked as ‘fly boys’ at one point in their life. The Makua of Kikore did not
keep cattle and have been greatly effected by the colonial Tsetse campaigns
in that these opened up for cattle keepers, and cleared forests on which the
Makua irrigation scheme (established in late 1800s) was dependent for regular supply of water.
Makua Hunters
The story of the small settlement of Makua people in a village called Kikore
is one intimately tied to being hunters.248 In the late 1800s three Makua men
started to follow the tracks of some big elephants in Kondoa, their hunt took
them far up north to the country of the Gorowa, and Chief Uo, a country
stretched beneath Mt Kwaraa (Mt Ufiome, see map). Having been informed
that the three Makuas were elephant hunters, Chief Uo urged them to join a
German trader (Bwana Mashua – Mashua in Kiswahili means boat, Bwana
means Mr, i.e ‘the man with the boat’), and they did. After having successfully killed a massive bull elephant they returned to Chief Uo with its meat
(the German was given the tusks in exchange for cloth, the story also tells us
that the Makuas previously hunted elephants to trade with Arabs). Chief Uo
being impressed by their hunting skills gave them a bull and house in return,
but the Makua men replied ‘We are not used to domesticated animals such as
cows, we Makua only eat animals of the bush (game meat) because they
make us strong’. Uo allowed the men to hunt in his country, and so they did
until they came upon a country which was fertile and where a river ran deep.
When they found this country they asked the Chief if they may claim it as
their own, they would settle and become farmers. The Chief agreed, as these
were powerful men (renowned not only for their great hunting skills but also
247
My fieldwork during 2002 generated interviews with people from all over Tanzania, most
of whom had come to the villages surrounding Mt Ufiome/Kwaraa to clear land from tsetse
fly, or escaped famine conditions in other parts of Tanzania. This multiplicity in origin is also
documented by Lindberg 1996.
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first time in December 2002, and then taped in August 2003.
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for being dangerous witchdoctors). And they settled there and gave it the
name Kikore. But even though they now took up farming they remained
Hunters.
The Makua of 100 years ago hunted with Muzzle-loaders (a crude version
of shotgun loaded with powder and handmade bullets). Their hunting was
for both subsistence and trade. Trading ivory and hides for cloth and beads
with the Arabic merchants. As such tradesmen and acclaimed hunters they
never really settled in one place, following in the footpaths of elephants, as
this particular little Makua settlement shows.
Mustafa’s description of the rigorous rules shows that men needed all
their manliness for the hunt, ‘When the Makua men were going off to hunt
elephants the women were not allowed to anoint themselves with oils on
their faces, nor were they allowed to wash themselves or wear nice clothes
until their husbands returned from the hunt. If the women broke these rules
and tried to seduce their husbands, the man will not return from the hunt, he
will be killed by the elephant.’
The elephant was according to Mustafa the most sought after and revered
pray in the Makua hunt, its meat was considered ‘sweet’ and the trade in
ivory lucrative. But it was also the most dangerous animal to hunt along with
the Buffalo and Rhino. For all of the above and other large game, the muzzle
loader would be used. When hunting small game however (e.g. antelope,
ostrich etc.), as well as for ‘pests’ (leopards, lions, baboons) traps, nets and
bush knifes would be used, and the valuable ammunition of the muzzle
loader would not be wasted. 249 Mustafas generation (born before WW I) was
however rarely involved in elephant hunting apart from being employed by
European hunters as scouts etc.
None of the men born in the 1940s and onward were ever hunters in the
same way that their fathers, grandfathers and great-grandfathers were. They
know how to use nets and traps but there is no longer anyone in Kikore who
owns a Muzzle loader. Still people of surrounding villages will speak of the
Makua of Kikore as ‘those who hunt with Muzzle loaders’. ‘The young men
do not even know how to use a trap or net, nor would they know how to hunt
game if they came upon it. Even if wild pigs come to eat their crops, or
monkeys, the youth of today do not know how to kill them, they will chase
them with sticks! Can a stick kill?! (sarcastic laughter)’ (Kikore Village
Chairperson, aged 65). Domestic meat (beef and goat), has replaced the
game meat of the past, hunting for food would not be worth the effort as the
game and gun licences cost more than most people can afford and only allow
for the hunting of one or two larger animals. 250 But ‘if you buy half a kilo of
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cows meat it is not meat. To the young people of today they are satisfied.
But to the old people this situation is disturbing.’251
The mapping at Kikore detailed, and ‘agricultural oasis’252 surrounded by
dense forest. The focus group stated that since they did not have cattle they
were not effected by the presence of fly in their area. It was not something
that was bothered about until the coming of the Tsetse department in the late
1920s..253 Hunting and fishing was done far and wide, both for trade and for
meat. In the Tarangire river cat fish were caught and sold at local markets.
The practiced landscapes stretched far beyond the village, for some it
reached as far as Arusha and Kondoa.
In 1928 ‘suitable’ research camps were established for the Tsetse Research Department in Kondoa district254, one of which was established by
etymologist T.A.M Nash at Kikore255. He found Kikore ‘a thriving little village’ surrounded by miombo woodlands and tsetse. As the people of Kikore
did not keep domestic stock, perhaps because of the tsetse but according to
Babu, rather because they were hunters and not stock keepers. Getting protein was thus a matter of hunting it. Ironically, when Nash sets up camp in
Kikore in 1928 he is eager to profess his own hunts importance to the people
of Kikore. But his everyday presence there would have meant that the people
of Kikore were under a new form of surveillance. Nash may have provided
people with meat, but was ignorant of the fact that the hunt and being hunters was practice that had originally established the village. What is clear, is
that the arrival of tsetse research at Kikore altered the landscape and made
for what Babu termed ‘the taming of elephants’.
The tsetse research station at Kikore only remained until the mid 1930s.
And in the mid 1940s, the large scale tsetse clearings of Mbulu District began. With the large scale tsetse clearings there was a dramatic alteration of
Makua landscapes at Kikore. The focus group complained that wilderness
had been taken away from them, and that the cutting of down of forests in
the hills surrounding them had made the water flow less rapidly in their furrows. What had made Kikore was no longer there, it was far away enclosed
in the policy of Tarangire National Park,.256

Plural peopled landscapes
In a short period of time they [rinderpest, jiggers, war etc] led to the collapse
of the man-controlled ecological system of the nineteenth century. With
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fewer people to till the fields and fewer cattle and goats to graze the ground
and keep the bush at bay, and with imperial laws prohibiting grass-burning
and hunting, nature was quick to commence its recovery. The managed culture became overgrown by shrubs and trees. Wild animals, recovering from
the Rinderpest, soon moved in to establish grazing grounds in old cultivations. In their wake, the tsetse fly spread to put vast domains of land beyond
the reach of economic activity.257

What was the impetuous for amalgamating peoples, for including them and
allowing them to stay close by? The northern stretches of the Sangaiwe hills
are filled with the settlement sites of past peopled landscapes, settlements
that were abandoned either with the coming of the Mbugwe, as some would
have it, or with the coming of jiggers as other would have it, or with the departure of Portuguese as still others would have it. Whether these people
were called the Varido, Werwana or Portuguese or whether they are in fact
remnants of the Mbugwe themselves is an open question and one that needs
an archaeological survey and excavation to answer. What is more likely in
the light of the varying pottery shards found at the site is that various people
have lived in the Sangaiwe hills and by the shores of Lake Burunge or Lawa
ya Sereri at various times, from 800 AD until present.
Henry Fosbrookes vision of the agricultural history of the Mbulu district,
and for that matter Tanganyika as a whole, was that Bantu speaking agricultural folk had replaced ‘dwarf like’ hunter gatherers. He argues that there
were no agricultural folk living in the areas now settled by agriculturalists
prior to their settlement there.258 Several issues in Fosbrookes vision are
problematic. Firstly, the Mbugwe oral history certainly contradicts the ethnicity issue at hand in Fosbrookes delineation of history. The Mbugwe are
not ‘Bantu’ but a conglomerate of people who due to marriages, warfare,
trade and incidental forging of bonds became the ‘Mbugwe’ with the only
common practice being the language spoken. A language dominated by the
bantu language group, but also filled with the words of ‘others’, Maasai,
Tatoga, Verwana etc.
The second issue to raise against Fosbrookes vision, is that it sees hunter
gatherers as ‘pre’ agriculture. In his argument hunter gathering is something
that is pushed aside, and something that is replaced. Where as the oral, as
well as archaeological remnants indicate a much more fluid landscape,
where things come and go, allow for leakage (or incorporation) and amalgamation.
One hundred years ago the lands on the western shore of lake Burunge
and to the West of Sangaiwe hills were farmed lands, the settlement sites
described by Oscar Baumann and Jaeger are by comparison to the maps con257
258
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structed in the focus groups seemingly correct in their depiction of settled
lands. The imagery of an open landscape is similarly shared by both
Baumann, Jaeger and the focus groups – trees and tall grass was far away at
Bulkeri (in one group equated with Tarangire river, and in the other equated
with water holes close to Tarangire) and to the east and to the south in what
today is Magugu and Kiru valley. But these were not ‘wilderness’ or Balangaa – Balangaa can only be where there is nothing, where the land is dead.
The lands at Bulkeri, Sangaiwe – the lands of the present day park - were not
Balangaa, they were filled with other practises, hunting, fishing, the collection of honey and building materials and grazing of cattle. The peoples of the
Mbugwe flats were not just ‘farmers’ or ‘stock keepers’, people were also
hunters, fishermen, and traders. There was a hunting season in which the
Sangaiwe hills stood as a central node and during which meat was secured
for the year. The Mbugwe traded in elephant ivory with the Arabic caravans. Wildlife was not far away, but plentiful in the areas where Mbugwe
hunted.
Since the early 1920s the British colonial officers at Mbulu made constant attempts to encourage the Mbugwe to move from their settled lands
south and east of lake Manyara to the ‘more fertile’ lands at present day Magugu, and along the Mbulu escarpment. Their incentive to press for these
moves was based on the understanding of the Mbugwe during and after
World War I when Mbugwe had been struck hard by famine and the German
campaign. It was also based in the planning of more effective ‘Mbugwe
farmers’. Some spontaneous settlements were established around present day
Magugu, and in Kiru valley, for the most part, however, the Mbugwe stayed
on their lands at Mwada and Nkaiti. Then during the 1940s and 1960s the
Mbugwe were forcibly re-settled in various areas at Magugu, and in the Sangaiwe hills. The impetus for these moves is twofold, firstly outbreaks of
disease (sleeping sickness outbreaks in 1943, leading to the move to Magugu
in 1944, and then Cholera at Mwada, Nkaiti and Idulu from 1961 which led
to the establishment of Sarame, Sangaiwe, Osoley etc), secondly the afore
mentioned view of the Mbugwe settlement area as unfit for human habitation
so vehemently proclaimed by the British officers at Mbulu, which in turn led
to a constant goading of the Mbugwe to move into ‘more habitable areas’.
The final move from the Mbugwe ‘heartland’ came as an early form of
Nyereres villagization program in 1966.
Thus, by 1966 the lands that were settled in 1890 were for the most part
no longer settled, where as the lands that were fields, mbuga steppe, grasslands and forest were settled. The Mbugwe landscape had been inversed and
transformed, an inversion and transformation that was both caused by and
would cause continual outbreaks of sleeping sickness as we shall see in the
following chapter.
The Mbugwe men did not cease to hunt with the creation of a game reserve at Tarangire, at least no more than they had due to the sporadic enact97

ment of game laws prior to 1957. People knew how to manoeuvre around
game laws and hunting prohibitions, thus people born in the 1930s and
1940s have partaken in hunting parties, and still considered themselves as
hunters.
If the Mbugwe story is one of forced inversion, then the narratives found
at Galappo (and surrounding villages) is one of constant movement. The two
Galappo focus groups depicted two completely different historical landscapes – one landscape history in particular is shared by most of the interviewed actors. In this common illustration Galappo, it was surrounded by
forest prior to 1946 and the population was small, only a few people living at
Galappo around the mission. Galappo was the last outpost of the Gorowa
landscape and the area was full of tsetse. The people who lived there were
partly Gorowa, but many were from the south, from Kondoa and Dodoma.
The immigrants had come because of famine in the 1920s and many became
Gorowa when they settled these lands. They came without cattle, without
anything, and found the lands at Galappo mission to be very fertile and productive. In this narration, some people hunted illegally at Gursi swamp
(within the present day park), but mainly they farmed. People knew of
Tarangire because they helped to build a road from the Mission to Arusha,
which passed by the river.
The second history of the Gorowa landscape as represented by the second
focus group, tells of densely settled and farmed area surrounding the
Ufiome/Kwaraa Mountain with grazing conducted in the Gursi swamp (now
a part of Tarangire) and honey collection/hunting as well as the collection of
building materials within the park boundaries prior to the colonial interventions. In this version of the turn of events, a magician threw tsetse across the
land which forced the rich people with cattle to move down to the shores of
lake Balangida or Babati and at Bereku. In the wake of these moves, other
peoples moved into the Galappo area keeping no cattle and only farming.
The interviews with the former sub chief John Samo as well as the former
chief also revealed possible political reasons, behind the move of the chiefs
from Galappo. It has been contended that ’the invention of tradition’ was
used by peoples subjugated under the indirect rule of the British, and that all
inventions of groups must be seen as hybrids (or in Pels terminology
’pidgin’) of local appropriation of the invented units and the colonial invention.259 Indeed the altering descriptions of what it means to be ‘Mbugwe’ or
‘Gorowa’ as well as the spatial delineation of where is ‘Mbugwe’ and
‘Gorowa’ may have played a central role in the movements of peoples and
the annexation of new lands. So for example the Gorowa movements during
the 1920s to Bonga and other divisions of the Mbulu district may have more
to do with strategically outmanoeuvring the Barabaig rather than fleeing
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tsetse infested lands, lands which at that time were acknowledged by the
colonial officers as ‘Gorowa expansion space’.
The story of the shifting shapes of settled landscape was illustrated by
the maps of Baumann and Jaeger, as well as in the map of Kiepert, Moisel
and Sprigade (1897). The focus group narratives as well as interviews with
former chiefs and sub chiefs of Gorowa added to this mobile imagery. The
narratives depicted the cause of mobility as both disease, tsetse and politics,
which all three re-formulated the settled spaces and agricultural lands.
Finally the chapter turned to the little settlement at Kikore which was established by Makua hunters/farmers sometime before or just after the turn of
the century. The hills to the west of Kikore, or the escarpment, was forested,
the water in the river deep, Kikore was surrounded by wilderness but now it
is but one amongst many villages along the escarpment. Above Kikore the
forested lands are cleared, and the river is no longer deep. What was close
and a part of the Kikore landscape is now far away, at Tarangire. Tsetse
clearings to the north, south and west, and actively forcing people to move
into these areas removed what was wild, wild landscapes so very much a
part of Kikore village.
All three of the areas narrate fluid landscapes of practice. Being Mbugwe,
being Gorowa or for that matter being one of the people of Kikore did not
involve a landscape that began somewhere and ended somewhere else. Nor
did you have to be a Mbugwe, or Gorowa or Makua to become the same.
The work also showed the multiplicity of ‘others’ connected to the space that
today constitutes Tarangire National Park; Barabaig, Wandorobo, Maasai,
Rangi etc. This is a re-restructured, fluid area of peopled landscapes, where
various landscapes overlap each other from far and wide. Tarangire was
abounding in resources and economic activity, if not with permanent structures and tilled fields.
All three narratives, those of Sangawie, Galappo and Kikore are entwined
with the tsetse fly. The following chapter will thus approach this little actors
altering shapes and its part in the transformation of the various landscapes of
Mbulu district.
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3. The tsetse connection

In the official version of how there came to be a national park surrounding
the Tarangire River, one actor is positioned as the prime protagonist – the
tsetse fly.
Prior to 1950, Tarangire National Park had little human settlement because of
the high concentration of tsetse flies, and the area was used only by pastoralists for livestock grazing during extreme dry seasons.
Four Ethnic Groups of people live within the area where Tarangire National
Park was declared in 1970 and they seem immune to the tsetse or any other
fly. These are the Maasai, Wa-Arusha, Barbaig and Mbugwe.
Of greater importance is the fact that the tsetse fly has been responsible for
preserving many of Africa’s wildlife sanctuaries free from human settlement
and agriculture. Were it not for this irritant, the wildlife the visitor sees today
could have long since succumbed to human advancement. 260

An earlier and somewhat different narration of the history of Tarangire
National Park, reads:
Prior to 1950, the area which is now Tarangire National Park had little human
settlement and was not used for livestock grazing due to the high concentration of tsetse flies which transmitted sleeping sickness to both livestock and
the human population. This one factor played a major role in protecting this
area from human exploitation. The areas to the east of the Park, the Masai
Steppe, are some of the region’s most important grazing lands for both wildlife and livestock. Only during very severe droughts when all the surrounding
grazing lands were overgrazed, would the Maasai pastoralists be forced to
use the Tarangire area for cattle grazing. The only other historical human use
of the area was by fishermen who took up temporary residence in the park to
harvest catfish from the Silale swamp.261

Two similar stories are woven in these accounts of Tarangire National
Parks history, both are keen to state that any human land use within the present day boundaries of the park, was of a temporary kind. And both attribute
the lack of humans in the area to the presence of the tsetse fly, its agency
there leaving this particular spot of the earth free of humanity and therefore
260
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filled with wildlife. Here is an imagery of Tarangire National Park as somehow ‘naturally’ bounded, the space free of people and teeming with wildlife
is also the space of tsetse who protects against human settlement. This is,
indeed, a reoccurring theme on many websites and in guidebooks concerning
Tanzanian protected areas.262 Having given a few Tarangire rangers a lift on
a couple of occasions I have also heard long and very enthusiastic praise of
this little fly’s ability to ward of development and the destruction of Tanzanian wilderness. One of the narrations of Tarangires history, the most recent
of the two cited above, states that peoples of the area are immune to tsetse,
thus reassuring the tourist that any fears they might have felt of this being a
contaminated space is unnecessary. Both accounts are highly problematic on
all accounts.
Tsetse flies may be the carriers of trypanosomes which cause sleeping
sickness in people and Nagana (zoonotic/animal trypanosomiasis) in livestock, a fact that was only suspected prior to the late 19th Century. At present it is estimated that approximately 300,000 – 500,000 people are infected
by sleeping sickness in one form or another and that some 100,000 people
die from the disease each year in Africa.263 Welburn et al state that if disability-adjusted life years are included in these figures ‘then the social and economic impact of trypanosomiasis ranks third amongst malaria and schistosomiasis [or bilharzia] in its affect on parts of sub-Saharan Africa’.264 Its
economic affect on livestock owners is also tremendous.265 Tsetse exist only
on the African continent, and with the discovery of their part in the spreading of the deadly disease and with an epidemic outbreak in Uganda in 1903
killing more that 200 000 people, the tsetse fly came into sharp focus of colonial intervention in East Africa. The fly has through the course of the 20th
century altered shape with in policy from ‘enemy number one’, morphed
into ‘incredibly important object of scientific inquiry’, morphed into ‘completely uninteresting object of scientific inquiry’ and finally morphed into
being ‘the saviour of wildlife and wilderness’.
Through an investigation of the networks in which the tsetse fly has been
connected at various times in the Mbulu district, this chapter aims to investigate the current understanding of Tarangire as protected by the tsetse fly
came about and the possible genesis and effect of the original outbreak of
sleeping sickness in the area in 1943 and its affect on the policy and planning post World War II, for the area in general and for the creation of
See eg KWWSZZZHFRUHVRUWVFRP7DUDQJLUHSKS ‘Not only does Tarangire
enjoy a year round water supply, but the wildlife also enjoys the protection of the tsetse fly. A
blessing in disguise, the wildlife is resistant to the sleeping sickness carried by this insect, but
human's cattle and goats are not. Thus this large area of rangeland has been left undisturbed
by man and the wildlife has flourished.’
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Tarangire in particular. The material basis of this chapter is mainly archival
on district and regional levels. Interviews with former/retired local tsetse
officers, medical and veterinary personnel as well as with people in general
have also been essential in the argumentation of this chapter. Central to this
chapter will be how the tsetse fly is perceived and treated within policy and
by local communities and how the changes in these relations affect the creational process of Tarangire National Park.

Introducing the fly, the trypanosomes and their networks…
The tsetse fly is not one but several different species of fly, in addition there
is the trypanosome that it may or may not carry, and what kind of trypanosome it is, its life trajectory and space is significant for what kind of interaction it will have if introduced to a human or animal body. The fly also has
preferences as to where it likes to be and who it likes to hang out with (or
feed from). Although the biology of all this is highly fascinating, of course I
am ill equipped to do a biological study of this little insect and its mutating
companion, and will only attempt a brief outline of epidemiology, ecology
and pathogenesis of disease and fly below. My concern here is rather with
the geography of the tsetse fly and accompanying trypanosomes and the
interactions included in the tsetse topology explored here.
To understand what part the tsetse fly plays in any particular landscape it
is necessary to briefly describe the complex surrounding the spread of human and animal trypanosomiasis (the kind pathogenic to stock is commonly
known as nagana and in humans it is termed sleeping sickness). Firstly,
there are 34 species of tsetse fly in Africa, of which only half are involved in
the transmission of human and animal sleeping sickness.266 Five species of
tsetse fly are associated with the occurrence of disease in Tanzania
(Makanwa, interview and written report), G. morsitans, G. pallidipes, G.
swynnertoni, G. longipenis, and G. brevipalpis267. Each fly has its particular
behaviour toward its ‘host’.
‘Among the trypanosomes four, in a broad sense, cause disease of domestic livestock, and one of these has developed ‘races’ that cause trypanosomiasis in man.’ 268 In the beginning of the 20th century two different kinds of
human sleeping sickness were identified, T. Gambiense and T. Rhodensie. It
has come to be increasingly questioned whether these in fact were different
diseases at all but simply took on different forms due to lack of resistance
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amongst people in areas where the disease was new. 269 Between 1922 and
1946 22,955 cases of Rhodesian sleeping sickness were diagnosed in Tanganyika,270 the equivalent figure for T. b. gambiense is lacking in this dissertation. The cases that were diagnosed as T. b. gambiense should according to
evidence presented by Koerner et al and Fèvre et al probably be viewed as
erroneously diagnosed and instead be viewed as cases of T.b. Rhodesiense.271
The presence of tsetse fly in an area does not necessarily mean the presence
of trypanosomes or trypanosomiasis, and an area can thus be filled with
tsetse without these carrying, or transmitting disease.272
Apart from the tsetse fly several other actors (or in this case vectors) are
involved in the spread of trypanosomiasis, these vectors vary from wild species of mammals273 to domestic stock (cattle, goats, sheep, donkeys and pigs)
and humans. Each in turn has different ways of acting and moving and their
life expectancy, and thus the length of them being a vector (if infected) is
highly variable. Likewise both fly and other vectors have preferences as to
what kind of environment they prefer, and how they move in these. There
are also slightly more stagnant things involved in the spread of trypanosomiasis, and these are the preferred trees and bushes, grasses etc in which the
animals as well as tsetse like to live. Finally, Ford establishes the fundamental importance of practice and the effect of disruption of practice in any landscape connected to or bordering tsetse.274 The cutting down of forests, or
bush encroachment in the wake of warfare, or altering hunting landscapes all
have affect on the ecology, and more importantly geography, of trypanosomiasis.
Unlike mosquitoes and stable flies the tsetse fly is not dependent on water
or other moist breeding grounds. The female fly carries its (one) egg in her
uterus until it hatches. The hatched larvae is fed by its mother until it is
ready to become a pupae – at which point in time the larvae is deposited by
the female and left to burry into the ground. It instantly forms a hard pupae
from which it hatches some three weeks later. The fly and its offspring are
therefore, unaffected by dry conditions and there is no seasonal variance in
birth rates.275 It is however sensitive to changes in heat, and the fly is dependent on certain conditions to secure offspring.276
In their delineation of the epidemiology of human African trypanosomiasis, Welburn et al leave out tsetse flies.277 It may have been un intentional
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on their part but it is reflective of a new understanding of the disease complex, and one where tsetse are but one factor of many in the spread of disease. The fly is but one, and fairly predictable agent in the transmission of
sleeping sickness. Much more unpredictable is the occurrence of trypanosomes in cattle, other domestic animals, game or people. It has been shown
that the occurrence of disease is much more dependent on mobile populations of game, mobile populations of cattle and notably it only takes one
infected cow or one infected bushpig being in the wrong place at the wrong
time to let loose trypanosomes in a wider population of flies and thereby
spreading disease further. Thus, what may be a completely harmless gathering of flies at one point in time, may without altering in behaviour, space or
in numbers, become a deadly gathering of flies at another. Failing to recognize this particular aspect of they trypanosome network, and of the tsetse fly
geography is, as we shall see below, one of the key reasons behind outbreaks
of sleeping sickness and the spread of tsetse fly in the Mbulu District during
the 1930s and 1940s.

The effect of colonial intervention?
It has been established that there is a dramatic increase of tsetse and tsetse
infested areas in the wake of colonial intervention throughout Africa.278 Until
Fords study of the ecology of trypanosomiasis (that is the ecology of sleeping sickness and nagana with all involved vectors, parasites as well as human
and non-human participants) the general consensus amongst historians on
the disease was that the explosion of sleeping sickness in the wake of colonial intervention in Africa was a result of Pax Britanica.279 Basically this
argument builds on the conception that colonial intervention pacified precolonial war faring amongst African societies and opened up for travel and
the farming of new lands which in turn brought people to the tsetse fly and
created outbreaks of sleeping sickness both amongst people and their domestic stock. This vision also builds on a small groups of people, living far apart
and intensely farming or dwelling in small areas.
John Ford delineated an all together different course of events:
Throughout tropical Africa the epidemics, epizootics, and famines that characterized the early years of this century and, in turn, set off the epidemics and
epizootics of trypanosomiasis during the 1920’s and 1930’s, were a consequence of ecological, political, and parasitological disharmony caused by the
unforeseen events that accompanied the colonial impact.280
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In Fords analysis of the outbreaks of human sleeping sickness in Sukumaland (Tanzania) he identifies several twists in the networks of tsetse fly, people and trypanosomes which render a major outbreak of sleeping sickness
there in 1918 (peaking in 1925). Firstly, the outbreaks of disease amongst
people, cattle and wildlife soon after 1890 (rinderpest amongst stock and
wildlife and jiggers amongst people) lead to ‘severe reduction of the human
population soon after 1890 and continued until about 1920. The evidence is
abundant but not quantitative.’ As well as leading to next to extermination
of the domestic cattle and wild buffalo.281 This at first led to decreased occurrence of fly, but since the buffalo recovered more rapidly then humans and
domesticated animals from the blow of rinderpest, buffalo were soon on the
increase and overrunning areas previously occupied by people and their domestic stock. With the buffalo came the tsetse flies. The regeneration and
expansion begins around 1913.282 The onset of buffalo in previously settled
landscapes brought the tsetse fly into new constellations of actors and very
close to people, and Ford sees the outbreak of sleeping sickness from 1918
forward as a direct result of these altered geographies. ‘Between 1923 and
1930 organized bush clearing halted the spread of tsetse in this area and the
remaining bush was preserved for experimental purposes by the Tanganyikan government Tsetse Research Department’283 Ford continues to show that
it was the large scale destruction of vegetation, game populations and efforts
of mass treatment during colonial intervention that led to outbreaks of sleeping sickness in Sukumaland in 1945. Because of its focus on tsetse rather
than trypanosomiasis, the Tsetse Research Department (headed by C.F.M
Swynnerton) despite its early attempts at understanding the ecology of
tsetse,284 misdirected its efforts of control and worked for mass scale destruction of tsetse and tsetse environments. Ford argues that the grazing of cattle
on areas cleared during major tsetse campaigns, in particular of forested
areas, meant that tsetse and trypanosomes could continue, feeding as they
would on these grazing animals. This in turn leads to new outbreaks of illness. Recent research on Ugandan sleeping sickness has shown that trypanosomes may remain in domestic stock, and once introduced to domestic stock
of European or other origin also become pathogenic to man,285 leading to
outbreaks of sleeping sickness in areas where it has not been present for
decades286.
Based on Fords work both Helge Kjekshus and James Giblin have argued
that the colonial interventions in both peopled landscapes and in the tsetse
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geography resulted in the ‘weakening of social control of vegetation communities, wildlife, vector and trypanosomiasis.’287 Kirk Arden Hoppe describes the colonial interventions on the tsetse fly as being at war with the fly
– and indeed he shows the rhetoric of the tsetse research and reclamation
department to be just that of warfare.288 A warfare to which Ford attributes
spread of not only the tsetse fly but also of sleeping sickness in both man and
livestock.289 Indeed it this will be shown to be the case of the morphs and
transformations of tsetse distribution in the Mbugwe, Gorowa and Kikore
landscapes as well.
Further, Hoppe argues that the British sleeping sickness control envisaged three distinct landscapes: ‘pristine, tsetse-infested, human-free nature:
reorganized, tsetse-free human settlement; and man-made, tsetse barriers in
between.’ 290

Tsetse networks in Mbulu district
As seen in chapter 2, the land that Oscar Baumann encounters in Mbugwe
and Gorowa landscapes, and describes in 1892291 was not covered by
Miombo forests or acacia trees. It can thus be argued that there was no environment for the tsetse to live in surrounding Gorowa and Mbugwe landscapes in 1892. However it is fairly likely that there were pockets of fly in
certain areas, especially in the forests to the south of Mbugwe and south of
Gorowa. If they existed in the late 19th Century, then these pockets of fly, as
we have seen, may in turn not have been harmful at all , depending on the
trypanosome geography of that time.
It is not known what direct effect the rinderpest outbreak of the early
1890s had on the Mbugwe and Gorowa landscapes. What is known is that it
had a tremendous effect on the Maasai to the east, the cattle plague leading
to starvation and the death of possibly two thirds or more of the Maasai people.292 Despite travelling through Mbugwe at the time of the terrible famine
amongst the Maasai, Oscar Baumann does not record starvation there caused
by the rinderpest.293 What is certain however, is that the deaths caused by
rindepest amongst both the domestic stock of the Maasai and amongst wild
ungulates, particularly buffalo, did have an enormous effect on the lands
which these animals grazed.294 The death of people, stock and wildlife, meant
that vast tracts of land previously held open by grazing altered in composi287
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tion and ‘invasive’ species of bush could grow where cattle and pastoralist
practice (such as burning) had held it away. This also opened areas to species of animals and insects (tsetse amongst others) which thrived in these
new landscape compositions.
From the previous chapter it was also concluded that World War I had
profound impact on both the Mbugwe and the Gorowa. The Spanish flue
outbreak amongst the Gorowa (and possibly also the Mbugwe), as well as
the pillaging and rape conducted by the German army passing through
Mbugwe sometime early on in 1916 (and alleged Maasai raids) clearly decimating the populations of both these peoples.295 World War I also resulted in
the coming of migrants fleeing starvation in the south.
It has been argued that World War I and the East Africa campaigns
greatly altered both the behaviour and the movement of game throughout the
areas where it took place.296 There can be no doubt that World War I dramatically altered the tsetse landscapes of Mbulu district, also indicating altering animal landscapes. Both the population decrease among the Mbugwe
as well as the prohibitions of hunting enforced by early British game laws –
in the early 1920s enacted quite categorically where there were people present wanting and able to do so – to some extent this may have altered the
relationships between people and wildlife.
Through the tsetse distribution maps from 1914, 1921 and 1925 (see fig
22, 23 and 24) an image of the rapid spread of tsetse fly arises, but also of
very fluid tsetse landscapes.297 Together they enhance the image of tsetse
being ‘thrown across the land’ from the south pushing the Gorowa people
away from Galappo. Even more so they narrate a rather dramatic alteration
of tsetse landscapes in Mbugwe and its surroundings, detailing as they do
Mbugwe as fly free at least until 1921 and then completely ‘covered’ with
fly by 1925. Landscape changes very much in line with the scenarios painted
by Ford in 1971.
The increase of tsetse infested lands up until 1925 is also documented by
the annual reports of the Department of Veterinary Science and Animal Husbandry.298 In these, the Maasai are accused of fleeing from tsetse infested
areas, thereby opening up for the encroachment of bush and with it the
spread of tsetse fly.
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Most of the fly-belts in the district have shown definite increase during the
year. It is feared that this increase is not seasonal but permanent, judging by
former years.299

Mbugwe men were engaged in clearing areas from G. Swynnertoni in Masai
district in 1927.300

Figure 22. Tsetse distribution in 1914 (shaded areas) based on map by Dietrich
Reimer (Ernst vohsen) Berlin, red. P. Sprigade u. M. Moisel entitled DeutschOstafrika, 1:5000000, Übersichtskarte uber Rinderreiche- und Tsetse-Gebiete.
(background World Shaded Relief Copyright:© 2009 ESRI)
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Figure 23. Tsetse distribution 1921/2. The 1921/2 map is based on map in Annual
report of the Department of Veterinary Science and Animal Husbandry, Tanganyika,
1922, p. 11, PRO CO 736/1 (Scale 1:5000000). This map in turn was compiled of
data from German sources as well as observations made by Veterinary field staff
between 1916 and 1921. (background World Shaded Relief Copyright:© 2009 ESRI)

The dramatic increase of tsetse fly in the Mbugwe area, should most likely
also be viewed in terms of the early 1920s imposition of game laws (see
Chapter 4) which rendered much hunting practice illegal, together with a
dramatic decrease in the Mbugwe population.
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Figure 24. Tsetse distribution between 1925. Distribution 1925 is based on map
from Department of veterinary Science & Animal Husbandry (Scale 1:2 000 000)
PRO CO 736/4 94396. Based on the annual report from the same dept. that year, the
species of tsetse present were G. Morsitans, G. Swynnertoni, G. Pallidipes, G. brevipalpis (extreme north only). (Background World Shaded Relief Copyright:© 2009
ESRI)

Moving forward in time, and comparing the 1925 distribution of tsetse to the
distribution in 1948 (see fig. 24 and 25) as detailed by the Atlas of Tanganyika,301 it becomes clear that colonial intervention in the area did little to decrease tsetse. On the contrary, the comparison makes probable that colonial
intervention did much to increase the distribution of tsetse fly in these areas.
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Figure 25. Tsetse distribution 1948, based on Atlas of Tanganyika Colonial Office
1948. (background World Shaded Relief Copyright:© 2009 ESRI)

An outbreak of sleeping sickness in Kiru Valley
World War II was to change the tsetse geographies of Mbulu district in a
dramatic way. The first outbreak of sleeping sickness occurs in the Kiru
Valley in 1943 (see fig ) and I argue that the key’s to understanding why this
occurs in a district where concentrated and consequent efforts against the
spread of fly and trypanosomes alike stood as central to the district policy
are as follows:
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Figure 26. Position of Kiru Valley in relation to distribution of Tsetse 1948 and
areas with sleeping sickness. Note that in 1948, large scale clearing of land had been
made at Kiru (background World Shaded Relief Copyright:© 2009 ESRI)

Kiru Valley could be said to be the borderland between Mbugwe and
Gorowa landscapes. As such a ‘wilderness’ possibly ‘densely forested’302 it
was offered for alienations in 1927, as no native rights in the area were
voiced at this time. In connection to the lack of voiced rights to the area it
should be noted that this was done at a time when the Ufiome chief Dodo Ou
was also chief over the Mbugwe area.
There was an outbreak of sleeping sickness in Kiru Valley in 1943, at this
point in time the area is settled by some Greek farmers, but many of the plots
302
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in Kiru were held by Germans (a total of 8639 acres, that is to say 30 % of
Kiru valley was held by Germans).303 All of the German land was deserted
throughout World War II, as Germans were detained and taken as prisoners
of war.304 Thus these 8639 acres of land would have been susceptible to bush
encroachment and the onset of bush pig and bush buck invasion and in their
wake the tsetse fly followed. The fact that sleeping sickness first occurs in
Kiru Valley and subsequently spreads in the region to fly infested areas at
the foothills of Mt. Kwaraa, and the timing of this outbreak to the Second
World War is highly noteworthy. It is noteworthy firstly because research on
Ugandan sleeping sickness has shown that trypanosomes may remain in
domestic stock, and once introduced to domestic stock of European or other
origin also become pathogenic to man305 – something there would have been
ample of in the Kiru Valley in the late 1930s early 1940s. Secondly, the First
World War enables tsetse to encroach areas where it was previously unknown, and then the second world war makes it possible for the trypanosomes to come into contact with animals in which it may mutate in order to
also invade human hosts. Furthermore, the fact that a far away war has such
an enormous effect on this an entire region because of the German land holdings in Kiru Valley is yet another example of rhizomatic landscapes and the
topology of landscape.
In the wake of the sleeping sickness outbreak, major transformations of
the Mbugwe landscape to its north was planned in order hinder further
spread of the disease.306 Small settlements on the slopes of Mt
Ufiome/Kwaraa are removed and meticulous control of all movement in the
district commences.
The politics of clearing: Regional tsetse officers mapped which areas to
clear, the clearing of land was then run by the District Officers together with
the native authorities often resulting in conflicts between the Tsetse officers
and the district officers. Costs were shared between the state and the native
authorities tax revenues. Local labour was either recruited or forced to work.
Most often the clearings seem to have been made by immigrants to the areas
who had been forcedly removed form areas in which they had previously
‘squatted’. Discriminate clearing was practiced, meaning that only trees of
certain species were removed, and the main strategy to rid the land of tsetse
was to farm it.
The first phases of tsetse clearing in Mbugwe and Gorowa, were efforts
to clear for the re-occupation. At the core of this policy was a motivation to
remove of people from ‘sick’ areas, creating stable (healthy) cores from
which one could then press back the wilderness and expand. This expansion
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was dependent on potential growth areas. There is notably a distinct difference in viewing things as extending or fixed. ‘Healthy’ expansion was built
into the policy of segregation of development from preservation, and up until
1950 the dominant voice in Tanganyika policy was that wherever there was
conflict between human interests and game, human interests must prevail.
Much of the land not yet under cultivation or development awaits the eradication of the tsetse fly or the improvement of water supplies before it can be put
to productive use. In various parts of the territory extensive reclamation
schemes are in progress. By bush clearing operations many square miles of
country have been cleared of fly. Water is being made available by the construction of dams and hafirs – with piped supplies in a number of localities –
and the newly opened lands provide expansion areas for agriculture and
stock.307

Prior to the creation of the colonial development fund in the mid 1940s,
tsetse clearings in the Mbulu District were often funded by the Native Treasury. That is to say they were funded by taxes.308 With the East African Development Plan and Fund, came large scale re organizations of both funding
and structure of tsetse clearing projects and programmes.309 It is also at this
point in time that the large scale tsetse clearings with the greater impacts on
the Galappo and Kikore areas are begun. And as their focus was on the highlands above Kikore, as well as on the lands east of Mt Kwaraa/Ufiome in
Babati District, and to the east of Tarangire focused on areas not on the borderlands of the Maasai District but in the midst of these spaces.310
With the new development plans in hand efforts of water development
were ‘opening’ the Grenzwildnis311 further. However, much effort was put
into clearing land that was never settled. The administrators stand dumbfounded as to why people will not move into the areas cleared for them as in
the case of Madege, on the borderlands of Kikore. In the Madege case, people did not want to be living next to the ‘witchdoctors’ of Kikore.312

Altering visions of tsetse, altering policy of space
At the turn of the century, the tsetse fly was seen as the chief enemy of development in Tanganyika, and in the developmentalist mind it continued to
be so.
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Briefly, the more important historical facts which appear to us to have shaped
the Tanganyika of today are the reduction of the African population, its redistribution and the encroachment of the tsetse fly resulting from the decimation
of population and the consequent regeneration of bush due to the early German campaigns and the suppression of the Maji-Maji rebellion; the slow
tempo of outside investment of capital and non-African settlement caused
largely by political uncertainty as to the future of the country between the two
wars; the fact that neither a ‘White Highlands’ policy nor a ‘tribal reserves’
policy has emerged; and that, subject to varying degrees of interpretation, a
consistent policy of considering African interests to come first has been pursued since the beginning of the British Mandate.313

But there was a growing opinion amongst ‘naturalists’ that the tsetse fly was
actually a blessing in disguise, the policy surrounding it keeping ‘the native’
away from game populations.314 Charles Swynnerton who initiated the department of tsetse research in Tanganyika also coins the conception of the
tsetse fly as the saviour of wildlife in 1936 and the notion becomes firmly
rooted within conservation practice by E. Barton Worthington in the late
1950s. In Fords words:
British research was almost entirely confined to problems of tsetse elimination until well after the Second World War. It was pursued in complete confidence that the achievement of that objective would indeed be the greatest of
all benefactions that a colonial power could bestow upon Africa. By that
time, however biologists in other disciplines had put forward another view,
that the expulsion of Glossina might be a disaster. Today neither opinion
seems right.315

Tsetse has become a part of the present day official Tarangire landscape. Its
presence there is condoned and even welcomed as the fly, or at least was
until 2005 (see below) now takes the shape of ‘the saviour of wilderness’.
The Wild animals have, over a long period, built up a resistance to ‘tryps’
and can survive in a tsetse-infested area. Large areas in Africa contain no
human settlements because of the small tsetse fly, but recent projects to
eradicate tsetses and open up these areas threaten the existence of large populations of wild animals and their natural habitat.316
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Figure 27. Present projected occurrence of G. Swynnertoni based on GIS data from
WHO, in comparison to protected area situation in 1972. Light indicates high likelihood, where as dark indicates minimal likelihood.

Looking at fig. 27 above, where WHO statistics for projected occurrence of
Glossina Swynnertoni as compared to the protected area situation of 1972 in
northern Tanzania, it would seem that the correct conclusion to be drawn is
that this species of tsetse is directly connected to National park space. Fig
27, thus conveys the same imagery painted by the African Wildlife foundation, and many a tourist magazine and internet site, that is to say that the
Tsetse fly is directly responsible for the protection of Africa’s wilderness
116

areas. However, if we instead compare the 1972 protected area situation
with the tsetse distribution map of 1914 (some twenty years after the rhinderpest outbreak of 1893) the imagery of tsetse as the root cause in creating
Tanzanias spaces of ‘wilderness’ becomes altogether less clear. Indeed, there
seems to be very little correspondence at all – see fig 28.

Figure 28. Tsetse situation in Northern Tanzania 1914 compared to Protected Area
in 1960 (Tsetse distribution based on based on map by Dietrich Reimer (Ernst vohsen) Berlin, red. P. Sprigade u. M. Moisel entitled Deutsch-Ostafrika, 1:5000000,
Übersichtskarte uber Rinderreiche- und Tsetse-Gebiete. Protected areas based on
Atlas of Tanganyika

In conclusion
Prior to WW I the prevailing tsetse prevention practice in British Colonies
was complete eradication of game.317 In the wake of growing opposition to
this method of prevention the newly established Tanganyika protectorate
became an experimental ground for developing different strategies to hinder
the spread of tsetse fly and its accompanying parasites (trypanosomes). In
the 1920s the Game department and the tsetse department was under one
roof and headed by the same man, which meant that the same man was responsible for the preservation of game and the control and eradication trypanosomiasis. In turn this leads to the agenda of separating and segregating
disease from man which is driven by the tsetse department throughout the
317
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1930s, 1940s and 1950s. Finding spaces of little or no human activity into
which one can drive game is one of the main goals.
The danger with having created immutable national parks is in Fords own
words;
The real danger lies in their preservation not of wildlife as such, but of populations of pathogenic trypansosomes.318

The preservation spaces of today are not isolated from intimate contact, on
the contrary everyday entanglement is a fact. Tarangire’s boundaries have
come close, and with the expansion of the park there is increased risk of
outbreaks of both sleeping sickness and Nagana.
The national parks and game reserves are not far away from peopled landscapes, they are in their midst, close by and the interaction often ‘intimate’.
Epidemics of sleeping sickness will arise, and perhaps do so un-noticed because they as Maryinez Lyons has noted, in the case of the former Zaire,
present day DRC, they may be interpreted as Aids or other deathly illnesses.319 The shape of the fly as ‘the saviour of wilderness’320 thus has profound consequences for the peopled landscapes which border them, and the
sleeping sickness maps of yesterday, say little about the potential zones of
outbreaks of tomorrow.
This chapter has argued that the various tsetse flies and the trypanosomes
that sometimes accompany them are not an active part of the early Mbugwe
and Gorowa landscapes, they make their definite entrance in the Gorowa
landscape sometime after or during World War I (thrown across the land, or
gradually expanding is a question open for interpretation – most of those
interviewed agreed that the tsetse pushed the people from Galappo, but it has
also been professed that it was the politics between Gorowa and Barabaig
that made the Chief move to first Bonga and then Babati). From the alterations in tsetse space as seen in figures 22, 23 and 24 it would seem likely that
because the forms of land tenure that kept tsetse away were temporarily faltered by outbreaks of the Spanish flue in 1918, or by the ravages of WW I in
general and the famines in the early 1920s, and that this in turn led to the
expansion of bushland and tsetse in formerly cultivated areas.
More to the point, it may rightly be said that tsetse gained space by colonial intervention, and particularly so by WW I. The perception of the fly as
pollutant re-moulded tsetse-people relations in ways that were beneficiary to
various species of fly and trypanosomes. It may also rightly be said that
whilst the human trypanosomiasis was a lime lighted disease within colonial
318
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policy it is now ‘one of the more neglected diseases in the tropics’.321 The
move of the tsetse fly from enemy number one of development, to the saviour of wilderness is indicative of why this is so. It is the perception of all of
the former tsetse personnel on the eastern border of Tarangire National Park
that have been interviewed that the disease is still present, and that it still
claims lives. In 2005, a tourist travelling the northern tourist circuit, contracted sleeping sickness from a tsetse bite in Tarangire. This instigated investigations on the possible occurrence of the disease in the villages closest
to the park area. Volunteers (notably not people with symptoms) were tested
for trypanosome infection and no cases were found. However, the study
concludes that the risk of an epidemic in the area is present.322
To further question the narrative of ‘the tsetse that saved the wilderness’ it
becomes necessary to take a look at the formulations, projections and performances of game policy in Tanganyika – how did modern day conservation space in Tanganyika come about, really?
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4. The shifting shapes and agency of
Tanganyikan game policy and reserves 18961960

The previous chapter began to problematize the role of the tsetse fly as
the creator of protected areas in Tanganyika in general and in Tarangire in
particular. We turn now to the now common academic contention that national parks and game preservation in Tanzania are imperial impositions of a
certain way of seeing the savanna landscape, and that any conflict at hand
today is rooted in this colonial misunderstanding of the African landscape.
But why question this conception when it has been so forcefully and convincingly argued that such is the case, and that such is the case not just for
Tanzanian preservation space but for conservation spaces all around the
world?
In the 1970s and 1980s conflicts between peopled practices and conservation efforts, when they were attended to, were explained within a neoMalthusian discourse. 323 Here population increase (both human and wildlife) was/is seen as central to understanding both environmental degradation
and present day park people conflicts. Since the mid 1980s, however there
has been a growing amount of research which establishes that conservation
efforts in Tanganyika as well as in other British protectorates and colonies
built on the preservationists flawed conceptions of an ‘African’ pristine and
sensitive nature324. This body of research has convincingly argued that the
root of these flawed conceptions is a social construction of nature, in which
nature is seen as separate and separable from humanity, observable and objective, and where emphasis is laid on the view from afar.325 It has thus established that conservation efforts are not value free or objective projects based
on indisputable facts, or indisputable natures, but in themselves interpretations of the state of things, and deeply rooted in political and ideological
endeavours. 326 Thus, empirically, and with historical depth, questioning both
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the objectiveness and independence of conservation movements and organisations. 327
It has been shown that in East Africa the main proponents of a sensitive
nature vision are fractions of the English aristocracy – many of whom were
members of the British Museum and The Society for the Preservation of the
Fauna of the Empire.328 And that this was a vision that ‘could only become a
reality by relocating thousands of Africans who’s agency had in fact shaped
the landscape for millennia.’329
By using the writings of Cosgrove330 amongst others, Roderik Neumann
explains the formation of Serengeti and Arusha National Parks as formulations of a visual ideology, one in which a nature out there is separable from
humanity. Neumann argues that this visual ideology – embodied in the landscape concept as ‘a way of seeing’ – of an imperial elite created the segregated landscapes of development and preservation present in Tanzania today331. It will instead be argued here, that whilst this ‘way of seeing’ was
indeed present in the discussions at various points in time it was not a stable
vision and a uniform ideology, nor did it in itself hold the power to include
and exclude. I do this because from MacKenzies delineation of preservation
in both South and East Africa, two things become clear, firstly that the category ‘game reserve’, which up until World War II was the only form of
preservation space in the Tanganyika territory, was a flimsy category of
preservation, being as it were up for negotiation. Secondly, MacKenzie proposes that there is a transformation of relationships between man and animal
as well as transformations of ways of viewing animals and game preservation spaces over time.332
I would like to pick up on three of the themes developed by MacKenzie;
firstly, that the meaning attached to wild animals underwent quite drastic
transformations during the 1900s (in this and the following chapter I develop
this further by showing that transformation is not a constant linear event but
one that must be seen topologically as altering continually depending on
within which relations it finds itself within), secondly that the category game
reserve was a flimsy category rendering it an unstable form of space (it will
be argued here and again in the following chapter that the flimsy nature of
the game reserve was not just that it could be altered with relative ease, but
also that it was perceived as doing fundamentally different things depending
on within which networks it was included). Thirdly, any preservation space
must be viewed as a precarious achievements within a multitude of relational
327
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webs as it is the struggle over definition that renders the most vehement attempts to fix it, and make it a solid.
To quote Stephen Pyne’s observation of the characteristics of reserves in
America and Australia:
A few decades either way and it is unlikely that those reserves could have
been made. They were a magnificent historical accident.333

My argument will be based in the relational ontology outlined in the introduction in which each spatial formulation must be seen as precarious and
substantiated only in the relation to the network of human and non-humans
in which it exists at any given point in time.
In order to problematize the stability and power of this ideology in the
creation of protected areas in Tanganyika, it becomes necessary to scrutinise
the topology of the concept and creation of a multitude of ‘game reserves’,
that whilst they remain the same in name display performances of altering
shape, composition, or purpose. However, before we turn to the topology of
game reserves in Tanganyika, it becomes necessary to delineate a brief history of the same, in the intent of sieving out the various networks and their
geographical composition, in which they have been formulated throughout
the 1900’s. In so doing, I partly build on previous research, and partially
depend on archive sources, as well as printed material from the Colonial
Office on Downing street as well as the Secretariat in Dar es Salaam.
The impetus of this chapter is thus in the realization that there is a distinct
difference between firstly, examining who’s definition of a space is hegemonic and how that hegemonic definition came into existence, and secondly
examining how the spaces came into existence in the first place. The link
between definition and space, a thing and its name is precarious, and dependent on the relational web it is found within.334 It is paramount that in
order for some definitions to become hegemonic, and for them to have
power, the spaces that they are attached to must first come into being and
become an actant in their own right.
This chapter will scrutinize firstly, whether preservation and preservation
spaces should be seen as fixed or altering forms of game and/or wildlife
preservation. Secondly, it will try to delineate the various networks in which
theses forms are fixed or altered. It focuses mainly on the phenomena game
reserve which is a seemingly stable category of preservation space existing
as it does from the onset of British rule in Tanganyika to the present.
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Game Policy During the German Intervention 1896 until World
War I
Game preservation policy in Tanzania has its origin in 1896 with the establishment of the first ‘General Wildlife Ordinance’ for German East Africa
under which all hunting, except by license, was prohibited335. In a decree
following the publishing of the new wildlife ordinance the then ruling Governor, Hermann von Wissmann, also advertised that he would create shooting reserves in which ‘wildlife can find refuge and recovery’.336
In agreement with MacKenzie337 the historian Juhani Koponen equates
the establishment of the first German game reserves in the territory to an
imperial hunting ethos, in which the game reserve serves as a reservoir of
game for the benefit of (sport) hunting, a reserve for a certain kind of hunting
(by a European, with a non-commercial sport motive and with a gun)338. According to Koponen there was a great (German) displeasure at the lack of
game in territory post the rinderpest panzootic of the early 1890s. There was
also a growing concern as to the impact of the 19th century ivory trade, and a
voiced belief that the big game of Africa was rapidly being threatened by
extinction.339 The concern, Koponen asserts, did not stem from a wish to
conserve biological diversity, rather the concern was that there would be no
game for the hunt. Ivory was the gold of east Africa at the end of the 1800s –
if it disappeared then much of the colonial incentive for occupation did
too340. Koponen also equates the restrictive game policy which rendered all
un-licensed hunting of game both by local and settler populations illegal to
this imperial hunting ethos.
Although the hunting regulations enacted by the German Government in
German East Africa, were strict in their banning of all un-licensed hunting,
there was certain allowance for ‘traditional’ hunting by groups of people
who were reliant on game meat for their subsistence (so long as they hunted
in approved ways). All commercial hunting by indigenous peoples was,
however, banned and it was practically impossible for an African to hunt
Elephant with a gun341. The severity of hunting regulations and their implementations varied over time. The 1896 regulations were strict in their ban on
hunting to the effect that there was voiced opposition from both indigenous
groups and German settlers. The Maji Maji342 rebellion, which took place in
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Southern Tanzania between 1905 and 1907, may have been partly spurred by
the enactment of a ban of hunting with nets in 1896. Hunting with nets was
commonly practiced by many peoples throughout Tanzania, and game meat
was an integral part of peoples subsistence343.
Under the Governorship of Rechenberg (1906-1911) during and post
Maji Maji and with the threats of a resurging rinderpest panzootic spreading
from Uganda the game policy of German East Africa was made less strict.
Hunting with nets was legalized and the fees for African game-licenses decreased. A mass scale killing of game along the Ugandan border was conducted to hinder the spread of rinderpest. The relaxation of hunting regulations, was however temporary and when Rechenberg’s Governorship ended
new regulations were imposed344.
Prior to World War I then, there were fifteen345 game protected areas with
the title shooting reserves (see Fig. 19, p). According to both Baldus and
Koponen these were created in spaces rich with game (assumingly game of
trophy stature) at the turn of the century. The idea was to create a shooting
reserve in each district346 (which would ‘feed’ the district with game for the
sport hunter). These spaces were meant to safeguard the re-generation of
game for the benefit of hunting outside their bounds, and all hunting was
prohibited within their bounds except by permission from the Governor. As
such they are formulated with the same ideology as the earliest medieval
European game protected areas – a reserve of game for the hunt to benefit
the crown/government347. The title shooting reserve is thus both indicative of
their purpose and ideological formulation.
Whilst there is no doubt that in German Game preservation had tremendously negative impact on certain areas and peoples, Koponen questions
whether German game policy impacted at all on the majority of the Tanzanian peoples348. Certainly there were, as Baldus (2001) asserts, cases where
the game laws were implemented and people trialled for breaching the regulations. However, the cases put forward by Baldus are from areas with a
German population. It can only be speculated, but it seems likely, that in
which several indigenous states in southern Tanzania allied themselves to fight the German
imposition. Maji Maji is Swahili for water water. The rebellion was brutally extinguished in
1907. Iliffe (1979) writes that as many as 300000 people were killed during and in the aftermath of Maji Maji.
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areas spotlighted as shooting reserves, or in areas with denser German settlement the laws of German East Africa were factually enacted, perhaps even
brutally so as a form of colonial empowerment. It is however also likely that
in other spaces, were there were no shooting reserves or German settlement,
implementation of the somewhat wholesale German game laws were not
practiced at all as there was no one present to act on them or benefit from
their enactment.
There has been little research into by whom and how the German game
ordinances were enacted. The dates of each shooting reserves gazettment is
also hard to come by. Koponen asserts that the first two shooting reserves
were established as early as 1896 (1994:540), which would make them into
the earliest such reserves in Africa. These reserves were located west of Kilimanjaro and the other, north of the Rufiji river which today is incorporated
into the Selous (Baldus 2001). Without stating his source, Neumann dates
the establishment of the reserves that became the Selous to 1905 (1998:146).
Other Reserves, it would seem were established in 1908 (ibid), which would
date them to Richenberg’s era, and thus created during a more lenient game
policy, and in the aftermath of Maji Maji. Lake Natron Game Reserve was
established in 1910 (TNA ACC 305 G.1/4, No.5 of file), as was Saba River
Reserve according to Mtahiko.349 If indeed they were established at a time
when the strictness of game policy for space not designated Shooting Reserve was eased, then the shooting reserves must be viewed as a embodying
a logic where spaces of no hunting ‘feeds’ or ‘breeds’ spaces of much hunting, and an attempt to ease tensions between those who argued for the protection of game for hunting, and those that argued that protection of animals
was causing conflict with native societies.350
Looking at the map presented in figure 29 the areas of German Game
preservation space in the south correspond to key areas in the Maji Maji
rebellion. How this all hangs together is hard to stipulate without knowing
when each space was created. There is Koponens claim that the Maji Maji
rebellion in part was provoked by the ban of net hunting, and if the areas
were shooting reserves were placed also represent highlighted or spotlighted
areas of game preservation then there certainly is logic to this. Neumanns
dating of the earlier parts of the Selous to 1905, the same year as the Maji
Maji begins furthers this argument.
However, it may also well be that if the areas were established in 1908, at
the same time as Governor Richenberg was relaxing the game policy of the
territory general, then the shooting reserves represent a compromise in that
they ‘guaranteed’ certain spaces of re-generation of game even if hunting
was allowed to be excessive in the remaining territory. A vision that assumes
that by gazetting a reserve hunting may be allowed to be more intense out349
350
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side its bounds (re-generation of game being warded in the spaces of no
hunting). Indeed this is a vision that would continue into British Game Policy.
The northern ‘cluster’ of German shooting reserves (Natron, Kilimanjaro,
Meru and Northern Railway), should probably be understood in connection
to this area being a region with much European settlement, and hunting.
If the majority of the shooting Reserves in the south were created in 1910
and 1911, then I would argue that they directly reflect the devastation in the
wake of the Maji Maji rebellion. Iliffe writes that as many as one third of the
population of Southern Tanzania died during or in the aftermaths of the Maji
Maji rebellion (Iliffe 1979). These southern tracts of Tanzania were also hit
hard by World War I, the Spanish flue ravaging the area in 1918. A region
which in 1860 is narrated by explorer accounts as containing farmed, densly
settled landscapes in which the larger game of East Africa were rarely seen
(Kjekshus 1977:72f), was by 1930 described as one of the best shooting
areas and exceedingly rich in game (Sayer 1930:) Iliffe ends his chapter on
the Maji Maji with the following paragraph.
One point remains. When the survivors returned they found forest encroaching on their fields and game reoccupying cultivated land. ‘Not many tall trees
are to be seen’, a missionary wrote of Matumbi in 1910, ‘for in the old days
before the Maji Maji war there were many people… Now the people have
become fewer; some have died in the war, others have since died from famine, many from cold and sickness and even from the wild animals’. By 1921
elephants were entering Matumbi for the first time in living memory. Tsetse
appeared simultaneously. […] The people of southern Tanganyika had lost
not only a hope of regaining freedom. They had lost a battle in their long war
with nature. (Iliffe 1979:201f)

What was the stronghold of indigenous Tanzanian states, and the home of
the one major attempt at resisting colonial intervention is now the site of
Africas largest ‘wilderness’, the Selous Game Reserve. Whether the creation
of German shooting reserves should be seen as formulated as an integral part
in a ‘more’ lenient game policy, and thus an attempt to ease tension surrounding the banning of certain types of indigenous hunting practices or,
more likely, as spotlighted areas rich in game (due to the erasure of indigenous states in the wake of Maji Maji) is pure speculation work here. However, it is clear, that the process of the Selous becoming the ‘largest wilderness’ in Africa must be understood in connection to the violence of colonial
intervention (Kjekshus 1977), violence that would continue in one way or
another throughout the 20th Century.
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Figure 29. Comparative map over German Shooting (Game) Reserves 1913 (based
on Koponen 1994:534f & Baldus 2001) and the protected area situation in 1930
(based on Sayer 1930:426). Circled is the area of the Maji Maji Rebellion (based on
Iliffe 1979:170)
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Figure 30. Changes in protected Area situation between 1930 and 1947. Data for
1930 based on Sayer 1930. Data for 1947 based on The Tanganyika Guide 1948,
map between pp’s 64 and 65. In the Lake and Northern Province the Serengeti
Closed Reserve and Reserve are completely re-drawn and re-formulated as partial
game reserve and National Park. The Ngorongoro Game Reserve becomes a part of
the new Serengeti National Park. Also in Northern Province, the Sanya Plains GR is
established. In Tanga Province the Northern Railway GR is re-drawn and the Mkomazi CA established. In Western Province two controlled areas are established at
and close to Shinyanga (although one of these was actually in place already in 1930
(Sayers 1930:572)). Gombe Stream GR comes into existence. In Central Province
the two tsetse reserves at Kikore and in Kondoa are removed. Also in Central, the
Saba GR is expanded and re-named Rungwa River GR and the Logi GR is abolished
(OBS: this occurs by 1937, see CO323/1516/19). In Tabora Province, the Kakoma
CA is established. In the Southern Highlands or Iringa Province (1930) Lake Rukwa
is established as a CA as is Iringa CA. The Selous GR within the Eastern and Southern Provinces, is dramatically enlarged (see Neumann 2001). A part of the Mtandu
GR is incorporated in the new Selous GR. The eastern part of the Mtandu GR is
abandoned. Also in Southern the Mtetesi GR is abolished (OBS: this occurs by
1937, see CO323/1516/19).
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Figure 31. Protected area situation in 1955 as compared to 1947. 1) Serengeti Partial
Game Reserve, 2) Serengeti National Park, 3) Maswa (?) Partial Game Reserve, 4)
Lake Natron Game Reserve, 5) Lake Manyara Controlled Area, 6) Longido? Controlled Area, 7) Kilimanjaro Game Reserve, 8) Mount Meru Game Reserve, 9)
Sanya Plains Controlled Area, 10) Pare or Ruvu River Controlled Area, 11) Mkomazi Game Reserve, 12) Handeni Controlled Area, 13) Kongwa Controlled area, 14)
Doma Mikumi Controlled Area, 15) Selous Game Reserve, 16) Long'onya controlled area, 17) Rungwa River Game Reserve, 18) Lake Rukwa Controlled Area,
19) Ugalla River Controlled Area, 20) Katavi Plain Game Reserve, 21) Shinyanga?
Controlled area, 22) Gombe Stream Game Reserve, 23) Biharamulo Controlled
Area, 24) name unknown, but designation is partial game reserve. Data for 1947
based on The Tanganyika Guide 1948, map between pp’s 64 and 65. Data for 1955
is based on Moffet 1958:452. Between 1947 and 1955 there are only two protected
areas which remain (relatively unchanged; Kilimanjaro and Katavi Plain Game Reserves. The main reason behind the increase of total protected area is the increase of
the number of controlled areas.
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Figure 32. Protected area situation in 1960 as compared to 1955. Serengeti NP is
completely re-shaped (see Århem 1985, Shivji, Neumann 1995 & 1998, Shetler
2007). The Serengeti partial reserve is re drawn. In its western part two smaller CAs
are established, Ikorongo and Lamai Wedge. Its central part becomes a part of the
Serengeti NP. Finally, its eastern part becomes Loliondo CA. The Ngorongoro Conservation Area is established in area previously eastern part of Serengeti NP. The
Maswa partial reserve is re-drawn and re-designated CA. Grumeti River CA is established. South of the Ngorongoro conservation area Endulen CA is established, as
is the Mto-wa-Mbu CA. The Lake Natron GR is re-designated CA Lake Manyara
CA becomes Manyara GR. Tarangire GR is created. Also, surrounding Tarangire,
Loikisale and Mkungunero CAs are created. The Sanya Plains CA is enlarged and
re-named Sanya Plains and Lelatema Mountains. The Longido controlled area to the
west of Kilimanjaro is expanded. The Pare (Northern Railway) CA is enlarged and
re-named Ruvu River CA. The boundaries of Mkomazi GR are re-drawn and two
CAs are established covering areas previously a part of the reserve (Umba river and
Kalimawe CAs). The Kitwai CA is established. The Shinyanga CA is removed. The
Biharamulo CA is re-drawn and re-designated GR. Ibanda Arena CA is established
and the former partial reserve on the boundary to Uganda is removed. The Selous is
once again somewhat re-drawn. In Western Province a whole network of CAs established (a total of 10).
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Figure 33. Altering game preservation spaces between 1960 and 1966. Five new
CAs are established (Simanjiro, Rungwa River, Kilombero, Kizigo and Utengule
Swamps) and two entirely new game reserves (Rumanyika Orugundu, and Rubondo
Island GRs). Long'onya game CA is partially swallowed by an expanding Selous
GR and partially abolished. Otherwise the main theme between these two years is
re-designation. Ugalla River and the Lamai Wedge controlled areas are made game
reserves. Rungwa River Game Reserve is split in two and the southern part becomes
Ruaha National Park. Doma Mikumi controlled area becomes national park as does
Manyara and the eastern most part of Meru Game Reserve becomes Ngurdoto National Park.
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Figure 34. Altering game preservation shapes between 1966 and 1972. The Burgi
GR is created, and the CA attached to Biharambulo GR abandoned. Ibanda Arena is
transformed to GR. The Lamai Wedge GR is incorporated into the Serengeti NP, as
is the Speke Gulf CA. Maswa CA becomes GR and is reduced in size. The Protected
area around Kilimanjaro is enlarged and the centre becomes national park. The
Ngurdoto NP is extended and becomes Arusha NP. Handeni and Kitwai CAs are
expanded. Rau Forest CA is established. Tarangire GR becomes Tarangire NP and is
extended to include approximately half of the Mkungunero GC area. The Simanjiro
CA is enlarged to include a stretch of land to the west of Tarangire National Park.
Sadani GR is created. The Selous is yet again re-drawn. The Doma Mikumi NP is
extended and attached to the Selous. The larger part of Kizigo CA becomes game
reserve and a small part to the West of Rungwe River GR remains Kizigo CA. The
southern part of Lake Rukwa CA becomes Uwanda GR.
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Early shapes and spaces of game preservation in British
Tanganyika
When Britain assumes control over Tanzania at the end of World War I,
most of the German Shooting Reserves remain with reserve status, although
then with the designation game reserve351. The first British Game Ordinance
is gazetted in 1921 and lists 11 complete reserves and 2 partial reserves. The
two German shooting reserves Mohoro and Mahenge are combined and extended to form the Selous Reserve. A few smaller game reserves are removed. Ukewere Island Reserve, which was completely protected during
German rule, and Mbulu Reserve are made into partial reserves352. But do the
thirteen game reserves that were apart of this first formulation of British
Game Policy in Tanganyika, embody the same form of logic as the German
Shooting Reserves? That is to say, did they exist to maintain a ‘healthy’
population of game for the hunt, as a manifestation of the notion that there
must be reserved space in which hunting is not allowed and in which regeneration of game may occur? To answer this question I will briefly review
the events and sentiments surrounding game and game reserves during the
1920s.
The first governor of British Tanganyika, Sir Horace Archer Byatt353 saw
it as ‘the duty of responsible authorities at the present day to prevent too
great a reduction in the numbers of such animals [referring to big game]’.354
His sentiment must be seen in context of the large scale destruction of game
to clear land from tsetse that had taken place in other British colonies at the
beginning of the 20th Century. 355 Byatt appointed C. F. M. Swynnerton as the
first Game Warden of Tanganyika, an appointment which commenced already in November 1919. The choice of Swynnerton was directly related to
his research knowledge on the relations between tsetse borne disease and
game.356 Swynnerton was tasked with writing the first Game Ordinance of
British Tanganyika Territory357 moulded on the Kenya Game Ordinance and
to establish its first Game Department.
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From what the archival material conveys there was no re-evaluation prior to 1921, of the
spaces inherited from the German era as Game Reserves
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In Ukewere only elephant were protected and in Mbulu elephant and rhino were protected.
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tsetse, then I should certainly choose Swynnerton.’ (PRO CO 691/21 dated 1919) Swynnertons vision for Tanzania was fly free and ‘Foresaw the occupation of the vast, now tsetseinfested, wastelands by a population much less dense and therefore much less harmful to soil
and water than that of a density necessary to create and maintain those cultivation steppes
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Influenced by Swynnerton, research on tsetse and land-reclamation efforts
connected to the fly became the responsibility of the tsetse division of the
Game Department from an early date.358 Swynnerton was against ‘native’
hunting and argued in 1926 that hunting natives spread tsetse and sleeping
sickness into areas where it was previously not found, firstly by frightening
game into areas where they usually did not reside and through this dispersal
bringing tsetse fly into areas previously un-infested, and secondly by the
hunters entering tsetse infested areas and themselves becoming curriers to
tsetse as well as contracting sleeping sickness and thereby spreading it to
areas where there previously was none359. Swynnertons dual role in the dawn
of British Game preservation in Tanganyika is significant in that the two
missions, game preservation and tsetse research were viewed as intrinsically
interrelated at the onset. In 1928 the Tsetse Research sub-department becomes its own department, however Swynnerton remained in charge of both
the new department and the Game Department until 1929.360 According to
Hoppe Swynnertons contended that ‘tsetse-control policies needed to separate people and livestock from wildlife by controlling human and game
movements.’361 There was thus an explicit intent from the game department
to separate and control man and wildlife, a separation and control that was
explicitly spatial in its formulation. Certain areas should be for wildlife only
and others should be for people only, they should not occupy the same space.
The first Game Ordinance is easily perceived as forbidding all but licensed hunting in the territory. However, the game department was small,
and although the Game ordinance of 1921 was highly ambitious in its preservation ambition the actual implementation of it must, in the light of the
sheer size of the territory, have been weak, haphazard and entirely dependent
on who, with what opinion, was where at what time. By Swynnertons own
account, the Game Department which had been created specifically for the
purpose of preserving game, was a decade later in 1928, a department almost
exclusively focused on crop protection. Again by Swynnertons account, only
one out of 6 game rangers was devoted to the adherence of the Game Ordinance in 1928, which must be compared to the total area of game reserves,
73,981 km2 (see fig. 36 and table 2) and the total land surface of the Tanganyikan Territory of approximately 883000 km2.362 Of course district and
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provincial officers were often charged with maintaining the game laws as
well, however their inclination to do so would have varied dramatically. The
laws in themselves therefore say very little about their effect on game/people
relationships, or about game reserve/people relationships. In Serres sense, it
is the fluid relational context in which these laws find themselves in, that
makes them what they ‘are’ or rather ‘do’ at any given point in time.363 They
must thus constantly be viewed as one actor gaining power or becoming
completely obsolete depending on with whom they were interacting.
In the mid 1920s there were fairly disparate views on the preservation of
game, and indeed of what game was and what it did (see fig. 35). Likewise,
being a hunter, or protecting ones crops from raiding animals was a highly
altering practice which could under certain circumstances suddenly end you
up in court, and under other circumstances (more likely) end with the procurement of meat. This divergence in perception of both game and the people who kill it, can be illustrated by a few quotes from a Tanzanian Secretariat file entitled ‘Game Preservation Policy’ dating to 1926-27. Here the
Director of Game preservation, Swynnerton, writes;
[T]he native has not yet reached the stage of civilization at which he is capable of appreciating properly the gifts of nature – such as a fine game population and valuable timber forests – and of conserving them.364 […]That the
game fauna of Tanganyika Territory is of exceptional interest […] and that
its going the way of the game of Barotseland would be regarded as a disaster
by scientific men the world over.365

The Director of Agriculture states;
The first care of the Agricultural Department is the increase of native foodcrops. The first care of game preservation is the protection of the pests that
cause every year the greatest and most dangerous destruction of those crops.
[…] Apologists for game preservation usually refer to the extent to which the
native population suffers from it. It is not a matter of extent. As long as one
native has to eat grass or suffer from disease, or one native child die of starvation or disease, through game, the protection of these destructive curiosities must be considered first in the light of the public weal.

The angry conclusion being;
I see on p 4 §3 the D.G.P has dragged the ridiculous old cry about extermination into the argument: He knows as well as I do that it was modern firearms
ranger dealing with breaches in the ordinance in the whole of the Tanganyikan Territory. For
a detailed account of number of preservation officers see table 1.
363
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364
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same handwriting. ‘What has that got to do with the people who live in this country?’
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that did it in Barotheland: whom proposes to let natives arm themselves with
rifles? […] P.S. If in uninhabited or agriculturally useless tracts it is thought
worth while to establish Game Reserves in which ‘European Scientists’ can
amuse themselves, there can be no objection, provided the Scientific bodies
will meat the cost of managing such reserves.366

As the 1920s progressed there was, by far, more resistance to game preservation policy than there were advocates for it within the Tanganyikan governmental structure.367 Game animals were viewed as disorder – marauding
farms, spreading disease and provoking the ‘native’ to hunt rather than tend
to his crops368. In 1925 Byatt was replaced as Governor by Sir Donald Cameron, who was first and foremost concerned with the development of Tanganyika, but also a champion of indirect rule. He was, like Swynnerton but for
fundamentally different reasons, of the opinion that in order for development
to occur game/pest and man must be separated into mutually exclusive
spaces and that where the interest of game and man conflicted then man
must always prevail.
‘In my opinion there is no doubt that game and population are mutually exclusive and that the principle must be accepted that nowhere should game
preservation be allowed to conflict with economic development. If settlement
and peasant cultivation are to extend in this Territory, the preservation of
game must depend on reserves, as the present wholesale or indiscriminate
369
preservation of game is not compatible with agricultural development.’

The change of tone as regards game policy under the new Governor is
marked, and during the first years of his rule three game preservation spaces
are abandoned, namely Wami River Reserve (Mogorogoro District), Ukewere Island Reserve (Mwanza) and Mbulu Elephant and Rhino Reserve
(Mbulu District). The imposition of hunting regulations on indigenous peoples was no longer strictly practiced. 370 Although the legislation, which forbade many local ways of hunting remained, there was much allowance for
breaches of the same. It was argued that game represented a valuable source
of protein which must be allowed to be a part of local subsistence371. From
1925 onwards there were decided attempts by the Tanganyikan government
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to alter the game regulations so that all ‘natives’ should be allowed to hunt
for food, and to protect their crops from ‘depredations of game’.
[B]ut the situation as regards other game animals is unsatisfactory and must
remain so, in the opinion of the Governor, so long as the native is deprived of
the means of protecting his crops. In the past he has been charged with licence duty for his muzzle-loading gun but has been refused any powder for
use in it. The Governor is taking steps to relax these restrictions which in
some cases have subordinated the interest of the natives of those of game
preservation.372

These alternations were however met with resistance from Swynnerton who
continually sought to side step all alternations, and who sought empowerment for his own view by involving the Kenyan Game Department and its
head Captain Caldwell373, as well as it would seem, engaging in discussions
with prominent members of the settler community in both Tanganyika and in
Kenya.374
During 1928, Swynnerton received critique for his lack of rigour in reporting on both his Game Departmental Work, as well as his work on tsetse
research and eradication.375 There was also a dislike for Swynnertons arguments against hunting by the African population.376 Swynnerton in turn
wishes to be relived from his duties as head of the Game Department, in
order to focus on Tsetse research and reclamation. However, it is not until
1929/30 that Swynnerton is replaced as head of the Game department. By
this time he had begun to formulate the notion of tsetse as the saviour of
wilderness377, as presented in chapter 3.
Thus in 1930 tsetse and game issues were separated under two different
departments. Swynnerton became the head of the new Tsetse department and
Battye (a military officer) replaced Swynnerton as head of the Game Department albeit with a different title from the one held by Swynnerton.378
Swynnerton held the title ‘Director of Game preservation’, and Battye became ‘game warden’. With this alternation, the Game Department no longer
had any focus on or staff for research their but on crop protection and the
policing/ patrolling of game reserves.
It would seem then, that during the 1920s there were two lines of argument on the game v.s. people issue in the territory. Both of which, albeit for
fundamentally different reasons, viewed wildlife and people occupying the
same space as a detrimental composition, and accordingly argued for the
372
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separation of game and people. Whilst both lines of arguments contain the
same conclusion, i.e. that man and wild animal must be separated in space in
order for development to occur, one saw the development of people as the
end result and the other saw the development of a fine game population and
tsetse free space as the end result. There was also a vast difference in how
‘game’ was perceived within the Tanganyikan government and departments
(as seen in fig. 35). One of which argued that the ‘interests of man must prevail’ and that if wildlife was to have continued existence in the territory, then
one would have to create reserves in which to push it. There is a distinct
difference in this view of game and game preservation compared to one
which sees the need for areas where game may be re-generated, the latter
seemingly being the main purpose of the German game reserves.

Figure 35. The precarious achievement of being rhino within human networks during the 1920s and 1930s (or a rhino topology), which renders it – from human perspectives – in need of ‘control’.

In the colonial Annual Reports for the Tanganyika Territory,
game/wildlife issues only appear from 1923 onward. In 1923 under the head138

ings of Destruction of Native Crops by Elephant and Issue of Powder and
Caps to Natives for the Destruction of Vermin,379 in 1924 under the heading
of Destructive Game, Animals and Elephants,380 and in 1925 and 1926 under
the heading of Depredations of Game.381 From 1927 until World War II,
game/wildlife issues simply come under the title of Game, however the content under this heading remains concerned with depredations caused by
game until 1928. In 1929 however, the content under the Game heading alters dramatically and mainly concerns allegations of a weak Tanganyikan
game policy in the London Times, and the roots of this debate. From 1930
onward the Game section only contains definitions of the various forms of
Game preservation space (in 1930 Complete Reserve, Closed Reserve,
Closed Areas and partial reserves) the names of these reserves as well as any
alternations in game regulations or reserved space.
The focus on game as pests, and shorthanded content of these sections in
the Annual Reports until 1929 should probably be understood in two ways.
Firstly, the focus on the destructiveness of game, and other undomesticated
animals does seem to reflect the common conception of wildlife existing at
that point in time amongst many of the staff in the secretariat in Dar es Salaam, as well as out in the Districts.382 Secondly, these short texts should be
viewed in the light of the large quantities of complaints in the archival material about Swynnertons inability to compile reports over actions and planned
activities for both the game and tsetse divisions of the Game department.383
That is to say, there simply were no reports on which to base the game sections of the Annual Reports on the Tanganyika Territory on.
In 1931 the headquarters of the Game Department is transferred from Kilosa to Arusha. According to the Colonial Report for the year 1932, this
move was greatly appreciated.384 Arusha was the centre for hunting safaris,
and the relocation eased the process of acquiring game licenses for hunting
parties.385 It seems significant that from its initiation the Game Department
was located away from Dar es Salaam (and the centre of Tanganyikan political interaction) in order to ‘be closer to the centre of their activities’. This in
turn means that there was no daily contact or interaction between the Game
Department and the rest of the Tanganyikan government, and that most interaction was conducted through written correspondence. By contrast, there
was such contact between the heads of the following departments: Agriculture, Customs, Education, Finance, Legal, Justice, Lands, Surveys, Public
Works, Railways, and Veterinary Services. Of these Agriculture and Veteri379
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nary Services under the ‘same roof’ seems significant as these two are the
ones consulted in terms of Game preservation and the conflicts between man
and game. In 1930, however, the agricultural dept is moved from Dar es
Salaam to Morogoro. During the same year the Tsetse Research Department
is arranged to move from Kondoa to Shinyanga. 386 The Game Department
staff were, therefore, not a part of the daily social life and discussions so
central to colonial life. Rather the daily interaction of the Game Department
were with varying District Officers (depending on which district they would
find themselves in) and more than often with the Safari and hunting outfitters. More importantly the Game Department staff were mobile, constantly
moving from one place to another with fairly elaborate campsites. 387

Abandoning Mbulu, creating Ngorongoro
The process of abandoning the three reserves under Cameron, as mentioned
above, can be illustrated by the case of the Mbulu Reserve. In 1927 an officer was charged with shooting an Elephant within the Mbulu Partial Reserve. He had shot the elephant as it had been raiding crops in the fields of
local Iraqw farmers. The charges of illegal hunting which are lain on him
raised questions on how it was possible that Mbulu was still a reserve when
it included ‘not only native grazing land extending to thousands of acres and
native settlements with a population of about 10,000 natives, but also the
entire township and government buildings of Mbulu’388, all of which of
course was entirely illegal within a game reserve under the 1921 Game Ordinance. In a letter to the Governor dated the 14th of October 1927, the Provincial Commissioner of Northern Province (P.E. Mitchell) writes;
That a densely populated area inhabited by some 10,000 natives should be
declared a reserve for the animal of all others most destructive to crops (Elephant), and for such common vermin as the rhinoceros, is an intolerable position.

Shortly after, the Mbulu reserve was entirely removed. The Director of
Game Preservation (Swynnerton), argues for the creation of a game reserve
at Ngorongoro to compensate the loss of the Mbulu Reserve. 389
Ngorongoro had long been settled, there are remnants of farming in the
crater, and between 1899 and World War I there was a German farm on the
crater floor.390 The crater was also an important part of Maasai landscapes.391
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In Farlers account of Arabic trade routes in the interior, Ngorongoro is
named as ‘a thickly-populated Masai district with many villages. The country is full of big game, harboured in the neighbouring forest. A strong boma
is made here, and the caravan remains about twenty days to trade and
hunt.’392 Jaeger records two Maasai kraals in the crater on his mapping expedition of Northern Tanzania in 1907,393 however these by no means resemble
‘a thickly populated’ district, indicating the disastrous effect of rinderpest
panzootic on the Maasai in the early 1890s, effects of which are recorded by
Oscar Baumann travelling the area in 1892. After World War I, however, the
crater had been ‘abandoned’ and an American millionaire, bought the lease
hold and kept the crater as a hunting area for his visitors.394 By 1928, it had
been turned into a space of game, and declaring it a reserve in return for the
abandonment of the more densely settled Mbulu met with little resistance
from the government, its attributes both as game country and as beautiful
scenery being heralded.395
Research into Maasai conflicts with creating a preservation space at
Ngorongoro does not go into this, its earliest phase of existence as Reserve396, and it is therefore difficult to know how and if at all it was imposed
in a way that had any effect on Maasai transhumant pastoralism, and if it was
resisted, or indeed needed resisting at this point in time – that is to say if it
becoming a game reserve impacted at all on the Maasai as the reserves main
goal was to prevent hunting. Whether it was met with resistance from those
who took hunting safari’s there is another question all together, and one
which I unfortunately have no answer to. I can venture to assume that it
might have caused some grumble among tour operators in Arusha.
The issue of game reserves being a part of, and indeed created by, a landscape ideology which emphasises scenery of a certain kind, has long been
opted for by Roderik Neumann.397 However, that there is a distinct difference
between how the definitions of national parks and wilderness spaces of come
into existence, something Roderik Neumann traces in the above cited works,
and the creation of the spaces in the first place. And what is clear is that
unlike the creation of National Parks in America398, specific landscapes, or
sceneries were quite irrelevant for the creation of most game preservation
spaces in Tanganyika in the first half of the 20th century. Gazettment of a
certain space as a game reserve was, rather, a question of the amount of, and
the kind of animals which congregate there.399 This may still be a form of
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landscape vision, but one of an altogether unspecified-place kind and I shall
dwell on the problems of this further below. However, Ngoronogoro is gazetted in part because it according to Swynnerton offers ‘the ideal setting’
for the preservation of game.
The transformation of preservation space to scenery and scenic values is
intimately tied to the transformation of the actors and their actions within
preservation space. As John MacKenzie shows there was a gradual transformation of animal value within colonial networks from edibility to sporting or
hunting qualities to viewability and aesthetic value.400 A transformation
which only became possible with the transformation of the tools with which
(white)man-animal relations were associated. A transformation of tools from
gun to camera, from safari on foot and on horseback involving a great many
people to safari by car involving only a few people. As the 20th Century progressed, scenery, and scenic values were to become an important part of
maintaining preservation spaces, but in the early times of British Colonial
intervention in Tanganyika a (perceived) beautiful scenery was more likely
to create visions of ideal places for development, rather than ideal places for
preservation. But we will have to return to this statement later on.

Photography, Aeroplanes and the speed of the car - altering the
shapes of colonial man-animal relations
Three phenomenon start to work together in the colonial man-animal relation
during the 1920s and 1930s, and that is the growing use of cameras to
‘shoot’ game, of aeroplanes to fly to remote locations, and the use of cars to
‘hunt’ and ‘stalk’ game.401 By 1930, there had been quite a few alternations
made to the 1921 Game Preservation Ordinance, and one of the more striking changes is that it had become illegal to ‘hunt’ game with photographic
equipment within game reserves.402 Under the revised ordinance, it was also
possible to prohibit photography of animals in any part of Tanganyika,
where it was seen fit to do so.403 The same was true for the Kenya game ordinance, under which the Kenyan game department in the late 1930s gave
out photography licences for photographic safari tours.404
The camera had, of course, made its entry into Africa already in the mid
19th Century – the role of the animal in early photography was however as
and National Parks in Africa. A picture search on Google of Yellowstone will render countless images of animal and human free landscapes, or spectacular scenery, where as the same
search for Serengeti will render countless pictures of various animals ‘in action’, and few
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dead or stuffed pray.405 Wildlife photography – the photography of animals
‘in their natural state’, capturing movement and activity - makes for a new
type of man-game relationship.406 However, wildlife photography would
remain the activity of hunters directly407 and indirectly408 and it was not until
the 1920s and 1930s with the advent of efficient motor transport that the
camera really starts to transform colonial man animal relations. Previously
all hunting expeditions were conducted on foot, or where it was possible, on
horseback and always with legions of porters. The ‘sportsman’ hunter, who
Alfred Sharp (Society for the Preservation of the Fauna of the Empire) defined in the London Times debate (see above) as a man hunting with a gun,
on foot, for pleasure or profit, but never excessive409. man is no longer the
hunter of game, but its non-deadly observer and documentary reporter.
Wildlife photography was possible by the 1880s/1890s410. It was however to
remain the activity of hunters until the early 20th Century, simply because
hunting with the camera was still done on foot. The significant change
comes when the camera is no longer a part of a hunting expedition, but the
sole means of capture or shot. The possibility of game reserves being areas
of photographic adventure, marks the beginning of a new way of seeing
spaces of game preservation in Africa which, for the first time, is not connected to hunting (although the symbolism of the hunt and finding the big
five is intrinsically connected to photographic safaris).411
The fact that the camera makes its way into game preservation legislation
must be connected to what the camera is perceived as doing in the mananimal relation. The non-violent aspect of hunting game with camera instead
of with a gun gives rise to a voiced fear that simply photographing game
alters the behaviour of it. Fearing these new man-animal relations in which
man is no longer the (potent!) hunter, the game warden opts that photogra405
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phy should be made a part of legislation on game preservation in the 1920s.
There was apprehension that it would effect the behaviour of game making
them used to people and thereby both too easy a pray for hunting (equated
with un-sportsmanlike hunting), and marauders of farms412.
Interestingly, the camera opens for a means of capture and
shot which in the long run will move game policy away from the preservation of game for the benefit of the hunt, to the preservation of game for the
benefit of mankind (or the tourist gaze).
Most importantly, camera safaris came to be thought of as less destructive of
nature, more humane, and, right or wrongly, as an adjunct of modern conservation efforts.413

As Steinheart delineates, the car re-moulded not just the amount of space
possible to meander, but also re-shaped the character and composition of
what a safari entailed. In the 1800’s and early years of the 1900s to go on a
hunting expedition would mean bringing along a whole working force of
porters. Going on Safari would have been a decidedly peopled experience,
but with the advent of more advanced automobiles, that did the carrying for
you, the safari became more and more of a solitary experience (at least in a
landscape where people had disappeared in the wake of disease and World
War I). Converging with the increased mobility on the ground with the aid of
automobiles are the advancements in air travel – which in the end would
open up for a non-hunting, mass tourism.414
By the late 1920s the car and camera combination, along with the development of roads, were beginning to transform preservation spaces in South
Africa, from spaces distinctly tied to hunting and the preservation of the hunt
to spaces of viewing and capturing game by all together different means.415
‘While earlier visitors all brought guns, the practice was soon abandoned
when it was discovered that there was little call for self defence.’416 The visitors to the South African preservation spaces were travelled there from city
spaces within in South Africa, they were thus consuming landscapes close at
hand.417 That type of visitor in Tanganyika would remain very few until well
into the 1950s.
With the development of cinematic equipment, and the extended broadcasting of certain four legged aspects of life on the African continent, the
wellbeing of wildlife in East Africa increasingly became a global concern
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gaining the interest and more importantly engagement of people far removed
from the East African context.418

Becoming a part of the Fauna of the Empire – becoming
Serengeti
Between 1929 and the early 1930s the secretariat in Dar es Salaam receives
massive critique on their game policy from a few but powerful white settlers/hunters in Kenya and Tanganyika. The main roar argues that the government of Tanganyika is blind to ‘slaughter of game by natives’ and that it
has shown itself toothless and weak in waging war against poaching by
white hunters and wholesale slaughter of game. Swynnerton had spread the
word amongst the game departments of the British colonies, that Tanganyika
was week and understaffed in its game policy419, issues which would have
been discussed not only in official settings but also in the social clubs of
Nairobi and Arusha. It all begins with a rather violent debate of this matter in
the London times with a letter from the ‘white hunter’ Denys Finch-Hatton
(who frequented the above mentioned social clubs of Nairobi and Arusha) in
July 1929, in which he alleges that the Tanganyikan government condones a
mass slaughter of big game. The debate creates a narrative of the toothless
game preservation policy in Tanganyika that resurfaces in debates and
newspaper articles up until independence in 1961. The main focus is on the
Serengeti plains, and the debate leads to the establishment of a game reserve
in the Serengeti plains in December 1929. 420 No where in this debate does it
stray from the relational webs surrounding hunting.
The articles in the London Times, puts Tanganyika in the focus of the The
Society for the Preservation of the Fauna of the Empire421, and its head Lord
Onslow. Lord Onslow, makes the alleged mass slaughter of game on the
Serengeti plain into question for debate in the House of Lords on the 21st of
November 1929422. In his presentation to the House of Lords, Lord Onslow
significantly states that;
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When addressing your Lordships on the subject, I will not be so unwise, or I
may say, so insane as to suggest that the preservation of game fauna should
be allowed to interfere with proper cultivation or with the natural or ordinary
development of new countries.

This was indeed fundamental to the principles of indirect rule, but also the
voiced opinion of the Governor of Tanganyika and the majority of his officers. However, Lord Onslow continues to argue that the fauna of the Tanganyikan territory is a valuable asset, and that if ‘the native’ does not ‘yet understand’ the value of the fauna, then the colonial state must foster them to
understand its importance by implementing a sound game policy or else the
big game of East Africa would soon become extinct (ibid. p 628 of the Parlamentary Debates, House of Lords, Thursday, 21st November, 1929. Vol.
75, No.21)423.
In reply to Lord Onslow’s argumentation Lord Passfield (Secretary of the
State for the Dominion Affairs and the Colonies) gives a lengthy address to
the house of lords (based on correspondence with the Secretariat in Dar es
Salaam found in the same file, I have included the original sketch speech to
note the differences), in which he firstly defends the Governor (Camron) and
Tanganyikan game policy and states that the area under debate has as a defensive measure been made into a game reserve and that a ranger has been
placed there. Significantly he also states;
(Draft Version 1):Where it is found that game constantly destroys crops, or
endangers human life, there can, I submit, be only one solution – the game
must go. We cannot impoverish the natives or hold up the development of the
colonies by allowing game to roam everywhere unrestricted. It is to meet this
difficulty that game reserves have been established; and, as your Lordships
are aware, they are a common feature in Colonial Dependencies. Their maintenance is a cardinal feature of our policy.424
(Version in House of lords): On the Other hand, wherever any species of wild animals constantly destroys crops or endangers human life, I am
afraid there is only one solution – that the animals must somehow or other be
got out of the way. […] I do not think that we can afford, either, to impoverish the natives through the destruction of their crops. I would remind your
lordships that it is becoming a very serious question in some parts of Africa
and in some parts of Asia. There is a very serious destruction of crops by
some of these animals though some are not so destructive as others. But, of
423
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course, there is the danger, and we cannot afford to hold up the development
of the Colonies by allowing these destructive animals to roam about in the
neighbourhood of land under crops. […]To meet that difficulty, reserves have
been established; and, as your Lordships are aware, they are a common feature in Colonial Dependencies. Their maintenance is a cardinal feature of the
policy of Government after Government.425

Onslow’s onslaught in the house of lords was based on hearsay and according to the secretariat in Dar es Salaam on grossly exaggerated hearsay. There
was no concrete evidence that the game of the territory was actually being
threatened, either by development or by hunting and poaching. Throughout
the debate in the London Times, and further in the House of Lords there are
no references to any form of quantitative or qualitative assessment of the
state of game. There simply were no population statistics for different species or how these had altered over time. There were only perceptions of the
same, some of which most certainly built on expectations of how much game
one would encounter on a Safari.
The government of Tanganyika was forced to react to the onslaught of
opinion and the creation of the Serengeti Reserve and Closed Reserve in
1930426, should be viewed as a way for Tanganyika to avoid the allegations
of a toothless game policy. It was gazetted as a reserve, and shown on maps
as early as 1930, and although a game ranger was sent there (with motor
transport! That is to say he would have the same mobility as the poachers) to
deal directly with the alleged breaches to the game policy427, it must still be
viewed as mainly a paper product at this stage428. The extent of the Serengeti
was soon to be entirely amended (see fig. 14 ), as its western parts included
large populations of people, as well as - the government was soon to find out
- gold and mineral mines (Colonial Office 1930; Shetler 2007).
The efficiency of the game department, and its means to implement its
legislation was probably rightly questioned by Onslow. By 1930 the game
department consisted of a Game Warden, who was ‘assisted by five Game
Rangers and a staff of five Cultivation Protectors and a number of native
Game Scouts’ (Sayers 1930:119). This means that in 1930 each Game
Ranger was responsible for the control of approximately 12,330 km2429 game
reserve space each. The Cultivation Protectors were responsible for much
more space than this (see table 2).
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In 1930 he Society for the Preservation of the Fauna of the Empire,
headed by Onslow sent a delegation to East Africa lead by Major Richard
Hingston to investigate the situation of game preservation. Hingston returns
a report which perceives the human population of East Africa as expanding
and wildlife retreating to marginality in the wake of this expansion.
‘What are the forces that are causing this annihilation? They may be divided
into four classes: (1) the spread of cultivation; (2) the demands of trade; (3)
the activities of sportsmen430; (4) the menace of disease431.’ (Hingston
1931:401)

Thus, he argued that the only way to preserve the African fauna is to segregate it from ‘human life’. He argued that wildlife must not be put simply
under the protection of ‘flimsy’ game reserves, the shapes of which could
too easily be altered.
The weak point about the reserve is its insecurity and want of permanency. It
is brought into existence by Proclamation in the local Government Gazette,
provided that the Secretary of State agrees. It can be removed by the same
easy means. […] In point of fact the game reserves of Africa are from time to
time contracted, abolished, or altered in some way by this simple type of legislation. It is only a matter of time before a public demand will arise for the
reserves or some portion of them to be thrown open, and there is no guarantee that any game reserve in Africa will last over extended period. Permanency and inviolability are the very essence of sanctuaries, and it cannot be
said that the game reserves are on a higher level than that of valuable makeshifts. (ibid: 496f)
The National Park, in contradistinction to the reserve, is placed by legislation
on a more stable basis. It possesses a title. It is made by Act of Parliament the
property of the public for ever to be utilized for the sole purpose of preserving the natural objects within it. It cannot be abolished or altered in any way
except by subsequent Act of Parliament. This is the most secure and rigid
status that can be given to a wild-life sanctuary. It alone offers any reasonable
hope that the sanctuary may last into the distant future.(ibid:467)

Hingston, thus argues for a complete segregation of man and wildlife in order to secure a future for the same.432 Although Serengeti becomes a national
430
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park covering very much the same space as Hingston had proposed in 1941,
his national park vision (or shape) of complete segregation of man and animal, does not, however, become a reality until 1959 – that is to say almost
thirty years later. His proposal was met with both scepticism and resistance
from both the Government in Tanganyika and the Colonial Office in London433, for as both Onslow and Hingston portray in their discussions of policy, there was a strong opinion that game must not stand in the way of mans
progress.
Game, if left unmolested, will change little in habits in the course of centuries
– but will the Masai of the twenty-first century be content to be picturesque
nomads living in harmony with game for the delectation of tourists? (H.H.
Hornby, Acting Director of Veterinary Services, in a letter directed to the
Chief Secretary commenting on Major Hingston’s proposal, Dar es Salaam,
dated 4th August 1931)

In this letter the Acting Director of Veterinary Services, comments on Major
Hingston’s (1931) proposal for a system of national parks. The Acting Director, who is positive to the prospect of a system of national parks, argues
that if such a system was to be developed then they should be placed in areas
free from Tsetse or ‘Fly’ as he puts it, and that they should be completely
free from human interests, or settlement. He contends that it is the only way
to make sure that they will remain for the future without conflicts arising. He
argues that creating national parks in areas where Fly is present would inevitably cause conflict between people living next to such spaces. The vision in
this letter is that settlement and development would eradicate fly, and that
game living in spaces with no human conflict could thrive and later be introduced to ‘human spaces’ by peoples own initiative. It is a vision of healthy
animals, healthy development, and healthy national parks, and it must be
pointed out that he is writing about the very limited amount of space that is
present in Hingstons proposal (that is to say a small section approximately
corresponding with the extent of Serengeti national park in 1947, see fig 20
no2, and fig 19 no 11).
The Hingston effect, however, is that his report firmly places Tanganyika,
Tanganyikan wildlife policy and foremost Serengeti (which was one possible
national park mentioned by Hingston) within the limelight of the Society for
the Preservation of the Fauna of the Empire. And although the Serengeti
game reserve was created to ease the pressure from the aristocracy upholding
the SPFE, Serengeti and the action (or in their mind lack of action) of the
Tanganyikan game policy instead became one of their main foci.
The first Handbook of the Tanganyika Territory (Sayers 1930) describes
Tanganyikan game policy as non fundamentalist and emphasises its neutral-
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ity in the debate between the pro complete development camp and the pro
complete conservation camp.
There are two extremist schools of thought in regard to the preservation of
African fauna, the first which favours the enactment of stringent laws for the
protection of game and their rigorous observance, even at the expense of native interests and economic development, and the second which holds that as
the progress of native and non-native agriculture and game preservation can
not go hand in hand, the game is inevitably doomed to extinction in the
course of a few generations, so that protective steps may as well be abandoned. To neither of these policies does the Government of Tanganyika subscribe and the problem before it is to reconcile the reactionary views of the
one with the pessimism of the other. (Sayer 1930:392)

A new Game Ordinance is in place in 1940, following several years of alterations due to these confrontational situations in the game reserves as well
as confrontations between the two conflicting agenda mentioned above434.
Under section 28 of the 1940 Game Ordinance ‘a native may kill for food
any animal allowed on a Minor Licence without a game license, providing
he does not use arms of precision and provided that the animal is not one for
the hunting of which a Special or Major Game Licence is required’. It thus
allowed for the hunting of game as food by indigenous peoples which more
than anything shows that the main effect of Major Hingston, and the debate
on ‘slaughter of game by natives’ was not something that the Government of
Tanganyika was prone adhere to.
Ecologist Dublin (1991, 1995), paints a very different picture of Serengeti
becoming a game reserve. In her version of Serengeti history the 1890’s
rhinderpest epidemic renders the Serengeti grasslands empty of wild and
domesticated ungulates and people, which in turn, she states, led to bush,
and with it tsetse, encroachment (1995:73). She writes that Serengeti was
open grasslands only to become densely wooded and that the gazettment of
Serengeti as a game reserve in 1930 was directly related to a heavy infestation of tsetse fly. However, there are several problems with Dublin’s version
of the events. The sources she sites as describing open grasslands are all
written in the late 1920s, when according to her narrative, the Serengeti
would have been covered in bush and therefore tsetse infested. The tsetse
flies of the Serengeti are of the genus Glossina Swynnertoni, who are partial
to the savanna landscapes, not densely wooded, and from the German tsetse
map of 1914 (see map), it is clear that this infestation was present quite early
434
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on. I do not question that their extent in 1914 very likely was a direct result
of the rinderpest epidemic. I do however question that the Serengeti was
wooded at this point in time, as both the written accounts that she leans on as
well as numerous other pictorial and written accounts, portray the open
grasslands of the Serengeti at the point of its inception as a game reserve.
What is even more problematic about Dublin’s delineation of the turn of
events is that the original gazettment of Serengeti, only partially covers areas
infested by tsetse in the mid 1920s [see fig]. It was quite against the dominant idea of the game reserve at the time to incorporate tsetse infested bush
within a game reserve (although this would be altered by the end of the
1950s). There is, furthermore, no mention of tsetse in the debate around Serengeti – had there been such a discussion it seems probable that there would
have been less chance of Serengeti becoming a reserved space in the first
place.
Originally I thought that the fly was to be framed and therefore it created
game sanctuaries – this is a complex issue, for whilst to a certain extent it is
very true that it represents the coming together of two very different policies
that had their origin quite a ways a way from each other. Tsetse spaces were
cleared of people, and thus at a later stage came to be ‘ideal locations of
game preservation’ once the idea that tsetse spaces should be eradicated had
eased out, and the idea that a game reserve could contain tsetse flies had
been accepted. We have then moved quite a ways into the post WW II era of
game preservation, and for that matter views on the nature of tsetse flies.
Once again it becomes important to understand the altering shape of the
‘game reserve’ – its morphing of content and meaning.

The Serengeti alibi? – Man Must Prevail!
Where as the formation of the Serengeti National Park was highly connected
to calming The Society of the preservation of the Fauna of the Empire and
the opinions of a few within a colonial elite, the other major formation process of preservation space up until world war II, the process of the creating
the Selous Game Reserve was an entirely different story. Neumann (2001)
shows how the expansion process of the Selous Game Reserve during this
period shows how the unstable political situation, with 27 district commissioners over a period of 26 years, leads to a fragmented and erroneous understanding of the farmers of Liwale district, Southern Province. Consequently, the political arguments for expanding the Selous Game Reserve and
the removal of farmers from ‘sleeping sickness’ areas receive little or no
opposition in the Southern Province in 1944 – 45.435 Adopting the discus-
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sions on British Modernaization agenda in the works of Mitchell436 and
Scott437, rather than the argumentation of Cosgrove, Neumann argues that the
reshaping of the Selous must be viewed as a by-product of policies aiming to
make the farmers of Liwale district more ‘visible to the state’. But it is also
clear that it was a part of making crop protection an easier task for an understaffed game department.
Many of the game reserves at this point in time were to be seen as merely
‘[‘P]aper parks’, there in the official government list, but invisible on the
ground.’438 The first thirty five years of British game preservation policy in
Tanganyika should be understood as exceedingly in-efficient. 439 The game
laws passed were in many respects not adhered to, simply because there
were far too few game wardens and scouts to uphold the regulations enacted.

From Game to Fauna, altering shapes from WW II to 1955
At the end of World War II, the British economy was in shambles and with
the Labour party in power there was a new political wind blowing in the
empire. The Development and welfare act which came in 1940 made it
obligatory to produce five year development plans for each of the colonies.
This act did not have full impact until after WW II, and then mainly due to
the election of the Labour party in 1946. Termed by Pearce ‘the turning
point in Africa, the post WWII era is the starting point for industrial investment in the colonies.440 It also made for investments into education, healthcare and conservation and it is this influx of investment in the colonial machinery which opens the door to the arrival of the experts within colonial
game preservation (biologists and the like) and there is indeed a huge explosion of ‘scientific’ staff in the colonies.441
As has been pointed out before these newcomers were not prone to view the
local expertise and understandings of things which in turn thwarts development efforts.442 In In Mackenzie’s words;
But the success of the expert was dependent on the effectiveness of the colonial state, and the capacity of African colonial administrators to implement
their designs has come to be increasingly questioned. Imperial rule in Africa
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was brief, Chronically underfunded and understaffed, repeatedly beset by war
and natural disaster.443

With the Game Departments appointment of the first biologist in 1952, a
new vision of game conservation came into existence. The focus now shifts
from specific encounters with game in one place to the following of flows of
animals, of understanding animal landscapes rather than on spaces which is
certain to contain game.444
And with the onset of projected plans of Development, where game must
be eliminated from spaces of development and ‘pushed into’ game reserves
there is a growing concern amongst preservationists that the spaces of wildlife protection are too flimsy, and to far apart.
Between 1947 and 1955 there were only two protected areas which remained (relatively) unchanged; Kilimanjaro and Katavi Plain Game Reserves. The main reason behind the increase of total protected area (see table
2.1.) is the increase of the number of controlled areas.
Neumann (2002) attributes a post World War II conservation boom in Africa general, to four things; firstly, the initiation of British colonial development and modernization agenda for Africa (how is more important!!). Secondly, an influx of scientific experts and a growing importance of these.
Thirdly, a booming tourism industry enabled by commercial air travel. Finally, increasing importance of international conservation organizations.
In Tanganyika however, the conservation ‘boom’ is not to be found until
after 1955.
The cases of Mkomazi (Brockington 2002) and the Selous Game Reserve (Neumann 2001) both show the colonial ambition to re-organise the
country. In the case of the Selous Neumann also shows that the formation
process of a reserve is highly interlinked with the political situation of the
district and Province. For preservation/conservation to gain space it matters
who was Game Warden, District Officer, District Commissioner and Provincial Commissioner. It also matters, and perhaps even more so, where and for
how long the appointment of Officer or Commissioner is enacted. In some
provinces there is outright animosity to any form of game preservation
throughout British rule, in others there is a change in the situation over time
and always due to the specific constellation of officers and commissioners at
work.
At the end of 1947, the PC of Western Province proposes that
a new system of shooting reserves should be established, and that there
should be a reduction of the number of game reserves so that these may be
more efficiently controlled, by the understaffed game department. He writes;

443
444

MacKenzie 1990:188
Lamprey 1963
153

Only by concentrating our efforts in certain areas can we hope to preserve
Game for the Sportsman and Fauna lover of the future.445

Clarifying his arguments a few months later, he argued that there was need
to establish reserves in which only bonafide sportsmen could hunt, as at present there was no real protection of wildlife in the remaining territory, and
that ‘the native’ was ignorant of game laws and allowed to be so by present
administration. Further he argues, that the Game Department and the Secretariat needed to understand that game was doomed in most areas of the territory and that it was therefore wisest to concentrate on areas ‘which still carry
a fair head of game due to their geographical situation or to the fact that the
neighbouring tribes are not hunters.’446 Although the secretariat at first declares that the memorandum would not be brought up at the Provincial Commissioners Conference of January 1948, as they saw it as a departmental
rather than administrative subject,447 the memorandum is nevertheless discussed at this venue. Prior to this all the PC’s are asked to comment on the
memorandum, and in this correspondence the view of the Game Department
as understaffed and inefficient is clearly visible as well as the nearly unison
view that there were far to many protected areas, and that these could not be
properly protected at present. The
‘[B]ut (I) see it as one facet of the important problem of game protection versus the interests of man – i.e. the control of game and game borne diseases. In
view of present and projected large scale development of land I consider the
time has arrived to re-organise the Game Department and, with sympathy but
without sentimentality, formulate policy for the real protection of game and
man.’ Signed PC Northern Province 9th January,1948. no. 8. in TNA, Secretarial files, numerical series, 37540 - Shooting Reserves

1955-1960 - Shaped by Conservation Boom or Resistance to
Conservation?
Within recent years public opinion both in the territory and at home has
swung round in favour of the preservationist’s viewpoint with the gathering
realization that if some adequate measures are not promptly taken there will
within a short time be little or no wild life left in the territory except in National Parks and other sanctuaries.448
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There are substantial changes in the PA system during these five years as can
be seen from figures 32, 36 and 37. However, although there was a virtual
boom of protected areas between 1955 and 1960, there was actually a
marked de-crease of space set aside under the stricter regulations of national
park and game reserve (See fig.36 and 37). The decrease of national park
space is due to the re-negotiation of the Serengeti National Park boundaries.
A process during which Ngorongoro becomes game controlled area (without
any restrictions on movement, settlement, etc, but with restrictions on hunting ), and is excluded from the park area in return for a completely human
free Serengeti National Park stretching up to the Kenya Border (see Figure
32.). 449

Figure 36. Protected Area Statistics 1930 – 2008, showing total area of space protected as well as total number and total area under each form of protection450.

The explosion of controlled areas must be seen in the light of ‘shooting reserves’.451 Most of the PC’s were by 1948 at least positive to the notion of
‘shooting reserves’ this vision would seem to build on a notion of wilderness
free development areas and strictly controlled hunting areas, where a certain
code of hunting should prevail. However there is firm resistance to this kind
of reserve from the Secretariat in 1948. This has altered substantially by the
mid 1950s when the virtual boom of controlled areas appear, particularly in
the western province. All of which were aimed not at preserving game as
such but to control licensed hunting and allow for ‘stable populations’ of
449
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game for hunters. That is to say, a population of game which is reliable for
the game licence buying hunter entering Tanganyika.
Although there were three new game reserves established between 1955
and 1960452, and the Selous was once again expanded, there was also an actual de-crease in the total game reserve space. This decrease was primarily
due to the transformation of Lake Natron Game Reserve to a controlled area,
and in the re-negotiation of the boundaries of Mkomazi. Lake Natron’s policy transformation was directly related to the creation of Tarangire as a game
reserve. An in depth analysis of the creational process of Tarangire thus offers to shed light on which arguments were behind the transformations of
conservation space in the Northern Province during the late 1950s.
The controlled areas were in many cases divided into hunting blocks in
which licence was given to kill certain amounts of certain species. Not all
game controlled areas functioned like this, and the individuality of them is
the cause of much confusion at the end of the 50s and beginning of the 60s.
This will again be exemplified by the creational process of Tarangire in the
following chapter. In the western province the newly established Ugalla
River Controlled Area (and perhaps also other controlled areas) was a pilot
‘shooting reserve’ under the title controlled area. The hunting revenues were
to some extent to benefit the native authorities as an incentive for better cooperation.453
In 1959 the Game Department became a part of the Ministry of Lands And
Surveys under the heading of Wildlife Division, and thus it was no longer the
responsibility of the Ministry of Natural Resources, which had simply become Ministry of Agriculture. In 1930, the minister of agriculture was a part
of the legislative council, but the Game Department was its own, in 1955 the
Game Department was under the Member for Agriculture and natural resources, but by 1958 this member has been re-named Member for natural
resources, and the agriculture bit is removed. Importantly however is that the
Agriculture Department dwarfs the department of Game by miles even
though by 1958 spaces for agriculture were much smaller than spaces for
game. This shift is, however, instrumental in understanding the transformation of what being a certain kind of protected area entails. It marks the beginning of the end of game reserves interlude identity as ‘the protector of
Agriculture and development’ and re-certifies the same as ‘the protector of
wildlife as an economic resource’ and beginning of an official policy line
where game reserves become ‘the protector of wildlife for the good of the
world/land/future.’
Under the new ministry of Lands and Surveys the Game Departments responsibility was;
452
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The Conservation of game as a natural resource with a tourist attraction and
possibility of supplying protein food; and at the same time, with the provision
of a protection service from the depredations of game.
The aim of the Ministry’s development plan in respect to the above heads are
as follows :- (d) ‘Wildlife’: to expand the establishment and equipment of the
Game Division to enable it effectively to carry out its functions of game conservation and crop protection; and to institute a pilot game cropping scheme.
454

It was thus still the Game Departments duty to protect agriculture against
marauding wildlife but central emphasis was however also placed on wildlife as economic or tourist resource. This is a balancing act of magnitude,
game policy thus needs a constant analysis of the state of its subjects – wildlife. It implies a policy which says that wildlife can be no less than this, and
no more than this.
It is only in the 1950s that the Game Department has enough resources to
effectively patrol its reserves and implement its policy, and then only in
spaces in which there was open conflict such as Mkomazi and parts of the
Selous. Many a conflict has arisen because the Game Department did not
and could not implement the policy over the space they had asked to be set
aside for game preservation. When ‘paper reserves’ actually became game
reserves, that is to say, when the game department actually began to be a part
of the landscapes they on an artificial level had designated, when game wardens and biologists become a part of the game reserves, that is when conflict
arose in many of the other protected areas.
Table 1. Percentage of Northern and Western province designated for Game Preservation.
Year
1947
1955
1960
1966
1972

Northern Province

Western Province

27%
30%
45%
54%
58%

ca3%
ca 8 %
ca 31 %
ca 32 %
ca 32 %

The main bulk of the conservation space boom is to be found in the
Northern and Western Province.
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Figure 37. Graph showing the changes in size of each category protected area. Note
the increase in controlled areas between 1955 and 1960. The total PA space graph
also includes a few other categories (after independence). Ngorongoro conservation
area is included in the controlled area.

Becoming independent conservation space (1960 to 1972)?
In the 1961 Arusha Manifesto455, held at a conference initiated by the International Union for Conservation of Nature (IUCN) and aimed at convincing
newly formed independent African nations of the importance of conserving
wildlife, Julius Nyerere declares the official standpoint of independent Tanzania as regards conservation and national park policy. This speech was partially written by the newly formed World Wildlife Fund (WWF), an organization which to a great extent was built up of the same group of people as
the SPWFE.456 The change in rhetoric would be fundamental – conservation
space in Tanzania was now under direct influence of the society members,
and they now had full access to spaces which previously had been the colonial state affair only. And as Dan Brockington (2002) and Raymond Bonner
(1993) shows, this is when the real imperial imposition on Tanzanian ‘nature’ was conducted. Wildlife funds such as WWF contributed to making the
protected area spaces, and wildlife of Tanzania into a global affair. Africa
and African wildlife became ‘ours’457 to a large quantity of the worlds population, particularly so in Europe and America.
455

Not to be confused with the Arusha Declaration of February 1967, in which Nyerere’s
socialist development visions are declared, and the project of Ujamaa inaugurated.
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So that today, hardly any one reacts to the fact that a open air ethnographic museum
mainly portraying Swedish livelihoods at the end of the 19th century as well as Swedish
Fauna, in Stockholm (Skansen) can have an exhibit entitled ‘Our Africa’ (Vårt Afrika) in the
former elephant house (even though the elephants once kept there were of Indian origin),
presently housing Colebus monkeys and a WWF campaign against poaching and the sale of
bush meat in Democratic Republic of Congo, Ruwanda, Burundi and Uganda.
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In 1974 Tanzania ratifies the African Convention which calls for a participatory wildlife conservation approach privileging local communities relationships to the environment. However Tanzanias Wildlife Conservation Act
from the same year shows no sign of this privileging, and there is no mention
of participatory approaches to conservation.458
The altering understanding of game from food to trophy to economic resource to visual resource and biological wealth resource, and during the present under the pretence of being biological and visual wealth resource wildlife is once again transformed to first and foremost economic resource albeit
for a very different category of men and women making the hunting business of Tanzania a multibillion dollar industry, by far larger than Tourism.459

Changing names, changing shapes
The laws governing the spaces of preservation and conservation significantly
changes name in accordance with the focus of the time they are created during. Thus the first set of laws concerning wild animals in British Tanganyika
is called The Game Preservation Ordinance of 1921. A new Game Ordinance is in place in 1940, following several years of alterations due to confrontational and novel situations in the game reserves as well as confrontations between the two conflicting agenda mentioned above460. The 1940
ordinance is then debated and altered again after World War II which results
in not only new and revised content but also a new name The Faunal Conservation Ordinance of 1951461. Post independence sees renewed and now
Tanzanian acts of law and the Faunal Conservation Ordinance is once again
revised and re-titled to The Wildlife Conservation Act of 1974.
The naming of parts in the title of these acts is significant of an altering
preservation ideology. Preserve denotes the maintaining of a state of being,
conserve denotes keeping from waste or harm, and whilst the difference
between the two is fine, it is still indicative of the prevailing ideology behind
each act. The preservation in the 1921 title is indicative of the prevalent
idea of the game reserve as a reserve of game for the purpose of continual
hunting, and conservation in the 1951 and 1974 ordinance and act indicates
the ideological transformation of the game reserve and its governing laws
458
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from preservation of game (for hunting)462 to protection of game (from hunting)463. Finally, the lack of both preservation and conservation in the 1940
act, should I would argue, be seen as a phase of control rather than preservation or conservation. The 1941 ordinance was written for the maintenance of
game order, it stated how to hunt, with which things to conduct hunting, and
which things not to, which and how many animals to hunt and in which
spaces hunting was not allowed or at least restricted.
Table 2. Game Department Staff by year and Designation, based on lists provided in
the Annual Reports of the Tanganyika territory.
Year

1928
1929
1930

Director of
Game
Preservation/
Game
Warden
1
1
1 (game
warden)

Senior Game
Ranger

Game
Rangers

Temporary Ranger

Cultivation
Protectors

1
1
1

4
4
4

1

5
5
5

1

7
5
5
5

1931
1932
1933
1934

1
1
1

1935
1936

1
No info

1937

1

19381949

No info

No info

No info

No info

1950

1

12

3 temporary Assistant
Elephant Control Officers

1951

1

1 warden for
the Serengeti
National Park
1 Park
Warden

14

2 temporary Assistant
Elephant Control Officers

1952

1

14

1Biologist

1 Deputy
Game
Warden
1 Deputy
Game
Warden

1 senior
9 junior

1Biologist

12

1Biologist

No info

7
No info

Motor
driv
ers

75
60
75

4
2
2
2

75
75
75
75

2
No info

ca164
No info

2

164

No info

No info

No
info

5

320

6

10

325

7

12

355

9

1 office
Superintendent
1 office
Superintendent

11

329

3

12

392

3

African staff consists of: 16
clerks, 3 Game Assistants, 5
Head Game Scouts, 20 senior
Game Scouts, and 388 subordinate staff.
African staff consists of: 16
clerks, 3 Game Assistants, 6
Head Game Scouts, 20 senior
Game Scouts, and 388 subordinate staff.

No info

7
No info

2 temporary
Assistant
Elephant
Control
Officers

Game
Scouts

5
5

2

No info

Clerks

1 office
Superintendent
1 office
Superintendent

4
1
2

No
info

1953
1954

1

1955

1

1956
1957
1958

1

1 Deputy
Game
Warden

13

1Biologist

1 Elephant
Control
Officer

1 office
Superintendent

1958

1

1 Deputy
Game
Warden

13

1Biologist

1 Elephant
Control
Officer

1 office
Superintendent

462
463
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The change in ideology and view of game and game reserves is of course
also highly visible in the altering name of what is to be preserved or conserved, namely the change from game (a term intrinsically connected to
hunting) to fauna (which inherently is combined with a specific habitat) to
wildlife (which completely severs the tie between the domesticated world).

In conclusion
Prior to the 1940s, the Tanganyika protectorate had to be self sufficient and
colonial funds were of a bare minimum kind. During this time the preservation of game was of limited interest to a sequence of Governors and within
the Secretariat in Dar es Salaam. For economical reasons game issues relating to epidemiology, agricultural development, ‘native’ hunting, and the
collection of hunting revenues did, however, interest the Secretariat. The
main mission of the Game Department at this time was as the protectors of
crops and the administration of game licenses to hunters. Although, the first
ten years of game protection during British rule in Tanganyika the Department was interlinked with Tsetse Control.
The Game Department was also ‘far away’ spatially from Dar es Salaam
based as it were at first in Kilosa, then Arusha. This ‘far away’ location, and
the nature of the game departments work, as well as the limited number of
game officers, meant that there was more written contact on game issues
then there was spoken with actors within the Secretariat. The first sequence
of Game Wardens thus never becoming a part of day to day networks in Dar
es Salaam, but rather operating within other networks closer to their everyday business that is to say marauding game, tsetse, hunters committing offences and hunters acquiring game licenses, tour operators etc. Within these
‘out of government’ networks consisting of local administrators, tour operators, hunters and white farmers, there was frequent and continual spoken
contact, a type of contact in which ones opinion is more readily transferred.
Wider attention to game preservation issues by the Secretariat during
these first 20 years of British rule in Tanganyika only arose on occasion and
their intensity and affective nature were directly related to the Game Departments character of being ‘far away’ from the rest of the colonial government, and close to centres of white hunting and hunters. As in the example of the London Times debate in the late 1920s which led to the establishment of Serengeti Game Reserve.
There has been a tendency within research on the history, ideology and
impact of protected areas in Africa to underemphasise that the main goal for
a colonial policy was a ‘civilizing mission.’, and that the game department
was a marginalised, and by comparison a very small department. Its activities received little attention in the annual reports of the Tanganyika Territory, for example, a single paragraph of nearly 800 in the reports of 1950, to
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1953, and a continually a paragraph of about 500 in the Annual Reports from
1954 to 1960.464 Up until the mid 1950s the emphasis was that wherever the
interest of man rivalled that of game, then the interest of man should prevail
(this recurring mantra is present in speeches by the governor, in the report of
Major Hingston, in the debates of the House of Lords as well as within the
secretariat and regional discussions of game issues). The forced removal of
people from preservation spaces during these times, were not about the preservation nor the conservation of game at all, it was rather attempts to control
the impact of wildlife on people. More specifically the removal of people
from preservation space during these first decades of British rule in Tanganyika were efforts to re-organize space in order to prevent crop destruction
and the spread of disease. This makes these evictions no less brutal, and no
less based on misconceptions of the landscapes from which people were
removed. What it does do is question the power of the myth of wild Africa at
this stage, as well as the visual ideology of a scenic landscape.
The British Imperial vision for its African colonies was never one of a
continent of wilderness. Rather, the creation of protected areas was first and
foremost dependent on a vision of a ‘developed’ continent. A continent
where wilderness was pushed back to a few marginal lands surrounded by
disease free thriving civilization. A vision that demanded (or so it was argued) the establishment of bounded reserves that would preserve some of the
continents plethora of wildlife, both for the future of mankind and for the
future of sports hunting. This vision has not come to pass in Tanzania.
Instead of a country where a few marginal lands preserve wildlife, more
than forty percent of Tanzania is today demarcated as a protected area of one
form or another (national park, game reserve, conservation area, controlled
area, etc, etc). Thirty percent of these protected areas have their constitutional origin in the late 1950s early 1960s465, as does Tarangire National
Park.
This chapter has argued that all the protected areas established during colonial rule in Tanganyika were in fact the product of a vision which foresaw
a country filled with productive, organized and planned space. It has also
been argued that there was profound resistance to this vision, and that this
resistance needed to construct a changeable or mouldable counter narrative/vision in order to prevail. Thus, the emphasis on scenic landscape de464

Colonial Office 1951, 1952.
As compared to the 4 percent of present day PA space established during German colonial
rule, and 10 percent established between the end of WW I and 1936, 21 percent of present day
PA’s established between 1936 and 1947, 11 percent established between 1947 and 1955, 19
percent established between 1955 and 1966, 2 percent established between 1966 and 1972.
This being factual space gazetted as protected area rather than number of protected areas. The
main bulk of the 21 percent of Protected Area established between 1930 and 1947 is made up
of the Selous Game Reserve and Serengeti National Park. Together their extended/altered area
stand for some 16 percent out of the 22 percent Protected area established between 1930 and
1947 which still exist today.
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void of humans or populated by noble savages must be seen as formulated in
resistance to a spatial planning that leaves the content of space an open issue,
but which is fundamentally devoted to making space operational. A fundamental resistance to a spatial planning that concerns itself with the making of
productive, economically viable, space (i.e. development).
It is of paramount importance to point to this resistance to an ‘overly excessive’ game preservation amongst colonial officers and administration of
Tanganyika up until the mid 1940s, and the continual marginalisation of
game issues up until the mid 1950s, because it is this resistance within the
networks of the colonial governments that make way for the virtual explosion of stricter protection during independence. Instead of curbing advocacy
for wholesale game preservation and protection, this resistance made the
advocates all the more loud in the Tanganykan context and establishes wider
and more powerful networks aimed at Tanganyikan game policy in particular.
At the same time as game was marginalised within the Tanganyikan policy, interaction with the wild and untamed Africa was the central theme in
most literature (fact or fiction) on East Africa throughout the 20th Century.466
For those that were far away from the multiplicity of everyday life in East
Africa, establishing relationships with the African continent was a matter of
fantasising about encounters with man eating lions, herds of elephant and
slender acacia grazing giraffe in the worlds last gardens of Eden. Fantasies
of white mischief, and romantic meetings in an unsettled and open savanna
setting, of manliness and exploration triggered unreal visions and understandings of the landscapes in which they were set. With the development of
cinematic equipment, and the extended broadcasting of certain four legged
aspects of life on the African continent the wellbeing of wildlife in East Africa increasingly became a global concern gaining the interest and more importantly engagement of people far removed from the East African context.467
In connection to the review above, much of the conservation efforts of the
Tanganyikan territory was about spatial planning rather than landscape vision or engineering. I conclude this because the spaces were negotiable, as
was their content. I have woven an account above in which it is often stated
that should an area be needed for another use, then its designation as a game
reserve would be re-considered and in those instances the interest of (economically modernized) man would prevail. The game reserves of Tanganyika are thus, up until independence, not solid in any sense, their content may
alter dramatically, and the implications of their policy is highly varied. What
it means to be a game reserve and what it consequently was perceived as
doing in 1921 is not the same as what it is to be a game reserve in 1930, nor
466
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is being a game reserve in 1930 the same as being a game reserve in 1941,
and with the advent of new game policy in 1952 yet another shape of game
reserve is distinguishable. The networks in which it was shaped altered, and
with all alternations of the network, the game reserve altered to. But in the
light of the above stated, this may be visualised as more temporally bound
then it actually was. At any given point in time, but even more so as each
formulation of what a game reserve was meant to do was formulated, there
were a multitude of notions of what a game reserve was aimed to do
amongst administrators, officers and game wardens whilst it remained the
same in name and legal status (see. fig 38).

Figure 38. Game reserve performances of staying the same in name and yet dramatically altering composition, intent and effect. Three components are argued to be
included in the invariant (relation) Game Reserve; 1) Game (undomesticatedanimals, such as zebra, elephant, giraffe, lion, gazelle, buffalo, warthog etc which
remains the same regardless of the current generalising term of these, i.e. game,
wildlife, fauna), 2) reserve (in the sense of having for the future of someone) and 3)
reserve (in the sense of a space).

Three things do remain the same in the conceptualization of game reserves throughout the 1900s, firstly and most obviously that within their
bounds there should be undomesticated animals (such as zebra, elephant,
giraffe etc – the specific species coveted for preservation has however varied, as has their primary definition as either pest, game, fauna or wildlife),
secondly, they are to reserve these undomesticated animals for the future,
and thirdly they are drawn out and enacted in a specified space.
There is however, a vast difference between a reserve which borders are
meant to be solid for game (keeping them in) but fluid and crossable for
people, and a reserve where the borders are meant to be fluid and crossable
for animals but solid and unyielding for certain people. Likewise there is a
vast difference between a game reserve which aims to clear its surroundings
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of marauding game, and one which offers a haven and central node in an
ecosystem within which wild life may be re-generated and protected from
the depredations of mankind. As we will see in the following chapter there
existed several different notions of what a game reserve was, and what it
aimed to do during the latter part of the 1950s. A conflicting perception of
game reserve agency which was to have profound impact on Tarangire and
its surroundings.
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5. Creating Tarangire

From the previous chapter on game preservation in Tanganyika it should be
clear that there was not one but several understandings of what a game reserve and national park was. Depending on at which time and within which
context the game reserve was considered the usage of the words game reserve, national park or controlled area would have denoted varying ‘shapes’
(performances of altering name, shape, composition, or purpose but remaining the same nevertheless). I have thus tried to delineate the context within
which Tarangire is negotiated. I have likewise showed the altering compositions of peopled landscapes to the west of the Tarangire river, and described
the various networks of the tsetse fly in the same area as well as the human
fly interactions and the altering landscapes they entail.
In 1957 the area surrounding Tarangire River was gazetted as a game reserve. Already ten years prior to this date, however, Tarangire was mentioned as a possible site for a national park. This chapter describes and
analyses ten years of correspondence concerning the possibility of creating a
national park (first suggestion) or game reserve (revised suggestion) in the
area surrounding Tarangire river, Lake Serei (Burunge) and Lake Manyara.
It takes a closer look at the people involved in this correspondence, their
argumentation for or against such a park or reserve and the process of creating and landing the idea of a game reserve in that particular space.
Whilst it is paramount to recognise the ’construction in discursive practices that at once constituted, rendered available, and rationalized’ the partitioning of space into game reserves within an ‘administrative apparatus’,468 it
is equally important, if not more so to query the ways in which this partitioning was meant to operate, what it was aimed to do. Implicating a fine move
away from discourse toward practice.

Becoming apart of a described practice – Area for Hunting, a
Hunted area…
The idea of a game reserve/national park in the vicinity of the Tarangire
river and lake Manyara exists long before such reserves actually gain space.
It existed already in the 1930s among those whose practice is bound to the
468

Borrowing the phrasing of Bruce Willems-Braun 1997:27, note 14, emphasis in original
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game there and was present in correspondence between the Game department and the Regional Commissioner.469 The burgeoning tourist industry in
Arusha want a place closer at hand and easier to access than the Serengeti
plains and the Ngorongoro crater – for tourists who ‘only have a day or two
in the country’.470

Figure 39. Descriptions appearing in Sayer 1930 of good hunting areas. Background
World Shaded Relief, Esri.
469
See e.g. TNA ACC69-275-72ff This is a discussion in 1936 between the Regional Commissioner of Northern Province who at the time was Captain F.C. Hallier and the Game Warden Philip Teare (???) on the possibility of creating a reserve along the western shores of lake
Manyara below the escarpment (present day Manyara national park) which would be closed
for hunting but open for photography
470
TNA ACC 69 275 – Game Reserves pp 100-103. ‘The proposal regarding the Manyara
area emanates form the local Tourist Association (Messrs. Ulyate, Anderson, etc) who are
keen to have a small reserve, comparatively close to Arusha where they can take people who
haven’t the time to visit the Crater. These gentlemen’s motives are not altruistic.’ F.C Hallier
(PC) 1938, he also writes in a letter to B. Leechman at the secretariat in Dar that ‘the people
really interested in this proposal are Anderon and Ulyate as proprietors of the Tanganyika Big
Game & Tourist Organisation. […]. Even if after an agricultural survey it was found that a
strip of land was unsuitable for agricultural purposes, I do not consider that it is wise to have a
game reserve where we must eventually have and expansion area.’
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The 1930 Handbook of Tanganyika lists several good hunting areas in
Northern Tanganyika, one of which was the Tarangire river. The book also
pinpoints Madukani on the Mbugwe flats as a centre from which to embark
on hunting expeditions to Kwa-ku-chinja, Ufiome Mountain, the area between Mbugwe country and Babati (described by Sayer as tsetse infested),
Mount Essimingor, Mount Lolkisale, the route beginning at the Pinear
Hights and passing through Galappo and over the Tarangire river and Silale
swamp (see fig 20 above).471 It is unclear on what Sayer bases his de-

scriptions on, but presumably the information and practice of the
Game Department as this was an official publication of the Tanganyikan government. This formulation and deliberation of a spatial idea (good
hunting grounds) in the Handbook of Tanganyika Territory generated an
understanding of Tarangire as ‘an area’ that lead a life of its own travelling
as it did with the various hunting parties using this book to establish where
to go for their hunt. Hunting parties came specifically to Tarangire for hunting as ‘it abounds in Game’. The description of it also meant that there was
more interest from the game department to pay attention to the space, and to
recruit local staff.
Descriptions such as those provided by the Handbook of Tanganyika Territory, of the Ufiome Mountain foothills, the Sangaiwe hills, the western
shores of Lake Manyara and the Tarangire river and waterholes attract a
great deal of hunters including some celebrities. Bror Blixen, Ernest Hemmingway and others hunt in the area during the 1930s. Hemmingway’s hunting expeditions around Tarangire, Babati and Ufiome are described in Green
Hills of Africa, where he and his wife are detailed whilst hunting in dense
bush, here wildlife encounters are rife, where as peopled encounters are few
and far between and of a distinctly European kind. The Tarangire river, and
the stretch of the ‘great northern road’ reaching between lake Manyara in the
north and Babati in the south, was a space where much of the Tanganyikan
colonial elite, as well as the Kenya ditto had travelled and hunted extensively. The camp site at Tarangire river was a node in the colonial man-game
relationship, and subject to frequent visits from what the game department
would define as both ‘sportsmanlike hunter’ and ‘poachers’.
However, Tarangire also exists in the minds of agricultural planners who
want to alienate the space for both African and European farmers. It possesses all the qualities asked for in a potential area for agricultural alienation
as described by planners of that time – ‘The land must be fertile, it must be
situated where the climate is suitable for Europeans, there must be an adequate supply of water and above all, it must be accessible’. 472 It also exists as
471
472

Sayer 1930:429f,
Twining 1951:301
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‘lands needing to be regained from tsetse fly’ in the minds of many colonial
officers and among the Gorowa.
The first written proposal for a preservation space (in this case a national
park) covering the Tarangire river valley and its wetlands as well as Lake
Manyara, the highlands surrounding Ufiome or Kwaraa Mountain and the
highlands to the east of the river was first presented at the Provincial Advisory Council Meeting in Arusha 1947 were it was promptly denounced. Its
creation was again proposed in October 1948 by F.J. de. R. Lock, who was a
Provincial Tsetse Officer of the Northern Province at that time, and it was as
such that he had first come into contact with the area surrounding Tarangire
river in 1947.473
These first propositions seem to argue that that the establishment of a national park in the Tarangire area would enable a clearing of the land from
tsetse and Trypanosomiasis in the surrounding areas as game and their accompanying tsetse flies were perceived to leave areas where they were
hunted in preference of areas where they were not.
‘[A]s it is desirable to move game from areas required for human settlement,
it is essential to provide an area to attract the game and if possible hold it’.474

This reflects a general discourse and plan of action in the tsetse department
at the time.475 It was also argued that the abundance of game in the area
would provide a photographic tourist attraction, a form of tourism which
would not frighten or disperse the game into the settled areas. However,
although the Game Warden (G. M. Swynnerton) was very enthusiastic, the
Provincial Commissioner ignored the proposal.
It was only after a renewed proposal by Lock gained the interest of personnel within the Secretariat in Dar es Salaam, and the backing of a settlers
petition in Arusha that the Provincial Commissioner gave it any heed.476
Lock was by that time a Game Ranger based in Arusha and it is clear from
his proposal that this was an idea which he has discussed with several others
in Arusha at that time. Thus, in 1949 the first series of letters concerning the
possibility of creating a national park in the Tarangire-Manyara area were
exchanged between the Provincial Office in Arusha, the two District Offices
involved, those of Mbulu and Masai Monduli, and the Game Warden, G. M.
Swynnerton.477
473

ACC 69 275/1 Vol.1 pp. 778E of the file
ACC 69 275-Game Reserves, p161. Letter from Came Warden, Lyamungu to the Provincial Commissioner in Arusha citing a letter from F.J. de R. Lock (no.P/AR.332/14/8 – this
letter was not found in files, its arguments are however referenced in the above letter as well
as in Lock’s proposition from 1949)
475
See Chapter 3 as well as Hoppe 2003
476
OBS only one map of this proposal was drawn, and it was not contained within ACC 69
275/1 Vol.1
477
ACC 69 275/1 Vol.1
474
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Four clear arguments were raised in favour of the park. Firstly, it was argued that the game situation in the Northern Province was dramatically
changing due to excessive hunting and that this in turn showed the need to
protect spaces rich in game.
Secondly, it was argued that the location close to Arusha and the ‘great
northern road’ offered an ideal situation for the growing photographic tourism ventures in the Northern Province.
It is desirable to have a National Park in an area which is easily accessible to
local residents and tourists. At present our main Game Reserves are well off
the beaten track and offer no attraction to the tourist with the exception of the
Serengeti. The Serengeti is world renowned but a special lengthy safari is
necessary in order to view the Park. Tarangire is but a few miles off the main
Arusha-Dodoma road. If an entrance road were made near Makuyuni and an
exit near Babati a continual stream of traffic could be visualized passing
through the park, to see the game that has been decimated in the rest of Tanganyika (in a few years time).478

Thirdly, Lock pointed to the apparent abundance in game of a multitude of
species, which, he argued were ‘in their natural state’. Careful management
would, he argued further, ensure that they changed their migratory patterns
and kept within the proposed national park boundaries. The behaviour of this
abundant game was also, according to Lock, ideally suited for photographic
purposes. By which he is assumeing that the behaviour of a population in
this case game, is due to the space they live in – and that the behaviour is
static or can be maintained. Locks proposal covered 3885 square kilometres
which is nearly 1300 square kilometres more than the present day Tarangire
National Park, and more of the migratory routes of the wildlife as they were
described in 1963 by Lamprey (see fig, p).479
Lastly, and perhaps to be seen as Lock’s trump card, was the apparent
lack of human interest in the area at hand.
In this area of approximately 1,500 sq. miles there are not any African residents, except for seven Africans living near Madege who should not be there
at all owing to the area being closed on account of the prevalence of Sleeping
Sickness. During the dry season hunting parties of Wanderobo camp near the
Tarangire water pools but in the whole area there is no settled population at
all and it therefore appears that the administration are not interested in the
Tarangire area. […] It is most desirable to have a National Park in an area
where the interests of man and game do not clash. […] The time is now ripe
to turn the Tarangire into a complete National Park, that is to say – establish a
park now while it is still free from human habitation.480

478

ACC 69 275/1 Vol.1
Lamprey 1963, 1964
480
ACC 69 275/1 Vol.1
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The complete extent of Lock’s national park is not discernible without his
map. However, from the correspondence surrounding his proposal it is clear
that the park covers most of the area’s shaded in Figure 21. It thus, covered
lands settled and grazed by the Gorowa up until WW I as well as infringed
on and covered Mbugwe settlement and grazing lands. Moreover it covered
lands in the east that constituted important dry season settlement areas for
the Maasai.

Figure 40. Lock’s proposal for Tarangire-Maji Moto National Park in 1949 as interpreted from TNA file no Acc 69 275/1 Vol 1. Background image

Lock has section on Tsetse in which he presses the point that there is no
human sleeping sickness around the Tarangire river, but that there is some at
Madege. He states that tsetse flies occur throughout the proposed area al171

though not in the open savannah landscape and dense elephant bush. His
reasoning around the presence of tsetse flies seems to indicate that an area of
fly can be of no interest for human exploitation, thus giving Tarangire even
more of an appealing lure. But the tsetse fly is not the predominant argument
in Lock’s proposal, nor is the threat of human development in this specific
area.
Lock’s proposal was only met by enthusiasm from the District Commissioner of Maasai District, Monduli (C. I. Meek) – which is of great importance in the continual establishment history of Tarangire. This Commissioner is however also concerned that too much of the Northern Province
had been turned into spaces of preservation, and that this was hampering the
development of the region. The Mbulu District Commissioner and the PC
however, dismissed the proposal. The specific reasoning behind their refusal
was not to be found in the archival documentation surrounding Locks proposal however.
A final decision against the establishment of a national park was reached
at the Mbulu circus in September 1949. Three reasons for not agreeing to the
establishment of a national park are to be seen from the extract of this decision in the file. Firstly it was felt generally among the Provincial Commissioner as well as District commissioners, agricultural officers and veterinarians that too much of the Northern Province already was designated as reserves.481 Secondly, it was stated that ‘the Tarangire area including GalappoMadege area is urgently needed for the settlement of the Gorowa.’482 Lastly,
it was stated that the Manyara-Essimingor-Burko area was likely to be alienated for ranching, and would be surveyed to assess its potential for European
and African settlement.483
It could possibly be argued that embedded within their second argument
is also the DC’s and DO’s of Mbulu local historical knowledge of previously
inhabited areas. Among the district officers and the commissioner himself it
was widely known that large tracts of the areas suggested as park had only
recently been abandoned by the Gorowa due to the spread of the tsetse fly.
It is also important to note that Dodo Uo is chief until 1951 and dies in 1954
– he is the Gorowa chief who was friends with Bror Blixen and who according to present day roumours had several intimate relationships with some of
the white settler women of the area – before his death it seems unlikely that
the District Commissioner could agree to the establishment of a park or reserve in the vicinity of the Tarangire river, and certainly not one that covered
the wetlands to the west of the river as these were very much a part of the

481
DC Masai Monduli, 22nd June 1949 – sid 779 of TNA ACC69 275/1 Vol.1 – this DC then
becomes DC in Mbulu.
482
TNA ACC69 275/1 Vol.II Establishment of National Parks in Tanganyika p.782.
483
Ibid, Note: the area was alienated for farming subsequent to this investigation
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Gorowa landscape up until the first world war. However the historical part of
their no to the proposition, if indeed there was one, was never argued.
Although the reasoning behind the resistance to a park from the Mbulu
district is not made visible in the actual dialogue around Locks proposal, the
sentiments among the Mbulu Officers as well as the Provincial Commissioners camp is clearly visible in a written discussion on the question of man vs.
game among the Northern Province’s District Commissioners and Officers
conducted during February to March 1948.
‘Let there be an end to this scramble by the game department for paper game
reserves, which are neither patrolled within or without, which often take no
account of water, or the migratory movements of game and which too often
are the happy hunting grounds of the poaching fraternity who chase the game
out into the settled areas again. 3. Shooting reserves. I don’t know. If these
could be so arranged that the tendency was for game to be chased back into
fly or unoccupied bush areas, yes; but I suspect that to often indiscriminate
hunting by African or European has tended to disperse game into new areas
with a consequent spread of fly. But I am afraid that I am in minority in this
belief.’ 484

Although Lock’s suggestion never gains space it is significant for a number
of reasons. Firstly because it comes at a time when the National Park Ordinance has just been created, it thus seems indicative of the enthusiasm within
the ‘pro preservation’ discourse at the local level. Secondly, it highlights
some key aspects of the preservation discourse at this time. Thirdly, it resonates a narrative about the Tarangire landscape that will continue to flourish
within ‘the pro preservation camp’ until it is finally gazetted as a game reserve eight years later. Finally, the resistance to this proposal was significant
and gives a clear indication of the knowledge basis of the District and Provincial level officers and commissioners at this time as well as indication to
the power of the pro-development/agriculture camp in the late 1940s.
There is also another aspect of the 1949 correspondence on Tarangire
which is of significance. There are two suggestions that other areas under
protection from the game ordinance should be given in return if the
Tarangire/Manayara National Park is to be created. The District commissioner of Masai, Monduli writes the following:
I venture to qualify my strong support for the plan as a whole by saying that I
feel equally strongly that the Game department should surrender land elsewhere. I am a game lover, but it is made hard form me to support the cause of
game when I look at the map on my wall, which shows the whole of the north
of the Province almost covered by a network of National Parks, Closed Areas, Protected Areas, Controlled areas and Game Reserves. With respect, I
suggest that if there were a willingness to surrender tracts which can never be
484
Signed R.C.H. Risley, for the District Commissioner Mbulu 9/3/48, page 112B, in ACC
69 275, Game Reserves
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properly supervised combined with a firm statement of minimum requirements, then the Game Department would find outside its own ranks much
more of the support which it deserves but does not at present get.’ In the end
he also writes a ps to the game warden ‘As you know I am on the side of the
485
animals, so that I hope my motives will excuse this intrusion on policy’ .

There is also a letter from the Secretariat signed R.K.M Battye, and forwarded to the Regional Commissioner from the Game Warden to whom it
was addressed, which gives a specific suggestion of what area to surrender:
I have not seen the Lake Natron reserve, so it is with some difference that I
make the suggestion that it might be abandoned as such in favour of one at
Lake Manyara. The Natron Reserve contains, I understand, really difficult
country, so that no one but bona-fide hunters would penetrate therein, and it
would, to all intents and purposes remain a holding ground and sanctuary for
game even though it were declared by Ordinance to be no longer a Reserve.
If the difficulty in the way of declaring Lake Manyara a Reserve is one of
cost, the abandonment of Lake Natron as a Reserve might remove the objec486
tion; but, as I say, I speak without local knowledge.’

It is important to note that the ‘against the motion’ camp never disagreed
with or contradicted the arguments raised by the ‘for the motion’ camp,
which inevitably left the possibility of raising the proposition of a park or
reserve again, lest the area in question did not become settled by the
Gorowa, and the surveying of the Manyara area showed it unsuitable for
ranching. Indeed, Swynnerton never really gave up on the Manyara and
Tarangire area and continued trying to establish a National park or reserve in
the area.487

Negotiating boundaries – the creation of Tarangire Game
Reserve
The following day we approached the area to the north where the Tarangire
River flows and where the present-day lodge is situated. We didn’t get very
far as we only had two wheel drive vehicles, but the game in that area was
prolific, including Rhino, Buffalo, Elephant, Eland, Oryx, Kudu, Impala,
Grant’s Gazelle, Zebra, Redbuck, Wildebeest, Warthog and Bushbuck. […]
The number of animals was unbelievable with a prolific birdlife too, and they
were so tame that you could drive close to them without frightening them.
There were also large numbers of all the cat family, including more leopards
485
DC Masai Monduli, 22nd June 1949 – sid 779 ur ACC69 275/1 Vol.1 – this DC then becomes DC in Mbulu
486
(extract from letter signed R.K.M. Battye, the Secretariat in Dar es Salaam, dated 18th
March, 1949 – pp778f in ACC69 27571 vol.1)
487
E.g. on the north western shore of lake Manyara, in 1952 (TNA ACC 69 275/1 Vol. II p
839)
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than I had seen for a long time, numerous cheetah and plenty of the smaller
predators like Civet cats, African Wild Cats and Lynx.488

In April of 1955 the Tarangire area was again proposed for protection - now
as a game reserve – by the same Game Warden, G.M Swynnerton. However,
this time the proposal was met by a new constellation of Provincial and District Commissioners, and their attitude and enthusiasm for the creation of
such a reserve was markedly different from that of their predecessors.489 The
former District Commissioner of Maasai District (Monduli), who stood quite
alone in showing any enthusiasm for the project in 1949, was now the District Commissioner of Mbulu. There was also a new District Commissioner
of Masai District (Fraser-Smith).
The new proposal submitted to the Provincial Commissioner and the District Commissioners of Babati, and Maasai (Monduli) districts asked that the
lake Natron Game Reserve, which had been established during German rule
in 1910, be abolished in return for a substantial area surrounding the
Tarangire River.490 The proposal from the Game warden contended that due
to increased development, development plans, and population growth the
game preservation situation of the region needed to be reconsidered and that:
[L]arge areas of the finest game country in Tanganyika will be denied to
game and it will disappear from those areas. For those same reasons areas
that were set apart for the protection of game no longer serve their pur491
pose.

It is thus clear that this proposal takes heed of the critique which was aimed
at the first, that is to say that too much of the Northern Province had been
turned into protected areas and that the development of the communities of
the northern province were hampered by restrictions and the growing conflict of man vs. game (See map X for the proposed boundaries, and map X
for a map over the Lake Natron Game Reserve which was to be abandoned).

488

Read 2000
TNA ACC 305 G.1/4. As regards this file it must be noted that it had Arusha written on
the front, and its last reference G.1/4 indicates that it should indeed have been apart of the
ACC 69 series (Arusha regional files – Northern Province). The nature of the correspondence
contained in this file certainly affirms this, and as it was impossible to attain the file ACC 69
G.1/4 file at the archive it might be pertinent to ask why it has ‘become’ a Mbulu district file
and given an ACC 305 entry in the logbooks… My conspiracy theory is that Mbulu district
contained no Maasai conflict, and no other Reserve conflicts…
490
The same proposal also suggests that the Sanya Plains Controlled Area (Gazetted in 1930)
should be abolished and an area of similar size near the Ngassari Furrow, adjoining Kenya
and Amboseli to be made a controlled area in exchange. The proposition seems to meet with
little or no resistance and the parts of the Sanya plains controlled area lying in Arusha District
was surrendered ‘for the expansion of the Meru people’ in august of 1955 (See TNA Acc 305
G.1/4). This story will not be followed here however.
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The abandonment of Lake Natron Game Reserve had been proposed before, as was shown in the previous sub chapter. Swynnertons views on why
it should be abandoned were however distinctly different from those present
in the letter from Battye. In the letter dated 18th March 1949, Battye argued
that the Natron Reserve was such difficult terrain that it would protect game
from anything but the ‘bona-fide hunter’, and that this might enable the
game department to surrender it as in essence it was protecting itself. An
argument which is quite enticing in itself as it reverberates a common understanding among many a colonialist, that is to say that ’real hunters’ – the
sportsman hunters – who know and can penetrate such terrain are no threat
to wildlife, where as the un-knowledgeable man with a gun is a threat to the
same. 492 Six years later however, the picture painted by Swynnerton on the
reason for Natron to be abandoned in favour of a game reserve at Tarangire
was by contrast that the development of the area has made it redundant as a
game reserve. The following is a passage from this letter dating 14th September 1955:
Prior to the development of water supplies in Masailand there was very little
or no competition between game and domestic stock. Pasture will only carry
a given number of stock either domestic or game and since the development
of water supplies Masailand is fully grazed, in fact in many parts over grazed,
by domestic stock and game animals have been almost entirely forced out of
the fly free areas. For this reason the Natron Game Reserve is no longer of
much value as a Game Reserve, it is proposed to abandon the greater part of
that area. This is a perfect example of game disappearing before the pressure
493
of man and his livestock, and in this case not from the killing of game.

The Natron area had probably not received any water development in 1949,
when Battye calls it an un-penetrable wilderness. Water development did
have a profound affect on the area, it is however questionable whether the
change occurs as rapidly as Swynnerton depicts.494 His arguments about Natron becoming redundant as preservation space as game had disappeared
‘before the pressure of man and his livestock’ must be seen in the light of the
conflicts surrounding the Serengeti. The Masai District Commissioners happiness over the abandonment of the reserve sheds some light on the considerable tension throughout Masai land, his pleasure also indicates that to
some extent that Swynnertons vision of what was going on, was one held
widely.
It is important to note that the Game Warden does not show that there
was an actual decrease in the wildlife of the Northern Province, rather he
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MacKenzie 1988, Adams and MacShane 1996, and Steinhart 2006 have all dwelled on the
subject
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Signed Swynnerton. TNA ACC 305 G.1/4, no. 31A
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states that there will be an inevitable decrease in the wild life of the Northern
Province due to the proposed development plans not the actual development.
Although the proposition from the Game Warden was met with enthusiasm there was also substantial opposition to the proposition as a whole, and
disagreement as to which space was to be bounded and where the boundaries
should be drawn. This opposition to the specificities of the proposed game
reserve was at first voiced on a provincial level and then became much more
local as shall be shown below. Both the district commissioner of Masai and
Mbulu districts were in favour of the game reserve although they both
wanted to make minor alternations to the area proposed. The district commissioner of Mbulu was the first to question the extent of reserved space
suggested already on the 10th of May 1955. He was not pleased with the
southern boundary proposed as it encompassed areas of wetland grazing for
the planned expansion of the Gorowa. The district officer of Masai, responded a few months later (29th August 1955) and welcomed the proposal
but wished to have a written confirmation that he, at a later date, could construct a tsetse barrier through the reserve (observe that he had already been
promised this by the game warden which suggests that they had spoken on
the subject prior to the Game Wardens official request). Both of the commissioners replied without having made inquiries about what local land
rights might be affected by the creation of the reserve.

Space for agriculture or game?
Tarangire was also discussed as a potential agricultural development area,
and it was from the proponents of Tarangire as an agricultural space that the
main opposition for its establishment as a reserve is to be found. Indeed, the
vigour of this opposition was the main reason Lock’s National park proposition failed to gain either support or space in 1949, and the idea of Tarangire
as agricultural space was still very vibrant in 1955.
There are five actors to be considered in the opposition to the creation of
the reserve as a whole from the Agricultural Development side, one in defence, two mediating and two in opposition to the proposition of the game
reserve. Of course, the defending party is the Game Warden Swynnerton
(and in several instances during the process also his acting Game Warden
G.G. Rushby). The mediating actors are the Provincial Commissioner and
the Member for Agriculture and Natural Resources (J W Lane). The main
opposition is voiced by the Provincial Assistant Director of Agriculture (L
Littlejohn), and the Northern Province Land Utilisation Board, which consisted of European, Indian and African representatives. The concern of the
Land Utilisation Board, established in 1950, was ‘how to make the best

177

use of a particular piece of land in the best interest of the territory’.495
The discussions between these five parties takes the better part of two years
and is illuminating not only in the creation process of Tarangire but also
sheds light on the late 1950s conservation boom in Tanganyika as a whole.
When the proposition was first discussed by the Natural Resources Members of the Northern Province together with the Member for Agriculture and
Natural Resources of the Secretariat on the 14th of July 1955, the Assistant
Director of Agriculture was the only one to raise significant opposition to the
creation of a reserve as he saw the area in question as prime agricultural land
(notably, without actually having been there), with good and permanent
sources of water, and good communication possibilities. In fact it possessed
all criteria necessary for European settlement as described by planners of
that time.496 As such, he argued that it would be a grave mistake if the area
was not given up for alienation, and was surrendered to game.
Put under pressure from the mediating Provincial Commissioner, the Assistant Director of Agriculture consented to survey the area together with the
Assistant Director of Veterinary Services and the Game Warden. However,
having conducted their survey of the area and having seen the boundaries
slightly altered the Assistant Director of Agriculture was still not willing to
agree with the creation of a game reserve. Rather, he stated in a letter to the
Game Warden and copied to the Provincial Commissioner that the joint mission had convinced him that the area should be made into agricultural land.
Once again he emphasised that the Land Utilisation Committee had had the
area in mind for alienation for a long time and that the conditions and proximity to Arusha made it ideal for this purpose. He also argued that there were
plenty of game protected areas in the Northern Province and that creating
another was unnecessary.
Taking all these factors into consideration, therefore, I myself am of the opinion that it would be an error in planned land use to make a Game Reserve of
the Tarangire area, particularly as I understand that you contemplate spending
money on developing water supplies, etc., if in a few years time there is going to be a demand for land in, or adjacent to the Reserve to be developed for
productive uses. (From Assistant Director of Agriculture to Game Warden,
497
with copy to PC 8th September 1955, my italics)
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The acting Game Warden, Rushby, who conducted the survey together with
the Assistant Director of Agriculture and Assistant Director of Veterinary
Services, and who momentarily believed that they were in agreement about
the reserves boundaries and its existence498, retaliated by arguing the case of
a game reserve at Tarangire in a letter addressed to the Member for Agriculture and Natural Resources in Dar es Salaam. The letter argued that areas
such as the Natron Game Reserve, which was to be surrendered in return for
the Tarangire area, had been lost because of the pressure of development.
It is agreed by all concerned that a suitable area in the Northern Province
should be set aside as a Game Reserve and a more suitable area than
Tarangire could not be found. It is an ecological whole, containing a number
of all the plains game as well as elephant, rhino, buffalo, Greater Kudu,
499
Lesser Kudu, gerenuk and oryx. There are no human inhabitants.

Of course, his intent was to proclaim much of the Masai district ‘Tarangire
Game reserve’, and if this had been done he may have encompassed somewhat of an ecological whole, including migration areas – but it is quite
something even then to contend the area as being ‘a whole’. It must also be
added that ‘no human inhabitants’ is written before native authorities have
confirmed this. The member for Agriculture and Natural resources, who
receives this statement, promptly, initiates a questioning of the presence of
native rights. (Because he believes that there are none or because he does not
trust the statement of the Game Warden, will have to remain an open ended
question.) It is also important to note that the expedition resulting in the
Game Wardens perception of an ecological whole, took place during the
long dry season, when Tarangire is at its most popular amongst wildlife. End
of July, beginning of August is the peak of the tourist season for Tarangire
today – thus the game wardens understanding of an ‘ecological whole’,
would have been very similar to what draws the tourist to Tarangire today –
a plethora of species congregated along the river and in the wetlands where
good grazing was/is in plenty.
Just a few days after Rushby’s letter to the Member in Dar es Salaam, the
Northern Province Land Utilisation Committee held a meeting at which they
agreed that it was ‘not desirable for a game reserve to be established in the
area.’ Probed by their sentiment, the Acting Game Warden wrote an agitated
letter to the Provincial Commissioner in which he suggested that the following quote from King George VI should be hung in the meeting room of the
Northern Province Land Utilisation Committee;
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See TNA Acc 305 G.1/4 entry no. 21 Letter from Game Warden dated 18th August 1955
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Game Warden to the Member for Agriculture and Natural Resources. The Acting Game Warden (Rushby) reply to the ADA’s letter is not present in the file consulted.
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The wild life of to-day is not ours to dispose of as we please. We have it in
trust. We must account for it to those who come after.500

Further, he contended that the area was at most marginally good farming
land in which dust storms which ‘must be experienced to be believed’ raged.
He took the American dust bowl analogy further as he wrote ‘[w]hen these
farms have been ploughed for a few more years and the soil crumb structure
broken down it makes one wonder what these dust storms will then be like.’
The following passages of his letter illuminates several discourses at
work in the mid 1950s as well as the position of the Game Department to the
situation of preservation space in the Northern Province. Here Tarangire was
compared to all spaces of conflict between preservation and people in the
Northern Province such as Mkomazi etc:
You are aware of the present position regarding the Serengeti National Park
and the matter being sub judice cannot be discussed otherwise a very strong
case could be made for Tarangire. The Meru Game Reserve including Ngurdoto Crater holds only forest game, elephants, rhino and buffalo. There is a
strong threat to the Mkomasi (Pare) Game Reserve, Tanga Province due to
the presence of Masai. The Amboseli and Tsavo National Parks are in Kenya
and to quote them is quite irrelevant and in any case none of the above mentioned Parks and Reserves hold rare species found in Tarangire and which
must be preserved. The Natron Game Reserve was not mentioned [by the
ADA]. I do not exaggerate in the least when I state that the position regarding
game in the Northern Province is becoming desperate and this in an area
which 15 years ago was the finest game area in the world. Unless the
Tarangire Game Reserve comes into being there will be no game left in the
Northern Province in a few years time, except elephant, Rhino and buffalo in
the forest reserves. […] The tourist trade has to be considered and this trade
so far as East Africa is concerned is still in its infancy. The tourist trade of
Canada is its second largest export and we have, or at least we could have as
much to show as Canada. As a means of recreation for local inhabitants,
Tarangire could be made unique and I assure you there is no other such place
to compare anywhere in East Africa or the Rhodesias. Surely such a place is
of much more value intrinsically and potentially than a few marginal
farms.’501

Goaded by this letter from the game warden as well as a letter from the Secretariat, the Provincial Commissioner wrote to the Member for Agriculture
and Natural Resources in Dar stating that he as well as all District Commissioners involved were for the establishment of a game reserve. The letter
also stressed that the only one against the project was the Assistant Director
of Agriculture. Indeed, at the meeting of the Northern Provincial Team held
500
This quote is also to be found as an inscription, dating to 1946, at the main entrance of
Nairobi National Park (Steinhart 2006:147)
501
TNA ACC 305 G.1/4 entry no. 29. Letter from the Acting Game Warden Rushby to the
PC, Northern. Dated 29th September 1955.

180

on the 17th of October 1955, all the members except for the Assistant Director of Agriculture were in agreement to recommend the establishment of the
Tarangire Game Reserve to the Member of Agriculture and Natural Resources. The objections posed at the meeting by Assistant Director of Agriculture as well as a map of the areas considered by the Northern Province
Land Utilisation Committee as potential agricultural zones and which they
argued should be offered for alienation (see figure.41) was also sent to the
Member.

Figure 41. Areas proposed to be alienated for agriculture by the ADA in 1955, TNA
Acc 305 G.1/4 p 35502

502
‘A- Around Loikisale has several times been brought up by the Land Utilization Committee as a possible area for alienation. B- is the ‘triangle’ of Mbulu District which projects into
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Both the Assistant Director of Agriculture and the Game Warden argued
from possible future scenario’s. Their arguments showed little or no reference to factual situation. There was no population pressure threatening the
wildlife in the Tarangire area, in fact, as was shown in chapter 2, the population of the eastern parts of Mbulu district was at its lowest in the mid 1950s.
Nor was there a population boom among or influx of settlers in demand of
agricultural land at that precise moment in time.503 There was a space which
at that particular moment was ‘teeming’ with wildlife, which had not yet
been included in the tsetse clearings of Mbulu district, and in which there
was no clearly defined, or rather seen, local land rights (most of the practises
and ‘rights’ being as they were defined as illegal by the 1951 The Faunal
Conservation Ordinance). The quarrel then, as in the discussion of the Locks
proposal, was between two forces wanting to define this space. But in 1955
the tables were however turned in favour of the game warden.
The late 1950’s conservation boom within the colonial administration
may be manifested in this turning of tables. For where there was unanimous
agreement to disregard the proposal of a national park in the area in 1949,
and complete agreement that the area should become an agricultural expansion, the Assistant Director of Agriculture and the Northern Provincial Land
Utilization Comittee are quite alone in arguing Tarangire as an advantageous
agricultural space in 1955. It is however, as will be discussed shortly, more
likely that it is the political situation in the Maasai districts, and the tensions
surrounding the creation of other conservation space as well as the at that
time on going alienations of Masai lands to Europeans, in northern Tanzania
that is at the heart of why it is the Game Warden who is allowed to define
this space and not the Northern Provincial Land Utilization Committee or the
Assistant Director of Agriculture. The Assistant Director of Agriculture was
no longer included in the correspondence on Tarangire from December
1955. All letters in the matter were from that moment on copied to the Director of Agriculture.
The final word in the agriculture vs. game issue came from the Member
for Agriculture and Natural Resources a year later in a letter addressed to the
Chairman of the Northern Provincial Land Utilization Committee but authored by the PC Northern Province: ‘Since the preservation of game in an
area which is accessible to tourists represents a solid financial asset it is felt
that the proper land use for the area is a game reserve. The danger of the
spread of tsetse fly if this should arise owing to the preservation of game in
the area will be kept under review’ Dar es Salaam, 20th October 1956.504
Masailand has also been mentioned by the LUC as an area which might be alienated. C- is
similar to Block C Essimingor already offered for alienation. D – is the only part which I have
visited personally but which appeared to me to offer at least as good a potential for agriculture
as the Essimingor Farms.’ (Notes from ADA to PC in: TNA ACC 305. G. 1/4p 35)
503
Twining 1951, 1958
504
TNA ACC 305 G.1/4 p 64
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Enquiries about ‘native rights’
The arguments at the regional and National level recounted above made little
reference to lived landscapes or the settlement situation in the region. At the
end of December in 1955, nine months after Swynnerton initiated the process of creating a game reserve at Tarangire, the Member for Agriculture and
Natural Resources, however began to enquire the possibility of ‘native
rights’ to the land. In a letter to the PC505 (in which he: firstly, refuted the
agricultural claims on Tarangire made by the Assistant Director of Agriculture and secondly, verified that the Game Warden had been asked to carefully demarcate the boundaries - leaving the stock route between Makuyuni
and Loikisale out, and deliver a map which was not based on guess work but
on fieldwork) he wrote:
I am to ask for a positive assurance that there are no subsisting native rights
in the proposed reserve before submitting this proposal to the Governor in
Council for approval.506

This order to investigate ‘native’ rights in the area came four months after
both the Mbulu and Masai District commissioners had agreed to the creation
of a reserve and after the establishment of the Reserve had been recommended by the Northern Provincial Team. It was at this point in time that the
establishing process really began to slow down its pace (see Tennis analogy
table).
From the 1955 maps it becomes clear that the game department’s suggestion for extent was based on very poor ‘geographical’ knowledge. Makuyuni
River for example is given two rather different courses in the two maps, and
none of the courses correspond to the current course of this river. Names of
mountains, hills and villages are also rather varying and in some instances
completely wrong as becomes clear through the correspondence. This enhances the image of the very hasty cartography, and knowledge based on
momentary or brief encounters with the actual landscape. But it could also
be symptomatic for a rather different phenomenon: the Game Warden’s outings in the bush were of a much more walkabout character – they were not
trained cartographers and (if they needed it) they walked together with
guides who may not have been completely familiar with the area in question,
but who had ‘bush sense’ - very much in the same way as I have gotten to

505
With copies to the Director of Agriculture in Dar es Salaam (OBS not to the Assistant
Director of Agriculture involved in the actual creation process). The Director of Veterinary
services and the Game Warden. See Acc 305 G.1/4, entry no. 37
506
No. in ACC 305 G.1/4
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know the landscape of today – and they would have gotten different names
for different things depending on who they asked.
The Provincial Commissioner asks the Game warden to insure that both
the District Commissioner of Mbulu and Masai are ‘informed of the boundaries and shown what effect they will have, on the ground.’ (my italics).507
As mentioned previously, C. I. Meek, District Commissioner of Mbulu,
had had concerns about the original extent of the proposed game reserve as
the proposal originally included the Sangaiwe hills at the base of which lay
the Sangaiwe farmed lands (not settled), he was also concerned that the
rights to building material of the Mbugwe and Gorowa would be affected.
Although the native authorities of the Gorowa and the Mbugwe quite
promptly replied that there were no native rights in the area, there was a
request that it should be possible for them to admit entrance to the reserve
for the collecting of building materials and fire wood. There was also a request by the head of the native authorities (Mr Rushby), that any revenues
gained by the establishment of the reserve should also be shared with the
Native Authorities508. In reply to these requests, the Game warden asserts
that the Mbugwe and Gorowa would be granted permission to enter the Reserve for the purpose of cutting building poles and fire wood. The request for
a share in future revenues was however not mentioned in his reply. Revenue
sharing was still under investigation, and from the files that have been consulted for this study it seems that at this point in time it is not something the
game department was pushing for, but rather local communities and Native
Authorities. At a later stage however the Game Department seem to recognize that this is a possible bartering ground for the insurance of adherence to
game policy – if the native authorities are paid properly they will also insure
that all hunting is legal hunting.509
The rapid and positive assurance from District Office that the Gorowa and
Mbugwe claimed no rights in the proposed reserve must partly be seen in
relation to the death of chief Dodo in 1954. Dodo’s understanding of the
Gorowa landscape had held high influence amongst the Mbulu officers, he
was a part of the European social circle of Mbulu district, and according to
local gossip, had several affairs with women who visited there. The new
Chief of the Gorowa was one of Dodo’s sons who in his own words did not
feel that the Galappo area had been of any great importance for the Gorowabut that the foot hills of the rift escarpment, the Bereku forests, Babati and
its surroundings had been the main settlement area of the Gorowa. 510 As was
shown in chapter two, it was however the eastern slopes of Mt Ufiome that
were central to Gorowa landscape at the turn of the 20th Century, and Ga507
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lappo, although without that name at the time, held the residence of the
Gorowa chief. John Samo, former sub chief of the Gorowa, stated that the
move from Galappo was a political one, in order to hold fort against advances of the Barabaig. Re-claiming land to the east of Gorowa, would
mean that outset one would need to re-claim it from the tsetse fly, i.e a lot of
man power, and man hours needed. Despite the water development schemes
and the building of wells at Endakisho and Gadamer the incentive for tsetse
clearing was waning in the late 1950s as has been shown in chapter 3. Much
land that was cleared still lay unsettled, and there was a general grudge
against using funds to clear land that would remain thus.511 The lands that
had been settled in the vicinity of the proposed reserve were settled by ‘others’, and thus not represented by the native authorities consulted. John Samo,
former sub chief of Gorowa at Bonga, states that the chief and sub-chiefs
were involved in the demarcation process at this stage but that they were
never a part of the preceeding discussions, they were merely presented with
the proposed boundaries and asked whether or not it conflicted with their
interests. Since the proposal included adherence to their claims to resources
within the game reserve boundary they felt no obligation to protest. He also
states that the Gorowa were allowed to get meat from the game reserve, as a
part of the above mentioned exemptions from policy, something which was
not included in the game wardens letter of acceptance to the terms posed by
the District Commissioner of Mbulu.512
For the Mbugwe the proposed reserved space was far away (20 km away
to be more specific, in contrast to the ½ km today). The farmed lands to the
west of lake Burunge and the Sangaiwe hills was also well away from the
proposed boundaries. Hunting was already illegal, but they were assured that
they could continue with the collection of building materials. Since only a
few of the Mbugwe still went fishing in the Tarangire area, it is very possible
that these interests were not mentioned by the native authorities, or that they
were but were ignored. The opinion of the sub chief at Mwada was also clear
‘There were no protests when the boundary was demarcated, I helped to
demarcate them. There were no people living in the park when it was gazetted anyone who says so is telling a lie.’513
Procuring the requested reassurance from Monduli and the Maasai was
however not swiftly done, and for the first time the proceedings come to an
absolute halt. Swynnerton wrote to the DC Masai Monduli on the 15th March
1956, stating that the reserve had been provisionally beaconed and requested
the DC to survey the area for native rights. In a hand written note on this
letter the PC wrote (31 March 56) ‘The DC. said that he hoped to be able to
inspect the area by the end of April ’56. He wants to be absolutely sure that
511

ACC 302 T.5/18
Interview in Babati on the 7th of November 2002
513
Interview at Magugu April 2001
512

185

no African rights are involved.’ Significantly, there had been a change of DC
in the Masai district as Fraser-Smith had been replaced by Townsend. That
Townsend wished to make ‘absolutely sure’ that there were no native rights
to the area suggests that he was wary of the consequences of not adhering to
local rights, and must be put into context of the controversies and lack of
factual ‘development’ in the wake of the Masai Development Plan514, and of
the controversies surrounding Serengeti and Ngorongoro515, as well as the
alienation of land around Essingmore mountain.
The District commissioner of Masai district takes his time in reporting on
the outcome of the meeting with the Masai elders. It was only after a second
probing from the provincial office that the District Commissioner replies at
all. The delay in this investigation into (or perhaps - actual delivery of information on) ‘native rights’ is intriguing but hard to develop on without
more detail on the DC’s general position as regards game preservation and
the Maasai – it is however clear from contemporary speeches held throughout the Maasai district and documented in the District book, that he was
pressed by the situation in Maasailand and the conflicts surrounding other
game reserves and the re-formulation of Serengeti National Park. The Commissioners lengthy reply to the query comes on the 19th of May 1956, nearly
five months after the question of local rights had been raised by the Member
for Agriculture and Natural Resources.
In this letter he stated that the Maasai were not against a game reserve
per say, however they did hold strong objections to the boundaries suggested
for the reserve. At the Baraza (meeting) held by the DC with the ‘Simanjiro
people’, the Maasai had emphasised that they held rights on the western side
of Oldonyo Sambu, in the grasslands of the Silalo swamp, the country immediately to the North of Oldonyo Nghari and to the west of Oldonyo
Lolkurunan (see figure 23). The Simanjiro elders stated that they used all of
these areas for grazing when there was drought. A field officer also confirmed that there were Maasai homesteads (bomas) north of Oldonyo Nghari.
The Maasai use of the Silalo swamp is mentioned in the District books in
1943, in which it is described that there is a corridor free from tsetse fly
through which the Maasai cattle can reach the Silalo Mbuga without being
exposed to the flies.516 This claim pre-dates any mention of creating a game
reserve in the area as well as restrictions of inter-district movement among
the Maasai in 1948.517 As such the documentation of Maasai usage of the
Silale swamp in 1943 is not laden with the conflicts of the late 1940s and
1950s.
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Figure 42. First and second proposal and Maasai land claims in 1956

As a comment to these claims the DC Monduli writes (my italics):
My own views, briefly, are:- (a) The water and grazing in the Simanjiro
Plains and in that part of the Loiborsirret cleared area which is being provisionally reserved for the Simanjiro people will be ample for their herds in the
foreseeable future, provided game now in the Simanjiro Plains is exterminated or driven out. (b)The Simanjiro Masai cannot have their cake and eat it.
That is to say they cannot expect the Game department to expend considerable effort in reducing the game in the Simanjiro Plains to negligible proportions and thereby to increase the stock carrying capacity of the Simanjiro, and
at the same to accept the Masai contention that they should maintain their
rights within the tsetse infested area of the Tarangire Reserve into which it is
hoped that much of the game driven out from Simanjiro will find sanctuary.518
518
District commissioner of Masai Monduli in a letter to the Provincial commissioner dating
19th May 56.
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Dorothy Hodgson has questioned whether the tsetse clearing campaigns
in the Masai District had been a success at all, in the light of her research it
seems likely that there would have been a general scepticism amongst the
Maasai to the 'cake' that was being offered.519 That is to say, the development
plans of Masai district initiated during 1951 and conducted up until 1955 and
ambitiously promising to eradicate the tsetse problem from large tracts of
land within the Masai district and develop permanent and ‘good’ water
sources for the Maasai, had proved to be a complete failure and not delivered
what it had so ambitiously claimed it would do.520 Hodgson also shows how
the Development Plan was used to alienate land from the Maasai under the
pretence that it was a temporary state of things and would benefit them and
the district. These alienations became permanent and hindered the Maasai
from utilising the more fertile lands within their district.521 Thus, the promise
of a Simanjiro plain free of game and tsetse, with ample water resources for
the future as expressed by the DC, would have been seen as very empty
words only intending for the continued alienation of Maasai lands.
It may also be questioned whether a game free Simanjiro plain was something that the Maasai necessarily strove for, on the contrary. Rather, the
‘cake’ here was the positive aspects as seen from the perspective of the Veterinary officers, who strove to reduce game born disease among the Maasai
cattle. The ‘here we are giving you a clean space and you are complaining?’
is a highly fascinating posture.
Indeed, in the continued correspondence it is stated once again that the
Maasai are not against the game reserve per se, but that they are unwilling to
accept a reserve which includes the lands which they had shown to be a part
of their landscapes.522 As a result of their ‘no’, the proposal was re-drawn
and the parts falling within the Mbulu district became the Tarangire Game
Reserve, where as a segment within Maasai district became Lolkisale game
controlled area ‘if this were done there should be no interference with Masai
grazing rights, yet the destruction of game by hunting parties could be prohibited and a game sanctuary established’.523
The Maasai claims include lands within the Mbulu district but the rights
to these are however severed in the final creation of the reserve. There was
no mention of the Mbulu /Masai district boundary and what it actually entitled the Maasai to lay claim to - i.e. there was never such a discussion even
though it is clear that the reserve and controlled area came to follow the said
inter-district boundary. From the onset of British rule over the Tanganyika
519
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Territory, the policy was to maintain the Maasai within the Masai District, or
Masai Reserve, in the Northern Province, and by 1948 it was illegal for the
Maasai to enter into other districts.524 Thus, even though there is documentation of Maasai usage of the Silale swamp prior to 1948, the claims within the
Mbulu district would have been considered illegal and therefore easily amputated from the Maasai landscape.
As is clear from his letter, the District Commissioners reference to 'ample'
water and grazing reserved for the Maasai, was a vision based on the idea
that the game would be driven into, and held within the game reserve. And
here were the planning goes terribly wrong as it later has proved to be entirely insufficient for the future. The ‘illegal’ usage of the Silale swamp and
the water resources of the Tarangire river was central to the Maasai of Simanjiro in dry seasons and during droughts in particular.525
Still, the Silale swamp was easily severed from the Masai claims as it fell
within the Mbulu district boundaries and as such was not ‘claimable’ by the
Maasai. The district boundaries were of course boundaries drawn between
clear nodes in space – hills, mountains, along a shoreline or river - and without understanding for the lived landscapes they severed. It is intriguing to
note that had the district boundary followed peopled landscapes, rather then
hills etc., then much of the turbulence the Masai have suffered due to the
creation of Tarangire National Park would not have occurred.
Within the conflicting visions of what Tarangire should become amongst
the colonial officers the Maasai were, however in a no win situation. The
areas that the Assistant director of Agriculture claims ‘I appreciate that the
boundaries of the game reserve can be altered relatively easily and also that
part of the proposed game reserve lies in Masai District, but the Royal
Commission have made some very forthright comments on the policy of
allowing land to lie undeveloped merely because it happens to fall within an
area in which one particular tribe exercises some administrative control but
is uninterested in development.’ 526 Most of the space that the ADA proposes
to become Agricultural space is in fact very much a part of the Maasai landscape.
The Masai Development Plan was to make the Masai district into prime
range land and the Maasai themselves into more efficient stock keepers.
Three things were emphasised in this plan; (1) water development, in the
form of wells and piped water, (2) the clearing of tsetse bush to open up new
rangelands and finally (3) experimentation with grazing control and fodder
production. By 1956 the district commissioner is still talking about developments to come in the Masai district, the ample money talked about is
524
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money collected through heavy taxation of the Maasai. The Essingmore
farms had just been alienated.
Put into context of the preceding eight years of failing development plans
in the Maasai district the forceful no to the creation of a game reserve covering the Loikisale area becomes clear. The Maasai had been exposed to the
transformation of seemingly temporary spatial configurations before, only to
find out that what was to be fluid and temporary in fact was solid and unyielding.

Figure 43. Final extent of Tarangire Game Reserve and Lolkisale game controlled
area as Gazetted on 4th March 1957, with Maasai land claims appearing in TNA
ACC 305 G.1/4, with the second proposal of extent as reference.

It was only the groups represented by native authorities, namely the
Gorowa, Mbugwe and Maasai whose possible rights in the area were inves190

tigated. Claims to land or landscape and resources by Dorobo hunters, other
hunter-gatherer groups, the Barabaig and fishermen of varying background
(Makua, Irangi, etc) who relied on the Tarangire river and water pools for
their subsistence (see chapter 2), were not explored or even referenced in
these proceedings. Likewise, the newly constructed villages, charged with
waging the war on tsetse and consisting of ‘alien’ peoples were not considered. Once again, the establishment of delineated tribal spaces played an
active role in who was included in the process at hand, and who was not.
Representation built on the perceived demography of the 1920s rather than
what these spaces had become since then.
It is also clear that the diverse animal agency in this space was not considered in the proceedings. There is no mention of how the animals of various types congregating in this space during dry seasons or acted during the
wet season, their mobility is only considered as dependent on human agency
and therefore open to remodelling.
The opposition to the existence of a game reserve surrounding Tarangire
river was silenced already by October 1956 (see illustration Who had the
‘ball’ yes or no to Tarangire and for how long on following page527). What
remained were the formalities of declaration and the official beaconing of its
boundaries. As no more voices or counter claims were raised against the
establishment of Tarangire Game Reserve it was Gazetted as such on March
27th 1957.
Ironically, or perhaps significantly, the Tarangire River area was still described as excellent shooting grounds in the in 1958 government publication
A Handbook of Tanganyika and the game reserve was not included in its
accompanying map over game reserves and national parks.528 In fact all of
the areas described as excellent hunting areas in the 1958 version of the
handbook, are exactly the same, using the very same wording as those in
Sayers Handbook from 1930 (see fig.39 ).529
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Figure 44. Northern Province with protected area situation 1955

Figure 45. Northern Province with protected area situation 1960
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Becoming expanding and rooted landscape
The National Park, in contradistinction to the reserve, is placed by legislation
on a more stable basis. It possesses a title. It is made by Act of Parliament the
property of the public for ever to be utilized for the sole purpose of preserving the natural objects within it. It cannot be abolished or altered in any way
except by subsequent Act of Parliament. This is the most secure and rigid
status that can be given to a wild-life sanctuary. It alone offers any reasonable
hope that the sanctuary may last into the distant future.530

Tarangire was designed to keep wildlife within its boundaries and to enable
a clearing of the land to the east and west of the reserve from both game and
tsetse. It was also designed to lessen the tensions and strains which game
preservation and land alienations had generated within the Masai Districts.
By altering the designation of Natron Game Reserve to controlled area, and
reshaping the Serengeti (see figure 44 and 45), this becomes a process of
‘lessening’ protection by increase of slighter protection. This at least was the
vision or shape of Tarangire Game Reserve to which the District commissioners of Maasai and Mbulu districts agreed (the DC Masai of course only
agreeing to a game controlled area). Essentially what was agreed to, was the
control of wilderness with the continued human utilization of resources
within its bounds, and the eradication of game in areas not under any preservation status. The wildlife would be pushed back and the resources on the
Simanjiro plain and in the Mbulu district would be secured for the people
and their cattle.
Significantly, the movement of game from Tarangire into areas to the east
and west were seen as a problem by the district officers, and one which
needed to be minimized. The creation of a game reserve was then the means
by which to rid the remaining district space of populations of game, and
tsetse. The Mbulu district had no game reserve or controlled area, there were
forest reserves in which elephant and buffalo resided but these were up for
hunting. If Mbulu was to set off a section of its area for game preservation
then the Tarangire river seemed ideally suited for such a space. At the same
time as the wildlife would be pushed into this space, the people of Maasai
and Mbulu district were to be allowed to continue with certain entanglements in the reserved space.
However, shortly after Tarangires inception as game reserve, the problematic nature of this ‘providing the elimination of game amongst people
shape’ unfolds. From the onset, the Game Ranger at Mto Wa Mbu complains that the wildlife do not keep to the said boundaries:
The game is not static in the present controlled areas but spreads out all over
Masailand, particularly when employing its wet season range. This is also
530
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true of the game in the Tarangire Game Reserve, which, during the rains,
spreads out all over Masaailand. - Game Ranger, Mto wa Mbu. 13th May
531
1958.

Arguments that this was the natural order of things, and that allowance for
the movement should be enacted in the form of more controlled areas surrounding the game reserve, arise promptly. By 1957 the Game Department
had stationed their biologist at a campsite in Tarangire. The biologist, Hugh
F. Lamprey’s vision of Tarangire Game Reserve was an all together different
one from that of the Mbulu and Maasai District Commissioners. Through
Lampreys writing, and when finally under the jurisdiction of the Game Department, Tarangire would become an altogether different kind of game reserve. It would become a central node in the Tarangire ecosystem as depicted in Lampreys map from 1963 (see fig. 46 below.)

Figure 46. Lampreys map entitled ‘Principal game concentration areas & rain dispersal touts in the Masai area, Tanganyika’ (Lamprey 1963)
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Figure 47. Arusha Region (Northern Province) with protected area situation 1966.

As seen from figure 47 and 48 in compared with figure 45, the controlled
areas to the east of Tarangire Game Reserve are expanded around and after
independence. Already in 1960, Lamprey argued that quite an extensive area
within the Mbulu district should be declared a game controlled area so that
the migratory routes of animals in wet seasons would also be covered (the
area marked with a 1 in Figure 43 to the west of Tarangire National Park).
He argues that the area was being depleted of game by European hunting
parties and that it therefore needed protection.532
In this area numerous professional hunting parties operate each year and we
have no means of controlling their numbers, nor of limiting the number of
animals that they kill.533

Lamprey also suggested that in order for such a controlled area to be approved locally, the revenues gained from hunting licences in the area should
be shared with the native treasuries. This was an attempted method to involve the native authorities and give local populations incentive to help in
the upholding of game laws being tested in the Western province at this
532
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point in time as was shown in chapter 4. The depletion of game in the area
was of course the intention of the game reserve in the first place, so Lampreys request was denied.
Within independent game policy however, the exact extent of Lampreys
suggestion is gazetted as controlled area sometime between 1966 and 1970,
even though by 1966 the area under control had been settled (at times by
force), cleared of tsetse and become very much a part of peopled landscapes.
Tarangire Game Reserve had seemingly seamlessly become a central node
in an ecosystem, rather than a reserve providing the elimination of game
amongst people.
On the 19th of June 1970, Tarangire became Tarangire National Park, and
with its gazettment as such all previous locally peopled ties to the park were
severed. Tarangire National Park has expanded to the west on numerous
occasions, toward Mbugwe and Sangaiwe by approximately nine kilometres.

Figure 48. Arusha Region with Protected area situation 1972. Notably the area directly to the west of Tarangire (just turned national park ) had been made controlled
area.

Arguing that it is with the village operations that the real conflict with
Tarangire Game Reserve begins to surface, John Samo stated that people
were confused over the conflicting directives. They were, in many cases,
forcibly moved to an area where animal/people conflicts became rife, such
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as at Sangaiwe. At the same time they were toothless under the presiding
game laws in this forced relationship unless they took action illegally and
became poachers. The game reserve, and soon after national park kept growing, and came closer to lands they had been left to settle and clear. 534 John
Samo argues that it is with the establishment of the new villages, and the
extinguishing of prior agreements that the boundaries of the park begin to be
questioned, and resented. In 1970 the rights of neighbouring peoples within
the reserve, recognised at its inception, were no longer adhered to.
The creation of Tarangire Game Reserve may be described as a process
of three distinct phases: firstly, its formulation as mobile idea within various
networks. A time when it is both a part of hunting networks and increasingly
exposed to planning discussions. Secondly, a creation or negotiation process
of two years when not only boundaries are drawn and re-drawn in order for
it to finally gain (access to). During this stage its ‘immutable mobility’ is its
shape as a space for the preservation of game, at the same time the perception of the agency of such a space is highly variable and contradictory. In
discussions of its creation Lastly, landing and expanding.
The fact that the shape agreed to was never enacted, and that the Maasai
would soon loose their watering rights in the Silale swamp when Tarangire
was transformed to a national park, would turn out to be a catastrophic topological morph. Rather than having ‘ample water resources’, and a wildlife
free plain, the Maasai cattle on the Simanjiro plain still competed with the
wildlife which was now protected by altering wildlife regulations. In
1993/1994 there was a severe drought during which the people living in Loibor Sirret lost the majority of their cattle as they were forced to seek out
water for their cattle in Kondoa district, rather than in Tarangire.535
That the colonial preservation policy was one of segregation into opposed
landscapes (development/preservation) has been argued by numerous authors.536 Tarangire’s case history presents a somewhat different take on this
segregation narrative. The initial design was certainly meant to segregate
certain components of space – i.e. wildlife was to be pushed into the space
bounded by Tarangire Game Reserve and Loikisale controlled area and
eradicated or decimated ‘to negligible numbers’. But it was also a pawn in a
spatial planning of tensions, in an overall view of tension in the region
Tarangire seemingly provided the least bit of tension, allowing for release
elsewhere from both the pressures of the Game Department, and the Maasai.
More importantly it shows that there were several and heterogeneous understandings of Tarangire, each understanding dependant on within which network it was involved.
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Thus, Tarangire Game Reserve was by no means simply projected onto
the land as a scenic landscape, it was profoundly resisted by all manner of
various actors. It had to become an acceptable landscape, an acceptable
amount of space, and an acceptable neighbour before it could land on a political map of Tanganyika. Once it had landed and gained space then it could
remould itself after the wildlife that it sought to protect. Tarangire was one
thing when it gained space, and an entirely different thing a few years later.
The communities entangled with Tarangire had tentatively said yes to coexisting with a game reserve of one shape (‘in which to push game and
tsetse, in order to clear surrounding lands’), and found themselves
neighbours with affected by a game reserve of an altogether different shape
(‘which is the central node in the ecosystem, from which animals migrate
during the wet season’).
It is important to recognise that the space originally gazetted as
‘Tarangire Game Reserve’ and relatively smoothly inserted into the
Mbugwe, Gorowa, and Maasai landscapes is both in idea, content, extent and
affect fundamentally different from the landscape that constitutes Tarangire
National Park today. To view Tarangire National Park as an unproblematic
declaration of a wilderness already free from human activity and claims, as
present day park guides do, is severely flawed. The problems of park people
conflicts exist because the landscape has been transformed, because conservation was far away but has since come very close, because the playing rules
have been significantly altered, as have the components of the Tarangire
landscape. ‘In the game reserve there were Sundays. There are no Sundays
in a national park’, Mzee Gicha Mbee stated with a wry smile during my
first field work in Babati District. He meant that rule breaking was to some
extent allowed before the creation of a National Park. And indeed, rule
breaking was, as has been shown in chapter 5, written into the contract of
Tarangires inception. The possibility of surrounding communities to breach
laws and continue with economic activities of importance to their societies
such as the collection of fire wood and building materials, was one of the
fundamental criteria for the creation of a game reserve in the first place.
There is no need to resist a reserve which does nothing, only the reserve
which interacts with, interferes with or illegalizes practise will be resisted.
But the reserve which does nothing for a long time, may be all the more
volatile when it does begin to perform its intended agency, because such a
reserve has age.
Unlike the Selous and Mkomazi Game Reserves, Tarangire is clearly negotiated into space and no forced re-allocations occur. By contrast the
boundaries of the original game reserve takes heed to the native authorities
and is duly revised where there are objections as long as those objections fall
within the right district. However, as has been shown by the proceedings
above, it was only those groups represented by a native authority who’s
rights were voiced, and the rights of Maasai were only adhered to when they
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fell within the Maasai reserve – all other possible rights were cropped. The
ease at which a space is inserted gives it all the more potential to be ferocious if its constitution is altered.
The creation of Tarangire must also be viewed in relation to trying to ease
tensions within the Maasai districts – conflict surrounding the Serengeti and
Ngorongoro. The movement of preservation space figured inbetween maps
in figures 44-45 clearly show that even though more land is placed under
‘game control’ (and thus only somewhat protected from agricultural expansion or development) the land under the stricter regulations of national park
and game reserve is dramatically reduced during this time. Motivation for
the creation of these spaces is that ‘local communities’ will gain from hunting revenues, and if they stand to gain from it they will also be more prone to
see that conservation is alive in the area.
Despite the fact that the migration routes of wildlife to the west of the
park were described as less abundant than those to the east by Lamprey in
1963, the park has expanded into and onto its western and southern
neighbourhoods. As chapter 2 has shown, the settlement pattern and land use
to the west of Tarangire has altered dramatically during the 20th Century, and
particularly so during and right after the creation of Tarangire Game Reserve. These re-organizations of settlements and villages during the latter
part of the 1950s and in the 1960s, and the (re)creation of villages such as
Sangaiwe, Mamire, etc have altered the way that wildlife moves to and from
their dry season watering holes and grazing. And yet the expansion of
Tarangire to the west builds on their movements prior to the establishment of
these ‘new’ villages. The result is that as the national park has expanded, the
peopled landscapes have also grown in two simultaneous processes condoned by the Tanzanian government resulting in a situation where wildlife
and farms are now directly neighbouring each other.
The eastern boundaries of the park have however, remained the same in
shape and extent (although of course altering their implication quite drastically with the creation of the national park), holding as it were the shape of
the past Mbulu district. Likewise, at least in name, the area which constitutes
Lolkisale game controlled area, has maintained shape and area as well as
designation. The peopled, mainly Maasai, landscapes on the eastern border
of the park, which posed the greatest and most potent resistance to the creation of the game reserve, continued and still continue to voice resistance to
this conservation space. And yet it may be argued that the creation of
Tarangire Game Reserve and later national park has had its most potent impact on the areas to the east.
What Brockington convincingly shows in the case of Mkomazi is that it is
the lack of coherency and power of the political remoulding of space that
brings about conflicts.537 It is the constant giving of half promises or the lack
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of implementation of created reserves that causes the conflict. His story of
Mkomazi takes place during the latter part of the 20th Century. I would argue
that it is the same lack of coherency and fluctuations within colonial preservation policy and its counter agents that causes the majority of conflicts surrounding protected areas that are seen up until independence. Similarly, Isssa
Shivji, and Kaj Århem, and recently Shetler delineate the makes and brakes
in legal definitions surrounding the creation of Ngorongoro conservation
area, and its connections to the creation of the Serengeti National Park.538
Their history writing of these events and policy morphs clearly reveal the
abuses of human rights, and highly disputable removal of people through the
re-writing of policy.
In the first images of ‘the Tarangire Ecosystem’ (see fig 46.) produced by
Lamprey after Tarangire had been declared a game reserve, there is quite a
bit of movement between Tarangire and its western neighbourhoods. In the
present day image of the Tarangire Ecosystem supported by the African
Wildlife Foundation (see fig. 4), the migration of elephant and buffalo, wildebeest and zebra in their westerly direction is completely gone. A change in
movement has occurred after the early 1960s. The movement of wildlife to
the east in the wet season differs little in these two images from 1963 and
1992, where as there (at least in imagery) seems to be less movement of
wildlife (and fewer species) to the north and the western range seemingly
has ceased to function in 1992. Based on these two images it has been argued that Tarangire is increasingly isolated and cut of by development on all
sides.539 Borner and others have missed out on that Tarangire was designed
to become isolated. This was not, nor is, however, something the animals of
Tarangire are prone to agree with. They still interact with the spaces both to
the west and to the east of the park boundaries. In that web of possible and
eventual becomings there are other and different behaviours involved.
Although Tarangire is declared a national park after independence, previous research has shown that Tanzanian wildlife policy post independence
was heavily influenced and run by a very small group of British conservationists. Wildlife conservation in independent Tanzania was until 1971 run
by a colonial elite, and the education of Tanzanian conservationists, steered
and held by this group.540 Thinking otherwise, or differently or locally was
efficiently stubbed. As this chapter as well as chapter 4 has showed, this
assemblage of people did not get access to factual space or become a part of
landscapes until the 1950s and with independence. Their main justification
to this power is the influx of money created by WWF and AWF campaigns.
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6. What does becoming Tarangire entail?

Babu (Mustafa Muhamedi, 97) – Are these elephants tamed?
Ibrahim (26, field assistant) – They are bush elephants.
Babu – These are not wild beasts they are tamed.
Ibrahim – I’m telling you that these are wild beasts!
Babu [dismissively] – That is why I’m telling you these are not wild animals
they are tamed! I’m telling you so because they do not fear people! They eat
enough and they are not afraid of anybody!541

The altering behaviour of game (or wildlife) becomes a concern for some
colonial officials and the ‘sportsman’ in the Tanganyikan Territory during
the 1920s and 1930s. It was for example, exclaimed that the introduction of
new things in the man/game relationship, such as the camera and the automobile, had made game animals unafraid of a more passive man and therefore easy pray for ‘unsportsmanlike’ hunting. Sportsmanlike hunting was
defined as with a gun, on foot, for pleasure or profit, but never excessive.542
It was thus a tightly defined European/American formulation of hunting
practice. Likewise, there was concern that the behaviour of people was being
altered with the introduction of things such as muzzle loaders. The German
Ethnology professor Karl Weule for example wrote that the introduction of
muzzle loaders to the local hunters of Eastern Africa had made these hunters
abandon former practise and so decimated the elephant that elephant hunting
was now a mere hunt for corpses.543 Presumably for more than one reason,
there was a distinct fear of fire arms coming into the hands of Africans early
on during colonial rule. No one was allowed to give fire arms to the ‘native’
unless they were specifically authorised to do so. Hunting by local peoples
was by the end of the 1920s only allowed if it conformed to ‘traditional’
modes of hunting, with ‘traditional’ tools, but only if these were considered
humane. For this reason it was entirely impossible for ‘the African’ to become defined as a ‘sportsmanlike’ hunter.
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Similar concerns to that of the early 20th century, mentioned above, are
voiced in the present. The concern manifests itself in discussions of altering
migration routes of wildlife due to the erection of fences around commercial
farms and discussions of the altering food preferences of elephants.544 At the
heart these concerns seems to be firstly, an unwillingness to accept that the
relations that exist today may be entirely remoulded by tomorrow, and secondly a fear that a new constellations of things, of new interconnections,
may lead to the upheaval of accepted relationships on the land.
As this thesis has shown, conservation efforts in Tanzania have throughout the 20th Century, themselves been very fluid indeed, and do by no means
represent stable compositions. In fact they are, as the description545 of
Tarangires creation has shown, precarious achievements within altering networks, making it very difficult for the people who have or who do surround
them to know what it is they are interacting with. A Game Reserve is not
always the same thing as a Game Reserve, they can be fundamentally different yet officially remain the same.
In the case at hand what was agreed to was the control of wilderness with
the continued human utilization of resources within its bounds, and the
eradication of game in areas not under any preservation status. The wildlife
would be pushed back and the resources on the Simanjiro plain and in the
Mbulu district would be secured for the people and their cattle. Shortly after
its inception as a game reserve Tarangire was to become something fundamentally different in operation. With the stationing of the first Biologist employed by the Game Department at Tarangire it began to become the central
node of an ecosystem, and would gradually move away from being a space
where people could move about in accordance to their accustomed practices
(at least on Sundays), to becoming a space from which animals could move
about in accordance to their accustomed practises (how accustomed may
certainly be questioned, as they should always be viewed as the movements
of the late 1950s, one thing is certain, animal landscapes did not involve
movement through peoples farms one hundred years ago but it does today).
People who had thought they would be interacting with one thing found
themselves interacting with something entirely different, resulting both in
incarcerated ‘poachers’ (knowing themselves as hunters), trampled and destroyed crops. The peopled landscapes were rapidly moving within policy
from the centre to the periphery, they were becoming the borderlands of
Tarangire National Park rather than the heartlands of Mbulu, become Babati
District.
At present there are large scale projects coming under the heading community management areas in Tanzania as a whole and to the west of
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Tarangire in particular546 to create stable and sustainable wildlife corridors in
between national parks. During 2003s fieldwork, there was a tent raised
along the main road at Sangaiwe. The campers were two young game rangers from Tarangire national park on a mission to ‘become a part’ of the village as Gicha Mbee formulated it. As it turned out they were there to propagate for a community-based Wildlife Management Area (WMAs) which
became a reality in 2006. The Burunge Community Wildlife Management
entirely covers the stretches of the Mbugwe ‘heartland’547 as it was delineated in chapter two. The motivation behind the creation of the WMA was
first and foremost to safeguard wildlife movement in between Manyara and
Tarangire National Parks, and (at least in theory) give income to the villages
that constituted a part of it (Sangaiwe, Vilima Vitatu, Minjingu etc). As Igoe
and Croucher have shown, the creational process of the WMA bypassed the
will of the people in these areas, and a multitude of serious human rights
issues have arisen.548 There is also little to suggest that money from tourism
in the area is reaching the villagers. Because of the WMA, wildlife is increasingly found in peoples fields, and people are at no liberty to deal forcefully with the marauders.549 Mara Goldman has questioned the fixation on
wildlife corridors, forcefully arguing that they turn a blind eye to all other
possibilities of people/wildlife coexistence.550 There was no animosity to
preservation in itself amongst the people I have interviewed and discussed
with, what there was a frustration over not being included and of not gaining
from the money that the park and surrounding conservation space is generating. A frustration over not being able to chase away elephants as their crops
were trampled, and for those living closest to the park a frustration over the
lack of action as regards tsetse. A frustration which resonates in countless
case studies on community conservation throughout Africa.
This thesis has sought to understand how the bit that was not fit to be on a
map, but covered by the map legend in 1911, became a name and features by
1930, a surface on a multitude of maps in 1957, and then one of the most
common places to visit for a tourist in Tanzania today. It has asked what this
becoming has entailed for that which is ‘outside’ and ‘inside’ the park, what
relations it has had with the spaces to the west of the present day park, and
how these relations have affected the creation of the park area.
As chapter two showed the landscapes that now constitute Tarangires
western ‘borderlands’, have been deeply involved with both animal and plant
geographies of the space that is now national park. The chapter narrated
descriptions of the peopled landscapes to the west of the National Park,
‘mapping’ the altering landscapes of practice amongst the Gorowa, Mbugwe
546
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and ‘others’. It did so in order to establish what these landscapes have consisted of at various times. It showed that the maps of settlements and settled
land created by early German explorers and the subsequent early colonial
British understandings of these landscapes were blind to the many diverse
ways of being Mbugwe or Gorowa. It pointed to the Gorowa landscapes
fluid spatiality, and the many and diverse new peopled landscapes appearing
on the northern, and eastern slopes of Kwaara or Ufiome Mountain. It
showed that there has been and are a multitude of practiced landscapes and
histories which do not fit into present day categorisations of ‘peoples’ and
which are thus hard to narrate. Finally it showed that the space denoted today as Tarangire National Park by no means lacks human history, but that
the seeming lack there of during the mid 20th century, was a matter of lack of
physical structures or tilled fields. Tarangire itself was filled with human
practice and as was shown in chapter 5 recognition of at least some of these
rights was the very basis for Tarangire Game Reserve to become an acceptable space in these landscapes.
In chapter three it was established that what may be a completely harmless gathering of tsetse flies at one point in time, may without altering in
behaviour, space or in numbers, become a deadly gathering of flies at another. The increased movements of wildlife into and onto new forms of practice and settlement may in fact be a ticking bomb if it also means the increased presence of tsetse and trypanosomes in peopled landscapes. At present there is little monitoring of the status of trypanosomiasis in the region.
As such it poses a very real threat to local peoples and their stock
Chapter three built its reasoning around the tsetse topologies of eastern
Mbulu district on Ford’s and contemporary understanding of the ecology of
trypanosomiasis and the tsetse fly.551 Ford (1971) shows that tsetse clearings
in fact opened up for the occurrence of sleeping sickness or rather the spread
of T. bruccei. The only way to completely clear land from tsetse fly is for
people to occupy and farm it, and be allowed to shoot off any trespassing
wildlife. But instead of re-occupation, cleared land was allowed to be grazed
by cattle in abundance, thus offering the tsetse fly a brand new host on which
to do what it does.
The tsetse clearings in the wake of Swynnerton thus paved the way for the
trypanosome morphs in interaction in which domestic stock now stood as
central host. The domestic stock brought the disease very close to people and
made trypanosomes latch onto peopled landscapes. Thus the clearings in
Mbulu district in between World War I and World War II altered the geography and networks of the tsetse fly. The jailing of German settlers at the
beginning of World War II seems to have amalgamated tsetse, trypanosome
and cattle (or possibly pigs at the remaining Greek farms) in a way that made
for an outbreak of sleeping sickness in Kiru Valley in 1941. Sleeping sick551

Ford 1971, and e.g. Fèvre et al 2006, Welburn et al 2004
205

ness soon occurred in the tsetse infested bush landscapes surrounding Mount
Ufiome and the Sangaiwe hills resulting in the emptying of these peopled
landscapes (both by force and of free will).
I argued that the present day position of tsetse or indeed the tsetse position of 1957 is a product of complex interaction, war, peopled landscapes,
colonial intervention, tsetse politics and conservation strategies. The position
of tsetse in 1890 or in 1914 or even 1925 is dramatically different to the
‘high concentration of tsetse flies’ described in Tarangire’s official history.
The TANAPA narrative on the history of Tarangire National Park in
which the tsetse fly has played an active role in hindering peoples usage of
the Tarangire area flagrantly misinterprets the presence of tsetse in the
Tarangire area. The tsetse fly has not held development away, development
is the only way to clear land of fly. What has held development at bay in
tsetse fly areas is a colonial definition of the fly as pollutant, as deterrent for
effective intervention which miss-interpreted the fly as they key actor in the
occurance of sleeping sickness and nagana. When it was finally realized that
the only way to clear an area of tsetse is by settlement, grazing and farming,
then this is actively used as a strategy to eliminate fly. If anything Tarangires
tsetse flies might have been a key in stopping it becoming a game reserve
prior to 1957, as the argumentation prior to this date were strongly apposed
to maintaining areas of fly within game reserves and national parks.
Together chapter two and three thus questioned the official history of
Tarangire can thus be questioned in the light of the following: Firstly, yes there was little human settlement in Tarangire prior to 1957, but there was
settlement and ‘little’ has to be put into perspective. In certain seasons the
Silale swamp for example would have been filled with domestic stock and
herdsmen, the more distant parts of Maasai landscapes only blooming with
activity under certain conditions. This non annual but certainly seasonal
blooming of Maasai landscapes did not make such spaces less important to
the Maasai, nor did it make the Maasai less important to these landscapes –
on the contrary. Secondly, practices such as honey hunting, hunting, collection of suitable building materials, fishing, collection of herbs and the making of men were seen as peripheral practice in the colonial/anthropological
de-lineation of the different ‘groups’ of people to the west of Tarangire river.
The places of practice performed only by some, or by experts or people in
the margins without power were spaces within the present day park area. By
defining what Mbugwe, Gorowa and Maasai practice is or ought to be these
descriptions crop away essential parts of the peopled landscapes that existed
on the margins. A refusal to understand the complexity of any given society
– that for e.g. ‘the Mbugwe’ were a heterogeneous lot united by a language
more than by specific lineage, origin, sustenance strategy etc. Likewise the
process of defining what ‘Mbugwe’ as a category of people is, and where
Mbugwe should be, what they ought to be doing and what they ought not be
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doing is a process of ‘invention of tradition’, of determining where and what
is Mbugwe. And what a good and bad, legal and illegal Mbugwe is.
Chapter 4 took a closer look at the category ‘Game Reserve’, meandering
through the formulations of the same throughout the 20th Century. I argued
that prior to the 1940s Tanganyika had to be more or less self sufficient. The
colonial funds were a bare minimum. Game issues were only of interest to
the Secretariat if they were beneficiary to the territory. The safari tours to
Tanganyika were still mainly hunting expeditions even though camera expeditions occurred more and more frequently. The upholding of game laws
within the game reserves only held limited attention by the game department
as their restricted resources were focused on crop protection and the administration of hunting licenses. The establishment and enlargement of game
reserves during this time (1920s-1940) must be seen as embracing the strategy of creating cores of animals to ‘feed’ hunting grounds (for the licence
paying hunter), in much the same way as the first German reserves were
planned. The increasing size of the Selous at this time, was by-product of a
process of simplification or visualization rather than an active production of
nature.552 It was a strategic move to create less work for the game department, and of moving people out from an area of much friction between humans and game.
The virtual boom of conservation space between 1955 and 1960 lies in
the creation of game controlled areas. The sole purpose of these controlled
areas was to control hunting in the areas rich in game and popular with the
likewise exploding hunting tourism. Here is where the vision of primeval
wilderness with abundant hunting and photographic opportunity really has
effect on colonial policy and the creation of protected areas. Tanganyika was
attracting hunting, as well as non-hunting tourists because of the European
and North American myth of wild Africa. A primeval wilderness inherently
void of human settlement was thus not a vision active in colonial policy, and
certainly not a part of the game reserve policy up until world war II. Rather
it was a vision of those who chose to consume by hunting and photographing
in East Africa in the 1950s and 1960s. It was a vision which was eagerly met
by conservationists on the ground in Tanganyika, and the hard cash that
these consumers were willing to pay was increasingly becoming irresistible
for even the most heard headed anti-conservationists with in the protectorate
government. (This again being a process that is clearly illustrated by
Tarangires becoming game reserve). Hunting, and the selling of wildlife to
zoological gardens was increasingly becoming a source of hard cash for the
territory. The more control exercised on hunting the greater the chance of
collecting its revenues
There was neither the funds nor the personnel, or people available to generate (planned/envisaged) massive transformations of Tanganyikan land552
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scapes until or well after World War II. Nevertheless transformation was
attempted and it is the indecisive nature of these transformations that has
rendered the most human rights abuses.
Centrally, chapter four (together with chapter five) showed that there are
several game reserves and game controlled area ‘shapes’ around during the
2Oth century, all being the same in name but aiming to do vastly different
things. Variations in composition, purpose and affect whilst remaining the
same in name which have had profound effects on how these have been enacted by various networks. It is clear in the case of Tarangire that there were
various and disparate understanding of what a game reserve was and what it
would subsequently do in an area. In the dissertation this is viewed as its
’composition’ - things may remain the same in shape, or by name or in
composition yet be altered dramatically in other ways.
Chapter five took a closer look at the web of relations in which Tarangire
Game Reserve was formulated. It showed that the land surrounding the
Tarangire river was at various times ‘land awaiting to be cleared’, ‘good
hunting grounds’, ‘potential land for agricultural alienation’. It was as such
up for official definition. At any given point in time, depending on who was
who and where within both the secretarial, regional, district networks of
administrative officers, that definition would have been different. For example, in the 1930s Tarangire would still have been defined the as the peripheries of the Gorowa land lost to the tsetse fly, and land that would sooner or
later be their expansion zone. In the late 1940s it was land needing to be
cleared of tsetse in order to defend against the spread of sleeping sickness.
From the archival recordings of Tarangires creational process as a game
reserve, it is clear that the practice of pinpointing the Tarangire river as an
ideal spot for preservation involved no attempt to understand the movements
of animals in the area. It was merely a practice of seeing where there were
animals, and thus not an attempt to find out what those animals did, and
where they did it. In the description of the wildlife present in the area, Lock
only lists the species present. He did not record whether they had young, or
for that matter what they were eating, with whom etc. Clearly there is thus a
misunderstanding of animal landscapes inbuilt into this writing of (standstill)
animal practice. A misunderstanding inbuilt in the subsequent establishment
of game reserves and other preservation space. Much as hunting is a matter
of stalking, finding and shooting in the moment, the colonial man animal
relation would seem to be built on the moments of finding and meeting, not
actually getting to know each other.
It is also clear that once the shape of a game reserve has been altered, the
vision of its neighbours do to. Likewise sometimes the shape of neighbours
have changed whilst the reserved space has remained the same. The altering
vision of the shape of neighbouring landscapes or ‘natives’ undergoes quite a
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distinct morphing of shape to during the course of the 20th Century.553 The
landscapes that neighbour what has become Tarangire National Park were
never fairly represented by the Gorowa and Mbugwe native authority in
1955, because the landscapes that bordered the park were made up of all
manner of peoples.
Today the space denoted Tarangire National Park is visible on the western side of Tarangire river. There are, from an aerial perspective, distinctive
spaces of habitation and cultivation and there is a distinct beginning of
Tarangire National Park (see fig. 5 & 6). But just as Baumann’s and later
Jaeger’s maps over the cultivated and settled lands of the Mbugwe and
Gorowa cut short the factual Gorowa or Mbugwe landscape, the imagery
created by park policy and the creation of seemingly distinct and discreet
space visible from the air in the pictures on in fig 5 and 6 of this dissertation
is an illusionary one that cuts short not just the practice of people but the
practice of non-people of tsetse flies, elephant, grasses and trees. Space may
be divided between this region and that region, but landscapes you simply
can not do this.
The gradual transformation of Tarangire from a space ‘into which the
game and tsetse will be pushed enabling a clearing of the land’, to ‘the central node in a unique ecological system’ (when Lamprey does Science within
its bounds) also entails a very real transformation of peopled practices from
legal, to semi illegal, to very illegal. The geometry of space remained the
same but the game reserve was no longer a game reserve, building material
was transformed to protected species with latin names, game and ‘pests’ to
wildlife, honey hunting to destructive practice. It may be questioned whether
Tarangire is at all the same as what was agreed to in 1957, the spatial
boundaries are certainly altered. The process of expansion is however, not
understood by peoples to the west of the present day park who have a very
clear understanding of where the boundaries of the game reserve and national park run, or at least used to run. Tarangire swells from within because
as from 1957 onward the spatial planning of it ceases and the landscaping of
it begins. Landscaping which entails making things a part of the Tarangire
ecosystem whilst detaching other things.
There was no resistance to Tarangire as a game reserve because it was far
away, however it has since become close. Practice such as gathering fuel
wood and poles for building were at first still allowed, however gradually
became illegal. The resistance today among the Mbugwe and the Gorowa is
thus not due to the original landing of a game reserve in their midst, but to
the gradual transformation and growing of this space. Had one asked someone else the resistance would have been great!
It is paramount to establish that game preservation policy in Tanganyika
was engineered by visions of what Tanganyika would become, rather than it
553
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addressing the situation at hand at any given point in time. The irony in this
is that the policy of the pre-WWII era was focused on establishing healthy
cores of development that could expand. Healthy expansion meant getting
rid of wilderness or rather ‘un-healthy spaces’. Instead of creating areas in
which ‘healthy’ expansion could take place, ‘wilderness’ became rooted,
both in the minds of (empowered) people and in the minds or behaviour of
animals and with the growing emphasis of biology and ecology the behaviour of animals in turn became policy altering.
If the colonial intervention in Tanzania was a project of wilderness production, then it was certainly more so one of wilderness destruction. It was
in the destruction of certain wildernesses/wildnesses that the creation of
other wilderness/wildnesses could find power to emerge. Like the genetically modified soybean of Whatmores hybrid geography, the wilderness of
Tanzania today is a patchwork of naturecultures, sharing perhaps a few thing
connections in common with the mbuga at Bulkeri, the balanga south of
Mbugwe, or the ‘impenetrable’ bush south of Kikore. Tarangire’s many becomings is and always has been in relation to multitude of other such becomings both close by and far away.
Neumann, argues that the modernistic colonial imposition of wilderness
on Mt Meru and in the area now denoted the Serengeti created segregated
landscapes of development and conservation, of culture and nature.554 However, we have never been modern, argues Latour, precisely because this
separation of nature and culture was never possible.555 This thesis has shown
the re-mouldable character of preservation space, and its dependence on the
networks within which it was associated. It thus, makes problematic the imposition of elitists ways of viewing the land, makes for a different interpretation of the becomings of game reserves. It has become somewhat of an accepted truism (within social science) that the game reserves and national
parks of Africa are the product of a colonial vision of a scenic wilderness
landscape and that they represent a ‘recasting of the land’, an imposition,
which aimed to segregate and order the developed from the wild, nature
from culture. Having spent the better part of the past six years meandering
my way in dialogue with Tarangire National Parkscreational history and
beginning with this dichotomy I would now like to propose this: representations of an African scenic wilderness landscape is something that has become effective within Tanganyikan/Tanzanian conservation as late as the
mid 1950s, and boomed in a independent Tanzania. Prior to the mid 1950s
Tanganyikan game reserves had to be negotiated to gain access to space and
rarely do they represent a colonial vision of scenic wilderness landscape.
The negotiation of these reserves into space was one which in its character
tried to segregate people not from a nature out there, but from various spe554
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cific diseases, animals and insects. I propose that there is a vast difference in
understandings based on what a space is defined as at present and the formulation of that definition, and the formation of that space in the first place. I
propose that the former may be flawed for as Latour points out to us ‘one
risks loosing sight of the bumpy path that leads from the local to the
global’556, also we may loose sight of actors who were involved, and should
be involved now, but through the transformation of ‘things’ have become
marginalised and excluded.
Garland argues that the impetuous for wildlife preservation has always
been economical and that we need to view the wild life of Africa as a commodity it within human networks past and present to fully understand the
affects of a predominantly western dominated preservation science and politics. 557 A fear that Africa’s wildlife might soon disappear at the hand of man
and with the onslaught of development is a constant theme both within zoological science, biology and within global networks of animal rights movements and wildlife foundations throughout the 20th Century. But the incentive for them being maintained is remains mainly economical. The networks
in which this theme abounds (transformed into such diverse things as wildlife films, coffee table books, academic writing, newspaper articles, and
sometimes preservation space) have altered through out the century. But they
have for the most part been plural networks, not necessarily connected to
each other but certainly effecting one and other.
This dissertation has put less emphasis on visions, thoughts and ideologies – without, hopefully, making these insignificant - and taken a closer
look at the factual practise of what game reserves aimed to do (and in some
cases the tools involved), of creating, upholding, and altering preservation
space in Tanzania up until the 1960s. It thus broken up with the Cosgrovian
landscapes capable of excluding and including and of shaping peoples practice ‘from above’ and adapts a more Ingold’ian dwelling perspective on both
the landscapes of colonial practitioners and of local peoples of present day
Babati district, as well as of game reserves and animals. This thesis has contend that it is precisely because human and non-human landscapes and relations are constantly in a flux that the space that the relationships which today
constitutes parts of Tarangire National Park came into existence. It thus
showed that rather than being a forthright imposition of wilderness,
Tarangire became wilderness mainly because of the peopled histories to the
west and east of the river as well as colonial policy. It therefore shows the
rights of the people on the western boundaries of the park to not only be
passive bystanders, taking the brunt of man animal entanglements, but active
actors in the formulations of what Tarangire and other preservation space
should do.
556
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