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Abstract

In the 1960s, when most African nations gained their independence after the age 
of colonialism, several theories and strategies emerged with the goal of “develop-
ing” these apparently “underdeveloped” territories. One of the most influential ap-
proaches for this task was represented in Julius K. Nyerere´s idea of Ujamaa, the 
Tanzanian version of African socialism.

Even before the Arusha Declaration established Ujamaa as a national develop-
ment strategy in 1967, several groups of politicized young farmers took to the empty 
countryside of Tanzania to implement their own version of cooperative develop-
ment. From one of these attempts emerged the Ruvuma Development Association 
(RDA), which organized up to 18 villages in southwestern Tanzania. The RDA be-
came the inspiration for Nyerere´s concretization of Ujamaa and its implementation 
on national level. Yet, the central state could not replicate the success of the peasants, 
which was based on voluntariness and intrinsic motivation.

In 2015, this exploratory study has revisited the Region of Ruvuma. Through a 
case study approach, relying mostly on qualitative methods, new insights into the 
local history of Ujamaa and its perception have been gathered. In particular, narra-
tive interviews with contemporary witnesses and group interviews with the pres-
ent-day farmers’ groups have been conducted. Furthermore, NGOs active within 
the region, as well as regional and local government institutions were among the key 
stakeholders identified to concretize the local narrative of Ujamaa development. All 
interviews were analyzed according to the principles of qualitative content analysis. 
Additionally, individual villager questionnaires were used to achieve a more holis-
tic picture of the local perception of development, challenges and the Ujamaa era.
None of the original Ujamaa groups of the times of the RDA was still operational at 
the time of research and no case of village-wide organization of collective agricul-
ture could be observed. Nevertheless, in all of the three case study villages, several 
farmers’ groups (vikundi) were active in organizing development activities for their 
members. Furthermore, the perception of the Ujamaa era was generally positive 
throughout all of the case study sites. Yet, there have been significant differences 
in this perception, based on the village, age, gender and field size of the recipients. 
Overall, the period of Ujamaa was seen as an inspiration for present-day group ac-
tivities, and the idea of such activities as a remedy for the developmental challenges 
of these villages was common among all stakeholders.

This thesis concludes that the positive perception of group activities as a vehicle 
for village development and the perception of Ujamaa history as a positive asset 
for the inception and organization of farmers’ groups would be highly beneficial to 
further attempts to support such development activities. However, the limitations 
in market access and capital availability for these highly-motivated group members 
have to be addressed by public and private development institutions. Otherwise, 
“the smell of Ujamaa” will be of little use for the progress of these villages.



IX

Zusammenfassung

In den 1960er Jahren, als die meisten Nationen Afrikas ihre Unabhängigkeit er-
langten, entstanden etliche Strategien und Theorien, welche die „Entwicklung“ 
dieser „unterentwickelten“ Territorien zum Ziel hatten. Einer der einflussreichsten 
Ansätze für dieses Ziel war Julius K. Nyereres Idee von Ujamaa, der tansanischen 
Variante des afrikanischen Sozialismus.

Noch bevor die Arusha Deklaration Ujamaa 1967 als nationale Entwicklungsstrat-
egie verankerte, versuchten sich verschiedene Gruppen junger, politisierter Bauern 
an ihrer eigenen Version der kooperativen Entwicklung im dünn besiedelten ländli-
chen Raum Tansanias. Aus einem dieser Versuche ging die Ruvuma Development 
Association (RDA) hervor, welche bis zu 18 Dörfer im Südwesten des Landes or-
ganisierte. Die RDA wurde die Inspiration für Nyereres Konkretisierung von Uja-
maa, sowie dessen Umsetzung auf nationaler Ebene. Allerdings war der Zentralstaat 
nicht in der Lage, den auf Freiwilligkeit und intrinsischer Motivation beruhenden 
Erfolg dieser einfachen Bauern zu reproduzieren.

Die vorliegende explorative Studie wurde 2015 in der Region Ruvuma durchge-
führt und konnte durch einen, im wesentlich auf qualitativen Methoden beruhen-
den, Case-Study Ansatz neue Einblicke in die lokale Ujamaa-Geschichte sowie deren 
Wahrnehmung sammeln. Insbesondere wurden narrative Zeitzeugeninterviews 
und Gruppeninterviews mit heutigen Bauerngruppen durchgeführt. Zur Kon- 
kretisierung des lokalen Narratives der Ujamaa Entwicklung wurden zudem in der 
Region aktive NGOs sowie Regional- und Kommunalverwaltung befragt. Alle Inter-
views wurden mittels qualitativer Inhaltsanalyse ausgewertet. Zusätzlich dienten an 
individuelle Dorfbewohner gerichtete Fragebögen zur Herausarbeitung eines um-
fassenden Bildes der lokalen Wahrnehmung von Entwicklung, Herausforderungen 
und der Ujamaa Ära an sich.

Keine der ursprünglichen Ujamaa Gruppen war zum Zeitpunkt der Erhebung noch 
aktiv. Ebenso konnte kein Fall einer das ganze Dorf umfassenden kollektiven Land-
wirtschaft beobachtet werden – kleinere Bauerngruppen (vikundi) kristallisierten sich 
dagegen als rezente Form kooperativer Entwicklungsmodelle heraus. Darüber hinaus 
war die Wahrnehmung der Ujamaa Ära in allen untersuchten Dörfern überwiegend 
positiv. Jedoch zeigten sich signifikante Unterschiede dieser Wahrnehmung bezüglich 
des Wohnortes, des Alters, des Geschlechts und der Größe des Feldes der Befragten. 
Insgesamt wurde die Zeit von Ujamaa als eine Inspiration für heutige gruppenbasierte 
Entwicklungsaktivitäten gesehen, welche wiederum von allen Akteuren als Möglich-
keit zur Überwindung der Entwicklungsprobleme dieser Dörfer gesehen wurden.

Diese Dissertation kommt zu dem Schluss, dass die positive Wahrnehmung 
von Gruppenaktivitäten als ein Instrument zur kommunalen Entwicklung und die 
Wahrnehmung der Ujamaa Ära als ein positives „Asset“ für die Gründung und Or-
ganisation von vikundi sehr vorteilhafte Voraussetzungen für weitere Entwicklungs- 
aktivitäten bieten. Allerdings fehlen diesen Gruppen Kapital und Marktzugang. 
Dies muss von staatlichen wie nichtstaatlichen Entwicklungsorganisationen ange-
gangen werden, andernfalls wird der „smell of Ujamaa“ wenig zum Fortschritt in 
diesen Dörfern beitragen.
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For Mzee Lukas Mayemba
and the Peasants of Ruvuma

May their spirit of solidarity forever overcome the hardships of life and 
be an inspiration for the generations to come.

Umoja ni Nguvu
–

In unity, there is strength



1

1 Introduction:  
 The Tanzanian path of development

“Different are the lives of modern Africans from those of our grandparents, still we and 
our ancestors are linked together indissolubly. Our present day attitudes and reactions 
cannot be properly understood without reference to the economy, social organization, 
and religious basis of the society of fifty years ago; and so on back through time. But 
equally, I believe that great light can be thrown at the recent past, and then backwards, 
by an understanding of the aspirations and attitudes of present day Africa.”
J.K. Nyerere, Opening speech to the International Congress on African History, 
26th of September 1965 (Nyerere 1968c: 81)

Five decades ago, the newly independent Nation of Tanganyika embarked on a jour-
ney to develop the vast, rural areas of its territory and to transform the colonial order 
into a self-reliant, socialist society. From the eve of independence, Julius Kambarage 
Nyerere (1922-1999), the first President of Tanganyika and leader of the Tanganyika 
African National Union (TANU), tried to establish his idea of development, based 
on the values of the “traditional African” society and the vision of a future which 
would be free from the exploitation of men by men. In his understanding, one had to 
know one’s own history, in order to build one’s future. As becomes evident from his 
statement cited above, the new birth of free African nations necessitated the re-ed-
ucation of its citizens on their own history – a history which was supposed to act as 
a guiding idea in the development of the postcolonial society (Nyerere 1962b: 5). 

At a time in which the Western world discussed Rostow’s stages of capitalist 
development (Rostow 1956, 1959) and African intellectuals scrutinized the colonial 
“underdevelopment” of their continent and the influence of (neo-)imperialism on its 
societies (Rodney 2012; Fanon 1966, 1972; Cabral 1968, 1970; Mboya 1972; Nkrumah 
1963, 1965), Nyerere shared the common idea of many leaders of Africa’s national 
liberation movements – that modernization and industrial development in the cap-
italist sense was not the exclusive model for the progress of their peoples (Bhengu 
2011: 30).

In the years following Tanganyika’s independence in 1961, and the unification 
with Zanzibar in 1964, Nyerere’s powerful vision for a self-reliant Tanzania became 
one of the most discussed African development concepts of its era: Ujamaa – the 
Tanzanian version of socialism (Schicho 2009: 180). Building on an “attitude of 
mind” (Nyerere 1962b: 1) that would oppose individual accumulation of wealth and 
instead emphasize the values of equality and mutual solidarity that were thought to 
be represented in the extended family of the precolonial era (Nyerere 1968f: 106), it 
also emphasized the need for modernization in a society which was not yet able to 
produce enough wealth to escape poverty (Nyerere 1968g: 102p.).

Nyerere’s call for building a nation based on the “traditional” values of African 
communitarism, was not only heard in the metropolis of those times. His words also 
reached the peripheral region of Ruvuma, in the very South of Tanganyika. There, a 
small group of enthusiastic TANU Youth league members would start their own in-
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terpretation of rural socialism in a village, which would soon become the role model 
for Ujamaa in the whole country: Litowa (Ibbott 2014: 57–68). It has been their story 
and their ideas which inspired this research on Tanzania’s path of development, as 
much as the thinking of Nyerere. And it will be the history of Tanzania’s first Ujamaa 
village, and the grassroots association emerging from it, that will form the center-
piece of this thesis.

Just as the late Nyerere sought to find the proper path to national development 
and independence in the past of his society, this thesis will attempt to learn from the 
experiences made by the people of Tanzania in the last five decades, in order to un-
derstand the challenges, they have faced and the insights they have gathered – and 
to appreciate which lessons this may hold for the future.

Ujamaa villages and policies for rural development
The Ujamaa ideology, as described by President Nyerere, called for a policy of 
development and self-reliance, based on communal work and the agricultural re-
sources of Tanzania (Nyerere 1968b). While acknowledging the principles of Eu-
ropean-style socialism, Nyerere emphasized that African socialism was to refer to 
different historical roots: Instead of class struggle and revolution after a period of 
capitalistic exploitation, Ujamaa was based on the principle of the extended family 
and the communalist traditions of Africa (Nyerere 1962b: 8). 

While a coherent approach for rural development in the form of Ujamaa villages 
was not implemented before the Arusha Declaration of 1967, some local initiatives 
such as the Ruvuma Development Association (RDA), and several other communal 
villages organized by TANU Youth League members across the country, were en-
gaging in cooperative agriculture since independence (Edwards 1998; Pratt 1978; 
Ibbott 2014). On the side of the central state, it was the so-called settlement schemes 
that represented most of the rural development efforts before the declaration. These 
schemes were widely characterized as modernizing elements, but not as true com-
munal efforts (IfS 1970; Rodney & Botchwery 1976).

After the Arusha Declaration (Nyerere 1967b), the Ujamaa village became the 
centerpiece of Tanzania’s rural development strategies, being based on the principles 
of mutual solidarity, communal organization of work and communal ownership of 
social services, like healthcare and schools (Huizer 1973; Weaver & Kronemer 1981). 
The pace of expansion of Ujamaa policy was tremendous by quantitative standards: 
While in 1968, there had been 180 villages with around 58,500 inhabitants (Ellman 
1970: 5p.), by December 1972, over 2 million people were living in over 5,000 Ujamaa 
villages (Juma 1976: 37). 

Generally, three types of Ujamaa villages could be distinguished: Firstly, villag-
es put up by enthusiastic supporters of the policy as a sort of “grassroots” move-
ment. Secondly, new villages centrally planned by the national government, often 
in remote and formerly unsettled areas. And lastly, existing settlements that were 
allowed to “brand” themselves as Ujamaa villages, after introducing some forms of 
communal labour and ownership (Kürschner 1975; Rauch & Alff 1997; Weaver & 
Kronemer 1981). 

During the rapid progress in the creation of “new” Ujamaa villages, however, 
less and less emphasis was given on the principles of communal work, local self-re-
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liance and governance. Instead, the aspect of relocation and, later on, “villagization” 
became paramount, while the reorganisation of agricultural work became neglected. 
This “frontal approach” (Raikes 1975: 46) might have led to the rapid increase in 
village numbers (Cedillo 1973), but it also laid one basis for the subsequent devel-
opment crisis of the mid-1970s to 80s, which eventually marked the end of Ujamaa 
policy (Briggs 1979; O’Neill & Mustafa 1990; Samoff 1981). Nevertheless, some re-
markable results in the provision of social services could be achieved through the 
creation of the Ujamaa village principle: The literacy rate reached an all-time high 
of around 90 % in the 1980s and up to 60 % of the population had access to medical 
services and clean water (Mbelle et al. 2002a).

It is the goal of this study to shed light into how these different stages of Ujamaa’s 
rural development policy affected the life of the villagers on the ground. Specifically, 
the local history of the first grassroots movements represented by the villages of the 
RDA and its perception among the present-day inhabitants of those villages will be 
of key interest for this purpose.

The failure of Ujamaa in contemporary and recent analysis
Lal argues that analyzing the development of Ujamaa in theory and practice has 
to be done over different scales of analysis: From the global, to the national, to the 
regional, to the local. Rather than seeing these spatial scales as clearly separated into 
a respective inside and outside, however, the author argues that a more valuable un-
derstanding of the development of Ujamaa can be achieved by seeing these scales as 
mutually interlinked in various ways. The global backdrop of the postcolonial, cold 
war world cannot be seen as separated from the national development of Tanzania, 
and much less so the village scale as connected to the national policy in a linear fash-
ion from top to bottom only. On the contrary, the local understanding of the Ujamaa 
policy, in many ways, shaped the national development policies. Specifically, Lal 
urges more scrutiny to the translocality of local communities even in early postcolo-
nial times. Those villages should not be seen as isolated settlements, only receiving 
information from the outside world in the form of central state directives, but as 
entities connected to various levels through a variety of personal and institutional 
linkages (Lal 2015: 234–236). 

The apparent difficulties in inducing agricultural growth and economic progress 
through Ujamaa policy and the subsequent abandoning of the socialist development 
paradigm have been the source of a vivid scientific debate from both “left” and “con-
servative” perspectives throughout the 1970s and 80s. Some disagreement could al-
ready be noticed on Nyerere’s construction of an communal African past: While 
authors like Ibhawoh and Dibua (2003) and Treuheit (1971) have clarified that there 
has been historical evidence for these classless African societies in the pre-colonial 
era, several analyses show that even before the colonization of Tanzania, there were 
signs of class hierarchy (Bugengo et al. 1976; Coulson 1976). During the colonial 
period, the higher ranked members of the colonial bureaucracy could acquire the 
necessary education and resources for constituting a “petit bourgeoisie” at the break 
of independence – thus making the way “back” to a classless society even more 
difficult (Coulson 1976). Apart from this “cultural” approach, other authors have 
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criticised Tanzania’s failure to “disconnect” from its structural dependence on the 
former colonizing powers (Rodney & Botchwery 1976). 

On a more technical and local scale, a large amount of critique has been direct-
ed at the work of agricultural extension workers and the development bureaucra-
cy in general, for being too elitist and showing a considerably low esteem of local 
knowledge and the culture of the peasants (Freyhold 1975; Oliech 1975). The most 
striking example for this indifference of the bureaucratic, urban based “petit bour-
geoisie” (Freyhold 1979) towards the realities of rural livelihoods was possibly the 
complete neglect of pastoral communities even during the times of highest interest 
in rural development in Tanzania (Mustafa 1990). 

The general attitude of Ujamaa’s approach to rural development could therefore 
be characterized as underestimating the capacities of peasants and pastoralists alike, 
while trying to implement agricultural “modernization” from above (Boesen et al. 
1977) – in stark contrast to the basic-democratic principles of the Ujamaa-ideology. 
Indeed, a growing gap appears between the early idea of (local) self-reliance of the 
peasants and the fear of the central bureaucracy to “lose control” over its citizens, 
should they try to emerge on their own vision of Ujamaa (Ergas 1980). Elaborating 
on this discrepancy, some authors – such as Shivji (1973, 1976) and Hirji (1976), 
have accused the urban elite of the colonial era of acting as the new “ruling class” in 
post-colonial Tanzania.

In any case, there was a lack in qualified personnel for implementing agricultur-
al change and providing assistance to the farmers, and a lack in the material pre-
requisites such as fertilizers and the like, leading to the disillusion of the peasants 
(Ngeze 1975). Furthermore, while the newly created villages had little to offer to 
potential new inhabitants in the form of material gains, there was still no shortage of 
arable land in Tanzania in the 1960s, which meant that land-reform and land short-
age could not be used as incentives towards the peasantry (Mabele 1975; Freyhold 
1979). It may have been this lack of incentives which induced the coercive policy of 
“villagization”, rather than trusting in the ideological mobilization of the peasantry 
– another pivotal deviation from Ujamaa’s principles and certainly the most critical 
aspect of Nyerere’s political legacy (Schneider 2004).

More recent research on the history of Ujamaa has focused on the interrelations 
between foreign aid and national development policy (Rugumamu 1997), as well as 
on the particular role of NGOs within the practical implementation of Tanzania’s 
rural development approach (Jennings 2002, 2008). The “class conflict” between the 
bureaucratic elite and the peasant population, which became highly debated during 
the 1970s and 80s (Shivji 1973, 1976, 1982; Nabudere 1982; Meyns 1982; Mamdani & 
Bhagat 1982) has also continued to be discussed against the concept of participatory 
development (Schneider 2014; Lal 2015).

After the end of socialist policy in Tanzania in 1985, and the general decline in 
interest in socialist development ideas after the fall of the Soviet Union, there has 
been considerably less scientific interest in the failure of Ujamaa and the implica-
tions for rural livelihoods. However, the renewed interest in natural resource man-
agement has led to the discussion of the issue of local ecological consciousness and 
consequences, as exemplified by Sheridan (2004) or Lawi (2007). Furthermore, the 
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political legacy of “Mwalimu” Nyerere (Mbelle et al. 2002b), the perception of Tan-
zania’s political history (Kamat 2008) and the ongoing debate on state sovereignty 
in a globalized world still lead to new viewpoints on Tanzania’s post-independence 
policies (Bjerk 2010; Lal 2012).

In this regard, this thesis will try to elaborate the local perception of the failure  
of Ujamaa, as well as the local understanding of contributing factors on different 
scales.

Neoliberal development and its effects on the Tanzanian countryside
The ongoing economic crises of the 1980s – fuelled by rising oil prices and the war 
with Uganda – finally led the Tanzanian government to accept some of the “structur-
al adjustments” advocated by the International Monetary Fund (IMF) in 1982, and 
the end of the Nyerere Presidency 1985. In this political environment, the demand 
for multi-party democracy, supported by various civic groups, questioned the via-
bility of the former one-party system and eventually led to the creation of different 
opposition parties (Mpangala 2004). 

Even if socialism and the Ujamaa ideology were never officially abandoned, this 
led to a policy of deregulation and a drive towards lower state expenditure (Mair 
1996; Shivji 2006). Communal production and Ujamaa villages were no longer seen 
as a feasible way to increase agricultural produce and spark economic development. 
Instead, private investment and ownership became the strategy of rural develop-
ment. Yet, many authors have criticized this neoliberal strategy for not delivering 
the economic growth and social development it promised: Limbu and Mashindano 
(2002), for instance, have described the results of the rapid decrease of state inter-
vention in rural areas as a vacuum, leaving these areas without social services and 
threatening the achievements of the Nyerere era. Kopoka (2002) similarly points out 
the severe cuts in health care and education. On the side of agricultural production, 
authors like Skarstein (2010) have described how neoliberal policy failed to increase 
the output, especially of food crops, in Tanzania. Even compared to the crisis years 
of 1979-1984, productivity and production remained stagnant. The free market,  
according to this view, was not the right incentive to inspire progress in a still small-
holder dominated sector. On the contrary, a return into subsistence farming could 
be noticed in many areas of the country.

However, while market liberalization in Tanzania could generally not be char-
acterized as improving rural lives from a material perspective, it created opportu-
nities for the few wealthier peasants to expand their base of production through 
the expansion of private land property. More often than not, laws meant for resti-
tution of “traditionally” owned land that was expropriated during colonial rule or 
early independence, were used by the more affluent members of society to enrich 
themselves by claiming traditional land rights (Shivji 1998). The question of how the 
transformation to multi-party democracy and the shift to free-market development 
strategies have influenced the opportunities and livelihoods of the rural population 
is still an open debate (Shivji 2009).

The question of how these changes after the end of Ujamaa affected the farmers 
of Tanzania on the village scale, and which strategies they have employed to adapt, 
will be another area of interest for this research.
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Research questions
Within this context of Tanzanian development policies and strategies, this study 
aims to answer the following research questions:

On a direct analytical level, the aim of this thesis is to create a better understand-
ing of the local perceptions, as well as the local understanding of development, 
with a specific focus on the influence of the Ujamaa period in this understanding. In 
particular, the following questions have been guiding the empirical research of this 
study:

1. How was the period of Ujamaa perceived on different levels, especially at the 
level of the villages?

2. How did contemporary witnesses experience the different phases of Ujamaa af-
ter independence and the subsequent changes after the end of the Ujamaa policy?

3. How do actors concerned with rural development today evaluate the period of 
Ujamaa? Are their views similar or different from those of contemporary wit-
nesses and common villagers?

4. Does the period of Ujamaa still affect the present-day life at the village level? And 
if so, how does it affect it in the perception of different actors?

5. Does the perception and evaluation of Ujamaa on the village level shed new light 
into the discussion of why Ujamaa failed as a national development policy in 
Tanzania?

Secondly, the thesis aims to present an enhanced picture of how these local per-
ceptions and actions interlinked with the national and international political sphere 
and, therefore, contributed to the shaping of the Ujamaa policy itself. Last but not 
least, the findings of this study have to be discussed regarding their importance for 
the present discourse on local development.

Structure of the thesis
Following this overall introduction into the Tanzanian framework of development 
policies and strategies, the thesis will present a short overview into the main con-
cepts of development, in order to illustrate the background of ideas that influenced 
the Tanzanian history of development (chapter 2). As the core of this study has been 
the analysis of the Ujamaa era, most attention in that chapter will be given to the 
socialist perspective of development, especially the “original” Marxian understand-
ing and the theories of Imperialism spearheaded by Lenin – both of which are con-
sidered to provide a valuable background into the history of political thought that 
eventually led to the blooming of various types of African Socialism in the early 
independence period. The conclusion of chapter 2 will be an in-depth analysis of one 
of the most contested elements of the Ujamaa ideology itself – the understanding of 
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class structure in the Tanzanian context. Finally, the role of the party in the creation 
of this ideology will be scrutinized.

After this presentation of the relevant aspects of political history, chapter 3 will 
describe and analyze the different development strategies in Tanzania, which have 
been the result of the changes of political thought presented in the preceding chap-
ter. Again, the focus will be on the different phases of development strategies after 
independence, with particular interest for the period of Ujamaa. In particular, the 
influence of the RDA on the practical implementation of Ujamaa’s development pol-
icy will be discussed. The shifts after the end of Ujamaa and the most recent devel-
opments will be presented as well, in order to give a coherent background to the 
developments on the local level, which were the center of empirical research.

Subsequently, Chapter 4 will present the methods used for field research, while 
chapter 5 will present the case study area of Ruvuma, as well as the villages in which 
the research took place. Afterwards, the findings will be presented throughout chap-
ter 6, before being discussed against the wider background of the Ujamaa discourse 
in chapter 7.

Limitations of research
While the development of Ujamaa ideology and its practical implementation will 
be discussed on the national level, and the general effects of the Ujamaa era and the 
subsequent changes after its disbandment will be illustrated for Tanzania in general, 
the local perceptions of these effects could only be analyzed for a limited area of case 
study villages, all within the Region of Ruvuma. Therefore, although the influence 
of these particular villages on the development of Ujamaa as a whole was consider-
able, the results of the empirical research cannot be considered to be representative 
for other regions of the country, which have a different local history and a different 
involvement in national policy making.

Furthermore, most of the data gathered from those case studies were derived 
from qualitative inquiries with different groups of stakeholders. As such, they are 
considered to provide a valuable addition to the understanding of local perceptions 
of development. However, as the restricted timescale and the general design of this 
research limited the collection of quantitative data on the village scale, the infor-
mative value with regards to issues like the concrete economic development on the 
village scale might appear to be less significant. In this sense, the thesis will adhere 
to the interpretation of those qualitative perceptions, which in itself are considered 
to be of valuable interest to the understanding of Tanzania’s path of development.
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2 Concepts of Development

“The purpose of development is man. It is the creation of conditions, both material and 
spiritual, which enable man the individual, and man the species, to become his best.” 
J.K. Nyerere, The Church and Society (Nyerere 1974b: 84)

Before we can start to have a look into the concrete development of the research area, 
it is necessary to consider the different ideas and concepts of development, which 
acted as an environment of thought during and after the Ujamaa period in Tanzania. 
Therefore, the following chapter is meant to give a short introduction into the major 
streams of ideas, also known as the “grand theories” of development, which were 
particularly influential during the early independence period of Tanzania and other 
African countries in the 1960s (Scholz 2004: 74p.). Although both sides of the big 
theoretical debate of this era are predated by the Marxian understanding of develop-
ment (and were influenced by it in different ways), both the modernization and the 
dependency paradigm will be presented at the opening of this chapter. Afterwards, 
a longer consideration on Marxian and other socialist concepts of development will 
follow, leading up to the detailed discussion of Tanzania’s Ujamaa ideology.

2.1 Terms, Definitions and “Grand theories”

The issue of wording
It appears to be worthwhile to address some definitory issues first: The term “devel-
opment” as such has been an area of constant debate, at least since the second half 
of the 20th century, and several different understandings have emerged since then. 
First of all, the development of a society can be understood as a movement towards 
a status of being developed, i.e. one where basic needs like food and shelter are ca-
tered for, or one which would also include social participation by the members of 
society. Secondly, development could encompass a continuous process of change, 
both socially and economically. Thirdly, and more recently, the question whether 
there is one kind of development which is “good” for all societies has also gained 
ground (Chant & McIlwaine 2009: 12–14). 

Bebbington, for instance, suggests that development might have two distinct 
meanings: On one hand, development as the expansion of the global capitalist sys-
tem, integrating more and more people into the world market economy and there-
fore intentionally and unintentionally affecting livelihoods on various scales. On the 
other hand, development as the different interventions to develop the South (or the 
Third World after the Second World War), as an intentional process. Both aspects of 
development should be taken into consideration in geographic research of develop-
ment (Bebbington 2005: 16–18).

2.1
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Regardless of these “philosophical” foundations, however, the assumption of a 
process of development as such has led to different ideas on how to measure de-
velopment, and thereby compare the status of development for different societies. 
While in the 1950s, development was mainly seen as synonymous with economic 
development, and the measurement of a nation’s GDP was basically seen as suffi-
cient for defining its development status, more holistic concepts have since been cre-
ated. One of the more common examples is the Human Development Index (HDI), 
which also includes social indicators like health and education to measure the state 
of development (Chant & McIlwaine 2009: 14–18).

Coming with these ideas of measuring development was the difficulty of how to 
categorize different nations according to their “level” of development. While in the 
mid-20th century, expressions like “backward” or “underdeveloped” nations were 
common, the world system of the cold war led to the emergence of the term “Third 
World”. Actually, this term was derived from the alignment or non-alignment of 
countries according to the blocs of this era, with the First World consisting of the cap-
italist West, the Second World of the real existing socialist East, and the Third World 
of the non-aligned countries. As the Third World was mainly made up of newly in-
dependent, hence “less-developed” nations, it later became strongly associated with 
being the “poorer” part of the world. The Brandt Report of 1980 established the term 
Global South as an alternative. In this understanding, South described the nations 
disadvantaged by a global economy, which was dominated by and profited almost 
exclusively the industrialized Global North (Dickenson et al. 1995: 2–4).

With the end of the cold war, the term Third World has become increasingly 
criticized and is hardly used in the development debate of the 21st century. The main 
points of critique were that the three-world model oversimplified the complex situ-
ation of global economic relations, and implied a uniformity of Third World nations 
that was neither a political nor an economic reality. Even newer alternatives, like 
“developing world” or “developing countries” face the same weaknesses. In gen-
eral, all of the terms, which attempt to subsume a wide range of nations, bear the 
difficulty of underestimating the internal differences both between and within those 
nations (Chant & McIlwaine 2009: 8–12).

Within this thesis, on the other hand, a closer look into the development of one 
nation (Tanzania) and the internal differences of its development will be taken. 
The place of Tanzania within the aforementioned categories is, therefore, of lesser 
concern. However, the thesis will use the term Third World in its original, political 
meaning, i.e. as a self-defined description of the non-aligned nations during the cold 
war era. It was the term that Julius Nyerere himself repeatedly used when evoking 
the spirit of a common struggle of these nations for the one world free of poverty 
(see, for instance, Nyerere 1970, 1977b).

Development Theory
The inaugural address of Hary S Truman at the beginning of his second term as 
president of the United States in 1949 is often considered to represent the advent of 
the “Age of Development”. Throughout this period, the issue of global development 
became not only a political battleground between the two sides of the cold war, but 
also the center of a theoretical debate in development research (Paesler 2015: 30p.).
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One of the most influential approaches to the observation of differing economic 
development on a global scale has become subsumed under the label of “modern-
ization theory”. The origins of its understanding of the economic development of 
societies can be traced back to two concepts of thought. The first one was the appli-
cation of Darwin’s concept of evolution on human societies, represented by 19th cen-
tury philosophers like Max Weber and Emile Durkheim. Within this understanding, 
there would not only be a continuous process of evolution in nature, but also an 
evolutionary succession of stages of social development. Hence, there would be a 
unilinear direction from “traditional” to more “advanced” societies. The second the-
oretical background consisted of diffusionist economic theories, based on the works 
of Adam Smith and David Riccardo, which proclaimed that growth would start in 
poles of growth or innovative centers, and then spread out to change the more back-
ward periphery (Chant & McIlwaine 2009: 27–30).

One of the most well known and most illustrative examples of modernization 
theory is represented by the works of W.W. Rostow in the 1950s, which will act as an 
example for the basic elements of this stream of thought. As the level of examination 
by Rostow was the Nation State, he took a closer look at the macroeconomic data 
(production per capita, specifically) of different “developed” and “less developed” 
nations. Development in this context is understood as the level of production of a 
national economy. Rostow was particularly interested in the phase of rapid increase 
of GDP per capita, which he observed during the phase of industrialization of the 
major developed nations, a phase which he then dubbed the “Take-off”. This Take-
off would be preceded by a long phase of relatively slow economic development and 
then a phase of rapid technological advancements which would signify the “precon-
ditions for the take-off” (Rostow 1956: 27). 

Coming from this observation of historical economic development, he later 
proclaimed five distinct phases of economic development for each national econo-
my: First, the “traditional society”, characterized by traditional economic relations 
among producers and consumers, as well as common people and authorities. In this 
phase, the incentives for economic innovation would have been low and economic 
progress very slow. After this long phase, another phase would begin, which sets 
the preconditions for take-off. As already mentioned, this would be a phase of rapid 
technological advancement, but also political change – from the medieval feudal 
society to the liberal bourgeois one in Europe, for instance. This phase would there-
fore induce economic entrepreneurship and further technological development and 
lead up to the actual phase of the take-off, in which the observed rapid increase in 
economic growth took place in the European societies. This phase would also be ac-
companied by progress in other fields, especially health care, and lead to increased 
life spans and dropping birth rates. Afterwards, a “drive to maturity” would lead to 
the final stage of the age of mass consumption, as Rostow observed to be achieved 
in the Western countries of his era. He also theorized an additional stage “beyond 
consumption”, as he observed tendencies in the United States of the 1950s to diverge 
some of the productive gains in higher birth-rates again, instead in increasing mass 
consumption. Nations and societies, according to this model, can be categorized 
along these stages, according to their level of production (Rostow 1959: 4–14). 
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Actually, Rostow’s ideas underlined the necessity for short-term, “revolutionary” 
changes in the “methods of production” as well as of a “society’s economic organiza-
tion and its effective scale of values” (Rostow 1956: 47), rather than a long term eco-
nomic growth in order for any society to develop from one stage to the next higher one. 
Rostow himself essentially was very aware of the similarities of his understanding 
of development to the Marxian idea of development (see below): A process of stages 
differentiated by rapid and revolutionary changes between those stages. However, 
he claimed that while Marx would only have seen the movement between stages as 
a product of the needs of the economy itself, he would include the human ability to 
decide between alternatives presented by technological process (Rostow 1959: 14–16). 

This might be called quite an oversimplification of Marx’s understanding of hu-
man development, especially since the element of human decision to change an ex-
isting system is, in fact, the cornerstone of Marxian historical dialectic (see chapter 
2.2.1). Rather than adding a new element to Marxian thinking, Rostow appears to 
have just left out the role of economic development in shaping a society altogether, 
having thus presented a theory of development stages just as the Marxists – but 
without class struggle. This, of course, may explain the popularity of his works 
during the cold war era, where a “non-communist” theory of development was 
highly needed. This notion of his earlier works has been enshrined in the title of his 
standard monograph “The stages of economic growth. A non-communist manifes-
to”, first published in 1960 (Rostow 1971).

Based on this understanding of development as a succession of stages which can 
be reached through technological progress and social modernization, most develop-
ment strategies of the 1960s and 70s followed this concept of development in which 
the lower developed countries (i.e. the newly independent states of Africa, for exam-
ple) ought to repeat the steps which the industrialized nations had taken to achieve 
their stage of development. Derived from Rostow’s look at the Nation State as the 
basic unit of development, any obstacles to this repetition of development were seen 
as inherent to the traditional elements of these societies and the lack of entrepre-
neurship within their economies. In spite of increasing criticism by representatives 
of dependency approaches (see below), the modernization paradigm of big techno-
logical investment and social modernization remained the staple of international 
development intervention throughout the 1980s (Scholz 2004: 74p.).

From a more radical point of view, the whole idea of “development” has re-
peatedly been under attack for its underlying notion that there would be a state of 
being underdeveloped and a state of being developed, and that development would 
enable a society to move from the former to the latter. Instead, development and un-
derdevelopment can be seen as two sides of the same ongoing process. The one side 
is developing through exploiting and thereby underdeveloping the other (Blaut 
1977: 310).

Based on the philosophical and theoretical basis of Marxist thinking, various 
neo-Marxist theories of development emerged from the 1960s. In this stream of 
thought, the universality of the European way of economic development was chal-
lenged from different angles. Specifically, these theories questioned the idea that 
the economic development of Europe, and later the United States, which Rostow 
and others had observed, was based entirely on endogenous factors within these 
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societies. On the contrary, these scholars saw the exploitation of the non-capitalist, 
“traditional societies” during the ages of mercantilism and imperialism as one of 
the actual reasons for this economic development during industrialization (see also 
chapter 2.2.2) (Scholz 2004: 81–86).

Dependency theory became one of the most powerful of these approaches. It 
was based on a historical materialistic understanding of colonialism, i.e. that the 
development of Europe and the United States was inherently based on the domina-
tion and the active underdevelopment of the non-European world. Teontonio Dos 
Santos (1970) described the geographical structure of this underdevelopment and 
observed that in the world system of the 20th century, only a few economically ad-
vanced nations (the centers or metropolis) could achieve independent development, 
while all other nations and regions could only develop dependent on the former. Ac-
cordingly, their economies were geared towards the (colonial) centers and surplus 
was extracted by the ruling class of those centers, while a local class of collaborators 
(compradors) exercised the power in the dependent nations on behalf of the centers.

Two main schools of thought influenced the creation of dependency theory. 
Firstly, the Monthly Review (a U.S. based socialist journal) school of monopoly cap-
italism, which regarded the economic stagnation of most Third World countries as 
an irrational form of dependency, as it contradicted the development of industri-
alized countries, which had overcome stagnation through fostering general con-
sumption (through the creation of the Military-Industrial complex, in their view) 
and the emergence of a consumerist society. Only through eradicating dependence 
on those industrialized countries, could economic development of the Third World 
be achieved (Baran & Sweezy 1968).

Secondly, the dependencia school of thought emerged in Latin America, analyzing 
the economic dependence and stagnation in this region (Sunkel 1972; Furtado 1968; 
Dos Santos 1970). The latter was made popular in the Anglophone world by the 
works of Andre Gunder Frank, a leading critic of modernization theory. In his anal-
ysis of the economic development of Latin America, he emphasized the continuing 
extraction of surplus value out of the periphery into the capitalist centers, even after 
the political independence of those countries. Only the leading metropolis would 
be able to extract all the surplus value, while regional centers would themselves be 
satellites to the main metropolis and could control only their direct, regional periph-
ery. In his account, trade and connection to the world economy did not foster de-
velopment (as in modernization theory), but on the contrary intensified the ongoing 
underdevelopment of the periphery, by constantly removing the surplus created 
in it (and thereby the base for capitalist accumulation inside its own society). Only 
the disconnection from world economy could therefore induce development in the 
periphery. In conclusion, it was not the perseverance of old traditions and outdated 
social relations that hampered development in the Third World, but its economic 
connection to advanced capitalist societies (Frank 1966, 1979). One shortcoming in 
Frank’s theory has been described as the lack of characterization of the exact mode 
of surplus extraction, which partly led to the notion of emphasizing the relations 
of countries and regions and neglecting the relations of classes inside and across 
different societies. Cardoso (1982) was one of the dependency theorists who was 
more interested in the specific nature of (under-)development in different societies 
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and found Frank’s approach too generalizing. Overall, however, dependency theory 
retained a holistic and global approach and often equated dependency with under-
development (Peet & Hartwick 2009: 166–172).

Despite their differences, representatives of the dependency school of thought 
actually agreed with the modernization paradigm, in a sense that the less developed 
nations should be enabled to achieve the higher development stage of industrialized 
nations. The main difference therefore lay in the diametrically different concepts 
which either theory presented as the strategy for this goal: While modernization the-
orists suggested the rapid and full integration into the global market economy, in or-
der to enable technological progress through foreign investment, and social change 
through globalization, dependency theorists recommended (partial) disconnection 
from the world economy, in order to enable those nations to develop a self-sustain-
ing economy in the first place, before having to compete on the international level 
(Scholz 2004: 86p.).

Accompanied by the structural changes of global economy in the 1980s, the big 
theoretical debate between modernization and dependency slowly petered out and 
was replaced by a new “realism” in development thinking. A plethora of new devel-
opment theories of small and middle range emerged in this time, which refrained 
from trying to address the big structural issues of underdevelopment on a global 
scale, and instead tried to concentrate on the creation of ideas and strategies that 
could actually be tested “on the ground”. Such theories include vulnerability and 
livelihood approaches, participatory and communal development, to name just a 
few. On global scale, the 1980s have often been described as the lost decade for de-
velopment, due to the prevalence of structural adjustment programs and economic 
downturn in many less developed countries. Partly as a reaction to this observation, 
the new common idea of sustainable development has emerged since the 1990s and 
is supposed to lead the strategy of international development cooperation (Scholz 
2004: 86–89).

An interesting overview on some of the most influential concepts of development 
from a geographical perspective, as well as the implications of the recent post-devel-
opment discourse within this context, has been presented by Paesler (2015: 60–73).

2.2 Socialist Development Theories

“First, and most central of all, is that under socialism Man is the purpose of all social 
activity. The service of man, the furtherance of his human development, is in fact the 
purpose of society itself. There is no other purpose above this; no glorification of ‘na-
tion’, no increase in production – nothing is more central to a socialist society than an 
acceptance that Man is its justification for existence.” 
J.K. Nyerere, Freedom and Socialism (Nyerere 1968d: 4)

After this short introduction into some of the most well-known views on develop-
ment, the question arises, how the different thinkers of socialism approached the 
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theme of human development. Therefore, this study will take a closer look into the 
original Marxian understanding of the topic. After these considerations, the basic 
elements of the theories of imperialism, which were developed by Lenin and other 
(alleged) followers of the Marxist tradition will be illustrated. Both chapters are seen 
as a theoretical background for the analysis of Tanzania’s own version of socialist 
development ideology, which will be presented in chapter 2.3.

2.2.1 Classical Marxian understanding of development

In order to understand the Marxist conception of human development, one first has 
to understand the concept of historical materialism, which was developed as an an-
tithesis to radical Hegelian idealism. In Hegel’s understanding of human history, 
he would state that ideas and philosophies direct the path of human history. Those 
ideas and philosophies would be developed in a dialectic manner through a chain 
of thesis, antithesis and synthesis, thus step by step arriving at a new leading idea 
for human societies. The role of philosophy and sciences would, therefore, be the 
synthesis of practical arts and spiritual beliefs, creating an “absolute” or “objective” 
spirit, which would entail this leading idea for each epoch of human history (Hegel 
2014: 367–388). For instance, in the times of European Enlightenment, the belief that 
God’s will shaped the form of society was replaced by the idea of human rationality 
as a leading idea. Human history would, therefore, be more than a repetition of the 
same ideas and the same sorts of societies, but would have a progressive direction, 
ultimately arriving at the ideal form of society (Peet & Hartwick 2009: 143–145).

In Hegel’s concept however, all these ideas would already exist in a transcen-
dental entity dubbed the World Spirit, sometimes described as a modern concept 
of God, sometimes as the collective conscience of humankind. In a sort of dialec-
tic repetition, ideas and philosophies would pass between human rationality and 
the World Spirit eternally, creating advancement in human societies (Hegel 2013a: 
224p.).1 While both, Karl Marx (1818-1883) and Friedrich Engels (1820-1895), were 
followers of this sort of radical German idealism during their youth, they ultimately 
rejected the idea of a transcendental World Spirit, simultaneously based everywhere 
and nowhere. They insisted that all human thinking, including human rationality, 
was created by physical human beings. Human beings, in their view, would base 
their thinking on their experience of nature and society, on the material base of their 
livelihood. Therefore, they created the idea of historic materialism to replace Hegel’s 
concept of a World Spirit, in order to describe the external factors of human thinking 
that shaped the world in which individuals would develop their ideas. This world, 
of course, was in itself the result of ideas developed by human beings, thus human 
history remained a dialectic process (Peet & Hartwick 2009: 143–145).

The most useful starting point for a wider view of the Marxist understanding of 
human behavior and human development, therefore, is the basic concept of labor 

1 For a deeper understanding of Hegel’s concept of the “spirit” and the interaction between philosophy 
and human history, see, for instance, Hegel (2013b: 226–349) and Hegel (2013c: 6–49).
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that underlies all of Marx’s analysis of economic as well as social development. In 
accordance with his scientific view on human evolution, Marx defines labor as an 
interaction between human beings and nature itself. In the beginning of human evo-
lution, humans used their natural means, their hands and minds, to interact with na-
ture and to fulfill their needs for food, shelter, and so on. However, by transforming 
nature through labor, humanity also changed its own nature, developing the hidden 
potentials of natural resources, gaining higher forms of productivity and therefore 
transforming nature more efficiently. By developing the efficiency of labor, human-
kind changed from being just another species relying purely on nature, to one shap-
ing nature itself to satisfy its needs and wants (Marx 1972b: 192). 

For them, there was no transcendental, independent or eternal “human nature”. 
For both, Marx and Engels, humans were just a distinct form of social, albeit con-
scious animal, a result of evolution. As any other animal, humans were bound by 
their internal metabolism to depend on nature for addressing their needs to survive. 
As such, human consciousness and society were shaped by the (external) natural en-
vironment. However, in contrast to any other animal, humans started to consciously 
and intentionally transform nature to fulfill their needs and create their subsistence. 
The unique part of human evolution was not only the use, but also the constant de-
velopment of new tools and techniques to transform the environment. Humankind 
therefore produced its own subsistence. By constantly developing more and more 
efficient tools and forms of labor, humans were able to extend the power of these 
productive forces for the transformation of nature and thereby reduce the time of 
labor required for fulfilling the metabolic needs of their bodies. Thus, they created 
the opportunity to advance the material standard of living and create time available 
for the advancement of ideas, concepts, science – and the creation of more and better 
tools. In Marxist thinking, the forces of human development consist of human labor, 
physical tools and the mental capability to invent conceptions, plans and intentions 
– these forces are described as productive forces. The development of its productive 
forces therefore enabled humankind to gain independence from the pure depen-
dence on nature and a life only consisting of survival (Peet & Hartwick 2009: 147p.).

By putting the spiritual belief of Hegelian idealism back on its feet, Marx and En-
gels insisted that human consciousness was the product, rather than the cause of the 
material base. In his critique on the Hegelian philosophy (Marx 1964: 378p.), Marx 
exemplified this materialist view on human beliefs by depicting religion as a man-
made structure for organizing and controlling human societies. While, in this sense, 
the critique of religion would be the first sort of critique necessary to change society, 
Marx does not stop there: Human consciousness does not come out of nowhere, but 
is a representation of the real (hence material) conditions in which human beings 
are living at a given time. Therefore, philosophy cannot refrain itself in analyzing 
the leading ideas of a society (like Idealism would), but has to include the material 
basis of the respective society as well (Marx 1964: 383–385; see also Marx & Engels 
1962: 17–50).

However, consciousness and matter are seen as being in a dialectic relationship, 
meaning that human development was a product of inner and outer contradictions. 
The environment shapes the social system and vice versa. Inner relationships are 
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binding societies together like parts of a body, but there are also contradictions be-
tween different parts of any society. Furthermore, there are outer relations, meaning 
that different societies influence one another – both in the way of ideas and physical 
(spatial) connections. In any case, rapid human development (i.e. the step from one 
dominant order of society to another) can only occur, if the contradictions (be they 
internal or external) reach a breaking point (Peet & Hartwick 2009: 146).

The classical example for this process would be the transition from the feudal to 
the bourgeois organization of society during the French Revolution, which replaced 
the feudal ownership of the means of production with the bourgeois one (Marx & 
Engels 1960a: 475). In Marxist terms, this was caused by the overwhelming con-
tradictions between the emergent capitalist production and the persistence of the 
old, aristocratic system of governance. The craftsman was replaced by the factory 
worker, the invention of the steam engine powered the industrial revolution, which 
needed the free, proletarian worker – and not the small farmer tied to his feudal lord 
for eternity. It needed the world market and the liberal government – not absolute 
aristocrats ruling over tiny pieces of land (Marx & Engels 1960a: 462–465).

Having defined the intentionality of production as the first transformative histor-
ical moment in human development, Marx sees the second transformative historical 
event in the moment when the means of production came under the control of a 
ruling elite. Since this moment is seen in the area of five to six thousand years before 
the present, it was mostly (fertile) land which could be considered to be a means 
of production. From this time onward, the individual working on this land did not 
only have to spend labor for the subsistence of him or herself, but also for the subsis-
tence of the landlord (Marx 1982: 383–386).

This unwarranted surplus labor is the definition of exploitation. To explain why 
people were attending surplus labor not for their own benefit, but for the benefit of 
someone else, is the main reason for Marx’s interest in the social relations of produc-
tion. Since the application of the productive forces is essential to human existence, 
control over these productive forces is power in its pure form, as it means the power 
to control the future of existence. Again, social relations are not seen as something 
static or eternal, but as a dialectic interplay between various actors, aiming at con-
trolling the productive forces of a given society (Peet & Hartwick 2009: 148p.).

As the control over the means of production represented the most basic and pow-
erful social relation between individuals and groups in the Marxian understanding, 
the economic order had profound effects on the social organization and the political 
life of a society. Marx and Engels argued that the development of the productive 
forces (i.e. the stage of development of human ability to transform nature to suit 
its needs) determined the shape of a society in cultural and political terms (Marx & 
Engels 1962: 69p.).

That is not to say, however, that the economic development determined the so-
cial structure in an absolute manner. Rather, it laid the economic foundations on 
which the social structure would develop. Indeed, Marx himself observed the ap-
parent anachronism of the German situation after the failed revolution of 1848: Even 
in an industrializing society, it was possible to reestablish elements of feudalism and 
absolutism, illustrating the non-linear relation between the development of produc-
tive forces and the organization of society (Marx 1964: 381–383).
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On the other hand, the development of productive forces determines the level 
of exploitation of surplus labor in any society: In a society with low productive 
forces, the margins of labor that can be exploited are very narrow, as taking away 
labor time or produce from a peasant can be a matt er of life and death, since he 
or she hardly produces enough for his or her family. When the productive forces 
are higher, more commodities are produced, and the material base for exploitation 
increases. Yet, societies with a higher material development necessitate higher 
specialization, and therefore a more complex organization of society – especially 
when the ruling class wants to legitimize extracting surplus labor. Thus, in his-
torical terms, the rule of the clan leader was replaced by that of the church and 
the nobility, and then by the liberal democracy, which represents the bourgeois 
state. In Marx’s understanding, any state will always be the vehicle of the ruling 
class. However, since the economy does not determine the political superstruc-
ture in a unidirectional way, the exact nature of economic order, social formation 
and political system can only be understood through specifi c empirical analysis. 
The whole complex of the dialectic inter-linkage between natural environment, 
the forces and the relations of production, as well as ideology, culture, state and 
politics are understood as the mode of production (see Figure 1)  (Peet & Hartwick 
2009: 154–156).

Figure 1: The Mode of Production

Source: Peet & HartwicK (2009: 156)
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In the Marxian view, economic development necessitates the development of 
more productive tools, machinery, etc. to increase the average amount of production 
in a given time of labor. Some of these material benefits can be distributed inside the 
capitalist society by means like unionizing, strike, etc. Generally, however, a social 
transformation would mean a shift from one mode of production to another, i.e. 
from one with lower to one with higher productive forces. As any historical mode 
of production had its inner contradictions, Marx and Engels see these revolutions 
– the qualitative shift from one mode of production to another – as a result of those 
contradictions becoming too big to be contained inside the old mode of production. 
The revolution would be preceded by the ideas and concepts of the new mode of 
production emerging under the old system, but materializing itself under the new 
one: While the ruling class is able to subjugate the whole society in order to sustain 
its material base (in the case of the bourgeoisie this would be the global establish-
ment of capitalism), the material base of all the subjugated classes would diminish 
to a point where they themselves have to break the power of the ruling class in order 
to survive, and become the new ruling class themselves. The ideas and concepts that 
were created during the time of oppression (in the case of the bourgeoisie, individu-
al freedom) would then become the new ruling ideas of the society (Marx & Engels 
1960a: 471p.).

However, these “laws of transformation” cannot be seen as a sort of fixed, func-
tionalist law of history, which would imply that these changes have to occur at a 
certain moment of time. Rather, they are an example of Marx’s dialectical view on 
human history. In his lifetime, Marx only analyzed one specific mode of production 
in a detailed manner – the capitalist one –  and his views on other modes (like the 
“Asiatic” one) suffer from the colonial nature of his information (Peet & Hartwick 
2009: 156–159). Nevertheless, according to the posthumous Grundrisse, he appears to 
have acknowledged at least four historic modes of production (plus the envisioned 
socialist and communist mode of production). These were primitive communist 
hunter-gatherer societies, kin-ordered tribal agricultural societies, tributary or state 
societies (feudalism) and finally capitalism (Marx 1982: 383–421).

While some of their earlier works suggest that Marx and Engels saw these stages 
of the mode of production in a linear manner (see, for instance, their understanding 
of history in Die deutsche Ideologie (Marx & Engels 1962: 50–71), first published in 
1845), meaning that each society would run through each stage through its develop-
ment, later comments imply that Marx was starting to see the economic and social 
development of societies as a more complex issue. Different modes of production 
can occur simultaneously in different countries, and even coexist inside one coun-
try, while some societies may skip some stages on their development. The same is 
true for the nature of accumulation, which may show different characters in differ-
ent societies, may happen at different stages in history, and may have a different 
order of phases. Marx himself saw the “classical form” of the history of the modes 
of production only to be true for the case of England, which he used as his main 
field of analysis (Marx 1972b: 744). Furthermore, the combinations and interactions 
between different societies – its articulations – imply that the uneven development 
among societies leads to the dominance or subordination of one society over or un-
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der another. Therefore, each of these articulations bears the potential of develop-
ing the more powerful (by exploiting the subordinated) and underdeveloping the 
less-powerful society (Peet & Hartwick 2009: 156–159).

Although the majority of Marx’s work is based on his analysis of British indus-
trialization and the British proletariat (see Lindner 2011, for instance, for a discus-
sion on Marx’s eurocentrism), his writings on British rule in India and colonialism 
in general give an impression on his view of the connection between capitalism, 
colonialism and development. Most of these writings were published in 1853 in the 
New-York Daily Tribune (Marx & Engels 1960b). 

In Marx’s view, British rule in India did not differ from the style of rule applied 
by other foreign powers, and was in many ways replicating its mode of exploitation. 
Yet, the colonial rule over India brought more atrocities to the Indian people than 
centuries of foreign rule by the Moguls. All wars, conquests and invasions before 
colonialism had only touched the surface of the Indian society, while the rule of the 
British meant that the whole society was affected by the new mode of exploitation. 
Marx argues that the European colonizers treated their new subjects even worse 
than the slave owners of the old time, as those slave owners had paid for their “prop-
erty”, while the Europeans developed a whole new level of despotism and oppres-
sion to extract any available surplus from their colony. On the other hand, the British 
did not care to establish a new society or a new development idea in  place of the old 
Indian world, which they had so thoroughly destroyed (Marx 1960a: 128p.).

Marx sees two important traditional elements of Asian societies, which had been 
destroyed by the British: Firstly, Asian agriculture would by and large depend on 
irrigation, and the organization and maintenance of the irrigation infrastructure was 
the main task of the administrative class. All Asian governments therefore had the 
main economic function of organizing these public works. Thus, agricultural pro-
duction was heavily dependent on the quality of the respective governments. While 
the British took over the financial and military functions of the old governments, 
they neglected this task of public work organization and thereby induced agricul-
tural decline and stagnation. Secondly, Marx sees the village as the basic economic 
unit in the Indian context, which he describes as a largely self-sufficient unit (except 
for the centrally organized irrigation), characterized by the integration of agricul-
tural and craft-making activities, especially weaving and textile production. By the 
introduction of industrialized textiles from the British motherland and the destruc-
tion of the traditional production methods in India, the colonizers thus destroyed 
the economic base of this village economy. The social formation of the Indian village 
was therefore on its way to disappearance, not so much by the military rule of force, 
but by the introduction of British steam power and British free trade (Marx 1960a: 
129–132). 

While emphasizing the purely egoistic reasons of the British for the coloniza-
tion of India, Marx strongly argues against the idealization of the idyllic traditional 
village society. In his view, the old society of India (and all of Asia for that matter) 
had been a bulwark of despotism and social stagnation, characterized by the caste 
system and slavery. The destruction of the traditional Indian society by the coloniz-
ers had therefore been the first social revolution ever occurring in Asia. By discon-
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necting the craftsman and the farmer from his means of production and his piece of 
land, the British thoroughly destroyed the old social order. Even given the atrocities 
of British rule, Marx therefore asks if mankind could fulfill its destiny without the 
radical revolution of the social conditions in Asia. This radical revolution he sees as 
being brought about by the British colonization in India, which therefore might be 
playing an (unintended) part on the way to a socialist future (Marx 1960a: 132p.).

In his second writing about India – this time titled “The future results of British 
rule in India” (Marx 1960b), – Marx emphasizes this modernizing power of the 
British colonialism. Firstly, he describes India as a land without history, in which no 
history would be that of its people, but that of the respective foreign invaders, who 
brought India under their control in the past. Therefore, the British rule would not 
be anything novel in the Indian case. However, in contrast to the Arab, Turkish or 
other foreign rulers who actually adapted to the Indian culture, the British would 
be the first “superior” culture to rule over India, and therefore be able to transform 
the Indian society on all levels. Marx assigns two “historic” tasks to the English in-
vaders: To destroy the old “Asian” society, and to lay the foundation of a “Western” 
society for the future. While in his point of view, the signs of destruction would 
overwhelm any signs of future development for the moment, they are nevertheless 
evident in the new social formations and economic structures emerging in colonized 
India: The (forced) political unity, the building of infrastructure, the emergence of 
free press and a local, urban class of educated administrators, and last but not least 
the Indian army would eventually enable the Indian people to break the chains of 
foreign domination decisively (Marx 1960b: 220–222).

Amilcar Cabral, one of the most outspoken representatives of Marxism during 
the independence period of Africa, later shared the idea that class struggle, in the 
Marxist sense, is the dominating force of history. However, as he adheres to the idea 
that the creation of new classes and the struggle between those classes is dependent 
on the development of the productive forces and the ownership of the means of pro-
duction, he asks the question if there would be history before the emergence of class-
es – or, for that matter, after the end of classes, i.e. in classless socialist societies. In 
his view, the emergence of classes does not happen simultaneously in all corners of 
the world and is by no means free of external influences, which might accelerate or 
decelerate the formation of classes. However, if there was no history before the cre-
ation of classes and class struggle, that would mean robbing the peoples of the Third 
World of their history, and pronouncing them to be history-less creatures.  Without 
mentioning it, he is thereby referring to Marx’s observation on India (Marx 1960a, 
1960b). Yet, as in Cabral’s view class struggle and class formation are in themselves 
results of the development of productive forces and the ownership of the means of 
production, this would assure that history in this sense existed before the emergence 
of class struggle, and therefore negate the image of peoples without history in the 
colonies (Cabral 1968: 21–24).

It has to be added, that Cabral is implicitly only referring to class struggle as the 
struggle between proletariat and capital in the era of capitalism. Thus, his attempted 
critique of Marx is in some ways misinterpreting Marx’s and Engel’s basic state-
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ment made in the Communist Manifesto, that history itself is the history of class 
struggle. In Marx’s original statement on that matter, it becomes quite clear that 
class struggle does not only mean the one between proletariat and capital, but also 
earlier class struggles in earlier eras, like that between feudal power and the bour-
geoisie (Marx & Engels 1960a: 462).

In this context, it is important to emphasize that Marx does not intend to defend 
colonialism or imply any kind of benevolent desire to develop the colonies on the 
side of the British (or any other colonial power, for that matter). While colonialism 
was born from the aristocrat desire to rule and possess, capitalist production and 
exploitation cannot work in a territory of isolated villages without (then) modern 
infrastructure like railways and telegraph networks. The colonizers did not present 
India with a railway system as a gift to the Indian people, but because capitalist 
demand for profit implied the building of efficient transport infrastructure. As soon 
as one builds railways however, Marx continues, one cannot rely on importing the 
machinery from the motherland and therefore has to induce the process of industri-
alization inside the colony. This process of induced industrialization will decisively 
destroy the old social order and free the Indian society of the chains of tradition 
and the outdated mode of production. This character of capitalist modernization, 
however, will not bring any kind of freedom or social development to the colonized 
people, unless they themselves appropriate the productive forces which colonial 
capitalism has developed. In this sense, capitalism and the bourgeoisie would fulfill 
the same historic task in the colonies as they did in Europe: To free the productive 
forces from its feudal chains and to prepare the material base for the social revolu-
tion. Nothing more has ever been done by the bourgeoisie, argues Marx, and nev-
er has it fulfilled this task without bringing misery, oppression and devastation to 
whole peoples. The only ways for the Indian people to cherish the modern elements 
of society bought by the British, would therefore be  either the industrial proletariat 
coming to power in England and replacing the ruling class in charge of colonialism, 
or the Indian people itself becoming strong enough to end British rule by themselves 
(Marx 1960b: 222–224).

Marx concludes his remarks on India by emphasizing the cynicism of bourgeois 
rule. It is in the colonies that he urges the reader to see the true face of bourgeois 
“civilization”, to see the endless cases of misery and suffering brought upon by the 
absolute rule of capital that defines the capitalist mode of production. The necessity 
of the concentration of capital, which is existential to its independent power, leads to 
the destructive nature of world markets. These world markets, however, would only 
demonstrate the inherent political economic laws of capitalism, which is unable to 
develop the power of its productive forces without subjugating the working masses 
under the rule of capital itself. The bourgeois system of industry and commerce 
is developing the global material base for a new world order. But only if a major 
social revolution of the most advanced peoples would be able to appropriate the  
modern forces of production and the global market, would human progress be pos-
sible without the oppression and exploitation of colonized peoples (Marx 1960b: 
225p.).
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2.2.2  Theories of Imperialism

As we have seen, in a Marxist understanding, capitalism is a social form of develop-
ment, based on the extraction of surplus value generated by the workers by a ruling 
elite. This extraction can take internal and external forms. While the internal forms 
(especially in England) were the historical basis of Marx’s analysis of capitalism 
itself, the external forms of surplus extraction are described in different theories of 
imperialism. Again, from the Marxist perspective, one has to distinguish between 
mercantile imperialism, which was prevalent from the 15th throughout the 19th cen-
tury and led to the colonization of the Americas and most of Asia on the one hand, 
and the second phase of classical imperialism on the other, which emerged from 
the end of the 19th century and brought almost the entire planet under the control 
of the big imperial powers. Mercantile imperialism can be characterized as a phase 
of resource and labor extraction from the colonies through direct intervention and 
strict regulation by the colonizing states, for instance by the extraction of gold and 
silver from Latin America or the abduction of slaves from Africa for work on Amer-
ican plantations. As mercantilist theory stressed the importance of the accumulation 
of gold and silver as determinant for a country’s development, colonizing nations 
sought to maximize imports and minimize exports – a goal that could most efficient-
ly be achieved through direct colonial control over new territories (Peet & Hartwick 
2009: 161p.).

In Marx’s view, this mode of colonial extraction allowed the so-called primitive 
accumulation in the most advanced mercantile nations of this era to go beyond the 
appropriation of peasant land by feudal landlords and create the modern industrial 
capitalist. The exploitation of the colonies, in his view, enabled those nations to enter 
the era of a credit system based on large state debts, and thereby further the transfor-
mation of money into capital (Marx 1972b: 777–788).

Mercantile imperialism was marked by exploitation, violent conquest and the 
subjugation of large territories – and it spanned around four centuries. The indepen-
dence of the United States is widely seen as the end of this phase of imperialism. By 
contrast, the phase of classical imperialism from the middle of the 19th century on-
wards saw an unprecedented rise in the speed of colonization, becoming a scramble 
for the last unclaimed territories of the Earth, with the additional influence of rising 
industrial powers like Germany and Japan challenging the old colonial powers of 
France and Britain (Peet & Hartwick 2009: 162p.).

Authors like Schumpeter sought the explanation for this phenomenon in the 
aggressivity of human nature, a sort of leftover from more animalist days, which 
reappears from time to time, but would actually be an atavism in modern civiliza-
tion (Schumpeter 1919: 18). Indeed, from his perspective, the aggressiveness and 
violence that characterized the phase of imperialism would be a contradiction to his 
observation of capitalist development, which would actually mean progress, peace 
and civilized manners. A purely capitalist society, therefore, would be no base for 
imperialist aggression. Rather, aggressivity, nationalism and militarism are rem-
nants of the pre-capitalist societies, which continue to exist under capitalism, but 
are no new phenomenon, let alone an inevitable result of capitalist development 
(Schumpeter 1919: 48–76). 
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In contrast, Marxists have always seen imperialism as connected to the matura-
tion of capitalism inside the main imperialist nations. John Hobson (1858-1940) saw 
a direct connection between the capitalist stagnation, caused by the limited pur-
chasing power of underpaid workers, and the need for continued capitalist growth, 
which in this understanding could only be achieved through the export of capital. 
However, according to his figures on English imperialism (the center of his study), 
he concluded that the trade with the colonies actually made up only a negligible 
amount of the total size of the British economy and that only few specific sectors 
were the beneficiaries and the main driving force behind the extension of the Empire 
(Hobson 1902: 30–45, 1902: 51–68). 

Rudolf Hilferding (1877-1941) was one of the first Marxists to analyze the mo-
nopolist tendencies of capitalism not only for industrial capital, but also for the 
banking system (Hilferding 1955). In his understanding of this new phase of finan-
cial capitalism, it was this concentrated financial capital, which demanded a strong 
state who could enable a steadily growing export of over-accumulated capital by 
means of subjugating more and more territories under imperial control. This is a 
notion which was later elaborated by Lenin (1972) in his theory of imperialism as the 
highest form of capitalism (Peet & Hartwick 2009: 164).

On the other hand, Rosa Luxemburg (1871-1919) concentrated her analysis more 
on the side of commodity production and stagnant consumption in her understand-
ing of imperialism. Within this concept, capitalist overproduction of commodities 
needed new markets, as the underpaid workers inside the imperialist nations could 
not create a viable demand to sustain capitalist growth (Luxemburg 1921: 337). Since 
the creation of new markets necessitated the destruction of the existing economic 
system in the new colonies, this implied the use of force and violence, as no society 
would voluntarily relinquish its existing mode of production. Furthermore, the im-
perialist nations also had to fight among themselves to establish new colonies in the 
first place (Luxemburg 1921: 423p.).

Founded on the principles of the Marxist understanding of capitalism as an 
economic system based on the exploitation of labor and the competition between 
capitalists with the inherent goal of achieving monopoly, V. I. Lenin developed his 
theory of imperialism as a distinct phase of capitalist accumulation. This theory, 
which would become one of the most influential and controversial descriptions of 
the era of colonialism, understands imperialism as the highest (and last) stadium of 
capitalism (Lenin 1972). 

Derived from his observation of the fight between colonial powers for hegemo-
ny and new spheres of influence, which culminated in the First World War, Lenin 
tried to apply the principles of the Marxist description of capitalist competition on 
the competition between nation states. Published in 1917, at the eve of the Russian 
Revolution, this competition is seen as the result of capitalist expansion coming to 
its limits within the developed nation states. Lenin sees the phase of imperialism, 
which emerged out of laws of capitalist accumulation, described by Marx (1972b: 
640–740) not only as a specific phase of capitalist accumulation, but as the highest 
stadium of capitalism – the stadium of monopolism (Lenin 1972: 270p.). 
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Lenin starts with a description of the economic situation in Germany and the 
United States in order to underline his hypothesis that capitalism had entered the 
stage of monopolist capitalism at the turn of the 20th century. Specifically, he em-
phasizes that while big companies would make up less than 1% of all companies in 
these two countries, they would employ 10 % of the workforce in Germany and over 
30% in the U.S.A. Even more strikingly, those companies would use more than two 
thirds of steam engines and produce the majority of the two nations’ GDP. It has to 
be taken into account that Lenin considers all companies employing more than 50 
workers as big companies. In addition to this observed concentration of workforce 
and production, Lenin notes the increasing vertical and horizontal integration of the 
big companies, who thereby take firm control over the chain of production and im-
pede smaller competitors from challenging their position. All these observations led 
Lenin to support Marx’s theory of the inherent tendency of free competition to lead 
to concentration of production, which in turn leads to the creation of monopolies. 
Differences in national economic policy, like the prevalence of protective tariffs in 
Germany vs. open market approaches like in the UK would only lead to differences 
in the time and the nature of the appearance of those monopolies, but not hinder its 
emergence. From Lenin’s point of view, the capitalist nations of Europe had entered 
the stage of monopoly capitalism at the beginning of the 20th century (Lenin 1972: 
200–205).

Lenin continues with his description of the emerging monopoly capitalism by 
characterizing the economy of cartels and trusts in Germany and the United States. 
By controlling all parts of the chain of production – starting with raw material and 
continuing with their own sections for the buying and development of patents and 
technical innovations – these big corporations are able to control large sections of in-
dustrial sectors. By all means available, these monopolists will continue to integrate 
new competitors into their arrangement or make their economic survival impos-
sible in the case of noncompliance. By bringing more and more companies under 
their control, these monopolies would actually socialize the production – through 
integrating ever bigger masses of workers and resources into smaller numbers of 
corporations – while the property of the means of production would be concen-
trated in the hands of fewer and fewer private individuals. Lenin argues that even 
“bourgeois” economists would observe that the productive gains achieved by this 
concentration of production would increasingly be appropriated by speculators and 
financial entrepreneurs, not by the knowledgeable factory owner of the old type of 
free competition capitalism. Alas, those economists would dream of a way back to 
those old times of “honest” and “peaceful” competition. Indeed, while cyclical crises 
of the capitalist economy nurtured the emergence of cartels and trusts, those forms 
of monopolist capitalism would by no means make future crises less likely: Through 
marginalizing other industrial sectors and fostering technological advancements, 
the big monopolies would actually increase the chaotic tendencies of capitalist de-
velopment and exacerbate the emergence of economic crises (Lenin 1972: 206–214).

If this view is applied to the imperialist scramble for Africa in the late 19th cen-
tury, the Marxist laws of accumulation of capital, which lead to monopolies (Marx 
1972b: 640–740), and the tendency of falling rates of profit, which leads to the export 
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of capital (Marx 1972a: 221–277), led to the need for capitalists to extend their base 
of production and integrate new territories into the capitalist mode of production. 
Therefore, led by the ruling class of capitalist monopolists, the big European nations 
sought and managed to get territorial control over the last part of the globe available: 
Africa (Meyns 1977: 9p.).

In order to understand the reasons for the imperialist nations to engage on such a 
costly endeavor, Rosa Luxemburg delivers an in-depth theoretical analysis of Marx’s 
concept of extended reproduction as a basis for the continuing accumulation of cap-
ital. She concludes that Marx indeed does not solve the contradiction of eternal and 
steady growth of capital and accumulation based on the transformation of surplus 
value into capital. As this surplus value is the representation of surplus production 
of commodities, these commodities need a market to be produced for, and in the 
setting of The Capital, this market is only consisting of capitalists and workers. Ac-
cordingly, profit could be used for consumption or the accumulation of capital, but 
as it is a closed system, it could not produce more and more commodities and extend 
the market to eternity. But without production, there is no such thing as surplus 
value, let alone accumulation of capital. Therefore, capitalism could not sustain itself 
(Luxemburg 1921: 299–317).

As Marx’s original analysis in the Second and Third Volume of The Capital (Marx 
1972c, 1972a) was based on the abstract construction of a purely capitalist society, 
i.e. a world, in which capitalism is the only existing mode of production, Luxemburg 
sees this apparent contradiction as stemming from the abstract nature of the mod-
el: Indeed, capitalism cannot sustain itself, but it does not have to do so in the real 
world. It is surrounded by other modes of production: Feudalism and rural econo-
my in Europe, even more “primitive” modes of production in non-capitalist societies 
outside Europe. In Luxemburg’s conclusion, accumulation of capital is only possible 
through the exploitation, appropriation and ultimately destruction of non-capitalist 
societies by capitalist ones. Therefore, capitalism has to conquer non-capitalist soci-
eties, but it also has to transform their mode of production into a capitalist one, in 
order to appropriate its resources, its productive forces, and its labor. In this sense, 
colonialism and imperialism are the solution for the inability of the capitalist mode 
of production to sustain continued accumulation. However, by the destruction and 
conversion of the conquered non-capitalist societies, capitalism will eventually run 
out of new regions to conquer and new societies to transform and thereby limit its 
own ability to survive as a global mode of production (Luxemburg 1921: 318–339).

Lenin, on the other hand, takes a less theoretical approach to illustrate the in-
herent logic of imperialist expansion: After analyzing the domination of financial 
capital over other forms of capital as a result of concentration in the industry and 
the banking sector, as well as the emergence of a financial oligarchy by the mutual 
inter-linkages and institutional connections between industrial and financial mo-
nopolies, he turns his attention to the regional concentration of these oligarchies. 
Derived from the overall value of emission and worth of securities, stocks and bonds 
from 1871 to 1910, he concludes that the four countries of England, France, U.S.A. 
and Germany control almost 80 % of all global financial capital. In other words, two 
“old” colonial powers and two “new” emerging capitalist powers with rapid eco-
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nomic and technological development would host almost all of the world’s financial 
oligarchies and thereby relegate any other nation to the role of debtors to those four 
dominating capitalist powers (Lenin 1972: 243p.).

By the use of several examples from various industrial sectors, Lenin describes 
the increasing subdivision of the world under the respective monopolists in these 
sectors. While this description itself shows the different ways of achieving an ar-
rangement of spheres of interests and access to different markets, Lenin insists that 
the appearance of these competitions between monopolists does not alter its inher-
ent logic. The interlinkages between private and state monopoly are numerous and 
the conflicts over global arrangements between the capitalists may show various 
forms from peaceful negotiation to open war. However, overall, in the monopolist 
stage of capitalism, capitalists do not subdivide the world because of evil intentions, 
but because the stage of concentration achieved under this form of capitalism ne-
cessitates them to seek international arrangements in order to be able to maintain 
profits (Lenin 1972: 250–258).

In conclusion, Lenin sees capitalist imperialism as a new (and higher) stage of 
capitalism. He criticizes “bourgeois authors” – first and foremost Kautsky (1914) 
– for defining imperialism as a mere phase of policy of capitalist, industrialized na-
tions. For Lenin, imperialism is the direct result of the advanced stage of certain 
capitalist economies, which have reached a phase of monopoly capitalism. This type 
of capitalism would have replaced the old capitalism of free competition, with a 
new one dominated by industrial monopolists and financial capital. This new stage 
of capitalism would be synonymous with the stage of imperialism. Therefore, im-
perialism would be more than a phase of national policy, but rather a new stage of 
capitalism itself. In this sense, the reduction of imperialism to its political element 
– the urge to subjugate new territories – would neglect its economic base, which – in 
Lenin’s view – is financial capitalism. Specifically, imperialism would not only seek 
new agrarian territories – as Kautsky suggested – but strive for any territory avail-
able, especially already industrialized ones, to fulfill the monopolies’ demand for 
new spaces for profit (Lenin 1972: 269–273).

However, competition and monopoly are mutually reflexive: the goal of capi-
talist competition is monopoly, while monopoly hinders competition. Yet, in order 
for a monopoly to make profit and reproduce itself, it has to enter new competition, 
constantly. In the theory of imperialism, Lenin (1972: 269–280) predicted the same 
observations to be true for the competition between the big capitalist nations: The 
world had been divided completely, but it would be irrational to think that this sta-
tus quo would be kept for eternity. Technological advancements and higher produc-
tivity in one country may lead to the need for capitalists to find new markets, and 
thus the possibility of new conflicts over spheres of influence. The ambitions of pre-
viously less important countries, like Germany and Japan, for territorial expansion 
can be taken as an example of such disruptions of the imperialist order. Therefore, in 
Leninist terms, imperialism would not enable the capitalist system to stabilize itself, 
but on the contrary, intensify its inherent contradictions. 

According to the Leninist view on imperialism, the monopolist tendencies of 
capitalism, which led to the phase of imperialism, will also be one reason for the 
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demise of the capitalist mode of production. While the bourgeois revolution against 
the feudalist system set free the enormous productive forces formerly chained to the 
feudal economy, the stage of monopolist capital now constrains those same forces. 
Therefore, in the Leninist theory of imperialism, this stage is the dying stage of an 
ill capitalism, which needs evermore territories and peoples to exploit. Fewer and 
fewer capitalists hold more and more capital in this stage, and the size of the exploit-
ed proletariat rises globally in this stage of capitalist expansion. It is also the phase 
of the upcoming socialist revolution, which would overthrow this obsolete system 
of production. However, it is necessary to emphasize that this revolution would not 
come about simply by the weakness of the bourgeoisie, but needs the commitment 
of a strong (socialist) proletariat to lead the revolution. Since the phase of imperi-
alism made the capitalist mode of production a global phenomenon, it would also 
need a world revolution, as national movements would no longer be able to change 
an economic system, which operates globally (Meyns 1977: 10–12).

Two tendencies of capitalist imperialism are interpreted by Lenin as signs for the 
increasing stagnation and decay of capitalism itself. Firstly, capitalist monopolies are 
in constant and unsolvable contradiction to the capitalist principle of competition, 
but possess the tendency of economic stagnation, as monopolist prices and profits 
reduce incentives for technological progress. Similarly, the possession of profitable 
colonies implies the same tendency of stagnation for the colonial powers. On the 
other hand, the emergence of financial capitalism induced a growing social forma-
tion of rentiers, who make their living on stocks and other financial papers, but 
whose livelihood is increasingly disconnected from any form of production. By the 
same process, the economy of the colonial powers is increasingly dependent on the 
exploitation of foreign territories and peoples under its control. Not only individual 
persons, but whole nations would practically live on the parasitic exploitation of 
labor in its oversee territories. Therefore, the world would increasingly be divided 
in lenders and debtors. All social formations are affected by these economic changes, 
and in Lenin’s view, the proletariat itself becomes divided into a lower stratum of 
workers and a small stratum of wealthier workers, who are vulnerable to tokenism 
or who follow the lead of self-proclaimed proletarian leaders, who are in fact bour-
geois or payed by the bourgeoisie. Lenin is specifically hard in his criticism of these 
imperialist tendencies in parts of the workers’ movement, especially in social demo-
cratic parties and trade unions. These “opportunist” tendencies, which would legit-
imize imperialism as beneficial for the proletariat of the capitalist countries, would 
have to be overcome immediately in his view, as this support of imperialism would 
be inherently opposed to the interests of the proletariat (Lenin 1972: 280–290).

At the same time, the need for increasing exploitation in the colonies, in order to 
compete with the other imperialist powers striving for monopoly, would strength-
en the resistance of the dominated people and further the emergence of liberation 
movements in the colonies. In this process, again, the imperialist struggle for he-
gemony weakens the imperialist system itself. The October Revolution in Russia 
would be seen as “the price” the imperialist powers had to pay for their conflict, 
with a social revolution ending the influence of imperialism in this territory. Indeed, 
Meyns sees the development of global power relations since Lenin’s analysis as a 
proof for this theory (Meyns 1977: 12–14).
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The expansion of imperialism coincided with the rise of capitalist production in 
countries like England and other European nations. Although the peoples of Ameri-
ca, Africa and Asia had long been subjugated to colonial modes of exploitation (and 
the colonization of America is probably the best example), the expansion of cap-
italism now led to an accelerating need for new territory, new workers and new 
markets. Old traditional industries and political and social systems were thorough-
ly destroyed, and the colonies were made to be cheap producers of raw materials. 
With the increased competition between a smaller number of imperialist powers, the 
export of capital became more important, in order to establish capitalist markets in 
the colonies. The subjugation of peoples under colonial rule, however, led to move-
ments against this oppression. And as the First World War had already strength-
ened those movements, the Second World War and the subsequent downturn of 
old colonial powers like England, The Netherlands or Belgium led to the victory of 
anticolonial movements all over Africa. But, as Kwame Nkrumah (1963: 57–65, 1965) 
already observed after the groundbreaking independence of his country, the old co-
lonial powers, as well as the new super-powers, sought ways to continue economic 
and social control, wherever direct colonial rule was not possible anymore. Hence, 
through economic ties and neocolonial policies, the newly gained independence was 
already under pressure (Meyns 1977: 14–16).

Imperialist rule and anti-imperialist struggle
Regardless of their stress on capital or commodity export, all these views on impe-
rialism saw imperialist expansion as being caused by the internal contradictions of 
the most advanced capitalist societies, enabling capitalism to grow without solving 
those inner contradictions. Even after most of the oppressed peoples of the world 
gained political independence after The Second World War, many radical authors 
have stated that the imperial system of surplus extraction continues to this day, al-
beit by indirect means. This concept of neo-imperialism or neocolonialism remains a 
highly debated issue in the development discourse, and implies the question wheth-
er imperialism is a phenomenon of the past, or if the same structures and mecha-
nisms continue in today’s world system (Peet & Hartwick 2009: 164p.).

In his characterization of imperialism, Cabral sees two major forms of imperi-
alist rule: Classic colonialism and neo-colonialism. While these two forms would 
differ in the nature of control, the defining commonality is that both forms of domi-
nation deny the subjugated peoples of their right to a free development of their own 
history. It is important to mention, that Cabral does see historic development main-
ly based on the development of the productive forces in each society. Imperialist dis-
ruption therefore had denied the oppressed peoples of their own free development 
of those productive forces inside their societies and thus also disrupted their social 
development. While the times for national liberation might have seemed positive in 
the 1960s, Cabral emphasizes that national liberation, and therefore the true return 
to independent historic development, can only be achieved if all forms of dominance 
from the outside are broken. In this sense, he sees the struggle against neocolonial 
domination as the most important one, as national independence alone cannot break 
the domination of the former colonies’ economy by foreign capital. In his remarks 
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about imperialism and the anti-imperial struggle, Cabral does attribute a “historical 
personality” to nations, which in his view can only be retained by victory over impe-
rialist oppression (Cabral 1968: 27–32).

Cabral characterizes three basic phases of the mode of production: First the 
primitive, elementary mode of production with low productive forces and a hor-
izontal order of society, without a state. Secondly, the beginning of private own-
ership of the means of production and the increasing specialization of production, 
combined with the rapid development of the productive forces. This phase would 
be represented by a vertical organization of society, first through the feudal and 
then through the bourgeois state. The third phase would be that of socialism or com-
munism, with collective ownership of the means of production. In Cabral’s view, 
this last phase would be represented by the socialist and communist states (he does 
not differentiate between the two concepts like in Marx’s original theorem). Again, 
Cabral argues that on a global scale, two or three phases of the mode of production 
can exist at the same time. However, in the era of imperialism, all societies that had 
been conquered, were exposed to violent disruption of their historic development. 
In the struggle against imperialism – which Cabral describes as the last phase of 
capitalism, in accordance with Lenin – the subjugated peoples of the world would 
find the possibility to transform their status of exploitation into a higher form of 
social order (Cabral 1968: 24–27).

In his critique of imperialism, Lenin concludes that there is no way of reconciling 
the inherent contradictions of imperialism by going back to the old order of free com-
petition. As imperialism, itself, was the result of the old capitalism of free competi-
tion, this approach of bourgeois critique of the imperialist era would be a contradic-
tion in itself. Furthermore, as the development of imperialism is inherently uneven, 
it would be impossible to imagine the peaceful unification of the world under the 
rule of one monopolist entity, as in Kautsky’s (1914: 921p.) idea of an ultra-imperi-
alism. Periods of peaceful arrangements between the big imperialist powers would, 
therefore, only be interludes between violent ways of solving these discrepancies of 
capitalist development, i.e. wars between those same powers. In addition, the era of 
imperialism would not only bring a new level of exploitation and inequality into the 
controlled territories and colonies, but also increase the inequalities between classes 
inside the colonial powers themselves. Therefore, the development of imperialism 
would also foster the emergence of forces opposing imperialism, both in the colonies 
and inside the imperialist nations (Lenin 1972: 290–303).

In the eyes of the followers of these theories of imperialism, the proponents of 
neocolonial dependency (i.e. the imperialist powers) have continued their dom-
ination over the former colonies through their integration into the world market 
economy. While prices for raw materials and agricultural produce remain low with 
a tendency to decline, the prices for industrial goods tend to rise. This price dif-
ferential is aggravated through the monopolistic market position of many former 
colonies in relation to the imperial centers. Inside the underdeveloped countries, a 
small ruling class – privileged through their access to higher education and well-
paid government positions – has emerged, which increases the market for (luxury) 
products from the industrialized countries. However, this market is not connected 
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to the productive forces in the underdeveloped countries. Indeed, the agriculture 
of many African countries remained mostly subsistence based and traditional due 
to lack of capital, in spite of the prevalence of individual production for the world 
market. Through both ways, surplus value and labor created in the former colonies 
is mostly exported to the imperialist centers. In fact, the nationalization of the few 
industries and export agriculture after independence put those means of production 
in the hands of the bureaucratic ruling class and increased the process of capital im-
port (through foreign investment and loans) and surplus export (through the export 
of undervalued agricultural produce) (Meyns 1977: 17–22). 

While these observations led to the creation of dependencia theories as a counter 
measure to the seemingly unbreakable process of neocolonial underdevelopment, 
Meyns insists that these theories remain too structuralist and undervalue the impor-
tance of the social effects of this system of neocolonial exploitation. In the sense of 
Marx’s (1960a) comments on the British Rule in India, he implies that the continua-
tion of such imperialist practices also creates the foundations for class struggle and 
revolution, in which case the imperialist exploitation would lay the foundations of 
its own demise. While the author acknowledges the analytical input of structuralist 
approaches to the system of world economy, he therefore argues that dependencia 
arguments remain too economistic and thereby undervalue the revolutionary power 
that latently lies in the exploited masses of the underdeveloped countries (Meyns 
1977: 17–22). 

For Samir Amin, the different phases of capitalist accumulation represent distinct 
phases of exploitation, and the understanding of the nature of the regime of accu-
mulation at any given time would lead to the understanding of the main struggle 
for social transformation on a global scale. In the beginning 21st century, he sees this 
main struggle to be between continued globalized imperialism and the global pau-
perization of the peasantry (Amin 2015: 60p.).

2.2.3 Towards a geographic understanding of socialist development  
 concepts

Considering the concept of development brought forward by Marx and Engels, as 
well as its interpretation by the proponents of theories of imperialism, it becomes clear 
that the socialist approach to human development bears some distinct geographic 
features. While Marx’s image of human history as a history of class struggles might at 
first seem to lack a spatial component, the further elaborations of this understanding, 
as presented in the preceding chapters, illustrate the spatial aspects within this history 
of thought – or, to express it with the words of David Harvey: “The accumulation of 
capital has always been a profoundly geographical affair.” (Harvey 1998: 49). 

As had already been concluded by the likes of Lenin and Luxemburg (see above), 
the capitalist mode of production was not capable of producing the continual econom-
ic growth it needed for its own survival, without the spatial expansion of its markets 
and its base of resources and labor. However, this “spatial fix” of expanding capitalism 
beyond the borders of the own nation state, did not solve the inner contradictions of 
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capitalism, it just exported the system and its contradictions to new territories. In some 
ways, the expansion of the capitalist system of production did reduce the importance 
of geographic space on a superficial level: Technological progress and economic glo-
balization reduced the importance of distance and national boarders, at least for the 
movement of capital and commodities. On the other hand, it became all too obvious 
that capitalism did not develop all regions of the world in the same manner. While 
prosperity and growth continued at the central places of the world economy (by and 
large, the industrialized nations), the majority of (former) colonies were not able to 
experience the same sort of benefits. Therefore, the concept of socialist development 
cannot be analyzed without looking at the geographical structure of global class rela-
tions (Harvey 1998: 49–60). 

Indeed, one may find Marxist categories of analysis at all different scales of geo-
graphic space. And, more often than not, the interrelations between these different 
scales will be of utmost interest for the understanding of phenomena like poverty, ex-
ploitation and alienation (Santos 1974: 2). This way of analyzing the spatial relations 
of global inequality and the spatial conditions of power and economic development 
from a political economy perspective has been the focal point of radical geography 
approaches (Reuber 2012: 108–113). 

More specifically, representatives of this area of geographic research have argued 
that the usual understanding of political geography would be dominated by conserva-
tive approaches, which concentrated their efforts on the illustration of different politi-
cal systems in different spaces, without considering their economic base or analyzing 
possibilities for change (Taylor 2003: 47–49). Hence, they would see the need for a 
radical political geography, which “investigates spatial power within a holistic polit-
ical economy.” (Taylor 2003: 50). 

One of the attempts to characterize the postcolonial situation of economy, politics, 
and power from a spatial perspective is the World System Theory, which shares the de-
pendency school’s interest in the relation between center and periphery. Furthermore, 
it has roots in the French Annales school of thought, which was created by a group of 
historians around Lucien Febvre and Marc Bloch. This school had set itself the goal 
of introducing the comparative method into historical sciences, by comparing histor-
ical developments in different societies over long timeframes and between different 
geographic regions. French human geographer Vidal de la Blache was also connected 
to this school of historical research. Ferdnand Braudel and other second generation 
scholars of the Annales school were particularly interested in the long term develop-
ment of Third World countries and the radical changes implied by their contact with 
the First World during colonialism (Peet & Hartwick 2009: 172p.). 

From a geographic perspective, it was Immanuel Wallerstein’s characterization 
of the World System (Wallerstein 1974, 1980, 1988), which proved to be the most ap-
pealing version of this theory. This can mostly be attributed to his conceptualization of 
the World System as being comprised of three hierarchically arranged layers: The core, 
the semi-periphery and the periphery – a pattern that was intrinsically geographic in 
nature (Flint & Shelley 1996: 497). 

In Wallerstein’s observation, the core was comprised of the economically pow-
erful and politically well-organized nations, who dominated the whole system. These 
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states were able to implement their economic interest on a global scale and were the 
beneficiaries of the world market. Peripheral states, on the other hand, were margin-
alized countries, who depended on the will of the center and showed a very weak 
internal organization. The semi-periphery shared some properties of both other cate-
gories, and would be in an intermediary position (Peet & Hartwick 2009: 173p.). With 
regards to the more recent characterization of the World System, “the basic spatiality 
is a world-economy with a core-periphery pattern.” (Taylor 2003: 52). 

Within this view on the spatial characterization of the global system, the periph-
eral states cannot develop themselves by repeating the steps of the developed ones, 
without overcoming this global hierarchy in the first place (Flint & Shelley 1996: 
497). On the contrary, development of the core and underdevelopment of the pe-
riphery are dialectically connected to each other, i.e. the core continues to grow eco-
nomically by exploiting and thereby actively underdeveloping the global periphery. 

However, this understanding should by no means imply that the nation state is 
the only level of analysis. On the contrary, it is the inquiry into the spatial relations 
of political economy within peripheral states, which might hold the most interest-
ing aspects for a geographic understanding of socialist development strategies like 
Ujamaa (Datoo 1977: 70). After all, it is geography’s ability to discover the relations 
between the global and the local scale which represents its biggest possible contri-
bution to social science in general and to the scientific evaluation of different devel-
opment approaches in particular (Flint & Shelley 1996: 506).

In this sense, this study will try to analyze the emergence of Ujamaa in Tan-
zania from a core-periphery perspective which is informed by the background of 
the Marxian understanding of development as such, as well as by the theories of 
imperialism. It will try to focus on the relations between the different levels of space 
within Tanzania, without forgetting about the international environment in which 
this ideology was created. It is the understanding of the author, that this unique 
concept of development can only be understood when looking at all of these levels, 
since there have been enough studies on the emergence and failure of Ujamaa which 
equated this concept with the thinking of Nyerere alone (see Okoko (1987: 24–26), 
for example), but failed to look at the interrelations of (national) core and periphery 
in the creation of the concept in the first place. Rather, this thesis will try to look at 
the internal differentiations from the local to the national level which have shaped 
its creation and implementation (Lal 2015: 175p.).

2.3 Ujamaa: Background and Ideology of Tanzania’s  
 development paradigm

“Socialism – like Democracy – is an attitude of mind. In a socialist society it is the 
socialist attitude of mind, and not the rigid adherence to a standard political pattern, 
which is needed to ensure that people care for each other’s welfare.”
J.K. Nyerere, Ujamaa. The Basis of African Socialism (Nyerere 1962b: 1)

2.3
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It is without a doubt in these words, where the idea of Ujamaa as a genuine own 
“brand” of socialism is most strikingly defined by its inventor, the first president of 
Tanzania: Lacking the strictly economic definition of class and power of its Europe-
an counterparts, but instead advancing the thought of a transition to socialists prac-
tices first and foremost by a change of attitude and state of mind (Nyerere 1962b). 
As already evident in this short introductory statement of Nyerere, the Tanzanian 
version of socialist ideology did not necessarily lead to only one possible develop-
ment strategy or political praxis. While there have been attempts both by Nyerere 
and other political leaders in Tanzania to clarify and structure this ideology (for 
instance by the Arusha Declaration; Nyerere 1967b), it remained in many ways dif-
ferent from European socialism. Both the self-definition of Ujamaa and other Afri-
can Socialisms will be the focus of the following chapters – thereby trying to create 
a deeper understanding of the ideological background of Tanzanian development 
policies and practice.

2.3.1 Basic Elements of the Ujamaa ideology

Between independence in 1961 and the Arusha Declaration in 1967, the new state 
and ideology were shaped by the thinking of Nyerere, while the economy would 
carry on in its former way. Indeed, Nyerere himself made it clear that the purpose 
of his first writing on Ujamaa was not to define how socialism could be brought 
about in a modern society. Rather, he wanted to discuss this attitude of mind, which  
he saw as the basic difference between socialist and non-socialist behavior – both 
on the level of the individual and on the level of a society as a whole (Nyerere  
1962b: 1p.). 

This reflects the fact that the Ujamaa ideology of Nyerere was arguing more from 
a moral than a material point of view: Evoking the image of the “noble African” 
and of mutual cooperation and fair distribution much more than a Soviet type of 
ideology based on material growth and industrial development. Indeed, Ujamaa 
was more closely related to Chinese ideas on rural development, and at least be-
fore 1973, it not only outspokenly opposed Stalinist notions of forced development, 
but also practically emphasized voluntarism and mass support. Nevertheless, Uja-
maa implied a top down perspective on social change, not at least because Nyerere 
deemed the prospective of a class struggle or even guerilla style revolution to be 
unnecessary in the African setting (Hedlund & Lundahl 1989: 18–20). And while the 
concept of exploitation and capitalism as such was seen as thoroughly un-African, he 
acknowledged that during colonialism, such ideas of individual wealth and power 
had reached some of his fellow compatriots. Accordingly, immediate action had to 
be taken to impede the further spread of the capitalist attitude of mind:

“Our first step, therefore, must be to re-educate ourselves; to regain our former atti-
tude of mind. In our traditional African society we were individuals within a commu-
nity. We took care of the community, and the community took care of us. We neither 
needed nor wished to exploit our fellow men.



34

And in rejecting the capitalist attitude of mind which colonialism brought into Africa, 
we must reject also the capitalist methods which go with it. One of these is the individ-
ual ownership of land. To us in Africa, land was always recognized as belonging to the 
community. Each individual within our society had a right to the use of land, because 
otherwise he could not earn his living and one cannot have the right to life without 
also having the right to some means of maintaining life. But the African’s right to land 
was simply the right to use it; nor he had other right to it, nor did it occur to him to try 
and claim one.”                   (Nyerere 1962b: 5)

The underlying concept of socialism in Tanzania, which became the guideline 
for development in the Arusha Declaration, is the idea of a society which thrives 
without the exploitation of men by men (or one class by another). According to 
the post-Arusha strategy, social development is given the priority over economic 
development, and the latter is given a new impetus: Rather than continuing on the 
classical modernization agenda of many postcolonial states in Africa, the new path 
of economic development is seen in the concept of communal agriculture. Bienen, 
therefore, sees the Arusha Declaration as a significant shift towards an independent 
African development strategy. At the same time, the declaration would allow TANU 
to legitimize its leading role in the country’s policy and unify the different develop-
ment concepts still prevalent in the Tanzanian elite (Bienen 1972: 178p.).

Many ideological positions have claimed Ujamaa as proof of their theoretical ap-
proach to either socialism or development as such. Meyns gives the examples of 
representatives of third way theories of non-capitalist development as well as the 
church. However, those reports would mostly pick the part of Ujamaa that would 
support their view, and leave out others, such as its class characteristics. Further-
more, such analyses of Ujamaa would neglect the context of national liberation and 
colonial influences, which in Meyns’ view is crucial to an understanding of the Tan-
zanian ideology (Meyns 1977: 93).

Ujamaa by far exceeded the scope of many other African socialisms. Although it 
stemmed at least from Nyerere’s Edinburgh time, most of his ideology only became 
public in the 1960s and the practical model of Ujamaa was introduced in the late 
1960s, when others like Nkrumah and Senghor had long abandoned their models. 
Furthermore, Ujamaa differed from the other socialisms by being directed to a ru-
ral Tanzanian citizen much more than at the intellectual (and international) elite 
(Schicho 2009: 180). 

Specifically, it appealed to a traditional construction of society, which afforded 
dignity and security to the individual, by a sort of mutual help and “universal char-
ity“ while emphasizing age-proven codes of conduct of communal living (Bhengu 
2011: 34). Overall, three principles of Ujamaa would be derived from the perception 
of the pre-colonial situation: “...mutual respect, common ownership, and everyone’s 
obligation to work” (Mapolu 1973: 56). 

In his writing on Socialism and Rural Development, Nyerere (1968f: 107p.) elabo-
rated on these three basic principles, which he assumed to be the foundation of the 
traditional form of Ujamaa of peasant communities: First of all, all members of the 
extended family – i.e. the basic unit of production – were related to each other by 



35

bonds of affection and respect. This mutual interrelation was based on each individ-
ual’s role within the extended family, and as long as each member was fulfilling this 
role, he or she would receive the respect of all the other family members. This form 
of respect nurtured the coherence of the extended family as a unit, rather than as a 
group of individuals with competing interests.

Secondly, all goods and all means of production (i.e. the land and the farm tools), 
were seen as a common property of the extended family, and not as individual-
ly owned items. While Nyerere acknowledges the fact that some family members 
could own more property than others through their hard work, he insists that this 
could only occur if all the basic needs of all members of the extended family were 
catered for: No member would have been able to appropriate the fruits of his labor 
for his own consumption, while another member would have gone hungry, for in-
stance. Furthermore, if a more affluent member of the family would die, the prop-
erty would be divided between a large number of family members, keeping the 
accumulation of wealth socially moderated.

Third of all, every member of the traditional extended family would have the 
moral and social obligation to work to the best of his or her abilities. Even guests 
would have to work if they were staying for an extended period of time. Therefore, 
nobody would have to fear that his or her work was exploited by idlers doing noth-
ing, according to Nyerere’s view (Nyerere 1968f: 107p.).

Therefore, Nyerere’s socialism is based on the attitude of mind, but also on the 
principles of equality, the right to labor and the obligation to work. He thereby 
draws connections to African traditions as well as Pope Leo XIII’s Social Encyclica. 
On the other hand, the communal ownership of the means of production, as well as 
land, opposes the papal point of view and relates Nyerere more closely to the Com-
munist Manifesto (Schicho 2009: 181).

Nyerere’s concept of socialism was in many aspects stressing the importance of 
the individual and his or her moral choice to engage in communal work and the 
common good, instead of a “Western” pursuit of individual wealth. Contrary to 
Marxian analyses of society, which would usually emphasize on the structure of so-
ciety and production, Nyerere’s Ujamaa was relying on individual commitment and 
behavioral change to achieve the goal of overcoming the capitalist society:

“In the individual, as in the society, it is an attitude of mind which distinguishes the 
socialist from the non-socialist. It has nothing to do with the possession or non-posses-
sion of wealth. Destitute people can be potential capitalists – exploiters of their fellow 
human beings. A millionaire can equally well be a socialist; he may value his wealth 
only because it can be used in the service of his fellow men. But the man who uses 
wealth for the purpose of dominating any of his fellows is a capitalist. So is the man 
who would if he could!”                   (Nyerere 1962b: 1)

Nyerere did see the influence of the social and economic structure on this atti-
tude of mind, as well as on the wealth of individuals. For instance, he understood 
socialism as a system based on the idea of distribution, not individual accumulation 
– making it very unlikely for a socialist society to produce millionaires in the first 
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place (Nyerere 1962b: 1–3). Nevertheless, his key to eradicate exploitation and to 
create such a socialist society remained the attitude of mind, the commitment to the 
community and the recreation the pre-colonial spirit of cooperation:

“Our first step, therefore, must be to re-educate ourselves; to regain our former attitude 
of mind. In our traditional African society we were individuals within a community, and 
the community took care of us. We neither needed nor wished to exploit our fellow men.” 
(Nyerere 1962b: 5)

Therefore, Nyerere’s concept of socialism was in rhetoric and political practice 
relying on the recreation of an African mindset and the African traditional system of 
land tenure, in which no farmer should be able to possess land he or she did not cul-
tivate him- or herself. In convincing the individual to join Nyerere’s socialist vision, 
he again referred to traditional images of the pre-colonial rural community, in which 
the benefit of communal work was combined with the moral obligation to work (and 
the social sanctions by the own community if an individual would refuse to do so; 
Hedlund & Lundahl 1989: 21–23). According to Mapolu, Nyerere’s thinking resem-
bles that of Robert Owen’s (1817) idea of human development, that was the basis of 
his “cooperative village”, as well as that of other early utopian socialists. As such, 
his ideas are both idealistic and nostalgic. Mapolu calls this a “petty bourgeoisie 
socialism” (Mapolu 1973: 55).

Due to Nyerere’s emphasis on class harmony instead of class struggle and the 
continued attempt to establish a border between his ideology and both capitalism 
and (Soviet style) communism, Ujamaa might seem close to ideas of neocolonial 
third way proponents. However, when taking a closer look, Meyns (1977: 93–97) 
insists that those are the only parallels between Nyerere’s expression of Ujamaa and 
third way theories. In fact, he sees Nyerere as the leader of a nationalist movement, 
trying to establish true independence and freedom for the former colony. Given this 
background, the critical view on the Soviet Union’s imperialist tendencies make as 
much sense as the critical relationship to “Western” capitalism. Indeed, the influence 
of the two superpowers is crucial for the insistence on self-reliance and the confi-
dence in the country’s own strength, as expressed by the Arusha Declaration and the 
subsequent international and domestic policy.

That is not to hide the fact that Nyerere rejected the so-called scientific socialism 
of the Marxist-Leninist variety. Meyns declares that this rejection stemmed from the 
petit-bourgeois character of the Tanzanian leadership and the bourgeois character of 
the peasant movement as such – a point where he implies that Lenin’s characteriza-
tion of the peasantry as an inherently conservative class (Lenin 1971: 443) holds true 
also in the Tanzanian context. Therefore, Ujamaa would neither be a neocolonial, 
reactionary ideology, nor a practical implementation of scientific socialism (Meyns 
1977: 93–97). The latter was previously discussed by Rodney (1972: 72), who empha-
sizes that there might very well be a lack of thorough theory in Tanzanian socialism, 
but that claiming that there would be an unsurmountable gap between Ujamaa and 
“scientific socialism” was certainly not the case.

In Eckert’s (2007: 223–227) view, the question of the idealized past is not that 
important to the Ujamaa discourse, because it only acted as a backdrop for an ex-
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plicitly new model of society. The question of who would belong inside the new 
“familyhood” of Ujamaa and who would be excluded, was centered around Nyere-
re’s work ethic and the statement that it was everyone’s obligation to work. The re-
nunciation of loiterers and idlers (Nyerere 1962b: 3p.) was almost as explicit as that 
of rich people and capitalists: There was no such thing as socialism without work, 
in Nyerere’s understanding, and a society which would fail to give its members 
the means to work was bound to fail as a whole. However, if an individual would 
not be willing to work when given the tools to do so (land for instance), this person 
would put himself out of the society and would have to bear the consequences for 
his loitering. After all, “hard work” was the number one condition for development, 
as underlined by the Arusha Declaration (Nyerere 1967b).

The most commonly used term in Kiswahili for this unwarranted loitering was 
unyonyaji – meaning as much as the concept of sucking, which became equivalent 
to the English term of exploitation. Wanyonyaji were therefore exploiters and ene-
mies of the new concept of Ujamaa, and the expression was used both for foreign 
and domestic capitalists, and for people without jobs. Two groups were specifically 
targeted by this rhetoric: Firstly, Asian small traders and shopkeepers, who became 
the personification of Wanyonyaji as opposed to the wananchi – the regular, African 
child of the Nation, a hard-working peasant. Secondly, urban migrant workers and 
unemployed people, who were denounced as useless and lazy persons (wavuvi), 
and who were exploiting the working people committed to Ujamaa. This rhetoric 
led to tangible effects in discrimination against the Asian citizens of Tanzania and 
several police raids against “jobless” urban dwellers, including their incarceration 
or forced removal from Dar es Salaam. Even identity papers stating the occupation 
of the holder were introduced as a prerequisite for legal residence in Dar es Salaam. 
Thus, internally, the big family of all Tanzanians, which Ujamaa attempted to create, 
did not look exactly harmonic from the inside (Eckert 2007: 223–227).

Like any utopian ideology, Ujamaa had to contend with the material reality as 
well as the diverse mindset about development both within and outside the Tanza-
nian society. As Lal argues, it is important to understand the contradictions of Uja-
maa ideology and practice not only from a Western viewpoint of developmentalism, 
but also from the point of view of the various local actors involved in policy making 
and implementation. Administration, party official, as well as institutions like the 
TANU Youth League and the People’s Militia had roots back in the late colonial 
period, and had to face the material realities of a post-colonial society, which influ-
enced the reality of Ujamaa policy. In this sense, the unfolding of Tanzania’s Ujamaa 
project should be seen with a dialectic approach (Lal 2015: 76p.).

2.3.2  The Image of Traditional Communitarism in Africa and its  
  relevance for Ujamaa

The understanding of many African politicians and thinkers of the early indepen-
dence era, regarding the precolonial times of their societies, has been thoroughly in-
fluenced by a communal understanding of the individual person. Within this system 
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of thought, the individual human being is not imaginable as being separated from 
the society they are born into. In contrast to a libertarian understanding of the indi-
vidual, in this concept, a person is always defined by their role within the family, the 
clan or other kinship connections. As such, this “African” understanding of a com-
munal theory of the human person has resemblances to Aristotle’s understanding 
of humans as social beings. Most representatives of African Nationalist Movements, 
and especially African Socialism, have furthermore relied on a philosophical concept 
of a radical or unrestricted communitarian idea, i.e. that the physical and material 
wellbeing of any individual person is equally unimaginable without the wellbeing 
of their social group, extended family or clan. All prominent examples of African 
Socialist thinking, including Nyerere, Nkrumah and Senghor, emphasized heavily 
the image of a largely communitarian precolonial past, ruled by moral and ethical 
obligations of the individual to society, in contrast to the colonial concept of individ-
ualistic competition and individual rights against the society. As such, the roots of 
communitarian Africa were not only presented as an objective view on history, but 
rather were used as a key element in cultural reconstruction during the struggle for 
national liberation and society building after independence. The Ujamaa ideology  
of Nyerere, specifically, emphasized the importance of the radical communitari-
an past as the foundation of his vision of African socialism (Obioha 2014: 14–18).  
In “Ujamaa – The Basis of African Socialism” he states:

“In traditional African society everybody was a worker. There was no other way of 
earning a living for the community. Even the Elder, who appeared to be enjoying himself 
without doing any work and for whom everybody else appeared to be working, had, 
in fact, worked hard all his younger days. The wealth he now appeared to possess was 
not his, personally; it was only ‘his’ as the Elder of the group which had produced it. 
He was its guardian. The wealth itself gave him neither power nor prestige. The respect 
paid to him by the young was his because he was older than they, and had served his 
community longer; and the ‘poor’ Elder enjoyed as much respect in our society as the 
‘rich’ elder.”                    (Nyerere 1962b: 3)

Later on, he derived his three basic principles of traditional Ujamaa from this de-
piction of the pre-colonial situation in Tanzania (see above). The “traditional African 
family” was the core of this image of a communitarian past:

“The traditional African family lived according to the basic principles of ujamaa. Its 
members did this unconsciously, and without any conception of what they were doing 
in political terms. They lived together and worked together because that was how they 
understood life, and how they reinforced each other against the difficulties they had 
to contend with – the uncertainties of weather and sickness, the depredations of wild 
animals (and sometimes human enemies), and the cycle of life and death. The results of 
their joint effort were divided unequally between them, but according to well understood 
customs.”                 (Nyerere 1968f: 106)
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The accuracy of this simplified view of Tanzania’s past, as a territory of exclu-
sively communitarian societies, has repeatedly been questioned by scholars, as had 
its tangible influence on the implementation of Ujamaa policy in practice. A ma-
jor point of critique regarding Nyerere’s basic principles was brought forward by 
Mapolu (1973: 58): In his view, Nyerere would have eschewed to define the space 
and the time in which these principles were supposed to have been a reality. There-
fore, one would have to conclude that the existence of this “traditional past” was 
assumed to be true for all of Africa at all times before colonialism.

Some early observers, like Treuheit (1971: 79p.), noted this utilization of an ide-
alized African past within Nyerere’s concept of socialism, and attested that, while 
this idea of a generally classless subsistence-based society could certainly be found 
among the history of several Bantu tribes in what would later become Tanzania, this 
was certainly not true for all of the original ethnic groups and clans in precolonial 
times. For example, there had also been Hamitic prestige systems and other forms of 
hierarchical societies within the territory. Nevertheless, while certainly oversimpli-
fying the precolonial situation, Nyerere’s idea of communitarian Africa did indeed 
have a real background in Tanzania’s history. 

According to other authors, however, these idealized societies never existed 
and could no longer exist after colonialism. Furthermore, the traditional principles 
which Nyerere saw in his construction of the Tanzanian past were inadequate for a 
modern socialist society (Watzal 1982: 8). In this view, the work ethic of Nyerere 
was anything but traditional: In the past people worked to survive, not because of 
moral obligation. Help was given, but not as a means to promote equality. The fami-
ly was the core unit of production, not the village, and poverty was seen mostly as an 
individual fault. Therefore, Nyerere’s socialism had hardly any base in traditional 
rural society (Watzal 1982: 12–14). 

This critique could be even more pronounced in areas with a feudal history of 
agriculture, like Bukoba. In such areas, people farmed mostly on individual plots 
and communal activities were almost entirely clan based, rather than involving 
the whole village. Most cases of communal work were based on the principle of 
reciprocity and limited to seeding or harvesting activities on the individual plots, 
the building of houses, or emergencies, such as unexpected sickness. Activities like 
common meals and the like were not known with the exception of procedural beer 
drinking, weddings or funerals, in which the whole clan was supposed to take part, 
pay the bride price, etc. There was also a sharp division in the roles between men 
and women, with women doing most of agricultural work, including the cultivation 
of virgin land (rweya) (Bakula 1971: 16p.). 

Spalding (1996: 104–105) concludes that Nyerere’s decision to project the histo-
ry of some areas in precolonial Tanzania (including his own Zanaki home region) 
onto all parts of the country, led to Ujamaa’s underestimation of the individualistic 
tendencies within the peasantry: Because – in the mindset of Ujamaa – there was a 
concrete socialist past in Tanzania, people just had to relearn this traditional way 
of life and shake off colonial individualism in order to succeed in building an inde-
pendent socialist nation. This underestimation of individualism and overestimation 
of communitarian idealism, in her view, explained the difficulties of the Tanzanian 
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leadership in dealing with the peasantry’s reluctance to join collective agriculture in 
Ujamaa villages later on and impeded a deeper understanding of the real problems 
for socialist transition on the national level.

That being said, Nyerere himself was well aware that his vision of a socialist 
society based on the values of traditional Ujamaa implied more than just going back 
to the precolonial organization of society. For example, he saw the role of women as 
one of the major inadequacies in the traditional organization of the extended family, 
as women would have had a role that was in many ways inferior to that of their male 
counterparts. Furthermore, the inequalities which they suffered in the traditional 
system would not have been the result of their contribution to work: On the con-
trary, while their work was often harder than that of men, they would be deprived of 
some of the fruits of their labor simply by virtue of their gender. Therefore, Nyerere 
saw the equality of women in social and economic terms as one of the major points 
in which modern Ujamaa would have to overcome the limitations of the traditional 
extended family system (Nyerere 1968f: 108p.).

Additionally, he was very reflective on both the advantages and the limitations 
which he saw in his depiction of the peasant communities at the time of indepen-
dence. In Nyerere’s observation, there was still a very low level of exploitation in the 
peasant agriculture of Tanzania in this period. However, the small scale of produc-
tive units (i.e. the family) also led to a very low level of productivity when compared 
to the capitalist organization of agriculture in the more advanced nations. Under 
the capitalist system, more people would work together for a common goal, which 
made their work more effective. Yet, as this common goal in capitalism is the profit 
of the owner, it leads to the exploitation of the workers. In his view, the challenge 
for economic development for Tanzania after the Arusha Declaration lay in induc-
ing higher productivity in this sector by increased cooperation among the peasants, 
thereby creating the same economies of scale as under the capitalist system, but 
without inducing the exploitation of the many by the few (Nyerere 1968g: 102p.).

The equality which he saw in the traditional communities of the past therefore 
reached limitations in scale, with respect to both economic viability and the political 
organization:

“In traditional African life the people were equal, they co-operated together, and they 
participated in all the decisions which affected their lives. But the equality was an 
equality of poverty; the co-operation was on small things; and their government was 
only a government of their own family unit, and of their clan, or at most of their tribe. 
Our task, therefore, is to modernize the traditional structure so as to make it meet our 
new aspirations for a higher standard of living.”             (Nyerere 1968a: 171)

Following this logic also led to the question of the system of ownership intended 
for the modern, socialist Tanzania of Nyerere’s persuasion. Nyerere’s basic assump-
tion is that for a society made up of equals, every individual has to have control over 
the tools necessary for his or her livelihood. In the traditional Tanzanian society, 
this sort of direct control over the own means of production was a basic feature of 
the peasant society. Only in a few parts of the country, feudal systems had already 
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begun to change this direct ownership before the advent of colonialism. However, 
after independence, there would be no use in simply going back to the old system of 
ownership, based on the family and the clan, as modern life had become too compli-
cated and technologically advanced. In this stage, even if the small farmer had direct 
control over his means of production, i.e. the land and the hand hoe, he would still 
depend on other members of society for his livelihood. If this interdependency is not 
supposed to lead to the exploitation of some members of the society by others, the 
ownership over the means of production has to be organized not individually, but 
based on a group or a cooperative. In Nyerere’s view, this is the only possible way 
of organizing a modern society which does not increase inequality and competition 
between its individual members (Nyerere 1968h: 81–84).

In conclusion, then, Nyerere himself gives a comprehensive picture of the con-
nections between his understanding of the traditional, family based African com-
munities, and the modern elements which had to be added in order for his idea of 
Ujamaa to succeed:

“The principles upon which the traditional extended family was based must be reac-
tivated. We can start with extended family villages, but they will not remain family 
communities, and they must certainly be larger communities than was traditionally the 
case. Also, modern knowledge must be applied by these communities and to them; and 
the barriers which previously existed between different groups must be broken down, 
so that they co-operate in the achievement of major tasks. But the basis of rural life in 
Tanzania must be the practice of co-operation in its widest sense – in living, in working, 
and in distribution, and all with an acceptance of the absolute equality of all men and 
women.”                 (Nyerere 1968f: 120)

2.3.3 The ideological development of African Socialism

This glimpse into Nyerere’s construction of a “communitarian African past” as the 
basis of Ujamaa, leads to the question of the wider ideological context of African so-
cialism in this era. The composition of African socialist ideologies and programs is at 
least as diverse and differentiated as the continent itself. The development of those 
ideologies, which became very popular in many newly independent African states 
from the 1950s up until the collapse of the Portuguese colonies in the 1970s, can only 
be understood when taking into account the background of those politicians and 
parties promoting African Socialism as national liberation movements. 

In many ways, there was not much new in the new states of Africa. Only flags, but 
still the old colonial administration – export oriented, not caring about the people – 
while politicians were promising a completely new world, often based on socialism. 
After independence, the struggle against the external colonizer became obsolete. 
Thus, the rhetoric of fighting against the oppressors was replaced by the rhetoric of 
development. The developmental state or developmentalism became paramount for 
the new African elite. African Socialism was highly prestigious during the 1950s and 
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60s. First of all, the term “African” allowed its proponents to exclude “the others” 
from the possibility of defining it (i.e. the European socialists). Secondly, the term 
Socialism allowed the distancing of oneself from the old colonial and western model 
of exploitation, while still not braking completely with western ties. The ideologi-
cal base often seems erratic, combining elements of African traditions, mythology, 
Christianity and Marxism. Instead of orthodox Marxist (or Leninist) ideology, Afri-
can socialism would be defined by the two core elements of being “people centred” 
and “developmentalist” (Schicho 2009: 175–178).

Idealist approaches to African socialism pointed out the emancipatory power 
which would be enshrined in “those proven codes of conduct in the African societies 
which have, over the ages, conferred dignity on our people and afforded them se-
curity regardless of their station in life.” (Mboya 1963: 17), and which would be able 
to lead the way to progress and independence. On the side of the leaders of national 
independence, however, two additional motivations were seen for the use of the so-
cialist theme: Firstly, it encompassed national unity, as opposed to the “traditional-
ly” fragmented tribal society. Secondly, it enabled them to promote rapid economic 
growth and modernization of their “underdeveloped” nations. Furthermore, the use 
of the African socialist rhetoric also aided those leaders to perpetuate the image of 
an external enemy (like under colonialism), thereby reducing the threat of internal 
opposition to their leadership (Mohan 1966: 220p.).

The situation of former colonies almost invariably led to a nationalist discourse, 
which was populist, but not necessarily socialist or progressive (Lopes 1988: 9p.). 
Indeed, the nationalist background and the emphasis on national liberation and 
self-determination meant that the term “socialism” was sometimes used very vague-
ly by African leaders, and the core rhetoric frequently changed if circumstances de-
manded it. As Tordoff and Mazrui (1972: 428p.) observed, French speaking repre-
sentatives of African Socialism were more likely than the Anglophone ones to adhere 
to some degree of Marxist terminology. Yet, hardly any of the new leaders would 
develop their own consistent ideology or stress the paramountcy of class struggle 
or other key elements of Marxist thinking. In terms of local varieties – besides Uja-
maa – African Socialism became emblematic through such different approaches as 
the “Arabic-Islamic socialism” of Muammar Ghadaffi in Libya or the “Mobutoism” 
of Mobuto sese Seko in Zaire, “Nkrumahism” in Ghana or the “vague amalgam of 
Marxism, Christian socialism, humanitarism and ‘negritude’ of Léopold Senghor of 
Senegal” (Bhengu 2011: 33). Furthermore, there was the humanism-based approach 
of Kenneth Kaunda in Zambia and a sort of “scientific socialism” put forward by 
Marien N’Goubi of Kongo (Brazzaville), to name just a few.

In fact, only very few African countries did not develop their own brand of so-
cialism at some point after independence. To speak in Marxist terms, all African 
liberation movements could be described as transclassist. As such, they consisted of 
the forces of both the petit bourgeoisie and the peasantry. However, hegemony in 
the anticolonial struggle always belonged to the petit bourgeoisie, never the prole-
tariat. While some may argue that the former possessed enough revolutionary con-
sciousness to lead that struggle in a socialist way, Lopes is less optimistic: The petit 
bourgeoisie followed its own interests, as the common goal for the two different 
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classes disappeared after independence, when class contradictions became obvious 
(Lopes 1988: 12). At a point in history when purely capitalist models of development 
and state organization would have been unimaginable for the peoples who had been 
dominated so recently by the forces of colonial exploitation, African Socialist con-
cepts thus represented a sort of middle-ground between capitalism and “scientific 
socialism (Marxist-Leninist)” (Entralgo 1986: 56; cited in Lopes 1988: 9). 

Due to the background of oppression and the perceived necessity of restoring 
their own cultural heritage, many African leaders did not, in fact, see any reason 
to let outsiders teach them the best version of their own ideology. In the Tanzanian 
case, Nyerere made the connections between the African past, the struggle for inde-
pendence, and the future of his continent very clear:

“We, in Africa, have no more need of being ‘converted’ to socialism than we have of 
being ‘taught’ democracy. Both are rooted in our own past – in the traditional society 
which produced us. Modern African Socialism can draw from its traditional heritage 
the recognition of ‘society’ as an extension of the basic family unit. But it can no longer 
confine the idea of the social family within the limits of the tribe, nor, indeed, of a nation. 
For no true African Socialist can look at a line drawn on a map and say “The people on 
this side of that line are my brothers, but those who happen to live on the other side of 
it can have no claim on me”; every individual on this continent is his brother.
It was in the struggle to break the grip of colonialism that we learnt the need for Unity. 
We came to recognize that the same socialist attitude of mind which, in the tribal days, 
gave to every individual the security that comes of belonging to a widely extended 
family, must be preserved within the still wider society of our nation. But we should 
not stop there. Our recognition of the family to which we all belong must be extended 
yet further – beyond the tribe, the community, the nation or even the continent – to 
embrace the whole society of mankind. This is the only logical conclusion for true  
Socialism.”                                                                        (Nyerere 1962b: 9)

Within the context of national liberation, there were several concepts that stressed 
the “classless” nature of the African past and saw “traditional collectivism” and “Af-
rican humanism” as the immediate basis for a socialist future in postcolonial Afri-
ca. Apart from Nyerere’s Ujamaa, Sekou Touré’s “communaucratique” would be 
another example of the image of a classless rural society as the traditional basis for 
African socialism (Cohen 1972: 231). 

In his vigorous call for an African socialist society, Nyerere insisted heavily on the 
traditional, communitarian past of rural African societies. In this attempt to adapt 
socialist principles to the specific historical context of postcolonial Africa, however, 
it remains unclear if these repeated recurrences to the precolonial past are chiefly 
seen as an illustrative analogy for the envisioned future social order of Africa, or 
if those alleged cultural peculiarities and societal roots are treated as a necessary 
cultural prerequisite to motivate the African peoples to join the cause of a socialist 
future (Saul 1972c: 180). 

In any case, Cohen characterizes Nyerere’s “African societies” rather as geronto-
cratic communities, than as classless societies in a socialist sense. Indeed, he argues 



44

that there was a lack of economic stratification, as the level of the division of labor 
mostly remained relatively embryonic. Therefore, such societies were able to solve 
the few remaining conflicts on consensus principles. “Some African leaders, notably 
Senghor, have however attempted to generalize the description of such societies to 
presignify the achievement of a continent-wide socialism.“ (Cohen 1972: 231)

Meyns sees a direct connection between the anticolonial struggle and the the vic-
tory of the October Revolution in Russia: Through this revolution, the proletariat 
had become the deciding class in world history and the struggle of the oppressed 
peoples against colonialism is at the front of this world revolution. However, na-
tional liberation is not synonymous with socialist revolution. Since the (former) col-
onies were still chained to dependency in the imperialist system – and pre-capitalist 
modes of production, such as subsistence farming, persisted in large areas of the 
new nations – a national liberation would have to create the possibility of national 
independence beforehand, as a prerequisite for the transformation to socialism. In 
this struggle, all classes of the oppressed territory have to unite, and as peasants 
make up the vast majority of population in most of these nations, it will be this class 
who will make up the most important force in this struggle (Meyns 1977: 22–24). 

Brought up in a world of poverty and need, the individual peasant has a legit-
imate demand to improve his situation and that of his family, and these demands 
have revolutionary power in the colonial situation. However, the justified demands 
of the small-scale farmer for ownership of his own land are technically bourgeois in 
nature, and the class situation of the peasantry, in Meyns view, cannot enable them 
to lead the socialist cause after the victory of national independence, or even the 
leading role in the liberation struggle (see also chapter 2.3.5). This role lies with the 
workers. This insistence on the leading role of the proletariat in the struggle against 
imperialism is derived from the argument that imperialism is the highest form of 
capitalism, and the fight against imperialism, therefore, part of the socialist-proletar-
ian world revolution. Moreover, in Meyns view, there is no third way between cap-
italism and socialism, and as the proletariat is the only class directly and diametri-
cally opposed to the capitalist class, it has to be the proletariat to take the lead in the 
anticolonial struggle. Otherwise, this struggle cannot reach the only possible way of 
true independence, which is socialism. The alliances between all the revolutionary 
classes, united against colonial rule may, differ depending on the specific situation 
and the historical context. But if the national liberation is not led by the proletariat, it 
cannot attain independence in this kind of argument (Meyns 1977: 24p.).

In his analysis of the national liberation movements of the former Portuguese 
colonies of Cabo Verde, Mozambique and Angola (as well as the particular case of 
Zimbabwe), Lopes (1988: 18) tries to summarize several observations on the transi-
tion from independence struggle to (ruling) party establishment. The main point 
in his conclusion is that there is no linear development (or “chain reaction”, as he 
coins it) from a national liberation movement to a socialist party. As the objectives 
of liberation are basically fulfilled at the point of independence, existing class con-
tradictions and social inequalities become apparent. At the same time, those move-
ments did not consider the type of development or state construction envisioned 
after independence during their fight for freedom, as this goal overshadowed any 
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action of the group and functioned as a glue, binding together the different social 
classes within the movement. In all the movements observed by Lopes, Marxist-Le-
ninist influences and rhetoric became more prevalent after independence, regardless 
of official alignment with the Soviet Union and its ideology. Nevertheless, a socialist 
ideal which would develop answers to the unequal distribution of wealth and in-
come, and challenge the capitalist development agenda, was increasingly absent in 
those parties. Hence, Marxism and Marxist development strategies have been vir-
tually absent from policy making in those four countries in the ten years following 
independence, despite the continued socialist rhetoric. 

While Lopes’ study only looks at the four parties of the countries mentioned, his 
remarks could be used to describe most of the African Socialist parties and leaders 
that emerged from the struggle for independence: There was an alliance between 
petit-bourgeois leaders and peasants in their struggle for independence. Both class-
es were radicalized through their struggle, but the connection broke after indepen-
dence, so the “chain-reaction” was broken, too (Rudenbeck 1988: 22).

Cabral used the stage of the first tricontinental meeting of liberation movements 
from Africa, Asia and Latin America in Havana, Cuba in 1966, to criticize this ap-
parent lack of revolutionary theory in many liberation movements. While acknowl-
edging the fact that national liberation cannot be exported and is necessarily a local 
struggle against oppression, which has to be shaped by the specific historical realities 
of the respective peoples, he urges the congress to spend more time on the exchange 
of revolutionary theory. As Cabral underlines, the lack of theory and knowledge 
about one’s own history was one of the biggest weaknesses of the anti-imperialist 
movements of the 1960s (Cabral 1968: 20p.).

In general, the dependency of colonies and neocolonies within the imperialist 
world economy limited the emergence of a national bourgeoisie in these countries. 
While the involvement in the world market and the connection to international cap-
ital affords this class some luxury possibilities for economic development, they are 
still limited in their economic possibilities by the far more powerful foreign capital-
ists. Meyns underlines the ambiguous role of this class: Depending on the histori-
cal situation and its internal composition, the petit bourgeoisie can choose between 
joining the liberation or remaining in their limited position of power in alliance with 
international capital. While joining the national liberation would not necessarily make 
sense from their material point of view, the members of this class have experienced the 
same forms of discrimination and oppression as the other classes under colonialism. 
Therefore, although privileged in many ways compared to their fellow countrymen, 
the petit bourgeois elite of the colonies can be part of national liberation. Analyses, 
which see the petit bourgeoisie in the colony as a monolithic block in close alliance 
with international capital for the oppression of the peasants and workers, are thus far 
too structuralist in Meyns’ view. Specifically, those analyses would undervalue the 
inner differentiation and the social situation of the petit bourgeoisie and remain too 
economist in their arguments. Indeed, it was this class of teachers, clerks and colonial 
white-collar workers, who took the lead in many African independence struggles. 
However, as Meyns observes, if the petit-bourgeoisie did take the lead in this struggle, 
it tended to take over all the positions of power in the newly independent state and, 
therefore, created a bourgeois rather than a socialist state (Meyns 1977: 26–28).
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Concerning this class structure of national liberation, Cabral sees significant dif-
ferences between the fight against colonialism and neocolonialism: Under colonial-
ism, the emergence of a national bourgeoisie was as much denied as the emergence 
of an industrial or rural proletariat: Therefore, the struggle for national liberation 
almost naturally demands a fight between a united “national class” and the colonial 
power. As there is virtually no proletarian class available, which is big or revolution-
ary enough to lead this struggle, it will have to rely on a small, active vanguard. This 
vanguard, however, bears the utter responsibility to keep in mind the class character 
of the anti-imperialist struggle and has to educate the masses, in order to gain true 
national independence. In the neocolonial situation, where there is usually a bigger 
national petit bourgeoisie, it is much more difficult and risky to rely on a national 
unity movement, as this national bourgeoisie has already developed its own class 
interests and, if given the chance, will make true independence from international 
capital impossible. In the latter case, there is no use in national independence, and a 
socialist revolution led by the emerging proletariat is the only chance for true liber-
ation (Cabral 1968: 32–34).

In the colonial situation, the national petit bourgeoisie is the only social group, 
which – in Cabral’s view – can gain a true consciousness of the nature of imperialist 
oppression. Through their work in administration and other state offices, its mem-
bers are the only locals who have constant contact with the persons he calls agents 
of colonialism. That means the petit bourgeoisie enjoys some of the material benefits 
that are created through colonial exploitation, while it is at the same time exposed to 
constant (racial) discrimination and humiliation. Furthermore, the colonial system 
of governance and economy limits their ability to develop into a true ruling class 
and to create an economic base for this role. Consequently, it is the petit bourgeoisie 
which, in the absence of a large urban or rural proletariat, will lead the struggle for 
national liberation. Inside the new state, they are the only social group which can 
lead the state apparatus inherited from imperialist rule. In the neocolonial situation, 
however, which usually follows the attainment of national (political) independence, 
it is upon the members of the petit bourgeoisie to decide: Either, they will join the 
struggle for true national liberation, which would mean transferring their newly 
gained power over the institutions of the state to the proletariat and to cut their link-
ages to the international bourgeoisie. Alternatively, they will try to hold on to their 
political power and attempt to extend their economic base through the exploitation 
of their fellow compatriots and through their connections to international capital in 
order to become a true national bourgeoisie. This latter option would be illusion-
ary in Cabral’s view, as the power relations between international capital and the 
national petit bourgeoisie would dictate that the true ruling class in this scenario 
would always remain the bourgeoisie of the imperialist centers. On the other hand, 
joining the struggle for national liberation in the neocolonial situation would mean 
“committing suicide as a class” for the members of the national bourgeoisie, as there 
would be no such class in a truly liberated (socialist) country (Cabral 1968: 35–39).

Meyns emphasizes that the countries of the Third World – especially in Africa 
– have achieved remarkable successes in the period after the Second World War 
in gaining political independence. He denounces the views that this independence 
was granted by imperialism rather than successfully fought for by the peoples of the 
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former colonies themselves, or that only a socialist revolution done simultaneously 
with the fight for political independence could have the power to establish national 
liberation in one move. Rather, he sees the achievement of political independence as 
one step to national liberation (Meyns 1977: 32p.). 

On this journey, the now politically independent countries face two major chal-
lenges: Firstly, the national bourgeoisie that took over state power with indepen-
dence is mostly reluctant to change the status quo of (theoretical) political inde-
pendence and economic dependence, because it is beneficial to their class interests. 
Secondly, the emergence of the US as Western and the Soviet Union as Eastern su-
per-powers continues the imperialist struggle for world domination and intensifies 
the unequal development of imperialism, with tremendous dangers for world peace 
and economic repercussions all over the globe. In Meyns’ view, in both areas impe-
rialism itself is creating the resources for its own fall: On the one hand, the national 
bourgeoisie in the neocolonies becomes unsatisfied with the limitations implied by 
dependency on imperialist capital – and Meyns sees the occurrence of coup d’états 
and other turmoil as a sign for these contradictions – and join the antiimperialist 
cause. On the other hand, the cooperation of all peoples suffering under the domi-
nance of both super-powers enjoys an increasing number of supporters as this fight 
for world dominance intensifies. Therefore, the cooperation among all Third World 
nations is paramount, because it increases their power and opportunities for change 
on a global scale. In Meyns’ view, the main contradiction on this scale is that be-
tween the poor nations of the South (i.e. the Third World) and the big super powers 
of the North (i.e. United States and Soviet Union). In his analysis from the 1970s, the 
author is positive on the prospect that increased Third World cooperation and the 
inherent contradictions of imperialism might induce the end of global capitalism 
(Meyns 1977: 33–37).

In retrospect, Samir Amin has described the years between 1945-90 as character-
ized by the coexistence of social democracy in the West, “really existing” socialism in 
the East and the victory of National Liberation in the South. In his view, this phase 
of socially controlled systems made it possible to circumvent the capitalist logic of 
pure competition and exploitation and enabled social advancements on a global 
scale (Amin 2015: 69). The historical block that was formed by the national liberation 
movements achieved significant social progress during the 1960s and 70s, according 
to Amin’s view. However, inner contradictions which emerged during this progress, 
as well as the outer opposition of continued global imperialism, led to the demise of 
this progressive role and the loss of social achievements. As a result, the peasantry 
of the global periphery became increasingly marginalized for the benefit of a local 
ruling class, keen to assert full control over the local economy (Amin 2015: 107). 

2.3.4 Influences of and differences to European Socialism and  
 Marxism

In several parts of his writings on African socialism, Nyerere actively distances him-
self from the Marxist ideology and its underlying “scientific” principles. With his 
high regard for the traditional and –  in his view – communitarian society of pre- 
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colonial Africa (see above), he would often underline that Africans would not need 
any foreign inspiration to know what socialism was all about. After all, they had not 
only all been socialists by Nyerere’s definition before the arrival of the colonial sys-
tem of production, they would also be able to understand the basic principles of the 
relation between work and wealth without the help of Western scientists:

“The production of wealth, whether by primitive or modern methods, requires three 
things. First, Land. God has given us the land, and it is from the land that we got the 
raw materials which we reshape to meet our needs. Secondly, Tools. We have found 
by simple experience that tools do help! So we make the hoe, the axe, or the modern 
factory or tractor, to help us produce wealth – the goods we need. And, thirdly, human 
exertion – or Labour. We don’t need Karl Marx or Adam Smith to find out that neither 
the Land nor the Hoe actually produces Wealth. And we don’t need to take degrees 
in Economics to know that neither the Worker nor the Landlord produces Land. Land 
is God’s gift to Man – it is always there. But we do know, still without degrees in eco-
nomics, that the axe and the plough were produced by the labourer. Some of our more 
sophisticated friends apparently have to undergo the most rigorous intellectual training 
simply to discover that stone axes were produced by that ancient gentleman ‘Early Man’ 
to make it easier for him to skin the impala he had just killed with a club, which he had 
also made for himself!”                  (Nyerere 1962b: 3)

While Saul sees good reasons for this strategy on a political level – given the 
prevalence of orthodox Marxist-Leninist movements within the socialist camp – he 
poses the question of whether the continued neglect of Marxist analysis and strategy 
within the Ujamaa agenda might lead to an oversimplification of the African social 
reality and induce overwhelming pragmatism when it comes to policy implemen-
tation. Specifically, Nyerere’s argument that the lack of capitalism within the post-
colonial context would negate the use of a Marxist analysis of class structures and 
class struggle raises severe doubt, as other contemporary Third World “leaders” like 
Mao, Ho Chi Minh or Castro did not see any contradiction between skipping the 
capitalist phase of development and branding themselves as Marxist (Saul 1972c: 
180p.).

Yet, Nyerere’s opposition to what he calls “doctrinaire socialism” appears to go 
beyond a simple political tactic. In fact, he seems to have held a deep conviction that 
the concept of classes, exploitation and all other basic concepts of Western social-
ism would be as foreign to Africa as the capitalism brought by colonialism. There-
fore, while acknowledging that “everybody was a worker” in traditional Africa (see 
above), he wanted to make sure that this term would entail a different meaning for 
him than it did for the “European Socialist”:

“The other use of the word “worker”, in its specialist sense of “employee” as opposed to 
“employer”, reflects a capitalist attitude of mind which was introduced into Africa with 
the coming of colonialism and is totally foreign to our own way of thinking. In the old 
days the African had never aspired to the possession of personal wealth for the purpose 
of dominating any of his fellows. He had never had labourers or ‘factory hands’ to do 
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his work for him. But then came the foreign capitalists. They were wealthy. They were 
powerful. And the African naturally started wanting to be wealthy too. There is nothing 
wrong in our wanting to be wealthy; nor is it a bad thing for us to want to acquire the 
power which wealth brings with it. But it most certainly is wrong if we want to the 
wealth and the power so that we can dominate somebody else. Unfortunately there are 
some of us who have already learnt to covet wealth for that purpose – and who would 
like to use the methods which the capitalist uses in acquiring it.”     (Nyerere 1962b: 4)

Specifically, he interpreted the Marxist understanding of history as the history 
of class struggles as an unnecessary glorification of violence, as well as an overesti-
mation of the importance of capitalism. If, in his idea, the peoples of Africa had just 
a few generations ago lived a socialist life, how should it be necessary to endure the 
exploitation of capitalism followed by the horrors of class war, just to arrive again at 
a form of living which he thought to know from his own childhood:

“European Socialism was born of the Agrarian Revolution and the Industrial Revolution 
which followed it. The former created the ‘landed’ and ‘landless’ classes in society; the 
latter produced the modern capitalist and the industrial proletariat.
These two revolutions planted the seeds of conflict within society, and not only was 
European Socialism born of that conflict, but it apostles sanctified the conflict itself into 
a philosophy. Civil War was no longer looked upon as something evil, or something 
unfortunate, but as something good and necessary. As prayer is to Christianity or Islam, 
so Civil War (which they call “class war”) is to the European version of Socialism – a 
means inseparable from its end. Each becomes the basis of a whole way of life. The 
European Socialist cannot think of his socialism without its Father – Capitalism!
Brought up in tribal socialism, I must say I find this contradiction quite intolerable. It 
gives capitalism a philosophical status which capitalism neither claims nor deserves. For 
it virtually says “Without Capitalism, and the conflict which Capitalism creates within 
society, there can be no Socialism”! This glorification of Capitalism by the doctrinaire 
European Socialists, I repeat, I find intolerable.”                 (Nyerere 1962b: 8)

And with this understanding of European Socialism, he again underlines the ba-
sic principle of Ujamaa – his own brand of non-capitalist development envisioned 
for Africa:

“‘UJAMAA’, then, or ‘Familyhood’, describes our Socialism. It is opposed to Capitalism, 
which seeks to build a happy society on the basis of Exploitation of Man by Man; and 
it is equally opposed to doctrinaire Socialism which seeks to build a happy society on 
a philosophy of Inevitable Conflict between Man and Man.”              (Nyerere 1962b: 8)

Yet, Nyerere’s opposition to “doctrinaire socialism” was not only based on his 
disregard for the idea that it had to be brought about by violent conflict following a 
phase of capitalist exploitation. He also frowned upon the “theology of socialism”, 
by which he meant the tendency of some socialists to engage in lengthy discussions 
on the true meaning of the classic works of Marx, Lenin, or Mao. For him, all these 
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works – as inspiring they might be – were just the work of men. And as a commit-
ted Christian he did not support the idea of treating those works with the same 
techniques as a theologian might treat the Bible – looking for the true will of God. 
In Nyerere’s understanding, there was not one true socialism which might hold the 
solution for any problem and the way forward for any given circumstances. On the 
contrary, the exact shape and the exact strategies for the creation of a socialist so-
ciety – i.e. one guaranteeing everyone’s well-being without the exploitation of man 
by man – would depend on the specific historical and economic conditions of each 
society (Nyerere 1968h: 76p.).

From his point of view, this was especially true for the situation of the new states 
of Africa, as they found themselves in completely different circumstances than the 
industrialized nations of the West:

“It is not possible for a country which moves to socialism from a highly developed cap-
italist economy, to follow the same path as one which starts from a backward peasant 
economy. Nor is it likely that two backward countries moving to socialism will follow 
exactly the same path if one starts from a feudal base and another from traditional com-
munalism. Each state must move in a direction which is appropriate to its starting point.
Although, however, each country with a socialist purpose has a different path to tread, 
we can still learn a great deal from each other.”               (Nyerere 1968h: 87)

Nevertheless, some of Nyerere’s post-Arusha writings and speeches suggest 
that he – to some degree – revised his earlier interpretation of African socialism 
as an ideology equally opposed to capitalism and “doctrinaire socialism”. One of 
the most striking examples underlining this tendency can be found in The Rational 
Choice (Nyerere 1974c), a speech originally given at a conference in Sudan in 1973. 
This time, he made much more punctuated statements indicating the dichotomy 
between capitalism and socialism – and emphasized that there was no third way 
between those two systems:

“In the modern world there are two basic systems of economic and social organization 
– capitalism and socialism. There are variations within these broad classifications, like 
welfare capitalism or humanistic socialism; but the broad distinction between the two 
systems remains, and our first choice has to be between them.”    (Nyerere 1974c: 113)

As he goes on with his description of the political and economic systems which 
he observed during the 1970s, his analysis of capitalism becomes much closer to 
the ideas of Marx and Engels than had been the case in Nyerere’s earlier essays on 
socialism:

“Remnants of feudalism and of primitive communalism do, of course, still exist in the 
world; but neither of these are viable systems when challenged by the organized tech-
nology of the twentieth century. Sometimes, as in Japan, these old systems influence the 
organization of capitalism for a while; but the influences are subordinate to the logic 
of the later organization, and will eventually be completely eradicated. For in the last 
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resort anything which detracts from the profit of an individual capitalist enterprise will 
be abandoned by that enterprise; and anything which militates against the efficiency of 
the capitalist system will be uprooted.”              (Nyerere 1974c: 113)

In the Communist Manifesto, this power of capitalism, this inherent logic of up-
rooting all elements of society which would hinder the growth of profits and the ex-
pansion of capitalist production, was seen as one of the main results of the bourgeois 
revolution. In the search for increasing profit rates, the new ruling class would not 
only bring down the old ways of production, but also the social system organizing 
the relations of production. And in the pursuit of new markets and new resources, 
the cheap commodities produced in the industrialized countries were dubbed to be 
the “heavy artillery that would bring down all of the Chinese walls” which were 
protecting the pre-capitalist societies in one way or another (Marx & Engels 1960a: 
463–467).

Indeed, Nyerere now appears to share the same analysis regarding the interac-
tion of global capitalism with traditional communitarian societies:

“Primitive communalism is equally doomed. The moment the first enamel pot, or 
factory woven cloth, is imported into a self-sufficient communal society, the economic 
and social structure of that society receives its death blow. Afterwards it is merely a 
question of time, and of whether the members of that community will be participants 
or victims of the new economic order.”              (Nyerere 1974c: 113)

This new economic order, in Nyerere’s understanding comprises of the social 
organization of production according to the needs and the will of those owning 
the means of production, i.e. the capitalists. The decisions about which goods are 
produced and in what quantity are solely depending on the need of these capitalists 
to increase their profit. The necessity of these commodities hence is secondary to 
their ability to increase profit and the needs of those actually producing the goods 
(the workers) are only relevant in the sense that they are able to reproduce their 
labor power. The power of those who own the means of production, however, is 
not limited to their ability to direct production and employ labor according to their 
needs. The wealth which they achieve by exploiting the labor of their employees 
also enables them to subjugate the political structures and the decisions of elected 
governments to their interests (Nyerere 1974c: 114p.).

Although Nyerere uses the terms of “capital” and “money” much more loosely 
than Marx had done in his analysis of the metamorphosis of money into capital 
(Marx 1972b: 161–191), his basic understanding of the social and economic organi-
zation of capitalism does not deviate much from Marx’s description of the division 
between the use value and the exchange value of commodities, as well as the divi-
sion between labor itself and the product of labor, which enabled the capitalist sys-
tem of accumulation in the first place (Marx 1982: 414–419, 1972b: 741–744): While 
in pre-capitalist societies, the value of commodities was measured in their ability to 
satisfy certain needs (uses), it is now measured in their ability to be sold for profit. 
While before, labor was used to create the products which were needed, it is now 
applied according to the will of the capitalist and employed for his profit.
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Furthermore, Lenin’s (1972: 218, 248-249, 264-265) notions of the concentration 
of capital in the form of big capitalist monopolies, competing with each other for 
dominance and inducing the age of imperialism in the search for new markets and 
resources, is also very present in Nyerere’s thinking, as:

“This development is part of the dynamic of capitalism – for capitalism is very dynamic. 
It is a fighting system. Each capitalist enterprise survives by successfully fighting other 
capitalist enterprises. And the capitalist system as a whole survives by expansion, that 
is, by extending its area of operations and in the process eradicating all restraints upon 
it, and all weaker systems of society.
Consider now what this means for the new nations of the Third World.” 
(Nyerere 1974c: 115)

This statement also resembles Luxemburg’s analysis of the need for capitalism 
to continuously expand its reach on the pre-capitalist societies on a global level, in 
order to sustain its own reproduction. Capitalism needs those societies for its own 
survival, but in order to appropriate their resources and their labor power, it has to 
destroy the old social organization of those societies (Luxemburg 1921: 392p.).

Once this subjugation of these societies under the capitalist system has been 
achieved, the formal independence of a state becomes secondary. This means, in 
Nyerere’s view, the permanent dominance by the big capitalist nations over the 
newly independent states of the Third World. Under the capitalist system, the inher-
ent logic of big enterprises getting bigger and eliminating competition would im-
ply a continuous process of fewer and fewer capitalist corporations dominating the 
world economy. Even progressive governments in the capitalist centers would be 
unable to oppose the will of these few powerful enterprises, as they would face the 
threat of mass unemployment and economic crises. Therefore, true independence 
would be impossible to achieve for a country like Tanzania, if it adhered to the logic 
of capitalism (Nyerere 1974c: 119).

Therefore, the only rational choice for any nation like his own would be to try to 
establish a socialist order of economy and society, in order to be able to achieve full 
independence as a country. And while he continues to elaborate that many of the 
“so-called socialist countries” of his time would by no means be free of exploitation 
or injustice, he insists that the socialist paradigm of economy would be the only one 
of the two systems which can be compatible with his understanding of develop-
ment, as it puts the needs of people at the center, and not the needs of a small group 
of capitalists to increase their profit (Nyerere 1974c: 123p.).

And, after all, he also agrees on the Marxian analysis of the capitalist formation 
of classes in its dialectical form:

“...capitalism automatically brings with it the development of two classes of people: a 
small group whose ownership of the means of production brings them wealth, power 
and privilege; and a very much larger group whose work provides that wealth and 
privilege. The one benefits by exploiting the other, and a failure in the attempt to exploit 
leads to a breakdown of the whole system with a consequent end to all production! The 
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exploitation of the masses is, in fact, the basis on which capitalism has won the accolade 
for having solved the problem of production. There is no other basis on which it can 
operate. For if the workers ever succeeded in obtaining the full benefits of their indus-
try, then the capitalist would receive no profit and would close down the enterprise!” 
(Nyerere 1974c: 121)

What can be concluded from this short selection of Nyerere’s views on European 
socialism and Marxian thinking is that he did share the basic elements of Marxian 
analysis of capitalism, especially regarding the inherent logic of capitalist develop-
ment and expansion. He also appears to share the basic assumption of the theories 
of imperialism, i.e. the tendency of capitalist concentration and the resulting dom-
ination of the peripheral countries by the imperialist centers. The main difference 
between his idea of socialism and the Marxist-Leninist version, and the underlying 
reason for his outspoken opposition to “doctrinaire socialism”, seems to be based on 
his disregard for the idea that there can be only one way to a socialist society – and 
that this way would include the necessity to introduce capitalism into what he per-
ceived to be classless society, only to overthrow it by a violent revolution afterwards.

Another contributing factor in Nyerere’s apparent distance from Marxist rhetoric 
may be found in his skepticism on the role which the so-called socialist bloc was 
playing in the early independence period in Africa. In a speech called The Second 
Scramble (Nyerere 1962a: 1–3) he emphasizes that in his view, socialism will be the 
only possible way of development for the newly independent states. Nevertheless, 
he argues that this socialism has to be different from the one found in the Eastern 
bloc of the cold war era. In his observation, while those countries led by the Soviet 
Union had achieved remarkable results in material development, they would now 
use this wealth to dominate and subjugate poorer nations – very similar to the way 
the capitalist countries did. Therefore, in his perspective, the main line of conflict in 
that era was different from the one Marx had described:

“We, in Africa, must beware of being hypnotised by the lure of the old slogans. I have 
said already that Socialism arose to remedy the mistakes which Capitalism had made. 
Karl Marx felt there was an inevitable clash between the rich of one society and the poor 
of that society. In that, I believe, Karl Marx was right. But today it is the international 
scene which is going to have a greater impact on the lives of individuals than what is 
happening within Tanganyika, or within Kenya, or within Uganda. And when you 
look at the international scene, you must admit that the world is still divided between 
the ‘Haves’ and the ‘Have-nots’. This division is not a division between Capitalists and 
Socialists, nor between Capitalists and Communists; this is a division between the poor 
countries of the world and the rich countries of the world. I believe, therefore, that the 
poor countries of the world should be very careful not to allow themselves to be used 
as the ‘tools’ of any of the rich countries – however much the rich countries may seek 
to fool them that they are on their side! And don’t forget that the rich countries of the 
world today may be found on both sides of the division between ‘Capitalist’ and ‘So-
cialist’ countries.”                    (Nyerere 1962a: 3)
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This view on the global system of the cold war era was one of the main argu-
ments for Tanzania’s non-alignment policy in the 1970s (Nyerere 1970) as well as for 
the rejection of both, Western and Soviet military presence in Africa (Nyerere 1978). 
Overall, Nyerere’s understanding of (neo-) imperialism appears to be closer to au-
thors like Meyns and Cabral, than to Lenin, Luxemburg or Marx, when it comes to 
the analysis of global class struggle (see above).

2.3.5 The Concept of Class in the Tanzanian Situation

The discussion of national liberation and African socialism in chapter 2.3.3 has al-
ready touched some of the main streams of thought concerning the role of classes 
and their importance in the postcolonial situation in Africa. Since this question ap-
pears to be of great importance for a thesis concerned with the idea, development 
and failure of socialist development in Tanzania, it seems paramount to get a more 
detailed look at the issue of class in this country, in particular. Furthermore, in a 
study dealing with the issue of rural development, the class situation in the rural 
environment is of specific interest. Therefore, the following paragraphs will discuss 
the formation of classes in rural Tanzania, starting with the pre-colonial situation. 
After elaborating on the influences of colonialism on the peasantry, it will conclude 
with the post-independence developments and their relevance for the analysis of 
rural living conditions and development strategies today. 

The pre-colonial situation – Classless communities or feudalism?
While acknowledging the difficulty in generalizing the description of pre-colonial 
societies in Tanganyika due to their heterogeneity and lack of written documents, 
Rweyemamu considers the village community to be the dominant productive sys-
tem before colonization. Politically, these societies were organized in tribal groups, 
with relatively weak direct power represented by chiefs or elders. The main reason 
for this weak political organization is explained by the economic base of the village 
community, which was the independent peasant, working his own land for the sub-
sistence of his family. Land tenure was secured in the way that individual owner-
ship was dependent on the productive use of allocated land and the individual peas-
ants’ membership of their respective socio-cultural groups. Individual alienations 
of land were strictly prohibited in these systems, and the specific ownership of land 
was dependent on the use of land for agriculture. Therefore, there was no absolute 
individual ownership of land. As fertile land was abundant in these societies and 
shifting cultivation the dominant agricultural technique, there was little need for 
a central power to regulate or control access to land, which was virtually the only 
means of production. In this sense, there was no market for land, nor for labor, as 
the productive relations of the village community were characterized by relations of 
family and kinship. As independent, subsistent units, the peasants were not alienat-
ed from their work as in the Marxist understanding of the capitalist economy. In the 
village community, they were owners of their land (i.e. their means of production) 
and not laborers. Furthermore, communal work was organized in a system of social 
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obligations (work parties, etc.). Market exchanges of agricultural or other products 
remained limited, as the village community operated in a mostly self-sufficient way. 
Due to the subsistence character and the low general productivity of this mode of 
production – and the low incentives it provided for innovation or increased pro-
ductivity – economic differentiation was virtually non-existent. Hence, there was no 
emergence of classes in these societies (Rweyemamu 1973: 3–7).

Nyerere himself based his understanding of the classlessness of traditional Afri-
can societies on this depiction of traditional agricultural production, which he saw 
as the dominating, if not the only, form of agriculture before colonialism. Neither 
an agricultural, nor an industrial revolution, had therefore laid the foundations of 
classes within these societies:

“African Socialism [as opposed to European Socialism], on the other hand, did not have 
the ‘benefit’ of the Agrarian Revolution or the Industrial Revolution. It did not start 
from the existence of conflicting ‘classes’ in society. Indeed I doubt if the equivalent 
for the word “class” exists in any indigenous African language; for language describes 
the ideas of those who speak it, and the idea of “class” or “caste” was non-existent in 
African society.
The foundation, and the objective, of African Socialism is the Extended Family. The true 
African Socialist does not look on one class of men as his brethren and another as his 
natural enemies. He does not form an alliance with his ‘brethren’ for the extermination 
of his ‘non-brethren’. He rather regards all men as his brethren, as members of his ever 
extending Family.”                    (Nyerere 1962b: 8)

Nevertheless, at least three other modes of production emerged in pre-colonial 
times, in addition to the village community. Firstly, the pastoral societies in the more 
arid parts of the country. Secondly, the so-called banana cultures of the Lake Victo-
ria and Usambara regions, where the more perennial agricultural systems of banana 
cultivations implied more value and competition for fertile land and led to the emer-
gence of feudal societies like the Nyarubanja system in the West Lake region (see Bu-
gengo et al. (1976: 1, 3-7, 10-13) for a more detailed description of this feudal system). 
A similar mode of production could be found the Ukerewe system of more intensive 
(irrigated) agriculture and the pit-cultivation of the Matengo highlands. Thirdly, 
there is evidence of a regional and long-distance trade in agricultural as well as 
artisan products in the pre-colonial period (e.g. in iron products among the Yao and 
Nyamwezi), which implies the existence of artisan and trader societies. Generally, 
Rweyemamu characterizes the precolonial society of Tanganyika as a complex and 
differentiated system of various modes of production, yet he emphasizes that this 
system was in fact economically viable as a whole (Rweyemamu 1973: 7–9).

Coulson (1976: 20), acknowledges this differentiated understanding of the pre-
colonial situation of Tanzania, but categorizes these social systems into two main 
variants: On the one hand, he sees the “traditional Ujamaa” societies of Nyerere’s 
understanding, on the other hand feudal systems based on chiefdoms. Down to the 
present day, however, the commemoration of those highly developed agricultural 
societies – like those of the Haya of the West Lake Region and the Chagga of the 
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Kilimajaro area – remains hardly tapped, even by the country’s “Cultural Tourism 
Programme”, while the “traditional society” of Tanzania is mostly represented by 
the image of pastoral cultures like those of the Maasai (Job 2017: 129).

Going further in the level of abstraction, Bernstein (1981: 5p.) considers the 
dominating form of social organization in precolonial Africa to be based on “nat-
ural economies”, i.e. economic systems in which the production of use values was 
prevalent. While he does not consider this abstraction to give a historically accurate 
picture of the precolonial situation, he emphasizes that it represents a valid starting 
point for the analysis of the “capitalist penetration” into these societies. This pene-
tration of capitalism into the natural economies, however, would have begun even 
before the epoch of large scale colonialism in Africa – with the slave trade having 
the most significant consequences for the social structures of these societies. Both the 
precolonial and the colonial period could therefore – in the terms of Rosa Luxemburg 
(1921: 339–359) – be considered as an example of the fight between capitalist expan-
sion and the natural economy.

With the large-scale introduction of clove plantation in Zanzibar under the rule 
of Seyyid Said in the first half of the 19th century, the demand for slave labor from 
mainland Tanganyika grew steadily. As labor power was also the main determinant 
of the traditional agricultural societies on the mainland, the intensified abduction 
and enslavement of able-bodied Africans implied severe negative effects on general 
productivity and the economic viability of the traditional economy. In many cas-
es, traditional patriarchal democracies were replaced by warrior monarchies, while 
famines became increasingly common due to the reduced productivity of mainland 
agriculture. In Zanzibar, the clove plantation economy led to the emergence of a 
hierarchically organized class society, with an Arabian ruling class owning the plan-
tations, a mostly Indian class of traders and clerks, and an undifferentiated majority 
class of African slaves (Rweyemamu 1973: 9–11).

The Colonial formation of Classes – The role of the peasantry
While the coastal slave trade and early trade relations with Europeans influenced 
some of the traditional societies on the Tanzanian coastline, it was the systematic col-
onization of Tanganyika by the Germans and British that intensified traditional class 
differences and brought the widespread formation of classes. Economic and social 
differentiation was implied by the introduction of cash crop production, the admin-
istrative technique of indirect rule and the colonial educational system (Rweyemamu 
1973: 25p.). The most significant effect of this colonial influence on the social orga-
nization of these societies in the context of rural development has been described as 
the transformation of the rural smallholder population into peasants (Saul & Woods 
1969: 1251p.).

Boesen et al. describe this peasantry as a social formation, whose ultimate liveli-
hood depends on the access to land and the labor force of the (extended) family. It 
is therefore a household-based mode of production which depends on land as the 
main physical means of production. As such, it has no inherent drive for economic 
growth, although the natural growth of a family or clan over generations may imply 
a certain level of either productive or areal expansion. Social and trade relations do 
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exist to non-peasant sections of the society. While not necessarily opposing social or 
technological changes, the family-farm cycle that defines the peasant economy will 
head towards an equilibrium in which expansion of farming area or the introduction 
of new crops will only occur if population growth necessitates it, or if those changes 
implicate an immediate benefit and do not represent a threat to the economic and 
social system based on family security. If changes in agrarian production or social 
structure are supposed to be implemented from the outside, those changes will often 
be met with implicit or open opposition by the peasantry (Boesen et al. 1977: 27–29).

Together with the different rural development approaches emerging at the end 
of colonialism and the early postcolonial period in Africa, a scientific and political 
discussion on the characteristics of the African peasantry as a social class unfolded. 
The key point of this debate was represented in Goran Hydén’s (1980) monograph 
on the uncaptured peasantry. African peasants, according to Hydén, have their own 
mode of production, which he characterized by a “domestic orientation” of the econ-
omy in small, cellular household units, which operate more or less independent-
ly and sustain themselves. It would be based on mostly rudimentary agricultural 
techniques and low mechanization, and thus has a low capitalization. Farm labor is 
therefore the main means of production. In this setting, the peasantry can reproduce 
itself without the help or intervention of the “superimposed” state (Hydén 1980: 
12–18). This would mean that the peasants in Tanzania would have survived the era 
of colonialism more or less untouched and were equally reluctant to join new devel-
opment projects of the independent state.

Hydén describes the peasantry of sub-Saharan Africa (except Zimbabwe and 
South Africa) as being uniquely different from the picture seen in Asia or Latin 
America. According to him, small scale production still contributes a large part of 
GDP, farmers operate independently from state intervention and income difference 
is not so much caused by land size but by skill. The farm size is still limited due to 
the limited technological resources and the farmer societies are less integrated into 
market economy than anywhere else. As he suggests, this is partly because the cre-
ation of the peasantry as a social class only started in Africa with colonization about 
a century ago and that this class formation was still not finished in 1980. The state 
thus is not so much relevant to the peasant as the peasant is for the state, since the 
former can survive by his own means while the latter needs the peasant agriculture 
to transform, in order to achieve its developmental agenda (Hydén 1980: 10–12). 

However, this thesis of an African peasantry uncaptured by the forces of colonial-
ism and market integration has come under criticism from different sides. Firstly, 
the implied homogeneity of the Tanzanian peasantry has been questioned in various 
accounts: Coulson (1976: 22p.) sees the peasant economy rising during colonialism, 
motivated by the smallholders’ will to keep independence as farmers, but at the cost 
of selling cash crops at very low prices. Asian trades were acting as middlemen and 
introducing manufacturing production from Europe through their shops. A small 
class of richer farmers (Kulaks) and small capitalist farmers were rising by using 
profits from coffee and cotton production. 

Lyimo (2012: 32p.) describes a stratification of farmers through the introduction 
of cash-crop production in colonial times. As a result, the pre-colonial situation of 
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homogenous small-scale farmers was differentiated into strata of rich farmers, mid-
dle and poor peasants, and rural (migrant) wage laborers. He does still see a com-
mon (class) interest of all African farmers and traders against the (mostly) Asian 
middleman. Freyhold (1979: 63) also observes the rise of a new class of Kulaks, 
who – in her view – gained their starting capital from paid work on farms, as well 
as in bureaucracy or other paid work. These Kulaks would be structurally different 
from middle and marginal peasants: employing labor, running small businesses, 
and engaging in trade – as opposed to the classical description of a self-sustaining 
peasantry.

This class differentiation, however, did not take place in a uniform manner, but 
had strong regional differentiations. The emergence of cash-crop production led to 
the creation of a fairly prosperous peasantry in climatically favorable areas with suf-
ficient rainfall, fertile land and good transport connections. Cash-crop production in 
these areas was mostly reliant on only one or two crops. It was areas such as Lake 
Victoria and Kilimanjaro that class formation was most significant. As the agricul-
tural techniques remained mostly the same during the whole colonial era, increase 
in production meant increase in acreage, which in turn led to increasing scarcity of 
arable land. In the regions most affected by cash-crop production, a new class of 
landless rural population emerged, as young men could not hope to get ownership 
to their own piece of land before the death of their fathers. With the increase of land 
scarcity, communal land tenure and social relations based on family and kinship 
gave way to a system where land was treated as a commodity in private ownership. 
At the same time, the traditional village economy gave way to commercial agricul-
ture, as well as a new class of African traders (who, however, remained economical-
ly weak compared to the Asian trading class, because of the racist regulations in this 
sector). The reinforcement or invention of chiefdoms as a measure of indirect rule by 
the colonial administration intensified the formation of classes, as these local elites 
were the first to profit from the emerging cash-crop economy and extended their 
economic and political power, especially in feudal systems like Narubanya in the 
West Lake area (Rweyemamu 1973: 26–30).

On the other hand, in less favorable areas with limited rainfalls and lack of trans-
port and market connections, the peasant economy was hardly changed, since cash-
crop production was not viable in these regions. Woods (1975: 41–44) has described 
this phase as the emergence of “area based peasantries”, as the differentiation of the 
respective rural societies was mainly determined by the natural conditions of the 
area in which they were based.

In a study of the peasantry of Kagera District (Bukoba, in colonial times), Smith 
(1989), puts Hydén’s thesis to the test. Specifically, he is critical of the notion of Hy-
dén that the peasantry of Africa does not need other classes to produce or reproduce. 
While Smith agrees that there is a certain level of self-sufficiency – especially food se-
curity through the subsistence nature of peasant agriculture –, he argues that Hydén 
overlooks the influence of consumer goods and other needs for living that changed 
the live of the peasants since the 1920s and led to a growing integration of the  
peasant mode of production into the wider (capitalist) macro economy (Smith 1989: 
5p.).
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First of all, the traditional economy was destroyed by the introduction of non-
indigenous diseases with the arrival of the Germans. Secondly, the introduction of 
the Hut Tax implied that the formerly independent smallholders now had to en-
gage in either cash-crop production (mostly coffee, in this region) or wage labor, in 
order to get the money to pay the tax. Regarding food security, the old system of 
using the tribute that had to be paid to the king as a food reserve in case of drought, 
was also destroyed. Overall, the total production of food crops declined dramat-
ically in the early colonial period. While relief measures were taken by the colo-
nial administration, this also meant that the traditional, tribute based food reserve 
system was replaced by one relying on money and therefore market production. 
Lastly, the introduction of “luxury items” like cigarettes, beer or meat meant that 
the money necessary to take part in the now changed pattern of socially necessary 
consumption implied that the smallholders had to divert some of their agricultural 
activities to cash earning. The combined effects of those colonial influences led to 
a change in the economic (agricultural) activities of the Haya farmers, for instance, 
with the substitution of banana trees with coffee cultivation. Therefore, the peasants 
of Bukoba were “not proletarianized, but the natural economy2 (…) had been trans-
formed.”(p.10) (Smith 1989: 7–10).

The survival of the peasantry as a class in spite of their integration into the co-
lonial capitalist economy is mainly explained by the character of this integration. 
It took place in the form of a trade economy, where, instead of changing the peas-
ant mode of production completely, the establishment and control of trade links 
with peasants as cash-crop producers was seen as more efficient by the colonizers. 
The peasantry itself became divided into different strata, and while most of the ru-
ral population would be considered simple peasants, Boesen et al. identify at least 
three specific deviations in their study of West Lake Region. The first one would 
be landless rural laborers from Rwanda and Burundi. The second group they call 
“peasantry-cum-lumpenproletariat” (Boesen et al. 1977: 162), which is characterized 
by peasants who have access to their own land, but whose land is too small to pro-
duce enough to sustain the family. Therefore, members will be engaged in paid farm 
labor or non-farm small-scale enterprises like shoemaking, carpentry or any other 
“fundi” businesses. Some will be able to use the income derived from these activities 
to invest in their agriculture and become “normal” peasants again, some peasants 
will move to this social formation because of diminishing incomes from farm ac-
tivities. Overall, this social group has the highest fluctuation inside the peasantry, 
and most peasants will be part of this group at some point in their lives. The last 
deviation would be peasants, who are rich enough to hold more than one farm at 
once, usually because they derived income from positions in the bureaucracy. Farm 
activity is not a necessity in their daily life, as they are able to employ laborers. Since 
their economic base does not lie in their own agriculture, it is questionable whether 
this group can be seen as belonging to the peasantry, at all. However, their farms are 
not only seen as an investment opportunity, but are mainly kept as subsistence base 

2 The term “natural economy” is used with refrence to Luxemburg’s (1921: 339–359) understanding of an 
economic organization preceding the capitalist mode of production.
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for the extended family and are thus part of the family-farm cycle. Generally, the 
composition of the aforementioned groups is highly fluid and shows high upward 
and downward social mobility (Boesen et al. 1977: 160–163).

By the example of the expansion of coffee cultivation, Smith (1989: 11–13) de-
scribes the changes of smallholder relations of production among the Haya farmers. 
While in precolonial times, coffee would only be cultivated in very low numbers un-
der the Kings’ monopoly, the introduction of the Arabica variety and new plantation 
cultivation meant a significant change in smallholder organization of labor and pro-
duction. The harvest of the coffee beans, which would now all be ripe at almost the 
same time took up almost all of the available work force of the family for a period of 
about two months. Processing of the beans would be shifted away from individual 
farms to centralized production plants.

As the male population controlled this new cash crop enterprise, women would 
take over more and more of the food crop production over longer periods, thus also 
changing the gender relations of agricultural production in the region (see also Don-
ner-Reichle 1988). Overall, the introduction and expansion of coffee cultivation in 
Bukoba would severely change the pattern of peasant agriculture. Therefore, Smith 
negates Hydén’s thesis that the production cycles of cash crops were “not in conflict 
with the demands of existing production cycles” (Hydén 1980: 48). 

While Donner-Reichle (1988) agrees with much of Hydén’s observation of the 
African peasantry and their mode of production, she sees some crucial shortcomings 
in his analysis and the resulting hypothesis: In her view, Hydén does not analyze 
the core unit of African rural economy – which is the household – in a manner that 
is differentiated enough. Through his Eurocentric (and male – one could say gen-
der blind) point of view, he omits the inner differentiations of this household unit, 
which leads to a wrong view of the character of subsistence production. According 
to Donner-Reichle, what is left of African subsistence farming can be characterized 
more as a residual economy of those who have no other choice. In this view, the 
remaining peasant production is not an act of independence actively pursued by 
small producers, but an economy of need. As men have been favored by the marketi-
zation and the formalization of agricultural ownership since colonial times, it is also 
they who take the opportunities of new employment in other fields. Women are left 
behind – not only with household work as Hydén might suggest, but also with the 
farm work to sustain that family. Generally, Hydén’s European concept of the male 
breadwinner would not fit in the African rural context. With the deterioration of 
rural conditions for production, it is the women who are left with this residual sub-
sistence economy, while the men try to leave the countryside for better employment 
opportunities elsewhere. After all, the African peasantry is more integrated into the 
market economy as Hydén might suggest (Donner-Reichle 1988: 34–40).

The influx of wage labor on farms since colonization, often done by migrant 
workers employed on a seasonal basis, would also leave its mark in the peasant 
mode of production. Richer peasants could afford more wage labor and steadily 
increased their production and profit. They emerged as a petit bourgeois class, who 
increasingly derived additional income from non-farming activities, as well, such as 
acting as middlemen for Asian traders, working in the administration or as teachers. 
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In many ways, this new class of rich peasants or “Kulaks” was different from the old 
royalty who employed the Nyarubanja system to exploit their tenants: Basing their 
profit on the exploitation of wage labor, their new wealth was not spent for luxury, 
but invested in increases of land or (sometimes at least) in the modernization of their 
agriculture. The creation of this class of Kulaks, on the other hand, increased the 
fragmentation of land and reduced the overall size of land available to middle and 
small farmers. It also intensified the work on the usual smallholding (Smith 1989: 
23p.).

Actually, neither the migrant labor system nor the peasant economy had to pay 
living wages, because they were subsidized – in a way – by the subsistence produc-
tion of the laborer’s wife and family (Coulson 1976: 22). This subsistence produc-
tion of peasants enabled overseas buyers to lower prices beneath the actual value of 
labor, while the instability of markets kept investment by peasants in cash crops to 
a minimum. The peasants were therefore isolated and kept from technological inno-
vations (Freyhold 1979: 5). On the other hand, Hydén (1980: 18p.) would argue that 
the peasant mode of production was low on investments and innovation for more 
endogenous reasons: The “economy of affection”, which he sees prevailing among 
the African peasantry, would be based on relations of kinship and tradition, not on 
the market economy and the influx or shortage of capital. 

The question of land and access to land is another contested point of debate in the 
description of the peasantry in Tanzania. Most authors agree that even by the end of 
colonial rule, there was no shortage of land, no landlessness or unequal distribution 
of land in Tanzania. Only 10 of 63 districts could be characterized by land shortage in 
1967 (Freyhold 1979: 3). This would support Hydén’s image of the African peasant 
economy, in which land, i.e. the essential mean of production, was virtually avail-
able for free. 

On the other hand, regions such as Kilimanjaro and Tanga, which were affect-
ed by settler activities, and areas like Bukoba, with preexisting feudal structures, 
showed a more differentiated picture. Land in Bukoba could be communally owned 
by the clan or privately acquired, given the land was outside the clan land. Within 
the clan land system, there was personal responsibility for the land, usually inherit-
ed by the sons from the father. Through to the further subdivision of land by fathers 
giving land to their sons before they died in order to enable them to raise their own 
family, the plots became smaller and there was a definite pressure to move and culti-
vate more land. As opposed to other areas like Ruvuma, there was a shortage of land 
in the Bukoba area (Bakula 1971: 17–19). Pastoral land was also prone to alienation 
and destocking, as exemplified in Bagamoyo by Mustafa (1990: 110p.).

In general, Massaro (1998: 284) sees four basic types of regions emerging from 
the colonial organization of agriculture in Tanganyika: First, areas of peasant-based 
cash-crop production, secondly areas with large scale plantations and thirdly areas 
which acted as a reserve for migrant farm labor. The fourth category would be rep-
resented by areas with a very remote location, which demoted them to a completely 
peripheral role within this system. Accordingly, the rural population would have 
been “selectively articulated into European capitalism” or “deliberately dearticulat-
ed” according to the requirements of the colonial economy.
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In one way or the other, however, all but the fourth category of areas within 
the territory were penetrated by colonial capitalism, either by cash-crop production 
or by the (out-)migration of laborers (Lyimo 2012: 31). The differing nature of con-
nection to the (colonial) center, on the other hand, induced a spatial differentiation 
of the emerging class structure. Peripheral areas became dependent on cash crop 
producing ones, which were themselves dependent on the colonial motherland to 
sell their produce, resulting in a geographically uneven development across the ter-
ritory. Furthermore, as both production and consumption within the colony were 
dependent on the external interest of the motherland, no inductive effects could be 
expected for the economy of the colony itself, while an economic downturn in the 
capitalist center would be directly felt in the dependent peasant economy (Datoo 
1977: 74p.).

In addition to these changes in the rural areas, the penetration of capitalism had 
significant effects to the social formations in the whole territory. It induced the cre-
ation of a small national bourgeoisie, based on trade and incipient industrialization 
(Boesen et al. 1977: 162p.), while the needs of the colonial administration for quali-
fied personnel created a new class of educated African clerks, teachers, and bureau-
crats, who occupied paid positions within the colonial system (Rweyemamu 1973: 
30). Apart from the economic differentiation between wage earners and subsistence 
farmers, the colonial nature of the (missionary) education system also “facilitated 
the separation of the African from his traditional society for absorption into the co-
lonial socio-economic system.” (Hirji 1976: 41).

All in all, however, the formation of classes remained embryonic during the co-
lonial period, and the class differences between the European ruling class, the Asian 
class of traders and the African majority remained much greater than the economic 
differentiation within the African population. This may have been one reason why 
class differences were not very visible during the African struggle for independence, 
as the common interest in self-governance overwhelmed any competing economic 
interests within the African population. The economic and regional differentiation 
brought about by the capitalist penetration during colonialism, however, was big 
enough – at least in Rweyemamu’s view – to induce the heterogeneity of TANU party 
branches and the relatively weak central structure of the party after independence 
(Rweyemamu 1973: 30–32).

Postcolonial Development and “The Debate”
In the eyes of the post-War colonial policy, the African bureaucracy was supposed 
to act as a stabilizer of colonial rule in Tanganyika. However, this small group of 
well-educated Africans took the lessons in humanism and liberalism they had en-
joyed at European universities serious. Very quickly, the apparent contradiction be-
tween reform rhetoric and authoritarian administration in the colonies became a 
spark to ignite the struggle for political independence. The very idea of colonialism 
as a school for democracy for the Africans was exposed as a contradiction in itself. 
These African bureaucrats were no longer willing to be seen as children or treated 
as inferior by their colonial masters. They saw themselves as citizens and wanted 
to construct a modern state of their own. While they were introduced to European 
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modernism and philosophy through their education, they began to learn and appre-
ciate African history and disregarded the image of Africa as a primitive continent 
without history. However, their belief in modernism was converted into a latent 
feeling of supremacy compared with their fellow African countrymen, an attitude 
that would result in some of the paternalistic tendencies of this same African bu-
reaucratic elite which would emerge after independence (Eckert 2007: 215).

Indeed, while the colonial education system put the petit bourgeoisie in a more 
favorable economic situation than the majority of the African population, the failure 
of the colonial system to satisfy its further advancement meant that “the petty-bour-
geoisie acquired a consciousness of themselves as a class much more readily than 
any other oppressed class in the society.” (Hirji 1976: 42). However, after indepen-
dence, this meant that the leadership of Tanzania and many other African nations 
was not so much defined by the political conviction of an individual, but by his po-
sition within the preceding colonial system of administration and education. There-
fore, the class consciousness of this new leadership did not necessarily enable them 
to act on behalf of the interests of the majority of rural peasants or the small urban 
proletariat (Saul 1972b: 119–122). 

When Nyerere (1962b) explained his vision of Ujamaa as the Basis of African 
Socialism, he made it very clear that he did not want to pursue the European way 
of socialism, because this would mean creating a fight between classes that – in his 
opinion – did not exist in Tanganyika. Only the colonizers had brought the system of 
capitalism and exploitation and, therefore, there would be no classes – neither pro-
letarians nor capitalists – inside the country after independence. The same opinion 
was brought forward time and again by scholars following a Marxist-Leninist un-
derstanding of class formation and class struggle in the (former) colonies (Nabudere 
1982; Meyns 1982; Mamdani & Bhagat 1982): Even after independence, the capitalist 
exploiters – the owners of the means of production – would be the foreign investors 
or the former colonials masters. The only representatives of this international capital 
on the ground would come in the form of local administrators, but no endogenous 
ruling class could have been developed under the rule of the colonial system. Hence, 
those scholars adhered to the Theory of “Imperialism as the highest form of Capital-
ism” (Lenin 1972: 269p.). 

However, given the ongoing struggles within the Tanzanian political and eco-
nomic system, representatives of a new stream of Neo-Marxist students and scholars 
at the University of Dar es Salaam began to challenge this view (Nursey-Bray 1980: 
55). Both key concepts of Nyerere’s understanding came under scrutiny: The class-
lessness of Tanzania before independence, and the claim that the ruling class – i.e. 
the capitalist exploiters – would still be sitting outside the country, in the former 
mother countries of the colonies. 

Issa Shivji became one of the most cited and critiqued representatives of this 
line of thought, when he coined the term “bureaucratic bourgeoisie” (Shivji 1976: 
86) to describe the special sort of class formation he was observing in Tanzania after 
independence: At the time of independence, there was indeed only a small class 
of “commercial bourgeoisie” in Tanzania, mostly made up of Asian traders and an 
equally small class of petit bourgeois clerks, teachers, and the like. However, after 
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the external ruling class of the colonizers left after Uhuru (independence), the new 
state was ruled by the leaders of the national liberation movement and the African 
bureaucrats that used to work within the colonial administration before. While this 
situation could be easily described as a form of local representation of foreign capi-
tal, Shivji argues that this class of administrators and politicians took over not only 
the political power, but also the economic power in Tanzania. Through the policy of 
nationalization of industry (and later agriculture), the state apparatus took over the 
control over the economic base of the country, hence this bureaucratic bourgeoisie 
became the new ruling class of Tanzania.

After independence, this bureaucratic class challenged the small national petit 
bourgeoisie as the new ruling class of the country. In the view of Boesen et al., the 
bureaucratic class took control over the national economy by nationalization and 
established a new cooperation with international capital under a system of neo-co-
lonialism. Therefore, the main division inside Tanzanian society is still seen between 
the peasants as agricultural producers and non-agricultural sectors (Boesen et al. 
1977: 163).

With the help of a new form of bureaucratic capitalism, this class would actually 
use the necessary stage of nationalization of the means of production for their own 
class interests. In Shivji’s view, this form of nationalization cannot be automatically 
considered to be a socialization of the means of production, as a true transformation 
to socialism would require (Shivji 1973: 308–310). On the contrary, in his observa-
tion, the political development of Tanzania after independence would be an exam-
ple of a new type of dependent state capitalism – and underline the country’s status 
as a neo-colony in the world system of the 1970s (Shivji 1973: 310–312).

Saul (1973b: 354p.) was one of the first scholars to underline the importance of 
Shivji’s critical view on the issue of nationalization and its implications for the emerg-
ing class structure of newly independent nations like Tanzania. Coulson (1976: 25) 
argues in the same direction, when he describes the fact that the leading positions 
in government and economy – formerly held by the colonial administration – were 
now taken over by African bureaucrats. This emerging bureaucratic class was yet 
lacking a substantial economic basis, but could get hold of some of the surplus of the 
national economy in the process of nationalization of industry. Together with the 
petit bourgeoisie comprising of teachers, clerks and some advanced farmers, they 
would, in his eyes, build the new ruling class of the country.

Several other authors supported Shivji’s characterization of the class formation 
in independent Tanzania (Tandon 1982b; Hirji 1982; Coulson 1976) that sparked 
an argument among the academia in Dar es Salaam that became known as “The De-
bate”. Many different viewpoints on the issue of class, state and imperialism can be 
found in Tandon’s (1982a) comprehensive collection of essays and argumentative 
papers. Many of these arguments revolved not only around the specific class forma-
tion of post-colonial societies, but also the overall idea of the role of the state within 
the development process. As this role was generally seen as very important and very 
direct with regards to the economic and social organization of countries like Tanza-
nia, the question of whether it was better to “Smash the post-colonial state or use it?” 
(Saul 1974: 367), became a central one for many of the new politically engaged schol-
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ars of the University of Dar es Salaam, who tried to contribute to a more radical un-
derstanding of socialism than Nyerere’s writings might have implied (Saul 1973a).

Authors like Freyhold underlined their analysis that the emerging state economy 
of Tanzania did by no means serve the interest of the majority of its population. On 
the contrary, the nationalization effort in the years following independence would 
mainly have followed the interest of the bureaucratic class of the country to extend 
its control of the economic base and to attract the influx of “metropolitan capital” 
into what she conceived to be a “peripheral sate capitalism” (Freyhold 1979: 119). In 
her understanding “the myth of kinship” (Freyhold 1979: 66), which was so promi-
nently represented in Ujamaa’s idea of the extended family, actually “disguised” the 
increasing contradictions between the village farmers and the bureaucratic elite who 
took control over the postcolonial state and its economy.

Coming back to the relation between the state and the peasantry in this scenario, 
Hydén sees the state as an integral part of the production system in the modern age, 
regardless of whether it defines itself as socialist or capitalist. However, and this is 
the main argument of his thesis of the uncaptured peasantry, the prevalence of the 
peasant mode of production and its associated social formations significantly limits 
the extent of state power in Africa. Given that the peasantry is a self-sustaining and 
independently reproducing class, transformations of the state-independent social 
and economic relations of this class cannot be made unless the mode of production 
itself is changed. As long as the peasants control their own means of production 
(which is labor and land), all state interventions depend on the willingness of the 
peasantry. Hydén gives several examples of (failed) strategies of the state to capture 
the peasantry and to integrate this class in the prevailing economic system, be it co-
lonialist, capitalist or socialist. Taxation has been used as a means for transformation 
of the countryside since the introduction of hut taxes by the colonial administration; 
however, as soon as enough cash-crop production was established by the peasantry 
to pay the taxes, taxation lost its transformatory potential. In the case of price incen-
tives for certain crops, the limitation of production by the restricted availability of 
family labor under the peasant system led to the phenomenon that only richer peas-
ants would transform their situation through expanding production and employing 
labor, while the majority of peasants would continue with their traditional form of 
production. State farms and village resettlements had similarly limited effects on ru-
ral transformation, in Hydén’s view. As opposed to industrialized societies, of both 
capitalist and socialist character, where the author observes a plural superstructure 
and a solidified economic base, agrarian African societies would therefore have a 
fragmented economic base. This is seen as one reason for the creation of unified and 
mainly authoritarian political superstructures in Africa (Hydén 1980: 23–29).

Given the ambiguous position and the small size of national bourgeoisie and 
the dependence of the neocolonies as a whole within the imperialist system, Meyns 
asks which contradiction would be the main contradiction at which stage of national 
liberation, and which fight would therefore be the main fight to be led. He argues 
that this question of the main contradiction – and the according revolutionary tac-
tic – has to be asked at each stage in the struggle for national liberation. On the one 
hand, if the pure formal independence of a nation was seen as enough to gain true 
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independence for its people, this would neglect the class character of the state. In 
his view, the state is a vehicle of class power, therefore the question of which class 
holds that power is of utmost importance. If state power is held by the national petit 
bourgeoisie, the state will be a vehicle of its class interests and will be a bourgeois 
state. Therefore, the state as such will not be a vehicle for socialist transformation 
unless a revolutionary class (the proletariat, in his view) holds state power. On the 
other hand, one cannot start the struggle against the national petit bourgeoisie in 
this stage of history, in which the contradictions between the imperialist countries 
and the colonies and neocolonies as a whole are much greater than the contradic-
tions between the small national bourgeoisie and the other classes. Even after for-
mal independence, as Meyns argues, this international contradiction remains more 
powerful than the national class contradictions. As long as the national bourgeoisie 
is joining the fight against international imperialism, this fight therefore remains 
the most important one and the contradiction of imperialism has to define the class 
struggle in the neocolonies (Meyns 1977: 28–32).

On the other hand, Hydén criticizes the one-sided view of dependency theorists 
and Marxists alike, who in his view tend to see all negative features in the devel-
opment of Africa coming from the outside and relying on imperialist trade connec-
tions. Furthermore, those arguments would neglect the unique African situation of 
the peasantry and only focus on the destructive effects of colonial capitalism on the 
traditional economic and social systems. While not fully agreeing with the opposite 
notion – that capitalist penetration into the peasantry might have been not too strong 
but too little to result in the developmentary aspects of capitalist transformation – 
he is obviously closer to this side of the debate. Indeed, Hydén emphasizes the is-
sues created for capitalist expansion represented by the prevalence of pre-capitalist 
modes of production, like the peasant economy. He therefore doubts the capitalist 
interest could have been in keeping on with these modes of productions as sources 
of primitive accumulation. Rather, he underlines that the capitalist logic of growth 
would require a rapid transformation of agricultural production and sees the ques-
tion of why this has not happened in the African context as a result of more compli-
cate interactions between capitalist and peasant modes of production (Hydén 1980: 
19–23).

In Hydén’s view, the discussion about whether the petit bourgeoisie in the for-
mer colonies is already a ruling class or merely a governing class dependent on the 
international capital underestimates the autonomy of the African peasantry. In his 
view, neither the international nor the national bourgeoisie in Africa was yet able to 
extend command over the African peasants in a way that would warrant the term 
ruling class. This relative autonomy of the peasantry again is derived from its con-
trol over the means of subsistence production, i.e. land and family labor. Further-
more, class analyses stemming from imperialist theories underestimated the class 
contradictions between the national petit bourgeoisie and the international capital-
ists, since the latter limits the former’s potential for economic growth. Therefore, 
the national bourgeoisie is interested in extending its production base, be it through 
collective or private ownership over the means of production. Since the national 
petit bourgeoisie has the same social background as the peasantry, it might forge 
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alliances in this economy of affection. In conclusion, it is too short sighted to suggest 
that the national bourgeoisie would always prefer the expansion of capitalism over 
the persistence of the traditional economy of affection (Hydén 1980: 28–31).

Summary – The different views on classes and its influence on Ujamaa
While such a lengthy debate on the different views on class in Tanzania might seem 
like a purely academic discussion with no direct connection to the development of 
Ujamaa in the country, one has to bear in mind that it has been discussions like this 
which actually shaped much of the development strategies that were derived from 

Figure 2: The postcolonial Class Structure of Tanzania, according to Nyerere 

Source: own interpretation
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Figure 3: The postcolonial Class Structure of Tanzania, according to thesis of the bureaucratic bourgeoisie

Source: own interpretation, inspired by Hirji (1976: 45)
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the Ujamaa ideology (see chapter 3). Therefore, it appears to be useful to summarize 
the different views on this issue before engaging in the detailed description of Uja-
maa’s ideology. 

First of all, there was the dominant understanding of Nyerere and parts of the na-
tional and international academia, that in the postcolonial situation, there would still 
be no classes amongst the African population, save for some very limited numbers 
of traders (the commercial bourgeoisie) and public servants (the petit bourgeoisie). 
These classes, however, were seen to be declining after the end of colonialism, and 
would either leave the country or align themselves to the majority of the population, 
which was the classless African society of Nyerere’s vision. Here, the small class of 
workers, the large class of the peasantry and the vanguard of national liberation, 
i.e. the party, were each fighting the same enemy: The international ruling class of 
capitalists, who had ceased being colonial masters, but were still in contradiction to 
national independence. A simplified scheme of this understanding of the postcolo-
nial class formation of Tanzania is presented in Fig. 2.

While this idea of a common, classless African society opposing the forces of 
(neo-)imperialism went mostly uncontested in the first years after independence, 
the group of young scholars around Shivji (1973, 1976) and Hirji (1976, 1982) began 
to observe a different form of development within their country: Instead of leading 
the presumably classless African society to true independence, members of the na-
tionalist elite were nationalizing the old colonial possessions for their own interest. 
Thereby, they would not only control the political power of the new state, but also 
its economy. Hence, they would form a new ruling class (the bureaucratic bourgeoi-
sie), dominating the national proletariat and at times collaborating with internation-
al capital. A simplified version of their view is presented in Fig. 3.

The implications of these different views are far reaching: If, like in the under-
standing of Nyerere and much of the national leadership of TANU, the main conflict 
on the way to socialism lies in the conflict between the Tanzanian people as a whole 
and the international capital, then all kinds of international cooperation become 
highly suspicious – especially if they are not controlled by the national leadership. 
As we will see in the following chapters, this fear of international influence on the 
local scale became decisive for the future development of Ujamaa in practice. On the 
other hand, if the main conflict for the Tanzanian proletariat (workers and peasants) 
is actually the conflict with the national bureaucratic bourgeoisie, then those groups 
would actually have to organize themselves against their national leadership. In 
both cases, however, an autocratic approach by the national leadership would be a 
logical consequence, since in the first case, it is their role to lead the national struggle 
for independence, and in the second case, it would be detrimental to their own class 
interests to let the proletariat organize itself.

2.3.6 The role of the Party

So, with these considerations on the ideological development of Ujamaa made, the 
last theme to be analyzed remains the role of the party within this context.
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The formative period of TANU
The Tanganyika African Union (TANU) was officially established as a political 
movement in July 1954. Compared to its predecessor, the Tanganyika African As-
sociation (TAA), it was a political party and not a semi-political, semi-cultural or-
ganization like TAA. From the beginning, the party was open for all Africans in 
Tanganyika to join and was led by Nyerere, who had been elected president of TAA 
one year before. A school master at a catholic school near Dar Es Salaam, Nyerere 
had studied both in Makerere and Edinburgh and had come to know the country 
of the colonial masters first hand. It was he, who drafted the constitution of TANU, 
giving emphasis on the liberation struggle, fighting tribalism and promoting the 
unity of all Africans. TANU also supported workers’ rights and the establishment of 
trade unions. The immediate issues tackled by TANU were the education of Africans 
in Tanganyika, several taxes and de-stocking regulations affecting African farmers 
and pastoralists, as well as the status of Tanganyika as a trusteeship, which the par-
ty pushed to be more clearly shown by the British administration. From the start, 
TANU was quite successful in mobilizing the African population for the indepen-
dence movement, while Nyerere was travelling to the UK to start negotiations on the 
international scene. Inside Tanganyika, one of the major aspects in educating the Af-
ricans for the struggle was TANU’s stance on a non-armed struggle in a world used 
to violent means of establishing power – both in the colonial history of Tanganyika 
and in post-war Europe (Kaniki 1974: 1–5).

Based on the roots of TAA’s structure, TANU was mostly organized locally in its 
early years of existence. And while the common struggle for independence and the 
charismatic leadership of Nyerere provided some coherence in the local branches’ 
actions, most of the party’s work on the ground was highly influenced by the local 
nature of political conflict. This also induced a differentiated base of party activists, 
which meant that in some regions, TANU was mainly formed by educated pub-
lic servants, while in others some few, more affluent, farmers dominated the party 
branch, as they were the only group with vested economic interest in challenging 
the colonial rule. In all settings, however, TANU was able to successfully channel 
the conflict of the rural population with the colonial system and to integrate their 
interests into the struggle for independence (Cliffe 1971: 123p.).

Naturally, the colonial administration was suspicious of TANU’s activities: Even 
when the Union was finally registered as an organization on 30th October 1954, this 
did not automatically entail the registration of the local branches. During the fol-
lowing years, TANU branches had most problems with the administration in the 
Usambara and Tanga areas, where there was a stronger presence of white settlers. 
But even if the party was banned in several provinces (the longest in Usambara 
province, until 1959), TANU continued to operate underground (Kaniki 1974: 6–8).

In contrast to other national liberation movements across Africa, TANU was able 
to integrate almost all political groups fighting for independence into its own party 
structures. While this integration was based on the sole common goal of nation-
al independence, members of all different interest groups or tribal organizations 
were willing to align themselves with the party organization. This meant that TANU 
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emerged from the struggle for independence as a unified – albeit diverse – mass 
party (Cliffe 1967b: 1–4).

Relying on the infrastructure and leadership experience built by the TAA, TANU 
was quick to evolve as the biggest voice for Tanganyika’s independence. The use of 
Kiswahili enabled the leaders on all levels to connect to almost every African in the 
territory, while TANU evaded the dangers of ethnic tensions and power struggles, 
which had harmed so many political movements of Africa. At the same time, it built 
a strong alliance with other movements, especially the trade unions, through com-
mon struggles and personal linkages. All in all, TANU was able to affect and orga-
nize very successfully almost all groups sufferering from the colonial regime. The 
establishment of the Youth Wing and the Women’s section by 1956 helped the party 
to organize those groups and include even more fellow Africans into the struggle for 
independence. Ghana’s independence in 1957 gave another boost to TANU’s activ-
ities. The (racially segregated) elections of 1958 became a sweep victory for TANU, 
who not only won the “African” seats, but also managed to get TANU supported 
candidates winning all seats of the other “races”. This put TANU in a formidable 
position of power to negotiate the incumbent independence of the country, and the 
victory in the next elections of 1960, where TANU won 70 out of 71 seats, made the 
way clear for constitutional conferences and the independence of Tanganyika on the 
9th of December, 1961 (Kaniki 1974: 12–17).

As a result of the integrative approach which TANU and its leadership had taken 
during the independence period and its confederal organization, the party put em-
phasis on a consensus style of politics, the creation of national unity, and the main-
tenance of a widespread support from all parts of the population. As a self-defined 
national liberation movement “open for all”, TANU took its time to formulate its 
own ideology and strategy for the time following independence (Cliffe 1971: 126p.).

Nevertheless, the “early” TANU shared elements of both Pan African and an 
internationalist ideology, stressing the conviction that the true independence of any 
one African nation could only be achieved through the liberation of the whole con-
tinent. Therefore, while pursuing a foreign policy of non-alignment, TANU and the 
Tanganyikan government supported several national liberation movements in Afri-
ca, as well as breaking relationships with the UK over the one sided independence 
of Rhodesia in 1965 (Kaniki 1974: 17p.).

The establishment of the one-party state
By the 1960s there was as a matter of fact only one political party in Mainland Tanza-
nia, which was TANU. Partly due to the weakness of opposition parties throughout 
the 1958 and 1960 elections, only one independent candidate was elected in 1960, 
who was himself a TANU member. So, in the view of Kaniki, when the government 
drafted the concept of “one-party democracy” in 1964, it was merely acknowledg-
ing an existing situation. Under the new concept, TANU would be the only legal 
political party, while at the same time parliamentary seats and offices at all levels 
would from now on be contested by at least two candidates of this party. This was 
supposed to give the electorate a better chance to choose their representative than 
before, when the sole TANU candidate could expect overwhelming support no mat-
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ter what. According to the author, the fact that in the subsequent elections in 1965 
and 1970, several MPs and even some ministers lost their seats, illustrates that while 
there was only one party in the country, there was still democracy (Kaniki 1974: 
18p.).

A first statement arguing for the idea of establishing a one-party state was made 
by President Nyerere in January 1963. His main concern in this matter was the im-
pression that a true democracy would not be possible to be established with the 
dominance of TANU compared to any of the opposing parties. Rather than adhering 
to the idea of multi-partyism, a direct choice of candidates by the electorate under 
the roof of TANU would imply a better representation of the will of the population 
(Cliffe 1972: 244).

By 1964, a presidential commission had come up with recommendations for the 
practical implementation of this idea of one-party democracy (Presidential Commis-
sion 1967). The basic element of this system was the idea that contested elections for 
parliamentary seats and other representative offices would be held between at least 
two candidates which were to be chosen by the respective TANU party branches. 
The candidates were then supposed to present themselves to the electorate at public 
conventions organized by the party. This proposal by the presidential commission 
became the framework for the first one-party elections of 1965 (Cliffe 1967b: 15p.).

At the same time, TANU established the ten-cell system of party organization 
in 1964. Under this new structure, every ten households (ten-cells) of party mem-
bers would elect their own ten-cell party leader, who was supposed to act as both a 
representative of the local interests of his or her cell and as an intermediary for the 
mediation of central party ideas and strategies on the ground. This move was also 
supposed to increase the ideological commitment of ordinary party members and 
the organization of local branches in terms of administrative capacity (Levine 1972: 
329–334).

As a result of the new setup, the structure of the party became even more inter-
linked with the government and administrative apparatus. TANU District Chair-
men became ex-officio chairmen of District authorities, and the same was true for 
government positions on the village level, which were automatically taken over by 
the respective TANU leaders. At the same time, the party was seen as the true in-
strument of people’s power. However, this approach, based on its understanding 
as an integrative mass party and vehicle for the creation of a national consensus, 
conflicted with TANU’s increasing tendency to strengthen its socialist ideology (see 
below). The party would have to decide whether it was to remain a nationalist mass 
party or to become a vanguard party for the transformation to socialism after the 
1965 elections (Cliffe 1967a: 109–113).

Indeed, a survey on the voters’ perception of these elections showed that the 
electorate considered the party itself as more relevant to their daily lives than the 
parliament. TANU was seen as the main vehicle for expressing their concerns and 
making their demands heard. Voters at this time had a high confidence in the party 
as a reliable agent for the mediation of their interests with government authorities 
and administration. So, at least for this period, the image of the single party as the 
voice of the people appears to have been more than mere self-proclamation (Prewitt 
& Hydén 1967: 77–81).
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Eckert, on the other hand, has a more critical view on Tanzania’s supposed 
one-party democracy. While he does see elements of competition for the one-seat 
constituencies through TANU’s introduction of several candidates per constituency, 
overall the author describes Tanzania’s political system as becoming continuously 
more authoritarian and less pluralistic from the 1960s through the 1970s. Hardly 
any newspaper would print opinions or reader contributions critical to TANU’s pol-
icy, and political arrests and trials of supposed opposition members were abundant. 
The public discussion on the necessity of an opposition party virtually ended in the 
1960s and the political discourse became increasingly monopolized by TANU. Spe-
cifically, the Army Mutiny of 1964 – which was hardly present in public discussion 
afterwards – increased the leaders’ fear of forces opposing the government’s deci-
sions and led to a crackdown on union members, the disbandment of the preexisting 
TFL and the creation of the unified National Union of Tanganyikan Workers (NUTA) 
under the control of the party (Eckert 2007: 227–230).

The ideological development of TANU after independence
Rather than the Leninist model of an elitist or vanguard party, TANU strived to 
reflect Nyerere’s goal of mass support for socialist transformation by perceiving it-
self to be a mass party, open to all classes. At the same time, TANU underlined the 
necessity of a long-haul approach to development, in which the party would take 
the role of a teacher; leading the way, but also re-educating the African population 
to come back to their communal core and turn down the colonial influence that led 
to the pursuit of individual wealth instead of cooperative “African” living. However, 
the party would not be very successful to establish legitimacy on the grounds of its 
ideology, at least until 1967 (Hedlund & Lundahl 1989: 20–22).

In spite of occasional socialist statements, TANU was basically a national libera-
tion movement with no distinct political ideology up until the end of 1966. In 1962, 
Nyerere had published Ujamaa – The basis of African Socialism and was advocating 
for the adoption of a socialist program within the party. Finally, the Arusha Decla-
ration of 1967 transformed TANU into a socialist party and laid the way for socialist 
development in Tanzania. Inside the party, the leadership code, wherein no party or 
government leader might own a company, rent out houses or receive more than one 
salary, led in some ways to TANU changing from being a mass party to perceiving 
itself as a vanguard party of workers and peasants. In fact, Kaniki sees the code as 
an admission of Nyerere to the fact that socialism is not only an attitude of mind, but 
that this attitude is deeply shaped by the material conditions an individual is living 
in. Hence, the emphasis that leaders of party and country had to be real socialists 
implied the introduction of this leadership code to impede “exploiters” or would-be 
capitalists from becoming leaders under TANU (Kaniki 1974: 20–23).

From 1967 onwards, the self-definition as a socialist party and the requirements 
of the leadership code were meant to put a hold on the advancement of the many bu-
reaucrats, who did not share Nyerere’s conviction for Ujamaa, within party and gov-
ernment ranks. From now on, the furthering Ujamaa ideology became the ideology 
of TANU itself and socialist rhetoric was no longer supposed to suffice for making a 
career within this system, if it was not followed up by practice (Cliffe 1971: 128p.).
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With the ideological foundation set in the Arusha Declaration, Nyerere was able 
to establish the party as the most important institution of policy-making in Tanza-
nia. The constitutions of 1965 and 1975  established the one-party system for good 
and shifted a considerable part of national decision-making from the parliament 
itself to the National Executive Committee and the National Congress of the party 
(Morse 2013: 658–660).

In concordance with the ideological development of TANU between the 1965 
and 1970 elections, its self-proclaimed role moved from one with an emphasis on 
national integration and a relatively open ideological background, to one with a 
more focused approach. Increasingly, TANU was seen by Nyerere and the other 
leaders as an institution which should lead the country’s development in a socialist 
direction. Hence, its new understanding was coming closer to being the vanguard of  
social change, rather than a mass movement for national liberation (Saul 1972a: 
282–286).

The Chama cha Mapinduzi
This post-Arusha trend manifested itself after the unification of TANU and the Zan-
zibarian Afro Shirazi Party (ASP) on 5th of February 1977. The new party was called 
Chama cha Mapinduzi (CCM; Party of the Revolution), and considered itself to be a 
revolutionary mass party. In this term alone, some of the ambiguity of the Tanzani-
an party development becomes clear. Members of both old parties directly became 
members of the new CCM, unless they wished otherwise. In this, Gama sees one rea-
son for the persistence of “bourgeois” members and thinking within the new party, 
citing director positions in capitalist enterprises, the permanence of double income 
and other “old behaviors” as cases in point (Gama 1989: 60–63).

On the other hand, CCM was defined by its 1981 guidelines as a cadre party: Ev-
ery Tanzanian could become member of the party, given that he or she is a worker or 
farmer and does not partake in capitalist activities. To apply for party membership, 
one had to accept the principles of the party and had to present three party members 
of the local branch who acted as bondsmen. After this, the candidate had to take part 
in a basic training seminar, in which his or her ability to become a member would be 
investigated based on the ideological principles of CCM. Only afterwards, the local 
executive committee would give its impression of the case to the district executive 
committee, which would then decide on the new membership. Membership could 
be terminated for violations against the party principles, readmission to the party 
will take a waiting time of five years and an application to the national executive 
committee. However, as Gama points out, the fact that all members of TANU and 
ASP were admitted as members of CCM in 1977 still led to the fact that there were 
CCM members who would not have been admitted to join the party in the first place 
if the rules of 1981 would have been applied (Gama 1989: 70–72).

The direction of the CCM would become increasingly authoritarian after uni-
fication, as it became a vehicle for the more and more direct control of the central 
state over the rural countryside. In particular, a continuous stream of guidelines 
and directives was facilitated through the party structures in a top-down manner 
(Mueller 1980: 212p.). 
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In fact, this intertwining of party and government policy implementation, as well 
as the strong organizational base of CCM, is seen as one of the contributing factors to 
CCM’s continued electoral success after the end of the one-party state. At the same 
time, despite the increasing commitment to Ujamaa socialism after the Arusha dec-
laration, the party was quick to adapt itself to the new political environment of the 
1980s (see below) and remained ideologically flexible (Morse 2013: 660p.).

After the structural changes following the end of Nyerere’s presidency in 1985, 
the image of him as father of the nation was still used by the party to underline its 
claim to continue with his legacy. Especially after his death in 2000, the competition 
over who would be the candidate of Mwalimu became one of the leading themes in 
the selection of CCM’s candidate for presidency (Fouéré 2014: 11–13).
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3 History of development policies and strategies  
 in Tanzania

The history of development policies, projects, and failure in Tanzania might have 
been just the same story as that of any other African post-colonial country: The un-
successful attempt to compel “backward peasants” into becoming modern farmers 
by means of convincing or coercing – whatever might be necessary. As in other new-
ly independent countries, the colonial image of the stubborn peasant dictated much 
of the early (pre-Arusha) actions and projects of the new African bureaucracy. In 
any case, the emerging developmental state had the same conviction as the late co-
lonial one: Modernizing the people and the countryside in particular, teaching the 
peasants, by persuasion or by force. There would not have been many novel items 
for research, had it not been for the particular success of the RDA, whose grassroots, 
communal cooperative villages became the new way forward for Tanzania. This was 
not least due to the enthusiasm of Nyerere, who promoted the RDA’s way of or-
ganizing and developing far beyond Ruvuma and made it – theoretically at least –  
a state policy in Ujamaa vijijini (Schneider 2014: 21–25).

Chapter 3 will attempt to give an overview of the different development policies 
and strategies in Tanzania before, during and after the Ujamaa era, in order to give 
a comprehensive background for the understanding of the local perceptions which 
were gathered in the empirical part of this study.

3.1 Pre-colonial situation and colonial “development”

As has been discussed in chapter 2.3.2, Coulson (1976: 20) identifies two different 
modes of production in pre-colonial Tanzania: On the one hand a sort of traditional, 
cooperative form of small-scale peasant agriculture, which he calls the “primitive 
ujamaa mode of production”, and on the other hand feudalist structures of power 
and production. 

In the sense of Bernstein’s (1981: 5p.) understanding of precolonial develop-
ment, these systems can be considered as “natural economies”, as the organization 
of their productive forces, as well as the shape of their social structures were mostly 
influenced by the natural environment. In Marx’s understanding of human devel-
opment (see chapter 2.2.1), this does not mean that there was no development at all 
before the arrival of European colonialism. However, any of the social formations 
described in chapter 2.3.2 would be considered as a formation predating the capital-
ist mode of production (Marx 1982: 383–421). It is only in the limited understanding 
of development as guided by (nationwide) development strategies and policies, that 
this chapter will focus on the colonial development in Tanganyika.

The actual colonization of Tanganyika (and other parts of Africa, for that matter) 
was preceded by the phase of European exploration of the African mainland, which 

3.1
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saw its first peak in the middle of the 19th century. In the case of the Tanzanian main-
land, the first journeys by Europeans were undertaken by Christian missionaries 
like L. Krapf and J. Rebmann, who were also the first Europeans to catch a view of 
Mount Kilimanjaro in 1848. In the following decades, scientific interest in geograph-
ic discoveries, as well as nationalist sentiments of competition between the Europe-
an powers stimulated the further exploration of the hitherto unknown East African 
inland. Already, this era was characterized by an increasing rivalry between German 
and British interests within the region (Butzmann et al. 2008: 55). The sociological 
and political continuities and discontinuities between the age of exploration and the 
age of colonization would suffice for at least one thesis of its own, but an interesting 
impression on the topic can be found in Pesek (2005: 102–160).

The colonization of Tanganyika itself started in 1884 with Carl Peters’ contracts 
guaranteeing German “protection” for some local chiefs. Only on his return to 
Germany in 1885, the emperor’s government retroactively granted its support for 
his “acquisitions”. In the same year, the German East African Company (Deutsch- 
Ostafrikanische Gesellschaft; DOAG) was founded to organize the colonization of 
the territory (Sippel 1995: 466–470). The “adventures” of Peters sparked some con-
flict with the British interests in East Africa. Nevertheless, German administration 
over Mainland Tanzania was established in 1891, after the conflict with the British 
was settled in the Helgoland-Zanzibar agreement (Engelhard 1994: 29). 

In the early colonial period, development would be defined in its most basic 
terms as economic growth and growing production and income for the colonial 
motherland. While certain infrastructural projects were carried out by the govern-
ment itself, those measures were mostly seen as enabling the more efficient use of 
the territory’s natural resources. The organization of production within the colony 
itself, however, was meant to be organized by private investors, sparing the state 
from large scale investments (Jennings 2007: 73p.).

Apart from this economic imperative, two other factors contributed to the colo-
nial concept of development. First of all, once the colonial structure had been estab-
lished, some form of revenue had to be created in order for the operations to be able 
to sustain themselves. Secondly, the notion of development of the colony became 
a strong ideological component for the justification of German colonialism itself. 
Largely entwined with racialist conceptions, the development of the new subjects 
according to European concepts was seen as legitimizing the violent conquest of 
these parts of the globe (Koponen 1995: 176p.). In any case, however, colonial devel-
opment remained an instrument to enable the exploitation of the colonized territory 
in the interest of the colonizers, and never of the colonized (Koponen 1995: 543).

As with other colonial powers, the German administration of Tanganyika saw 
the colony first and foremost as a producer of raw materials, or more specific, trop-
ical commodities. Other possible roles for the colony, for instance as a market for 
German commodities or as a territory for German migration were of far less impor-
tance. The chief interest in raw materials, however, was not so much determined by 
the natural possibilities of the colony itself, but by the interest of the colonial moth-
erland in gaining an independent source of tropical resources, whose supply had 
hitherto been controlled by other nations. With the possession of Tanganyika, the 
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German administration now sought to increase the production of those materials for 
exclusive use by the German industry (Rweyemamu 1973: 14p.).

Four main products became the focus of the colonial administration: Rubber and 
cotton, which were seen as important raw materials for German industry, as well 
as sisal, whose cultivation was aided by the beneficial natural environment of the 
territory. In addition, coffee cultivation was introduced to meet the high consumer 
demand for this commodity. The organization of production was envisioned in two 
distinct forms: Small-scale production by so called “indigenous cultures” and large-
scale production on plantations employing local wage laborers under the control 
of European settlers. While in the early years of the colony, agricultural production 
had been dominated by private initiative in this sector, the colonial administration 
became increasingly involved in the direct control of this system from the turn of the 
20th century onwards (Tetzlaff 1970: 117). A comprehensive overview on the system 
of agricultural production and its results can be found in the same source (Tetzlaff 
1970: 117–155).

Overall, production of these cash crops by the African smallholder economy re-
mained below expectations, and only with the arrival of German settlers and the 
introduction of the plantation system, could production numbers be increased. Af-
rican peasants were driven out of the most fertile agricultural areas like the Usam-
baras and the Kilimanjaro region, in order for the European plantations to be cre-
ated. Yet, the planters faced several issues in meeting the demand for African wage 
labor on their plantations. Firstly, the level of wages paid to the plantation laborers 
remained too low to be seen as an incentive to give up subsistence farming by the 
African peasants. Two reasons can be mentioned for the low wage levels: On the one 
hand, racist prejudices about the African work mentality and the underestimation of 
the social and economic security provided by the peasant economy led to the under-
estimation of the subsistence wage level by the Europeans. On the other hand, the 
prime interest of European settlers lay in the short-term profits of their plantation. In 
an environment of high elasticity of demand for labor and low elasticity of supply, 
raising wages to a level required to attract more African wage laborers would have 
reduced the short-term profit of the planters. Secondly, the production of cash crops 
within the traditional African smallholder economy allowed the African peasants 
to meet their demand for cash income without forfeiting the security of the peasant 
economy (Rweyemamu 1973: 16–20).

The early colonial era was not met without resistance by the local population, 
and several uprisings culminated in the Maji Maji Rebellion between 1905 and 1907, 
in which – for the first time – the battle against the colonizers was fought on a large 
scale that went beyond ethnic divisions (Schönborn 1973: 5). This upraising later be-
came a heroic tale on the unity of the African population in their struggle against the 
oppressors and as such an important part of postcolonial nation building in Tanza-
nia (Laurien 1995: 350–353). Without underestimating the significance of Maji Maji 
in this context, Laurien also points out that the famed “tribal unity” only lasted for 
the first month of the rebellion and that the remainder of the war throughout the ter-
ritory was mostly fought based on the old ethnic alignments. The rebels themselves 
often did not know about the developments in areas other than their own – as in-
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terviews with contemporary witnesses would have shown. Therefore, the unity that 
enabled the uprising was soon lost during the war (Laurien 1995: 356–363).

After the idea of forcing Africans to work on the plantations became increasingly 
unpopular with the German administration, especially after the Maji Maji uprising, 
two political measures remained to increase wage labor on the plantations without 
raising the wages: With the taxation ordinance of 1897 (re-enacted by the British in 
1922), the hut tax became the chief tactic to force Africans to accept the money econ-
omy and work on the plantations in order to be able to pay their taxes. However, as 
smallholder cash-crop production enabled Africans to create cash income without 
opting for wage labor, preferential tariffs for European planters and monopoly for 
certain cash crops were introduced later on, in order to reduce the income opportu-
nities for independent African smallholders (Rweyemamu 1973: 21p.).

This era, following the definite victory of the colonial power over the indige-
nous resistance, has been characterized as the “age of improvement” (Iliffe 1969a: 
166–200). In Iliffe’s understanding, this term did not so much describe the efforts 
of the colonial administration to improve the development of the territory, but the 
new tendency of the African population to seek individual improvement under the 
now established circumstances of external rule. Classic examples of the develop-
ment strategy of this era are the growth of a local class of clerks, teachers and ad-
ministrators, who were receiving European style education – mostly through mis-
sionary schools. The period also saw the increase of cash crop production by African 
farmers, albeit in some conflict with the interests of European plantation owners. 
With regards to the social formation of the African population, the result of this era 
– which would continue under British mandate until the 1940s – was its economic 
and social stratification, which emerged from one individual’s ability to “improve” 
him- or herself under these conditions, as well as from the differing usefulness of 
certain areas for colonial exploitation (see also Iliffe 1969b).

Nevertheless, the new style of colonial development struggled to meet the labor 
demand of the plantations. Moreover, the system attracted mostly a migratory type 
of wage labor, i.e. Africans working on the plantations on a seasonal basis while 
retaining their links (of kinship at least) to their original peasant economy as a social 
and economic security. They were not alienated from their labor like pure wage 
laborers in a capitalist society, because they remained in possession of their means 
of production – in this case, their family’s shamba. Therefore, the plantation system 
failed to proletarianize the majority of the peasantry and to create a market of free 
labor in the sense of a capitalist mode of production. Nonetheless, the introduction 
of cash-crop production into the peasant economy had significant effects on the class 
formation of Tanzanian society (Rweyemamu 1973: 22p.).

In 1918, the Germans had to give up control over Tanganyika as a result of their 
loss in the War, and the British took over their colony. Their claim was legitimized in 
1922, when the League of Nations mandated them with the administration of Tang-
anyika as a protectorate (Engelhard 1994: 33).

The strategy of indirect rule employed by the British in Tanganyika between the 
First and Second World War was in large parts a result of the negative experiences 
of direct colonial rule in India, as well as other African colonies, specifically North-
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ern Nigeria. The concept aimed to avoid the creation of a national capitalist class 
and well-educated locals, who would challenge the colonial rulers for power. Rath-
er, being aware of the small numbers of White settlers and colonial personnel, the 
new tactic sought to maintain domination based on a cultural concept of the gentle-
men-like supremacy in character attributed to the European colonizers. This image 
of morality and character was also accredited in some respects to the local “chiefs”, 
who were supposed to impose the British rule upon the locals. However, the inher-
ent differences which the colonizers saw between Europeans and Africans, were 
openly displayed at any level of indirect rule, down to the appearance of clothing for 
the African administration officials. Thus, the deemed supremacy of the White peo-
ple and the subsequent power differential inside the colonial administration should 
be clearly visible even in the design of the uniforms. While the collaboration of the 
African colonial bureaucracy enabled its members to get some share of power and 
material benefits, it also estranged them from the majority of their fellow Africans. 
At the same time, career options for African officials remained limited. Overall, the 
strategy of indirect rule sought to develop territorially limited and ethnically “ho-
mogenous” chiefdoms in an autarkic manner. This approach was seen as limiting 
the threat of a united African population rising against colonial domination. On the 
other hand, this style of political and economic development limited the efficiency 
of economic exploitation of the colonial territory. Thus the concept of indirect rule 
contradicted one of the main goals of colonial rule itself: The effective use of the 
economic potentials of the colony (Eckert 2007: 94p.).

The 1940s saw a shift in British colonial policies, which led to a stronger engage-
ment of the colonial rulers in the economic and political development of Tanganyika. 
One main reason for this shift can be seen in the economic and financial difficulties 
of the British motherland after the Second World War, and the incumbent loss of 
the British colonial empire in Asia. These factors implied a strengthened interest 
in the economic resources of “colonial backwaters” like Tanganyika and Africa in 
general. Secondly, the educational metaphor was gaining momentum in the colo-
nial discourse, and the development of political and administrative capabilities of 
the African population was seen as both a justification for the colonial cause and as 
beneficial for the decolonization process – the latter envisioned to happen at some 
non-specific point in future. If decolonization was to happen, it appeared to be a 
good idea to “educate” the forthcoming rulers of Africa in a European way. There-
fore, new possibilities emerged for the local elite, including the possibility to get 
education at British universities and engage in limited international and Pan Afri-
can exchange. On the other hand, this new colonial development strategy meant a 
tighter direct control of the local economy and the local population. Several large-
scale economic development projects were designed during this period. However, 
implementation remained erratic and there was no common understanding on how 
and when certain development goals were to be reached. Consequently, there was 
no clear benchmark or timeframe at which Africans would be “educated” or “devel-
oped” enough to manage their independence. Simultaneously with strengthening 
the urban elite through industrialization, the old system of cooperation with “tradi-
tional chiefs” was continued, adding to the contradictory nature of British colonial 
policy in Tanganyika until the 1960s (Eckert 2007: 165p.).
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According to Jennings (2007: 74p.), independent Tanganyika would inherit two 
main elements of the colonial development policy: First of all, the central role of 
the state had been established in any matters concerning development. Secondly, 
colonial experiences with attempts to transform smallholder agriculture had illus-
trated the dangers which unpopular policies might imply for the government itself. 
This contributed to the interest of the new independent government in perpetuating 
central state control, while at the same time ensuring popular mass support for its 
policies.

3.2 Early post-independence strategy

When becoming independent, the new state did not have a good economic base to 
start from. What became even more limiting was the shortage of highly educated 
and trained personnel. Therefore, the new nationalist government had to rely heavi-
ly on the former colonial administration, as well as to try to reconnect with the high-
er educated Asian citizens. Furthermore, the trained (colonial) administrative staff 
usually had no experiences in areas like trade or manufacturing. At the same time, 
the colonial educational institutions did not provide for higher, let alone critical, ed-
ucation, and practically all higher learning institutions had to be built from scratch 
(Rugumamu 1997: 106–110). 

Additionally, there were no natural resources or geopolitical importance to at-
tract the super powers, a very rural economy and population, and only a small petit 
bourgeois class after independence, based on the first cooperatives (e.g. Kilimanjaro 
Native Planters Association est. 1925). The bureaucratic elite was based on careers in 
TANU, and also very rural (Schicho 2009: 178–180).

In the early years, Tanganyika more or less followed a development policy which 
was similar to that of neighboring Kenya. It was based on both the transformation 
and the progressive farmer approach. Transformation would emphasize the invest-
ment in new farming techniques and the progressive farmer concept would dictate 
that the available resources would be spent in “advanced areas” where the appli-
cation of new technology was expected to produce the highest profit. This devel-
opment strategy was mainly taken over from late colonial times and under the tu-
telage of the World Bank and other international advisors, the resulting settlement 
schemes and other high capital investments in agriculture took up most of the sparse 
financial resources. Furthermore, this strategy of rural development in many ways 
contradicted the ideas of Ujamaa and implied a separation between state ideology 
and practical policy for a period of five years (Hedlund & Lundahl 1989: 23p.).

Immediately after independence, the Tanganyikan government under Nyere-
re set out to launch a massive program of investment in agricultural transforma-
tion, education and industrialization. Those development strategies were mostly 
developed by western consultants (Watzal 1982: 5p.). In many ways, the first de-
velopment plans resembled a majoritarian trend in the development discourse of 
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the 1960s, which Rodney and Botchwery (1976: 30) have characterized as relying 
heavily on foreign investment and promoting the concentration on agricultural ex-
port with increases in cash-crop production. Industrialization would focus on light 
industries producing consumer goods for import substitution. Furthermore, there 
was an increase of commercial linkages with foreign, mainly capitalist countries, 
with less focus on socialist countries and intra-African trade. According to the au-
thors, this would be the definition of what a “bourgeois social scientist” would label 
“development as modernization”. Indeed, they saw a rise of an African petit bour-
geoisie under the label of Africanization during that period. 

As the limited capacities and the challenging political tasks of building a nation 
out of the former colony took up most of the work of the new government, there was 
a big influence of foreign advisors on the first Three-Year plan (1961-64) and the fol-
lowing Five-Year Plan for economic development. Relying heavily on foreign invest-
ment (both as aid and as private investment), it followed a path which Rugumamu 
calls a “conventional development theory”: “Improvement” and “transformation” 
in agriculture, big capital and technological investments and an industrial policy 
aimed at import substitution. Since capital was difficult to come by in Tanzania, the 
government adopted several policies aimed at attracting foreign direct investors, 
protecting their investments and profits. The World Bank, as well as USAid, played 
a crucial role in the development of those policies, as did the UK. An ambitioned 
investment plan in education services was also part of the strategy. However, both 
the village settlement schemes and the industrialization projects depended heavi-
ly on foreign investment and aid, and protective tariffs. Overall, the development 
projects did not produce the ambitious results envisioned in the plan. Only four big 
infrastructure projects took up around 20% of all investment 1965-75 (Rugumamu 
1997: 111–117).

The projects implied by the Five-Year Development Plan of 1964 amounted to 
roughly 700 Million USD, half of which had to be generated through foreign sources. 
Given the strong reliance on these sources and the memories of the dependence on 
British troops to secure the state in 1965, Tanzania’s desire to diversify its foreign rela-
tions became all the more reasonable. Liberation struggles in Mozambique and Kongo 
also contributed to the attempt to take a neutralist position in foreign relations. Giv-
en the background of the cold war, Tanzania’s assumed entanglement with the East 
raised suspicions in Western (donor) countries about a socialist shift in the country 
and made the reliance on foreign money for its own development plans all the more 
precarious. On the other hand, the opening up to China and the Soviet Union poten-
tially meant an increase of possible donor countries (Cliffe 1965: 221p.).

In general, its pronounced statement on sovereignty and non-alignment allowed 
Tanzania to diversify both its foreign trade and its sources of foreign aid away from 
the UK and the Western world and to get more donors from the East, in particular. 
However, certain conflicts illustrated the limitation of independence through aid 
reliance: In 1965, for instance, the dispute on Rhodesian independence led to the 
break-off of Tanzania’s diplomatic relations with the UK, while in the case of the 
US, the alleged undermining of the Zanzibari revolution by US agents led to serious 
tensions (Rugumamu 1997: 117–122).
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Furthermore, the Union of Zanzibar and Tanganyika in 1964 led to some re-
percussions in diplomatic affairs with the two German states. As West Germany’s 
Hallstein doctrine suggested, Tanzania would have to choose between keeping dip-
lomatic relations (and considerable financial support) with the FRG, or whether it 
would continue to have an embassy of the GDR, which had been in close relations 
with Zanzibar after the revolution, had their embassy on the Islands and was also 
giving substantial financial contributions to the revolutionary government. While 
some observers interpreted Nyerere’s slow response to both governments’ demands 
for “exclusivity” as a weakness of leadership in the new union setup, Cliffe points 
out that the President’s pragmatic approach proved successful in the end: He in-
sisted that this was entirely a German issue and had to be sorted out by those two 
states, accordingly. Indeed, after unraveling the quarrels, Tanzania became the first 
country after the Soviet Union to host diplomatic representations of both the FRG 
and the GDR on its territory, and kept diplomatic and economic relations with both 
German states (Cliffe 1965: 222p.).

The moderate form of socialism made Tanzania a favorite partner for Western 
development engagement. In the person of Nyerere, Western politicians saw an in-
tellectual of their own kind, and in spite of the increasing authoritarian tendencies 
in the 1970s, the continued support for Tanzania could also be seen as counterbal-
ancing the West’s cooperation with numerous right-wing regimes and military dic-
tators during the cold war era. Even after the aforementioned diplomatic disrup-
tions, Tanzania did not go down the path of integration into the Eastern bloc, but 
rather sought to emphasize its neutrality and strengthen the Non-Aligned Move-
ment. With the beginning of the Social Democrat-Liberal coalition in Bonn in 1969, 
relations between Tanzania and West Germany became very cordial again. Under 
the tutelage of the Social Democratic secretary for development cooperation, Erhard 
Eppler, Tanzania became the most important partner country of West German de-
velopment cooperation (Eckert 2007: 217–221).

Nevertheless, the conflict had already led to the interruption of West Germany’s 
aid flows towards Tanzania in 1964/65. All these cases taught the Tanzanian govern-
ment, according to Rugumamu (1997: 117–122), that there was no such thing as aid 
without conditions, and that heavy reliance on aid and foreign investment for its 
development ambitions invariably meant a limitation to national sovereignty and 
independent foreign policy. That was one of the reasons for the new development 
approach represented by the Arusha Declaration in 1967.

The global power relations of the 1960s also contributed to this new attempt at in-
dependent development: At the time of Tanzania’s independence, the world was di-
vided into the two opposing camps of the cold war. Most former colonies had – like 
Tanzania – a past as a Western colony and therefore usually aligned with the West, 
at least initially. While the formal introduction of the non-aligned movement in 1961 
gave some room to a foreign policy independent from these blocks, Rugumamu (1997: 
93–95) argues that Tanzania was virtually powerless on the international scale. Since 
the power of nations would depend on either their economic or military strength, or 
both, Tanzania could never really make a difference on the global level. Therefore, 
even if Tanzania was one of the strongest proponents of non-alignment, it could not 
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achieve independence from the mightier nations in this sense. In this line of thought, 
it would make even more sense for the country to embrace a development strategy 
of self-reliance in order to regain sovereignty regarding its international policy.

3.3 The period of Ujamaa

“This is the objective of socialism in Tanzania. To build a society in which all members 
have equal rights and equal opportunities; in which all can live at peace with their 
neighbours without suffering or imposing injustice, being exploited, or exploiting; 
and in which all have a gradually increasing basic level of material welfare before any 
individual lives in luxury.” 
J.K. Nyerere, Socialism and Rural Development (Nyerere 1968f: 110)

When Nyerere reiterated this overall goal of Tanzanian socialism, it had already 
become clear that the strategy of the early independence era had not delivered the 
results expected. The President and the party had agreed in the Arusha Declaration 
to rethink the implementation of Ujamaa and to attempt to create national develop-
ment based on self-reliance (Nyerere 1967b). In fact, this new approach had already 
been pioneered on the ground by some initiatives by local farmers, who had devel-
oped their own understanding of Ujamaa. The most influential one would become 
known as the Ruvuma Development Association (Freyhold 1979: 73). 

Therefore, this chapter will begin with the detailed presentation of the RDA and 
its development concept, before analyzing the different phases of national Ujamaa 
implementation from the Arusha Declaration until the practical end of Ujamaa in 
the 1980s. After giving a short overview on the neoliberal changes of the latter peri-
od, the chapter will conclude by presenting an impression of the most recent corner-
stones of national development policy in Tanzania. 

3.3.1 The rise and disbanding of the Ruvuma Development  
 Association (RDA)

In almost every aspect of this thesis, the Ruvuma Development Association plays a 
central role. Not only has it been an integral part of the history of the case study vil-
lages analyzed in the following chapters, but throughout its short lifespan, its ideol-
ogy, its development strategy and its internal organization have also been influential 
in the creation of Ujamaa as a nationwide strategy. Furthermore, RDA’s practices of 
community development have also become an inspiration for modern day concepts 
of participatory development and community engagement by the international do-
nor community and NGOs worldwide. In this chapter, a short organizational histo-
ry of the RDA will be provided, as well as an overview of its internal structure, the 
causes for its success, and the reasons for its disbandment. 

3.3
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The establishment of the RDA
In fact, the RDA was neither the first nor the only grassroots attempt at rural devel-
opment in the early days of independence in what was then Tanganyika. Many peas-
ants and political youth felt compelled by the new opportunities and the encour-
aging speeches of Nyerere and made it to the uncultivated countryside to try their 
own ideas of national development (Maghimbi 1995: 43). Even before independence, 
TANU was advocating for a rural development based on farmers engaging in com-
munal production, who were to be motivated to settle in nucleated settlements, with 
the aim of nourishing political and economic development (Massaro 1998: 288). 

One man who would become decisive for the future history of the RDA and, in 
fact, of the whole endeavor of Ujamaa was Ntimbanjayo Millinga: He was the leader 
of the TANU Youth League in the Peramiho Branch and had been working as a nurse 
in the hospital of the Benedictine Mission in the same village. Inspired by Nyerere’s 
appeal to create cooperative agricultural production in new villages to develop the 
soon-to-be independent state, he was eager to put the spirit of a new beginning into 
practice (Schicho 2009: 183). After listening to one of his radio speeches, which was 
directly addressed to the youth, Millinga gathered his comrades to develop a plan to 
put Nyerere’s words into practice (Ibbott 2014: 57). 

Together with around fifteen fellow members of the Youth League, he undertook 
a first attempt at settling in November 1960, on a ridge around 15 km from Perami-
ho, near the Litowa River. However, poor preparation and the lack of resources 
meant that the group would be out of food before any harvest could be brought in at 
the new settlement. Therefore, in February 1961, they had to give up and the whole 
project appeared set to take the way of many unsuccessful grassroots settlements of 
the time. Yet, instead of giving up, Millinga and one other comrade from this first 
attempt were able to mobilize a new group of potential settlers, as well as more insti-
tutional and material support, and started another time in June 1961. This time, their 
efforts would be rewarded, and the village of Litowa would become the base for one 
of the most impressive grassroots development projects of the time (Schneider 2014: 
25; Coulson 1982: 263). 

In other accounts, there were only five Youth League Members, involved in both 
attempts (Wenner 1970: 28–30), but in any case, it was Millinga’s vision and lead-
ership which provided much of the motivation to push it through. He was born as 
John Millinga in a small village located near Lake Nyasa, and had went to Peramiho 
to join the primary school, going from there to join the seminary to become a priest, 
eventually, in the 1950s. In his time at the seminary, he met Ado Mgimba and John 
Ngairo, who would later be part of the community at Litowa. All three of them were 
more interested in politics than in the church sermon, and left the seminary to find 
paying jobs (Millinga, as mentioned, at the missionary hospital). Their main interest 
in 1960 lay in the independence of their country and so they all joined the TANU 
Youth League. Arguably, such revolutionary ideas did not fit well into an institution 
like the Peramiho mission, which was still praising its German colonial heritage, and 
Millinga lost his job there because of his political involvement. After the foundation 
of Litowa, Millinga became one of the first students at the Kivukoni college in Dar es 
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Salaam, where he met Ibbott. In 1965, he became a Member of Parliament (Wenner 
1970: 195–197).

Meyns sees the experience of the colonial style of exploitation, which the found-
ers of Litowa experienced as nurses and workers at the Peramiho mission, as one of 
the major motivations of these settlers to seek a new form of development and living 
for themselves. In the vast empty areas of bush in Ruvuma, where no shortage of 
land could hinder them, they found the possibility to escape the colonial economy 
and pursue their own vision of a cooperative future (Meyns 1977: 160p.).

Apart from Millinga’s charismatic leadership, another person would prove to be 
of utter importance for the success of the settlers and the connection the RDA would 
provide among several villages with a similar history in Ruvuma. Ralph Ibbott, an 
Englishmen who had lived in Rhodesia before and had tried to establish communal 
farming projects with Africans and Europeans there. Ibbott had been deported from 
Rhodesia after he came into conflict with the apartheid administration of that coun-
try. At the same time, the grassroots settlers of Ruvuma were looking for an adviser 
on how to organize their work and expand their agriculture. Brought into contact 
with Millinga through a Tanzanian Member of Parliament, Ibbott was willing to 
move to Litowa with his whole family to engage as a fulltime adviser to the farmers 
(Brain 1977: 239p.).

In the early days of Litowa, there appear to have been good connections to the 
local and regional TANU branches. One of the most striking examples of the lo-
cal commitment to the practical implementation of Ujamaa on the ground emerged 
from this cooperation, when the Ruvuma Ujamaa Committee (which included the 
regional party leader, as well as Ibbott and Millinga) came up with its own plan for 
the establishment of African Socialism within the region (Ibbott 2014: 76p.). Many 
of the principles established by this committee later became the daily praxis of de-
velopment among the RDA member villages. The full text of these outlines can be 
found in the same source (Ibbott 2014: 82–92).

Soon, the settlers at Litowa started to cooperate with other new villages in the 
area. The first meeting between villages took place in 1963, when settlers from Li-
weta visited Litowa in order to learn more about the organization of communal 
farming. Representatives from regional development authorities also participated in 
the meeting (Ibbott 2014: 80p.). Later in the same year, the Songea Development As-
sociation was created, formalizing the cooperation between the villages of Litowa, 
Liweta and Njoomlole. The spirit of self-help and the success of the cooperation soon 
attracted other villages, and when the organization was formally renamed into Ru-
vuma Development Association in 1964, it already counted eight member villages 
(Jennings 2002: 518p.).

The internal organization and the development strategies of the RDA
During the years of 1963 and 1964, the RDA not only expanded its number of mem-
ber villages, it also established its own constitution and management structures. The 
main facility to discuss the proceedings of the organization was the General Meet-
ing, to which two representatives of each village were delegated. This institution 
controlled the work of an executive committee comprising of eight elected members, 
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who had the task to oversee the day to day activities of the Association (Jennings 
2002: 518–520). 

In an attempt to characterize the activities of the RDA concerning their under-
standing of development, Schmied (1989: 94) has framed it as “a mixture of the im-
provement (…) and the transformation approach.” According to her, the villagers 
were aware that development would be a time-consuming process in which core 
values of the old society could be conserved (like the spirit of communality), while at 
the same time modernization of agricultural techniques and the gathering of mod-
ern knowledge was appreciated and actively promoted by the association.

In spreading this development approach in all member villages, the Social and 
Economic Revolutionary Army (SERA) took a central role. Consisting of highly mo-
tivated and politicized villagers, its members would spread all over the RDA and 
share the knowledge of a certain agricultural practice or the efficient installation of 
water supply when called upon by any member village (Coulson 1982: 265). Most 
of SERA’s members had enjoyed secondary education and were specialists of sorts 
in one or more aspects of village live and organization. Therefore, whenever a new 
village was founded that wanted to join the RDA, a man or woman of the group 
would assist the new villagers and stay with them until the basic institutions of the 
new village were running. Regular visits afterwards ensured some degree of sus-
tainability in creating new villages (Brain 1977: 240). 

Through the SERA, each member village of the RDA benefited from the knowl-
edge of all the villages combined. Ibbott (2014: 162–166) himself remembered it as 
one of the most important institutions for the development of the RDA, and empha-
sized the open and mutually beneficial relation of SERA’s activists with the villages. 
If issues regarding the implementation of certain projects arose, they would be dis-
cussed in a constructive manner until the best solution for the respective village was 
found. Work with SERA was never remunerated, and this might have contributed 
to the on-par atmosphere between those experts and the common villagers. This, 
together with the efficient management of the Association and the ability to access 
external assistance from various NGOs, meant that each village was able to increase 
production and strengthen its organizational capacities during the existence of the 
RDA (Meyns 1977: 163p.).

What made the RDA special, according to Schneider, was not that it had an  
alternative concept of development or that it opposed the state or nationalism: On 
the contrary, the politicized members of the RDA saw themselves as part of a coun-
trywide effort in nation-building and national development and were active mem-
bers of the ruling party. What made RDA special was its radically democratic ap-
proach to village and organizational governance: Membership was a voluntary (and 
reversible) act of choice, the members were involved in all areas of decision-making 
at practically all times and accountability was key to all areas of delegating power or 
positions (Schneider 2014: 29p.).

All decisions regarding village life would be made consensual at village meet-
ings that usually took place at least two times a week. All adults in the village took 
part in these meetings. Once a year, a leadership team would be elected that took 
care of the daily proceedings of the village, the creation of work plans and so on. 
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Leadership positions were unpaid, honorary offices, and in cases of misconduct, the 
village assembly could expel those elected leaders. Potential new members, who 
wanted to join a village, would be invited for a visit of a few days, and then, if they 
were still interested, they could stay for a probation period of several months (e.g. 
six months in Liweta). If they proved themselves to be accepting of the rules of vil-
lage life and were happy with the situation inside the community, the assembly then 
officially accepted them as full members of the village (Schmied 1989: 94p.). During 
the probation, the candidate would be accommodated in a guest room of one of the 
existing houses and hosted by the family residing there. After acceptance, the new 
member was given a site for his house and a field for the personal crops. He would 
then continue to build his own house on that site in the following months (Brain 
1977: 242).

The RDA’s own primary school – An example for self-organized socialist 
development
The extent to which the farmers of the association were motivated to create their 
own, independent development, is possibly best characterized by the school estab-
lished in Litowa from 1964 onwards. Students from all member villages were admit-
ted at the school, if their parents were living in other villages, the children would 
stay at Litowa as boarding students. The RDA school was first and foremost the 
villagers’ own project, with the goal of educating the students in the ways necessary 
for its communal development agenda. Class activities included technical training 
and farming techniques as well as work on the communal shambas. Its approach to 
education in self-reliance was reflective of the Ujamaa ideology and a far cry from 
the colonial system of education practiced in missionary schools like Peramiho. In 
the later years of the Association, a plan emerged to establish a technical secondary 
school as well, as the need for better education was clearly seen in the member vil-
lages and only few students from the RDA school could get a place at the sparsely 
established technical schools that were already existing in the country (Meyns 1977: 
165p.).

The RDA school was founded by Ado Mgimba, mainly because the RDA could 
not afford the school fees of the existing primary schools. Later on, they got the 
school registered with the ministry of education, which from thereon provided for 
some of the school’s funding. Millinga became the director and a woman called Ms. 
Chips the head teacher. Even under the state’s acknowledgement, the school was 
able to introduce its own curriculum, which focused on the practical education of 
the children as prospective farmers and members of the Ujamaa villages of the RDA. 
The idea of the school’s setup was inspired by those of the Israeli Kibbutz schools, 
as Ralph Ibbott recalled during a conversation with Kate Wenner upon her arrival in 
Litowa (Wenner 1970: 46–48).

Upon the publication of Nyerere’s proclamation on Education and Self-Reliance 
(Nyerere 1967a), Samuel Toroka, who was by then the new Headmaster of Litowa’s 
RDA School, delivered his short descriptions of the RDA’s school concept. Indeed, 
Toroka saw the curriculum and the teaching techniques at Litowa as a practical 
example for the future concept of education in Tanzania, whose overall impetus was 
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to educate the pupils on the principles of Ujamaa and to prepare them for a life as 
productive members of the Ujamaa communities. On the ground, the RDA school 
therefore attempted to create viable school projects, which were completely integrat-
ed with the general village life. At the time of writing in 1969, the school had fifteen 
acres of school shamba planted, eight pupils working in the RDA Wool Industry 
Project and a further two working at the village dispensary, with the extension of 
nursery training envisioned. Generally, Toroka emphasized the paramount neces-
sity of true community integration and tangible benefits for the pupils in order for 
school projects to be more than pure showpieces without sustainable results (Toro-
ka 1973: 264p.).

It was not by coincidence that the founders of RDA decided to start their own 
school in Litowa, rather than sending their children to existing schools in the area. 
From the beginning, the school was supposed to be part of the village community. 
This was seen as the only way to teach children the practical aspects of village life 
and prepare them for the future of the Ujamaa idea. In contrast to the disconnected 
islands of education that were seen in the old, colonially influenced state schools, 
the RDA school was supposed to educate its pupils as self-confident but also practi-
cally trained members of the village community – without neglecting the benefits of 
“higher education”. One tactic to encourage their communal spirit was to send them 
to other RDA villages during school holidays – not as a vacation, but as a hands-on 
way of getting to know the other communities of the project and to learn to respect 
other people not because of their formal education, but because of their hard work 
for the RDA project – a project which would become theirs in the near future (Toro-
ka 1973: 266).

Among the staff of the RDA school, the idea that Ujamaa was not a utopian fu-
ture, but a historic reality, was enthusiastically accepted. Therefore, it was not the 
old people who had to be taught about the new concept of Ujamaa, but the children, 
who had only heard the word and not yet seen the reality. With this mindset, it 
becomes clear why the school at Litowa placed emphasis on the practical teaching 
of communal work, as they thought it was not possible to understand and embrace 
the idea without participating in its reality. Therefore, all projects – especially the 
school shamba – were seen as projects of all the pupils. The idea of having different 
– or even competing – school groups was seen as foreign to the Ujamaa idea, just as 
the concept of block farms that was applied in some non-RDA villages at that time 
(Toroka 1973: 266p.).

As committed as the wajamaa of Litowa were to their idea of Ujamaa, as innova-
tive and participative were many of the teaching techniques at the RDA school: The 
technique first mentioned by Toroka is practical work (dubbed “Practical Ujamaa”, 
p. 267), i.e. the work of pupils on the school shamba or in the different school proj-
ects – an emphasis consistent with the overall goal of seeing pupils as part of the 
village community throughout their education. As farming was seen as the foun-
dation of all life in the villages, all pupils took part in these activities. The second 
column was lectures on Ujamaa, which included the teaching of Tanzanian national 
heroes, Ujamaa readings and communal economy. The third and maybe the most 
innovative part of Ujamaa teaching in Litowa can be seen in the organization of the 
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student body, which is made up of a detailed system of executive and managerial 
parts and is supremely governed by the pupils’ own Ujamaa assembly, where all stu-
dents met and elected their own leaders, discussed the work plans on their commu-
nal shamba and the use of the income from the students‘ projects. It appears that 
these student bodies even had influence on the curriculum and the way of teaching 
at the RDA school – a truly revolutionary approach in this time and in the environ-
ment of colonial and missionary education. The deeply-felt commitment to create 
a new education for a new society and to embrace the students not as recipients of 
knowledge but as capable individuals with a responsibility for their own education 
and their own community can be felt throughout Toroka’s contribution and gives a 
lively impression of the communal spirit at Litowa and other RDA villages in 1969 
(Toroka 1973: 267–271).

The social life of socialist villagers
What added to the spirit of community and mutual responsibility within the RDA 
was certainly the high importance given to social activities that strengthened the 
feeling of togetherness: Village meetings would be accompanied by a communal 
dinner, and sometimes singing or other group activities that kept the villagers to-
gether as a kind of big family (IfS 1970: 76). Particularly in such events, the RDA 
villages manifested themselves as the purest form of utopian Ujamaa in Tanzania 
(Freyhold 1979: 77), evoking the spirit of Nyerere (1962b), who had envisioned this 
sense of familyhood to be the basis of African socialism. 

And as in a real family, there were obviously some levels of hierarchy involved 
in its daily live. The RDA certainly was no authority-free zone and the villagers 
submitted themselves to quite a large number of rules regarding work etc., but the 
crucial difference between authority and leadership in RDA – as opposed to the 
later villagization – was that RDA interpreted leadership as something empower-
ing that was literally leading other people to more self-consciousness, more abilities 
and more development. Much of this had to do with the systems of self-control and 
accountability present in the RDA villages, but also with the character of the most 
important leaders and experts like Millinga and Ibbott. While they most certainly 
were not neutral to the actions the villager would take (why would they be?), they 
were very much concerned to take a kind of pedagogical approach in the develop-
ment of the village and its people. From being praised as a deliverer from poverty 
in the beginning, Ibbott for instance tried to take a back seat when it came to village 
policy and act more as an adviser in the background. First and foremost, the whole 
population of villages like Litowa, Liweta and Matetereka lived in a culture of crit-
ical authority and equality among leaders and villagers (Schneider 2014: 29–34).

Therefore, while the structure of village administration and labor organization 
might have seemed similar to that of the early settlement schemes in other parts of 
Tanzania in formal terms, the RDA villages and the association itself were complete-
ly different. Managers, leaders and other persons with prominent positions were 
truly a part of the village and – most importantly – peasants themselves. Inside the 
settlement schemes, the types of leadership positions were virtually identical, but 
those leaders were paid representatives of the government. As overseers of the de-
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velopmental state, they were not part of the local communities. Authors like Meyns 
hence see the settlement scheme type of organization as the emergence of a class 
society with class contradictions implicated between the settlers and the govern-
ment officials. The RDA villages, on the other hand, were free of such contradictions 
(Meyns 1977: 161p.). 

Indeed, the local control and democratic decision-making that characterized both 
the RDA and its member villages was paramount to the creation of commitment to 
communal work and cooperation. It contributed to the building of confidence in 
their own strength and knowledge – items which would be referred to as “social 
capital” in the recent development discourse (Schneider 2004: 351).

Production at the RDA villages
In their endeavor to create a rural community on basic democratic principles, all of 
the RDA villages were based on the goal establishing collective agricultural produc-
tion. The newsletters published by Ibbott and Millinga in the first years of the Asso-
ciation from 1964 to 1966 give a good impression of the early organization of pro-
duction in Litowa, as well as the other villages that had founded the RDA. After their 
first planting season 1963/64 they assessed that the crops “had all done very well”, 
although the clearing of the virgin farmland meant long and hard working-hours for 
all members. In Litowa, cultivation started with maize and groundnuts, while fire-
cured tobacco was planted as a source of cash revenue for the settlers. The latter was 
sold through the Ngomat Cooperative Union. Despite being happy with the results 
of the first growing season, Ibbott and Millinga observed that the villagers lacked 
experience in the preparation and cultivation of fields larger than the usual family 
shamba – a phenomenon which they partly attributed to the destruction of coopera-
tive knowledge in the country during the colonial period (Ibbott & Millinga 1964a). 

With the first harvest brought in, the villagers of Litowa focused their attention 
on the sharing of knowledge with the inhabitants of other villages, who had been 
attracted by the success of collective farming and wanted to attempt similar produc-
tion methods (Ibbott & Millinga 1964b). In time for the preparations for the 1964/65 
season, the increased membership within the villages and the experiences of the 
first year made collective work easier. Furthermore, association members had begun 
to enhance the connection between the villages, for instance by preparing a direct 
road link between Litowa and Liweta – enabling better cooperation and eliminating 
the necessity of taking the long detour via Songea. For this season, more villages 
were opting for cultivation on collective fields, inspired by Litowa’s success (Ibbott 
& Millinga 1964c). 

However, private plots existed in most of the RDA villages. Lewin, for instance, 
sees a problem with the persistence of too much individual agriculture in Mateter-
eka, but insists that the change of the mode of production would take its time, and 
that those changes cannot come by compulsion. Therefore, the issue of private plots 
in Ujamaa villages would have to be addressed in a long term approach with demo-
cratic decision-making (Lewin 1973: 193). 

Indeed, each of the RDA villages had a different extent of communal farming, 
which depended mostly on the background of the farmers. Liweta, for instance, 
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started as a village of individual farmers, who wanted to engage in communal agri-
culture. Therefore, each farmer had an individual block of two acres. In Matetereka, 
it was one acre. Meyns sees this persistence of individual agriculture in collective 
villages as a class contradiction, but agrees with Lewin that changes in the mode of 
production may take some time, since peasants in the RDA villages are not isolated 
from the rest of the (capitalist) society. However, as long as the work on the com-
munal shambas would be the core of village economy and activity, Meyns does not 
see a contradiction with the goal of building a truly classless society in these villages 
(Meyns 1977: 162p.).

In any case, the RDA members themselves were under the impression of cre-
ating their own collective society step by step. For the second season, the farmers 
at Litowa were cultivating 75 acres collectively, and the management committee 
had set the goal of doubling the acreage for the upcoming season. Although rains 
were late in 1964/65, the crops looked promising in the beginning of 1965 (Ibbott 
& Millinga 1965b). Indeed, the season would produce satisfying yields, and with 
their achievements in collective crop production ensuring enough food for all their 
villagers, communal activities during the dry season no longer had to be limited to 
bush clearing operations. Instead, further collective activities like brick production 
for improved housing were initiated. By that time in 1965, the success of Litowa, in 
particular, began to attract more visitors from central government authorities, who 
were eager to learn how these farmers were able develop their own communities 
(Ibbott & Millinga 1965a). 

In retrospect, the villages of the RDA have been seen as “Tanzania’s most suc-
cessful collective villages” (Putterman 1985: 176), not only on the level of voluntary 
political organization, but also on the level of agricultural production. And certainly, 
it was in large parts their material success in creating tangible development results 
with low capital input, which led to their role as an inspiration for Nyerere’s subse-
quent policies on rural development in Tanzania as a whole (Weaver & Kronemer 
1981: 843). 

The last newsletter of the RDA which could be found at the library of Dar es Sa-
laam University dates from March 1966. Both Ibbott and Millinga share an optimis-
tic outlook on the future of Litowa village and the Association as a whole. They were 
in the process of acquiring the milling business in Songea and had just received the 
first tractor of RDA – a gift by Oxfam. The number of villages which wanted to join 
RDA’s concept of collective agriculture and democratic organization of work was 
increasing steadily and the harvests in all villages appear to have been more than 
satisfying again (Ibbott & Millinga 1966).

Of course, the RDA villages did not exist or develop without interaction with the 
outside world. At least until 1969, this interaction was mostly fruitful and mutually 
beneficial. Schneider (2014: 35–37) gives many examples in which both financial 
involvement and technical expertise from international organizations could be at-
tracted by the villagers (first and foremost Oxfam, see Jennings 2002). 

The RDA villages soon became much more successful than the state settlement 
schemes, such as Mlale in their immediate vicinity. While both approaches certainly 
relied on (financial) help from national and international sources, the RDA way of 
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self-help and learning while practicing participatory and democratic organization 
proved to be much more sustainable, both regarding the economic outlook of the 
villages and the capacity building that took place among the villagers. This success-
ful way of doing things at RDA would become the inspiration to Nyerere to create 
the concept of Ujamaa vijijini (Schneider 2014: 24).

The “opening” for the RDA approach as a national policy
The RDA’s importance can be exemplified by two elements: First of all, it was start-
ed by local peasants in a free association of their own motivation. As such, it was a 
movement from below, completely opposed to the project of creating Ujamaa villag-
es from above, as it would become prominent in state policy after the Arusha Dec-
laration. Secondly, its concept of cooperative development was based on the hard 
work and voluntary communal action of its members, in contrast to the capital and 
technology-intensive development strategies that were the centerpiece of Tanzania’s 
rural development approach in the early 1960s. Hedlund and Lundahl share no 
doubt that the RDA’s success became a major point of inspiration for Ujamaa vijijini 
(Hedlund & Lundahl 1989: 34p.).

The opening for the RDA model to become the national model of rural develop-
ment was not least made possible by the failure of the heavily capitalized settlement 
schemes. Not only were these schemes completely overshooting the predicted in-
vestment costs by 1965/66, they also had problems with attracting potential villagers 
or earning anywhere near cost, and suffered heavily from a “fetish” for machinery. 
On the other hand, the RDA was able to produce tangible results and much more in-
centives for its members by far less investment. Apart from these technocratic incen-
tives to “try out” the RDAs way, there was a split opinion as to whether the model 
could deliver nationwide. While some saw the reason for the better results exactly 
in RDA’s radically democratic and somewhat decentralized structure, others were 
more skeptical about the implied loss of central authority over the development pro-
cess. In any case, since Tanzania simply lacked the financial and personell resources 
to continue with “professionally managed” settlement schemes, the self-organizing 
path of RDA seemed much more attractive (Schneider 2014: 37–40). 

The results of RDA’s development approach were clearly visible. However, in 
economic terms, the progress was slow. Only a few villages were able to pay their 
members a dividend from communal cash-crop production (Litowa 50 TSh and Li-
weta 70 TSh, for instance, for each member in 1968). Most villages could not pay 
their members any shared profit from the communal activities. Development was 
more clearly felt in the sector of education, were the RDA school in Litowa was es-
tablishing a new model of formation, different from colonial times – and in the spirit 
of communality and involvement in a project created by the peasants by themselves 
and for themselves (Meyns 1977: 164p.).

The “Nationalization” of RDA
So, seemingly at the high point of RDA, its strategy was made into national policy 
with the Arusha Declaration (see the following chapters). However, it was not only 
the ideology and the development strategy, which would be nationalized; it would 
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turn out to be the Association and its assets itself: Meyns (1977: 168p.) underlines 
that the disbandment of the RDA in 1969 – at a time when its approach to participa-
tory communal development became a national policy – is no coincidence. Indeed, 
the development strategy became the model for Ujamaa vijijini and the state ideolo-
gy of TANU. However, as a basic democratic movement with a reluctance to accept 
external authority, the RDA necessarily had to be in contradiction with TANU’s idea 
of a central, developmentalist state. Meyns characterizes RDA’s ideology as partly 
populist, in the sense of a petit bourgeois small farmer socialism.

That, in fact, would not be in contradiction with Ujamaa, as Nyerere’s ideology 
is literarily based on the same principles of radical democracy and voluntary in-
volvement of the peasants in the national development agenda. Had TANU and the 
president adhered to these principles, a centralized move like Ujamaa vijijini would 
have been a contradiction in itself. However, the urge of the postcolonial develop-
ment state to achieve rapid development on a national scale prevailed, and the RDA 
fell victim to this overwhelming goal. In a way, the association had shown both the 
possibilities and the limitations of the strict use of Ujamaa principles: Participatory 
communal development on voluntary basis was indeed achievable. Yet, the speed of 
this development appeared too slow and the task of inducing behavioral change in 
the peasantry by persuasion seemed too great for the state leadership to be consid-
ered as the way forward. Therefore, as a matter of power relations, the state bour-
geoisie defeated the spontaneous movement of peasants in Tanzania, which was 
best represented in the RDA (Meyns 1977: 169p.).

When the Arusha Declaration established Ujamaa as a national policy, it shift-
ed the attention of national development to the rural areas and the advancement 
of agriculture. In his post-Arusha writings Socialism and Rural Development (Ujamaa 
vijijini (Nyerere 1968f), first published 1967) and Freedom and Development (Nyerere 
1974a, first published 1968) Nyerere laid down his vision of how this kind of rural 
development ought to be organized: In basically the same way that had worked so 
favorably for the RDA villages, radically democratic and self-organized. While “the-
orizing” the practice of RDA, Nyerere thereby switched the core reason for why peo-
ple should live in centralized villages at all: Before, it had been for the sake of easier 
provision of social services by the state and the increase of agricultural production 
by economies of scale and mechanization. Since especially the latter failed to ma-
terialize and was simply deemed too expensive, the new key motive was to enable 
people to live together and create their own community; trying to create the space 
for the communal endeavor of Ujamaa. And the president had a very clear idea on 
what exactly the government’s role was supposed to be in this process:

“The Government’s role is to help people to make a success of their work and their 
decisions. (...) The Ministry of Local Government and Rural Development, too, must 
be active in these villages; their field workers should be available to help the people to 
organize themselves, to advise them on how to be eligible for advances for seed, or for 
small loans for farm equipment. It would be this Ministry, too, which should draw up a 
model constitution for the villages at different stages, although it must be stressed that 
no one model should be imposed on any village. Any model which is drawn up should 
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just be a guide which draws the attention of the people to the decisions which have 
to be made by them; each village community must be able to make its own decisions. 
Nonetheless, the experience of existing ujamaa villages, such as those now operating 
within the Ruvuma Development Association, could be helpful, and the Ministry of 
Local Government and Rural Development should make this experience available to 
people from different parts.”            (Nyerere 1968f: 142p.)

Not only was RDA explicitly taken as an inspiration for these plans, the villages 
were the location for a large amount of training and teaching people (especially state 
officials) on how Ujamaa should look on the ground. In 1968, the Department of 
Ujamaa vijijini at the TANU headquarters was established, and Millinga was made 
the head of this institution. Under his leadership, Nyerere was hoping to familiarize 
the cadres with his vision and expand the RDA model all over Tanzania (Schneider 
2014: 40–45).

From the mid of 1968 onwards, Nyerere initiated institutional and procedural 
changes to establish Ujamaa vijijini nationwide. Among other measures, the mem-
bers of TANU’s Central Committee (CC) attended seminars in Handeni and were 
then sent to spend several weeks at Litowa, Liweta and Matetereka in 1969. When 
they came back to report their experiences in the Central Committee meeting on 
September 20, 1969, it was announced that from now on the party would take the 
lead in Ujamaa vijijini, as well as in the RDA villages. Development Minister Pe-
ter Kisumu was the head of a delegation to Ruvuma to announce to the villagers 
that the RDA was to be disbanded and the assets to be transferred to state control 
(Schneider 2014: 46p.).

What is reported about this crucial meeting of the Central Committee is symp-
tomized by Edwards’ accounts of an interview with Millinga in 1998. After failing 
to convince Nyerere that the RDA was a subversive organization working against 
the interests of party and state, they accused the villagers of having tried to kill the 
committee members on their visit to Litowa: 

“(…) apparently they tried to make a tree fall on top of one member while he was wit-
nessing a demonstration of how to fell trees with a winch. Similarly they had apparently 
tried to roll a large rock onto another member while he was inspecting the village water 
supply construction project. A third attempt to kill the visitors involved a hostile bull.” 
(Edwards 1998: 16)

In the same account, Millinga, who was himself a Central Committee member 
in 1969, reported that President Nyerere was outraged at the way the opponents of 
RDA reported and accused them of stupidity for claiming to be attacked in such a 
way. Nevertheless, the committee members had made up their mind on ending the 
Association and stuck to their stories. The discussion went on for some more time, 
but in the end Millinga reports:

“After further argument, Mwalimu had only one supporter – the oldest member of the 
Committee (over 70 years old), Mr. Selemani Mhigiri. Mhigiri said, “This is very strange. 
These people are making progress for themselves, for the pride of this nation. It makes 
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me disbelieve these stories. Let them live in peace.” There was an uproar. Mwalimu 
said, “I think you people want to disband the RDA without any reason. But because 
you are ‘the power’, then let us disband it. But I want this kind of development for 
the country. If necessary, then, we will make TANU the controllers and implementers 
of this.” He said to me, “What is your feeling about this decision?” I said, “When we 
started the RDA we were simply following Party policy. The Party encouraged us to 
do this kind of development, so we did it. Today we will follow Party policy again. We 
are being told to stop, so we will stop.” Even this was not enough [for the anti-ujamaa 
Committee members].”                  (Edwards 1998: 17)

This direct account of the meeting gives rise to the argument that Nyerere – him-
self an outspoken supporter of the RDA – might have allowed the disbandment of 
the RDA because he saw sacrificing the association as the only way to achieve the 
implementation of Ujamaa vijijini in the whole country. Oxfam – a strong supporter 
of RDA – might have come to terms with the disbandment out of the same reasons. 
The greater good was the establishment of RDA policy in the whole country, and 
some might even have seen TANU central leadership as necessary and beneficial to 
this goal (Schneider 2014: 54).

According to Schneider (2014: 48p.), the quick disbandment of the RDA had not 
so much to do with conflicts over the surplus created (i.e. that the bureaucratic bour-
geoisie might have felt threatened by farmers working communally for themselves 
and not for the state; see, for instance, Musti de Gennaro 1981: 129-130), but with 
the break away from traditions of authority and leadership which were the core of 
the postcolonial developmental state. Personal rivalries (like the one between Mill-
inga and Kisumu) and the clash of culture apparent in the CC’s visit to the RDA 
villages might have sparked the quick move by the party establishment.

As Schneider points out, the issue of surplus appropriation by the state through 
the seizure of RDA’s assets might be overestimated even on the regional scene. 
While there was some quarrel regarding the RDA’s saw mill or the general top-
ic of tobacco production (Ruvuma’s main cash crop, which was regarded as much 
more valuable by regional officials than by the RDA members), Schneider see’s the 
regional conflict much more as one of power relations. Personified by the difficult 
relationship between Millinga (who became MP in 1965) and Barongo, the Regional 
Commissioner, who was an appointed official directly responsible to the president, 
those tensions became obvious during Nyerere’s visit to the Region in 1966, when he 
quite openly supported the villagers against the commissioner’s accusations of ne-
glecting tobacco production. In the bigger picture, this occurrence might be seen as 
indicating the level of threat that the successful villagers posed to regional and local 
officials like Barongo. If those RDA villages were more successful than the officials’ 
development programs, much more cost effective and much more in favor of the 
president’s plans, than it posed an immediate danger not only to the officials’ power, 
but also to their livelihood as paid development “experts” (Schneider 2014: 49–52).

The aftermath and the reasons
According to Schneider, most of the assets confiscated on the disbandment of the 
RDA were quite quickly returned to the ownership of the individual villages: At 
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least two of the tractors seem to have continued operating at Litowa and Matetereka, 
while the sawmill was returned to Litowa. He argues that placing several vehicles 
under the office of the regional commissioner was a temporary measure to facilitate 
the transfer to village authorities and cannot be used to demonstrate that the dis-
bandment was about the appropriation of surplus by the state (Schneider 2014: 49).

When looking at the Central Committee that sealed the fate of the RDA, one has 
to take into account that the composition of the committee was changed in 1969 
compared to the previous structure. From now on, representatives elected by the 
regional party branches on TANU would make up the majority of the committee 
(Coulson 1982: 270p.). This restructuring might have increased the importance of 
regional rivalries for the decisions of the committee – and the RDA certainly had its 
share of arguments with local and regional party big shots. 

However, Schneider (2014: 52–58) points out, that the conflict between the CC 
members and the RDA was probably more determining for the fate of the associa-
tion than the regional quarrels. The RDA’s way of doing things threatened the CC 
in different ways: Obviously, the members had to be afraid of “rising stars” like 
Millinga, who had the ear of president and was one indication for them that they 
might have to fight to keep their positions of power. Much more relevant to Schnei-
der, however, is the “clash of culture” specifically that of the culture of authority 
between the RDA and the CC members: as became apparent from various stories 
surrounding the ill-fated CC visits to the RDA villages (Edwards 1998: 15–18; Ibbott 
2014: 147–152), the members could no digest the villagers down to earth approach to 
authority. They felt offended and disrespected, when villagers worked on the fields 
instead of holding a welcoming ceremony, they could not process the way pupils at 
the Litowa School were taught to be critical and ask questions to authority, which 
they found appalling. Overall, it was the way authority and leadership was con-
structed at RDA that truly threatened to turn the elite’s world upside down. They 
might have thought they could reduplicate RDA’s success with classical authority 
but probably neglected how much the RDA style of authority was essential to the 
association’s success.

The insistence with which CC members claimed TANU’s supremacy in authority 
and agenda setting has to be understood in the historical and cultural setting: First 
of all, TANU was by self-definition a nationalist liberation movement, organizing 
all Tanzanians against colonial oppression. This led to the first de-facto and then de-
jure one party state. Opposition to this rule (even if it was not about ideology, since 
RDA was at least as socialist as TANU itself) therefore had to raise suspicion. The 
frequent support by foreign donors and the presence of foreigners (especially those 
coming from NATO member nations, given the context of Mozambique’s armed 
struggle) added to the almost paranoid fear of neo-colonial forces being on the move 
in Tanzania. At the very least, it gave those CC members, who were opposing RDA’s 
independence, more than enough ammunition to attack the association. Culturally, 
RDA’s radically democratic constitution and way of life was in stark contrast to the 
gerontocratic society of post-independence Tanzania: The seemingly “un-respect-
ful” behavior of Litowa’s students, for instance, therefore represented more than a 
nuisance. The CC members perceived themselves as the elders of society in many 
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ways, and in the society which they lived in, elders were not to be questioned by 
students. Again, RDA thus represented to them an open attack to the society and the 
state they were living in (Schneider 2014: 58–63). 

The RDA’s ways of doing things in a self-organized and pragmatic manner 
raised opposition from the state bureaucracy and other authorities like the Peramiho 
mission, because it challenged the centralized and paternalist manner of organizing 
development that were in charge since the era of colonialism (Meyns 1977: 165).

Apart from the issue of authority prevailing inside the association, it seems that 
the kind of development that RDA was achieving was not only denounced by offi-
cials out strategic interests. They more often than not simply could neither under-
stand nor appreciate the initiative based approach used by the RDA villages. Officials 
were used to 3-5-year plans, big “operations”, production targets and large-scale 
investment schemes. The association’s seemingly day-to-day attitude to planning, 
therefore, did not fit into a development model where the agency to bring progress 
lay firmly in the hands of party officials, experts and “scientific” methods. Around 
the time of RDA’s disbandment, Kisumu and other CC members thus promoted 
schemes like Mlale and Njoomlole3 as the way forward. Development, in their eyes, 
could only be brought by modernizing the backward peasantry, not by the peasant-
ry organizing themselves and finding their own solutions (Schneider 2014: 63–66).

After RDA’s disbandment, villages like Litowa and Liweta fell into a kind of 
shock that resembled a collective depression. Newer, less established villages often 
folded all together. While most of the material resources returned to the villages and 
the government launched a massive investment campaign in the former RDA villag-
es, the loss of the expatriates and far more the loss of ownership in the own project 
led to serious demotivation among the villagers. Relations with the state experts 
that came in were difficult and reinforced a top-down hierarchy, which the peas-
ants did not support. Finally, the massive influx of new settlers from 1974 onwards 
destroyed what was left of the old RDA way of doing things. As Schneider cites 
Edwards (1998), Matetereka due to its remote setting was able to keep most of its 
original institutions going after the disbandment, but own research in 2015 showed 
that the last remaining cooperative stemming from RDA times folded there in 2000 
(Schneider 2014: 66–68).

Under different circumstances, the RDA could have become a regional organi-
zation as part of a national peasant movement – a role that the old cooperatives 
from colonial times could not play. In any case, Meyns underlines the limitations of 
such spontaneous farmer movements and emphasizes the need for a national coor-
dination and leadership for socialist development on a broader scale. However, the 
bourgeois nature of Tanzania’s ruling class made it impossible for them to keep the 
positive experiences of RDA in organizing communal development and collective 
agriculture and transport them to a higher – national – level. After all, the needs 

3 Njoomlole originally was one of the first villages to engage in the mutual cooperation of the Songea 
Development Association (see above) and a founding village of RDA. However, its villagers came into 
conflict with the other members of the Association very soon and Njoomlole consequently left the As-
sociation. It later became the site of a government funded development schemed, which is reffered to 
here. For further information, see Ibbott (2014: 247–251).
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and wishes of the local peasantry depend on the question of the power in the state, 
since according to his view, only a different constitution of the state power would 
have enabled the villagers way of development to truly becoming a national policy 
(Meyns 1977: 170). 

The end of the RDA – and similar villages started in Tanga Region by TANU 
Youth League members – signified the end of Ujamaa from below. Despite his earlier 
ideological and practical support of the RDA against regional politicians, Nyere-
re underlined the importance of central state and party leadership for the Ujamaa 
village program. However, the effort to reproduce this type of voluntary coopera-
tive economy and basic democratic political organization proved to be difficult on 
national scale. Hedlund and Lundahl evoke a similar experience with the Israeli 
kibbutz, in the sense that while the kibbutzim were very successful in engaging their 
membership and producing tangible economic results, these cooperative villages 
never represented the majority of the Israeli population. The RDA villages, which 
were the only communal project resembling the kibbutz idea in Tanzania, found 
similar limitations on a larger scale: The model was not inherently attractive to the 
majority of the peasantry, and material incentives had to be provided by the state 
to convince the farmers to move into the new villages. In many cases where these 
incentives worked between 1971 and 1973, a patron-client relationship emerged be-
tween the villagers and the regional or local authorities, in which compliance by 
the peasants was bought by material benefits for the village in question. Even this 
approach, however, led to stagnating numbers of new village foundations by 1973 
(Hedlund & Lundahl 1989: 38–40).

Summary – The line of conflict between RDA and the standard way of 
development
With all this information on the history of the RDA collected, it seems worthwhile to 
take a comprehensive look at the line of conflict between the Association and other 
actors in Tanzania. As we have seen, it was both the development planning and the 
implementation of such plans that differed significantly between the RDA’s villages 
and the standard way of doing things at this time in Tanzania. The author therefore 
proposes the following illustration of the line of conflict, which can be seen in Figure 
4. On the right side of the figure, the common or “standard” way of development 
planning and implementation is shown as follows: The national leadership, i.e. the 
Central Committee of TANU and President Nyerere are the actors deciding on the 
outlook of national (development) policy. This policy is then enshrined in national 
(usually five-year) development plans and handed down to the Prime Minister’s 
Office for implementation. From there it goes down to the Regional Commissioners, 
who are heading the Regional Development committees and from there on to the 
wards and villages. While even in those times, villagers were electing their own 
leadership, their role in the whole process was the implementation of those cen-
trally arranged development plans, which they received from the higher-ranking 
institutions. Although in theory at least, there would also be a bottom-up stream on  
this side of the chart for the creation of the next national development plan (see 
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Abraham & Robinson 1974: Appendix, p. 6), the general idea was that the central 
government (and party) institutions would develop the plans for the whole nation 
from the top down.

On the other hand, one can see a simplified version of the RDA’s approach to 
development planning and implementation on the left side of the graphic. Here, the 
villagers and their elected leadership would discuss any development plan during 
the Ujamaa assembly and agree on how to implement it. Even issues as small in scale 
as the introduction of a new crop would be discussed by the whole village – and 
discussed again during implementation to organize the work plans, for instance. All 
higher structures of the RDA (the General Meeting, the Executive Committee and 
SERA) were mainly thought to have an advisory role in this model and would not 
direct the shape of development for each member village. This sort of independence 
was made possible through direct support from international NGOs, who provided 
capital and farm tools, as well as through direct endorsement from President Nyer-
ere, to whom the RDA provided a great deal of inspiration for the further conceptu-
alization of Ujamaa, as has been shown above.

So, while in both cases the task of actually implementing any (rural) develop-
ment plans lay with the general village population, it becomes clear that their in-
volvement in the planning of this development was much more direct within the 
RDA model. While Nyerere supported this approach, and wanted to implement it 
for the whole nation, the rest of the national leadership, and especially the regional 
officialdom, was on the other side of the line of conflict: These actors were not will-
ing to accept the RDA’s independence from their system of a developmental state, 
and in 1969 the conflict was ultimately solved in their favor.

3.3.2 Establishment of Ujamaa as a nationwide strategy

While the early post-independence policy on development in Tanzania has been 
widely categorized as “orthodox” continuation of colonial development models, the 
“real story” of Tanzanian development – at least according to the conventional nar-
rative – would begin with the adoption of the Arusha Declaration in 1967 (Jennings 
2003: 163). Therefore, it is imperative to this thesis to have a closer look at this policy 
paper, which tried to reframe development in Tanzania and to establish Ujamaa as 
a nationwide strategy.

The Arusha Declaration
The Arusha Declaration of 1967 (Nyerere 1967b) marked a remarkable shift in Tan-
zania’s development strategies. It reunited the intended policy with the Ujamaa 
ideology, identified foreign dependence as one of the key threats to national inde-
pendence and development, and switched the focus of development from industri-
alization in urban areas to rural development. As industrialization was seen as only 
possible with heavy reliance on foreign aid and investment, agriculture would be 
the new way forward. Since financial resources for the modernization of this sector 
were scarce – and the technological-heavy approach of the settlement schemes of 
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the early 1960s had failed – hard work of the people was seen as the only resource 
available for development:

“A Poor Man does not use Money as a Weapon.
But it is obvious that in the past we have chosen the wrong weapon for our struggle, 
because we chose money as our weapon. We are trying to overcome our economic 
weakness by using the weapons of the economically strong – weapons which in fact 
we do not possess. By our thoughts, words and actions it appears as if we have come to 
the conclusion that without money we cannot bring about the revolution we are aiming 
at. It is as if we have said, ‘Money is the basis of development. Without money there 
can be no development.’ (…)
The development of a country is brought about by people, not by money. Money, and 
the wealth it represents, is the result and not the basis of development. (…)
A great part of Tanzania’s land is fertile and gets sufficient rain. Our country can produce 
various crops for home consumption and for export. (…)
All of our farmers are in areas which can produce two or three or even more of the food 
and cash crops enumerated above, and each farmer could increase his production so 
as to get more food or more money. And because the main aim of development is to 
get more food, and more money for our other needs our purpose must be to increase 
production of these agricultural crops. This is in fact the only road through which we 
can develop our country – in other words, only by increasing our production of these 
things can we get more food and more money for every Tanzanian.”  (Nyerere 1967b)

Therefore, this willingness to work had to be mobilized: as developed in Uja-
maa – The Basis of African Socialism (Nyerere 1962b), the Declaration would again 
emphasize the moral obligation to work and the individual motivation to contribute 
to national development. The Declaration stressed the importance of voluntarism, 
but also made it very clear that party and government would expect all citizens of 
Tanzania to take part in the new strategy. This inherent conflict between voluntary, 
individual decision and the necessity of comprehensive engagement in the collective 
task of developing the country would become obvious in the villagization of the 
1970s (Hedlund & Lundahl 1989: 24–28).

Indeed, early observers of the Declaration and its policies argued that it provid-
ed a much clearer definition of the kind of socialism implied by Nyerere’s earlier 
writings on Ujamaa. Furthermore, it supplied a concrete vision of the policies nec-
essary to attain the goal of socialism in Tanzania (Mohiddin 1972: 175). Instead of 
stressing the importance of the industrial sector for development, as virtually all 
economist and developmental approaches did beforehand, the Arusha Declaration 
sought the source of development for Tanzania in the agricultural sector. As a re-
sult of the problems concerning the pre-Arusha development policy, through the 
Declaration and subsequent policy papers, President Nyerere (1968a, 1968e, 1968f, 
1968g, 1968h, 1975, 1977a) tried to increase the influence of the state in predefined 
core industries, as well as to employ stricter policies for receiving foreign aid and 
investment. Especially, the issue of foreign debt and negative capital flows in the 
previous five-year period was of concern for future international cooperation. On 
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the other hand, investor protection was still granted, as the government did not 
see the possibility of raising domestically all the resources needed for development. 
While the stricter guidelines on the individual scale were a positive development, 
according to Rugumamu, the lack of a coherent state investment strategy or develop-
ment plan undermined the Declaration’s goals in regard to the nation’s self-reliance 
(Rugumamu 1997: 124–129).

With the Arusha Declaration, the inspiration taken from the success of commu-
nal peasant-founded projects was transformed into a policy. On the ideological side, 
the new policy should rely on traditional values like the obligation to work and the 
collective ownership of arable land. Instead of continuing on a way of material in-
centives in order to capture and transform the peasantry and to integrate them into 
the national development effort, moral exhortation was now the approach to rural 
transformation. From the economic perspective, the capital-intensive strategies of 
the early post-independence era were to be replaced by moral obligation and ideo-
logical motivation. Considering the fact that this type of transformation would be a 
slow process, Nyerere himself repeatedly emphasized the need of patience and the 
paramountcy of voluntariness, adhering to Lenin’s warning on the of use force to 
capture the peasantry. A three-step process was envisioned for this strategy of rural 
development: First, people should move together into villages, then they should 
start building their own houses and establishing private plots. After this, a com-
munal shamba was to be established and finally, when the cooperative way of ag-
riculture was fully working, those villages should be registered as multi-purpose 
producer cooperatives (Hedlund & Lundahl 1989: 35–37).

Arusha’s approach to the peasant population
What arises from Schneider’s discussion of paternalism in the Tanzanian develop-
ment debate, is the question of who has the power to define development. Even if 
Nyerere was ahead of his time in many ways when it came to participation of the 
peasantry and the self-organized development of the rural poor, it was he who de-
fined that this idea of basic democratic communal living was the way to develop. So, 
when the peasants showed reluctance in self-organizing themselves in this fashion, 
they were, in his eyes and the eyes of the developmental state, not executing their 
right to self-organize, but instead showing their backwardness and stubbornness, 
thereby defying their benevolent patron, which was the head of the whole Tanzani-
an development effort. In other words, the concept of rural self-organizing and rural 
self-sufficiency remained a central concept and project, not a peripheral one. Neither 
Nyerere, nor the state were willing or prepared to give the peasantry the authority 
to self-define their development. Ergo, if they could not be convinced by the state 
to move to Ujamaa villages and work together, they had to be coerced to do so for 
their own good. Thus, Tanzania remained a benevolent authoritarian (paternalis-
tic) developmental state, in spite of the decentralising, participatory and radically  
democratic notions of the Ujamaa concept (Schneider 2004: 359–363).

McHenry described three basic concepts for achieving the kind of behavioral 
change in the peasant population, which the post-Arusha conception of Ujamaa 
aimed at. In his view, they would be the prerequisite to achieving any kind of devel-
opment (i.e. a change of existing conditions) in rural areas: Persuasion, Inducement 
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and Compulsion. Even under the colonial administration, change in the agrarian 
society of Tanzania was one main goal. Apart from integrating small-scale farmers 
into (colonial) market economy, concentrating peasants into permanent settlements 
was one of the main targets of this policy. When inducement (in form of wage la-
bor on farms and plantations, for instance) failed to produce the expected results, 
compulsory resettlement was often employed. Given this background, the focus of 
Ujamaa policy on persuasion and inducement makes even more sense. However, 
the new policy still relied on the envisaged benefits of concentrating the rural popu-
lation. While migration was traditional to many rural societies in Tanzania, perma-
nent settlement was not. The attempt to persuade the peasants of the new ways of 
Ujamaa was only partly successful and the party, in particular, proved to be more 
useful in policy formulation than implementation. The latter task was mainly placed 
in the hands of government officials, often replicating the bureaucratic and non-par-
ticipative approaches to resettlement known from colonial times (McHenry 1979: 
205–207).

Eckert (2007: 259p.) sees many continuities in the behavior of the bureaucratic 
elite of Tanzania stemming from colonial influence. While this elite was by no means 
homogenous and while many leading personalities (first and foremost Nyerere him-
self) were convinced of their new ideology and saw themselves as acting on the 
principles of the humanistic ideal, the paternalistic view on the rest of the popula-
tion was ubiquitous. Therefore, discontent with the government’s plans and strate-
gies was frowned upon, and independent organizations were more and more cen-
tralized under the leadership of TANU. It was their old role as “cultural brokers”, 
which they had internalized as colonial bureaucrats that was now interpreted as an 
obligation to bring backward peasants to modernity and rid urban entrepreneurs off 
their individualistic tendencies. Fear of loss of control implied the tightening grip of 
the bureaucracy on all aspects of life and the wish of the new ruling class to control 
all measures of development. In a way, the Ujamaa ideology of rural development 
reflected the European view, in which the right place of a true African was in the 
countryside. In this context, the construction of Dodoma as new capital is seen as 
an example for the self-perception of a new African ruling class, which would build 
lush cities for themselves and rural villages for the rest of the population.

Collier et al. argue that many of Tanzania’s agricultural policies can be explained 
by the fear of the emergence of a class of Kulaks. These policies include the limitation 
of landholdings, monopolization of market networks and the introduction of com-
munal production. However, all of these measures turned the terms of trade against 
the normal peasant and did not in any way foster their productivity or improve the 
economic situation of the rural population. In the view of the authors, if a Kulak is 
defined as a farmer who cultivates significantly more agricultural area than would 
be possible by the family’s labor through the use of hired labor, then there would be 
a negligible number of Kulaks present in Tanzania, even in 1986. The main reason 
for this is seen of the abundance of land in Tanzania, which hindered the emergence 
of a Kulak class in the first place. By limiting the legal trade links however, the Tan-
zanian policy did not favor the normal peasant, but those few farmers who were 
able to establish connections to the black market and increase their economic base 
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not through increased field sizes, but through profit from trade. This effect actually 
increased rural inequality (Collier et al. 1986: 130–134).

When looking at the local political economy of Ujamaa villages, Putterman 
found that it was usually the (slightly) wealthier and better educated peasants that 
held leadership positions at the village level. At the same time, there was a level of 
distrust in leadership qualities and especially in the correctness of collective work 
records – aggravated by the fact that many villagers were illiterate and therefore 
could not ensure that the village officers noted down their work effort in a correct 
manner. This, together with the poor managerial skills that led to poor results in col-
lective farming, might have contributed to the observation that small-scale individ-
ual farmers found it easier and more attractive to adapt to a hierarchically organized 
enterprise like a plantation as a wage laborer, than to engage in a collective village 
enterprise. At least in a hierarchical company, wages were paid and management 
was perceived to know what they were doing. In villages where the leadership was 
perceived as good and trustworthy by the inhabitants, the share of collective pro-
duction was significantly higher (Putterman 1986: 238–243).

The bureaucratization of Ujamaa
At its core, the Ujamaa ideology is of revolutionary nature. In fact, the transfor-
mation of the whole society based on communal control of production and coop-
erative organization of the producers would also have implied a complete change 
in trade relations and the overcoming of exploitative relations between peasants 
and buyers. However, the concrete Ujamaa failed to do so. Even more decisively, 
the omission to establish clear policy guidelines for the implementation of Ujamaa 
villages and rural producer cooperatives left the responsibility for creating those 
strategies to the local and rural bureaucracy. This led to a bureaucratization of 
the whole Ujamaa policy, in such a way that bureaucrats could more or less free-
ly decide how to interpret the items of motivating and educating the peasantry. 
Consequently, the set-up of the villages was more concerned with the presentation 
of number of people moved or communal area established, than with enabling 
peasants to create viable producer cooperatives. Due to this bureaucratic approach 
to rural transformation, Ujamaa fell short at even trying to change the peasant agri-
culture and transform the rural economy on a cooperative basis. The patron-client 
relationship typical of this period of Ujamaa development added to the difficulties 
(Boesen et al. 1977: 164–166). 

Overall, it was seen as easier to switch to an approach of “Ujamaa by projects” 
(see also Putterman 1986: 234–236), in which non-agricultural enterprises could be 
presented to the authorities as working cooperatives. These Ujamaa projects, in fact, 
did deliver some additional income to the peasantry, but they were usually operat-
ing in sectors which the “peasantry-cum-lumpenproletariat” had engaged in before 
in an informal way. Therefore, they also represented an attempt by the bureaucracy 
to extend their control over additional spheres of the peasants’ livelihoods. Overall, 
in its failure to address the existing power relations and social formations in the 
areas it attempted to change, the Ujamaa policy fostered its own bureaucratization. 
This bureaucratization tightened the state’s grip on the peasantry, rather than em-
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powering them to develop their own future under the possibilities of Ujamaa (Bo-
esen et al. 1977: 166–169).

In his conclusions on the colonial influence on the African bureaucrats and the 
leaders of the newly independent Tanzania, Eckert does not see much proof for 
individuals having inner conflicts between tradition and modernity. According to 
the author, most of the Africans employed and educated by the colonial administra-
tion were very prudent navigators in the nexus between the two worlds they were 
exposed to. Accordingly, the apparent dichotomy between modernity and tradition 
would be more of a European concept not experienced by the African bureaucrats. 
However, when the small African elite took over the state after independence, the 
contradiction between the strong, interventionist welfare state they envisioned and 
the comparatively weak, yet authoritarian state they inherited from the colonizers 
became visible. While the new leaders of Tanganyika were used to the colonial prac-
tice of giving orders and directives, the peasantry, which made up the majority of 
the population, was used to reacting to authoritarian directives with reluctance and 
to circumnavigating officials. Neither group had much experience in basic demo-
cratic organization of development. Overall, Eckert does not see too much reason 
to debate whether the colonial heritage or the incapability of the new leaders after 
independence is to blame for the failure of postcolonial development. Yet, he argues 
that the specific development of the Tanzanian state after independence cannot be 
analyzed without analyzing the colonial influence on its development strategies and 
the behavior of the people who tried to implement them (Eckert 2007: 263–266).

The discourse on Ujamaa and Nyerere himself – especially in his more idealis-
tic writings like Freedom and Development – precedes a large amount of thinking on 
participatory issues in the development debate. While concepts like participatory 
development and community development only came into vogue in the 1990s, the 
policy of Ujamaa vijijini underlines the importance of voluntarism and involvement 
of the peasants in the creation and development of the rural ujamaa communities. 
As much of the literature suggests, this idealistic approach by Nyerere was not tak-
en seriously by the Tanzanian officialdom, thus promoting the idea of Nyerere as 
mostly uninvolved in the coercive turn of Ujamaa in the 1970s. However, Schneider 
suggests that a lot of the “self-defeating”-turn from voluntary persuasion to forced 
resettlement did indeed stem from Nyerere himself. Apart from the question of the 
President’s involvement in this policy shift, Schneider poses the wider question of 
the nature of the conflict between intended participatory rural development and 
factual state authority over both the definition and the practice of rural development 
in Tanzania (Schneider 2004: 344–347).

3.3.3 Villagization

Probably the best known and certainly the most controversial practical implication 
of the Arusha Declaration was the concept that the entire rural population should 
move from scattered settlements – which were still prevalent in 1967 throughout 
Tanzania – into nucleated villages that should subsequently be transformed into 
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multi-purpose producer cooperatives. While the concept of the village as the base 
of rural and national development was already enshrined in the Declaration itself 
(Nyerere 1967b), the practical implementation of the villagization policy can rough-
ly be divided into three phases: 

The first phase between 1967 and 1970 was characterized by an emphasis on 
voluntariness of the peasants and attempted to motivate their movement mainly 
through moral exhortation and their presumed commitment to the building of the 
nation. Three steps were planned to create these cooperative villages: First, the farm-
ers had to be motivated to move to the new villages, secondly some of them were to 
be convinced to start cooperative farming on a communal shamba, and finally the 
expected success of this communal farming should persuade all the farmers that all 
activities were better done communally. Indeed, there were a total of 531,200 people 
moving to 1,965 Ujamaa villages within these three years – mainly in the econom-
ically weaker regions of Southern Tanzania, such as Lindi, Mtwara, Ruvuma and 
Iringa. In economically stronger regions such as Tanga, Kilimanjaro, Arusha or Lake 
Victoria, however, only 1% of the population moved to Ujamaa villages. Further-
more, the number of peasants moving began to decline after the first rush of highly 
motivated farmers (Watzal 1982: 8, 10).

However, the progress of creating Ujamaa villages based on the voluntary in-
volvement of farmers went slowly, and production on the communal fields remained 
below expectations – and below the level of production on the private plots. In spite 
of the expressed commitment to a long-term process, the state became increasingly 
reluctant to wait for tangible results of villagization at the beginning of the 1970s 
(Hedlund & Lundahl 1989: 37p.).

Contemporary literature describes the issues that came with the uneven distribu-
tion of population within Tanzania. In order to establish working Ujamaa villages, 
people could no longer live in sparsely populated settlements. On the other hand, 
people would have to be moved from densely populated areas like Kilimanjaro to 
the empty plains, which posed a whole new set of issues, concerning the location 
of the new village sites and their environmental conditions. Consequently, farmers 
without ideological background were hesitant to move. There were various concepts 
on how to move them anyway. But some of these, like making unrealistic prom-
ises to the peasants, proved to have detrimental effect. If people were promised a 
lot of services, they tended to become passive and would wait for the services to 
arrive. If they didn’t, people would become uncooperative towards further devel-
opment projects. Even worse was the use of force, according to Daraja: No village 
established by forced movement had ever been successful. Generally, those villages 
where local leaders consulted experts on the preconditions of the chosen site (soil, 
water, etc.) had a much higher success rate than those villages established in unsuit-
able natural environs (Daraja 1971: 48–50).

Nevertheless, the increased use of force would signify the beginning of the sec-
ond phase of villagization from 1970 to 1973. In the end, 2,028,164 people, or 15% of 
the total population of the country, would live in 5,628 villages. Even this progress 
was seen as being too slow, however, and in September 1973, the TANU conference 
decided that all the population had be organized in villages by the end of 1976. This 
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third phase of villagization resulted in the (mostly coercive) movement of 2.5 million 
people in 1974 alone; and by the end of 1975, 9 million people lived in Ujamaa vil-
lages. Villagization, especially in the 3rd phase, was poorly organized. Many farmers 
were to be moved at the height of the growing season, which led to the loss of almost 
all the harvest on their old fields, while none of them could manage to grow a sub-
stantial harvest on the new fields before the next dry season (Watzal 1982: 10p.).

Over these three phases, the concept of “working together” in cooperative villag-
es appeared to become less and less important, while the concept of “living togeth-
er” in nucleated settlements became the core of almost any action concerning villa-
gization. Thus, the plan to collectivize the agriculture and establish Ujamaa villages 
as producer cooperatives became secondary to the movement of people (Juma 1976: 
36p.). The deemphasizing of communal work increased from 1972 onwards and 
staff-villager relations became ever more bureaucratic. The concentration of rural 
development policy would henceforth lie on the creation of villages with controlla-
ble layout, not the (change of the) mode of production (Freyhold 1979: 57p.).

In this regard, McHenry (1979: 208–210) observed that the component of living 
together, i.e. moving people to villages, went from a persuasion to an inducement 
to a compulsion phase, while the element of working together did so much less. 
He cites several reasons for this observation: Moving together was seen as a pre-
requisite for working together, not the other way around. The political costs for the 
central and regional government officials in charge of the compulsory movement 
were much lower than they would have been for local government to force people 
to work together. The same could be said about the resources for inducing people by 
material gains. Secondly, forced resettlement took place out of “pragmatic” reasons 
like the aftermath of the flooding in Rufiji, long before Nyerere set a deadline for 
resettlement in 1973, so compulsory means were seen as successful when it came to 
numbers.

Thirdly, there were doubts about the effectiveness of communal farming, and 
with the food shortage of 1974-76, food production on the private plots became par-
amount over the (small) additional income an individual farmer could make on the 
communal plots. McHenry also cites the low participation of women (responsible 
for the families’ food supply) as one indicator of this phenomenon. When commu-
nal work took place, by and large it was non-agricultural work like the construc-
tion of communal buildings or the creation of community shops. This kind of work 
happened in almost all villages and was seen as more effective. Overall, McHenry 
underlines the fact that communal living was seen as much more important by the 
administration and therefore much more (and harder) means were used to get peo-
ple to move than to get them to work together (McHenry 1979: 208–210). Basically, 
this is a great example of how Nyerere’s (1974a: 28) famous words “you can drive a 
donkey to water, but you cannot make it drink.”, proved to be prophetic.

While Nyerere is best known for his idealistic writings on participation and vol-
untarism in rural development, his role in the coercive turn of Ujamaa and Villa-
gization should not be underestimated. After all, he never got out of his role as a 
benevolent teacher of his people, leading the way to development. That meant that 
although he preached the freedom of people as a prerequisite for development, he 
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would not accept his people (or students, in that case) disregarding his vision of a 
modern Tanzania by “stubbornly” ignoring the guidance of the state and the party. 
Furthermore, Nyerere himself grew increasingly impatient with the slow progress 
of villagization, a policy which was developed by himself as a cornerstone of any 
rural development. So, under the impression of “the window of opportunity” for 
socialist transition closing, he supported Operation Rufiji and other, even bigger, 
mass resettlements. At the same time, Nyerere’s impatience increased the pressure 
on local and regional officials to produce tangible results in Ujamaa implementation. 
With the number of villages founded and people moved being the most-tangible 
outcomes, coercive measures were adopted more and more regularly. Ideally, the 
lower officials would do the “dirty work” of compulsory movement without too 
much publicity, while Nyerere could go on preaching the importance of freedom 
and voluntarism. However, at least according to Schneider, Nyerere was very much 
responsible for the forced villagization campaigns, both by direct endorsement (as 
in Rufiji) and by the implicated results of his demand for quicker results on the 
ground (Schneider 2004: 366–371).

Although Nyerere was very clear in his writings on Socialism and Rural Devel-
opment (Nyerere 1968f: 130–132) that persuasion was the method to be used to get 
people to move to villages, the slow progress in this process led to the increased use 
of inducement in the form of aid or social services. Finally, the technical separation 
between “village” and “ujamaa village” from the mid-1970s made it feasible for the 
administration to use compulsion to get people to villages before they became uja-
maa villages (McHenry 1979: 208). 

In their postscript to the study of Ujamaa villages in the West Lake Region, Bo-
esen et al. express their concern with the switch to large scale villagization in 1973. 
The main explanation for this change in policy is seen as government’s concern re-
garding food security implied by the economic crises of 1973/74. Specifically, the 
authors deliver a stern warning that the new policy of Operation vijiji would signify 
that new village sites would now be chosen only based on infrastructural require-
ments, like road access, and not on agricultural suitability like under Ujamaa vijijini. 
The organization of agriculture through cooperative farming was no longer put on 
the agenda as well. Therefore, the new policy would run at the risk of actually en-
dangering the productive capacity of the Tanzanian agriculture and therefore wors-
ening the food security situation of the country (Boesen et al. 1977: 170–172).

Eckert sees some structural continuities in Tanzania’s policy of village develop-
ment and the style of indirect rule under the British. Instead of the ethnic or clan-
wise arrangement of self-sufficient economic territories, the new concept of Ujamaa 
villages implied the cooperative village as basic unit for self-reliance. Compared 
to other rural resettlement projects and forced collectivization, e.g. in the Soviet 
Union or South Africa, the villagization campaign had a definite social engineering 
and welfare impetus. Nevertheless, Ujamaa’s vision of a better world would rely 
on forced resettlements, if the “backward” peasants couldn’t be convinced to vol-
untarily join the biggest relocation program in Sub-Saharan Africa. Eckert is not 
very clear in differentiating between pre- and post-Arusha policies, and criticizes 
the settlement schemes of the early post-independence period and the later Ujamaa 
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village concept on the same grounds of inefficiency in planning and neglect for the 
ecological properties of the centrally chosen settlement sites. Overall, the dichotomy 
between an urban based political elite and a reluctant peasant population would 
lead to the centralization of modernization attempts and the paternalistic behavior 
of politicians and bureaucrats towards the peasantry (Eckert 2007: 253–256).

Faced with the slow progress of resettlement by persuasion or inducement and 
a severe drought hitting the country from 1973, it was decided to accelerate the vil-
lagization of the entire rural population with the help of force. Furthermore, the 
state ran short on material resources that could be used for intensifying inducement. 
Without any discussion with the people affected by this decision, the new program 
was started in September 1973. Making use of the armed militia and later the mili-
tary itself, people were loaded on trucks and resettled against their will. On many 
occassions, the old settlements were burned down, in order to impede any possi-
bility of moving back. With the help of these atrocities, the state reached its goal of 
relocating the rural population by 1975. However, while the first stage of Ujamaa 
development (moving together) could be fulfilled in this manner, the use of compul-
sion (mostly in the form of fines) to coerce people to work together as planned in the 
second stage of Ujamaa vijijini proved to be virtually impossible. Apart from those 
impediments, Hedlund and Lundahl see an even more crucial problem with the 
state led version of Ujamaa development: An approach based on voluntary involve-
ment of the peasantry in cooperative agriculture could only work in small groups of 
motivated individuals. This intrinsic motivation of the group made any discussion 
on material gains secondary. Even if the motivation of one individual might not be 
enough on a given day, peer pressure by the group would it make impossible to 
stay in the community as a “free rider” for an extended period. The use of material 
inducement as documented for the early phases of centralized Ujamaa policy, how-
ever, creates a contradiction between the material benefit used to encourage people 
to move and the motivation to work cooperatively, which would have been needed 
to achieve Ujamaa’s development goals. The use of force from 1973 onwards aggra-
vated this dichotomy. Furthermore, the new settlements created by these measures 
were much bigger than the successful villages of the RDA (above 250 compared to 
around 40 families), which created a significant free rider problem not known from 
the early cooperative villages. In conclusion, the authors acknowledge that the idea 
of Ujamaa could only be successful in practice in RDA type settlements, but doubt 
that there would have been enough peasants who would have been intrinsically 
motivated to join such village to make the model work on a national scale (Hedlund 
& Lundahl 1989: 41–44).

The switch to compulsory resettlement in 1973 was accompanied by a switch 
of focus away from communal farming towards increased production: The Iringa 
Declaration of 1972 put emphasis on the mechanization of agriculture and the cre-
ation of larger farms, not collective agriculture. By-laws reintroducing compulsory 
cultivation in 1974 underlined this change in approach to rural development. The 
Ujamaa Village and Village Act of 1975 further differentiated between Ujamaa vil-
lages as collective producer cooperatives and villages simply as places for people to 
live together. Henceforth, Tanzania’s rural development policy focused on numbers 
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of production and people moved, not on the way in which people lived or worked 
together (Jennings 2002: 511p.).

With the introduction of compulsory villagization in 1973, the will of the Tan-
zanian state to establish control over the peasantry became clearly visible. As the 
new village sites were now almost exclusively chosen according to infrastructural 
requirements and accessibility, the aim of resettling the rural population into con-
trollable nucleated settlements was decisively demonstrated as the top priority of 
development policy. The second goal of increasing agricultural production became 
increasingly eclipsed by this logic of state control. Much like in colonial times, state 
control over the peasantry was seen as a prerequisite to implement the state’s mod-
ernization and development agenda – and this control could not be executed with a 
population living in scattered hamlets. Economic policy in the new villages reflected 
this urge for state supervision, as paid government officials increasingly took over 
the planning of agricultural production on the village level, while big state con-
trolled cooperatives were established as the only available trade link for the farmers. 
Accordingly, the idea of administration became synonymous with control during 
the 1970s (Eckert 2007: 256–258).

Concerning the objective of using the nucleated Ujamaa villages as vehicles for 
development, the results have been mixed. Generally, the provision of health ser-
vices and education facilities is mentioned as a success of the villagization program, 
since these kinds of social infrastructures could not have been established with the 
same efficiency without the idea of “moving together”. The same goes, to a lesser 
extent, for the construction of access roads and village water supply, which was 
made easier by virtue of a more concentrated population, but could not be complet-
ed everywhere by the mid-1980s. On the other hand, the environmental situation 
of many new villages appeared to be precarious, partly due to errors in planning, 
partly due to negligence by agricultural officers and the persistence of agricultural 
practices not suitable for the now higher concentration of population in a smaller 
area (Putterman 1986: 268–270).

When it came to establishing villages as agricultural producer cooperatives, the 
results were mostly negative, although many of the impediments in this endeavor 
appear to be derived from the badly functioning cooperative commerce system on 
the national level, especially concerning the large parastatals. Cooperative enter-
prises in non-agricultural sectors, however, had been established in various ways on 
the village level, and many of these enterprises produced tangible results as income 
generating activities for the village. Yet, there were tendencies in the management 
of these enterprises to work more hierarchically than the village constitution would 
dictate, and some of them were seen more as private enterprises by a few villagers, 
than as a communal enterprise owned and operated by the whole village communi-
ty (Putterman 1986: 270–274).

Overall, however, the prospects for communal development in Tanzania would 
have depended more on the political economy of the nation, than on the level of 
village organization. Putterman therefore emphasizes the need to reorient the ag-
ricultural policy on the national scale in a way that actually supports cooperative 
organization on the village level, for instance regarding crop prices and market 
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opportunities for cooperative produce. The setting of the 1980s, in which farmers 
had to rely on illegal black markets to sustain their families, fostered a behavior of 
individualism and competition among the peasants, which was certainly counter-
productive for the emergence of a well-functioning collective sector in the villages 
(Putterman 1986: 274).

3.3.4 Economic difficulties and the end of Ujamaa

Lal describes the different phases of analyzing the Ujamaa project in different times 
and emphasizes the need for the recognition of different views over time. While 
many of contemporary Ujamaa analyses from the 1960s and 70s concentrated on the 
weaknesses and failures of the Ujamaa ideology and much more of its practice, these 
scholars usually showed a compassion towards the project in a way which suggests 
that the main interest was on how Ujamaa could have worked. In this endeavor, 
they often simplified the different influences and power relations, especially con-
cerning the capitalist-socialist or imperialist-third world dichotomy. After relative 
silence throughout the 1980s, a new stream of research focused on the failure of 
Ujamaa, albeit with an implicit or explicit backdrop of neoliberal thinking, in which 
state intervention as such was almost vilified and Ujamaa was mostly presented as 
a classic example of why such state led development projects were bound to fail. 
Contrary to the earlier stream of thought, those scholars usually oversimplified the 
contradictions inside the Tanzanian society, as well as the contradictions on a global 
scale, which had all contributed to the apparent failure of the Ujamaa project. Final-
ly, as Lal argues, in the early 21st century emerged a new wave of research on Uja-
maa and the postcolonial period of development, which tries to analyze this period 
in a broader manner. However, even this school is often characterized by a consent 
on the impossibility of alternative development and an almost relenting view on the 
big, sometimes utopian development policies of the postcolonial era. Yet, Lal em-
phasizes that the problems on the ground have not changed that much compared to 
the period of early independence and that the prevalence of poverty for the majority 
of the rural population in Tanzania should warrant the emergence of a new compas-
sion for seeking alternatives for global capitalist development, especially at the level 
of the state (Lal 2015: 236–239).

Conceptual flaws of the Arusha Development Model and its consequences
In his reflections on the ten years following Arusha, Nyerere (1977a) presents a pic-
ture of a policy that, despite the best intentions and efforts, failed to deliver: It came 
in time to stop the nascent capitalism after independence, but it could not achieve 
enough ideological compassion or compulsory compliance to make it work. Neither 
were the party leaders and other authorities adhering to their own principles like the 
leadership code, nor were the peasants motivated enough by the incentives to create 
the envisioned progress in agriculture. For Hedlund and Lundahl, Ujamaa was not 
able to elicit enough true participation by the people. Only the movement into nu-
cleated villages could be counted as successful, but that was also made possible by 
the use of force (Hedlund & Lundahl 1989: 29–31). 
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Buntzel makes several criticisms of the key concepts for the practical implemen-
tation of the Ujamaa policy (or lack thereof). Overall, he underlines the rudimentary 
idea of collectivization and the reliance of the Ujamaa ideology on traditional values 
of communal agriculture, which were supposed to be sufficient to mobilize peasants 
to move together and form collective villages at a large scale. Ujamaa takes a clear 
stand on the conviction that the agricultural transformation has to be supported by 
the peasantry and that the implied development has to be implemented according 
to their needs and decisions (Nyerere 1968f: 127–132). However, there was no clear 
concept on how this voluntary mobilization was to take place, apart from minimal 
material incentives that could be provided by the state. Thereby, Ujamaa relied heav-
ily upon the construction of a communitarian pre-colonial society, engraved in the 
traditions of tribal society – much like the Russian Narodnik movement (Buntzel 
1976: 330–333).

Lal sees the inherent contradictions of Ujamaa as coherent within the context 
of the global developmental discourse and international power relations. As such, 
the internal contradictions of Ujamaa (between state authority and basic democra-
cy, participatory development and central development projects, for instance) are 
reflective of these contradictions on a bigger scale. This is one reason why so many 
scholars of different developmental schools found what they sought in the Ujamaa 
project. Rather than seeing these contradictions as mutually exclusive however, Lal 
suggests treating the inner dialectics of Ujamaa as representative of the dialectics of 
the postcolonial developmental discourse. In her view, Ujamaa was neither a purely 
African concept opposed to the Western concept of a developmental state, nor a 
pure “African rhetoric” justifying neocolonial modernization from the outside. The 
struggles with the outside world and within the post-independence Tanzanian so-
ciety were reflective of existing and changing power relations on different scales 
and resulted in the differing threads of Ujamaa in ideology and practice (Lal 2015: 
231–234).

Economic development after villagization and its connection to agricultural 
collectivization
Up until 1972, crop production remained stable under Ujamaa vijijini, but the drought 
from 1974 and the fast rush to create more Ujamaa villages from 1976 deteriorated 
the situation. While the Asian and Indian middlemen were abandoned, old trade 
cooperatives were also abolished. However, the new centralized State Trading Co-
operation and the Ujamaa shops on village level were not up to the task. Both the 
inefficiency of these new institutions and the stronger pressure from the central state 
led many peasants to abandon state production and retreat to subsistence farming 
instead (Schicho 2009: 183p.).

In a widely criticized paper, Lofchie (1978: 470–474) identified the internal op-
position of the peasantry as the main cause for the unsatisfying economic results of 
villagization. As largely independent crop producers, they did not see benefits in 
joining the new villages, which explained the amount of force necessary to move the 
whole rural population to the villages. Yet, Lofchie did not discriminate between the 
effects of the forced movement of millions of farmers on the one hand and collective 
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agriculture as such on the other, arriving at the conclusion that the idea of collective 
socialist agriculture was the reason for the supply crisis per se.

Other authors, like Watzal (1982: 9p.) are critical of Lofchie’s thesis of “too 
much socialism” as the root of the crises, since a agricultural growth rate of 2.3% 
annually from 1967 to 1973 showed that socialist rural development could indeed 
match the population growth and produce what the people needed. The supply 
crisis of 1974-76, however, would directly relate to the 3rd phase of villagization (i.e. 
the forced mass movement of farmers to new villages). This view on the supply 
crisis is underlined by Briggs (1979: 701p.), who emphasizes that it was the rapid 
compulsory movement of the peasantry during the last phase of villagization from 
1973 onwards which virtually put a hold to agricultural development – and not the 
communalization of agriculture that had been promoted nationwide since 1967. The 
drought from 1974-76 and the issues in motivating people to work cooperatively 
intensified the shift in attention of policy from communalization to production rates.

This trend continued throughout the 1980s. Production on the communal plots 
remained at only 8% of production in an average village, while 20% of village labor 
was attributed to these plots. Failure to redistribute the fruits of communal labor 
among the farmers was one of the issues that led to the demise of communal agricul-
ture. If the revenue of communal production was not directly redistributed, but used 
as a sort of tax income to enable the village to make investments in infrastructure or 
similar things, collective work effort was even lower (Putterman 1986: 234). 

The way communalization was performed in Tanzania in the 1970s and 80s, how-
ever, was not only low in productivity and participation, it was also organized in a 
top-down manner: Paid party officials, who were the village managers at this time, 
were responsible for setting production targets and work plans, often without much 
participation by the village assembly. Minimum acreage laws were imposed by the 
central state without any peasants’ participation. The whole era gives an image of a 
central and local bureaucracy increasingly distant from the farmer on the ground. 
According to Hedlund and Lundahl, this is derived from the paternalist view of 
the Tanzanian officialdom enshrined in Nyerere’s ideology, as well as the class in-
terest of a bureaucratic ruling class who, after 1967, had neither an interest in liberal 
market economy nor in extended farmer participation. This sort of centralized com-
munalization, however, was bound to fail in both production targets and peasant 
involvement in development (Hedlund & Lundahl 1989: 44–50).

In fact, the way in which production targets were centrally enforced on Ujamaa 
villages and the peasants were told to work harder, without considering environ-
mental, social or technical circumstances could be seen as a direct continuation of 
the colonial administration’s attitude. And it certainly did not enhance compliance 
on the village scale (Freyhold 1979: 48).

Yet, this was not the only factor coming into play that nurtured the peasants’ 
reluctance to see communal farming as an alternative to their economic stagnation: 
Over several decades, they had been exposed to all sorts of government projects and 
development policies, usually with meager results, more work, and no participation 
on their side. For them to embrace a new style of cooperative enterprises which was 
again controlled by the central government (e.g. in the form of minimum acreage 
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laws) would have taken a lot of persuasion or inducement – and most of all a suc-
cessful example of communal agriculture which they could see for themselves. As it 
was, the “normal peasant” felt better represented by a rich and esteemed farmer of 
his own village, who dealt with outside government officials and provided help or 
wage labor as a benevolent patron. Given the personal experience of the majority of 
peasants up until the mid-1980s, this behavior seems the most rational choice – and 
it certainly did not help the establishment of any kind of village cooperative agricul-
ture (Putterman 1986: 244–246).

Furthermore, even after the Arusha Declaration, the central state gave priority to 
parastatal agricultural companies, not the Ujamaa villages when it came to agricul-
tural investment. More attention was given to cash crops than to food crops, despite 
the stated policy emphasizing the increase of production for internal consumption 
(Freyhold 1979: 93).

It is the observation of Putterman’s study, that the nationalization of the crop 
market and the establishment of a monopoly for big parastatals like the National 
Milling Company has actually had counterproductive effects concerning collective 
agriculture. The prices paid by the parastatals tended to be significantly lower than 
prices that farmers could achieve on the black market, which were in fact in the area 
of 180-350% higher in the mid-1980s. Additionally, the parastatals tended to pay 
farmers late or even below the agreed prices. Since the produce of the communal 
farms had to be sold through these channels, productivity on these farms would 
have to be in the area of three to four times more productive than on the private plots 
to be economically beneficial to the individual peasant. While the author admits that 
limiting factors like oil prices and the war with Uganda may have limited the state’s 
ability to pay market prices to the farmers, he also sees this situation as a proof of the 
neglect in the active promotion of collective agriculture. Low consumer prices and 
surplus creation for a small industrialization strategy seemed to outweigh the inter-
est of viable prices for agricultural producer cooperatives. This might be attributed 
to both the attitude of anti-incentivism and the interest of the bureaucratic class in 
extracting surplus created in the agricultural sector for investments and revenue 
creation (Putterman 1986: 253–255).

Despite several different attempts at restructuring after independence, such para-
statals, as well as the marketing cooperatives for agricultural produce, remained 
under the direct control of the central state. Many peasants felt that the cooperatives 
were arms of the government. They were not understood as something of their own 
belonging. Peasants were not involved in the democratic control of these coopera-
tives and their use was not fully understood. Rather, farmers joined for social and 
economic benefits offered. Therefore, they could not act as a vehicle for inducing 
ideological commitment towards collective agriculture (Lyimo 2012: 52).

The practical implication of the state’s unwillingness or inability to pay higher 
prices to the peasants was that it discouraged the intensification of collective agri-
culture as a development strategy. Instead of freeing the farmers from the profit 
interest of middlemen by nationalizing the crop market and creating a communal 
agriculture throughout the country, the opposite was achieved: Individual peasants 
were even more reliant on black market middlemen and had to take worktime out 
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of agricultural activities in order to find buyers and circumvent the restrictions of a 
controlled market to earn a living income (Putterman 1986: 255p.).

This tendency is underlined by findings of a study within the Southern Highland 
Region – including some of the former RDA villages – conducted in 1981/82. In the 
case study area, maize was the main food crop and at the same time the main source 
of cash income for the village households. However, selling maize to the National 
Milling Corporation (the only official market in 1982) was rather seen as a last resort, 
due to its low purchasing prices. Around 50% of the sample households reported 
selling crops through unofficial channels (Schultheis & Seshamani 1982: 4.14).

Additionally, Putterman sees the bureaucratic style of policy and development 
implementation prevalent in Tanzania as impeding the emergence of collectivism 
on the village level in several ways: In an approach like Ujamaa which, at least in 
theory, depends on large-scale political mobilization and voluntary participation, 
overcoming the peasants’ experiences of authoritarian colonial administration was 
an uphill battle to begin with. However, the widespread paternalistic attitude of the 
Tanzanian officialdom certainly did not encourage the acceptance of outside input 
by the peasantry. Development strategies were still implemented in a style of di-
rectives rather than suggestions among equals. In practice, the lack of experience in 
participatory decision-making on the side of the villagers could not be overcome by 
more changes dictated from outside (Putterman 1986: 247p.).

So, in spite of having a higher social legitimacy than the colonial administration, 
the central government of independent Tanzania was not able to create the necessary 
degree of ideological commitment within the peasantry. During colonialism, the 
central authorities were mainly seen as responsible for the economic functions of the 
territory, and in the postcolonial situation “the popular emotional commitment to 
the new government was both short-lived and at least partially dependent upon the 
fulfillment of economic promises and desires.” (Nellis 1972: 188). Although several 
steps – including the abandonment of the chiefdoms as administrative units – were 
taken after independence in order to establish the social and ideological leadership 
of the central state, this only added to the reluctance of the peasantry to comply with 
new strategies that were seen as much as external to their livelihoods as the colonial 
ideas of development had been (Nellis 1972: 187–189).

The reliance on TANU – and later CCM – as a vehicle for democratic mobilization 
did not help either, as most of the local party officials showed the same paternalis-
tic attitude towards the peasants. While the introduction of democratic institutions 
showed some remarkable results, participation in village assemblies remained low 
and reproduced a bureaucratic manner of communal organization, for instance in 
the case of organization of labor on the communal farms. One result of this was 
the start-up problem, which emerged when bureaucratic village officials planned 
communal shambas which were too big for the peasants’ ability or willingness to 
work. Another example was the use of communal produce as tax income. Overall, 
the bureaucratic mentality of the Tanzanian officialdom was reflected in the behav-
ior of village officials and could not induce participation of the peasants in collective 
agriculture. A patron-client relationship was the usual setting between officials and 
peasants (Putterman 1986: 248–250).
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The economic advantages of collective agriculture, which were mostly seen as 
self-evident by the Ujamaa policy, were thought to be enough material motivation 
for the independent peasants to join the collectives. However, as Buntzel criticizes, 
those possible economies of scale were hard to achieve in a high labor – low capital 
agriculture like the peasant economy prevalent in Tanzania at that time. Organiza-
tional benefits through association in cooperative forms, on the other hand, would 
only be possible after a (socialist) modernization of agriculture. This means that the 
economic benefits, which were supposed to drive the peasants into Ujamaa collec-
tives, could only be realized after the establishment of these collectives, and there-
fore could not be used as a reason to join them in the first place. Even the small and 
poor peasant had a lot to lose after all, namely his independence as a subsistence 
producer with his own land. Overall, the Ujamaa implementation would lack almost 
any coherent plan on how to achieve the envisaged transformation of the rural econ-
omy, let alone concrete plans adapted to the environmental, economic, and social 
conditions in different regions. It did not take power and class relations into consid-
eration and relied too heavily on an idealized image of a peasantry motivated by an 
equally idealized communitarian past (Buntzel 1976: 333–337).

Baldus underlines the fact that the creation of cooperative villages in Tanzania 
did not emerge spontaneously but was the result of a conscious ideological decision 
to establish cooperative agricultural production as a means for national develop-
ment. However, he concludes that the practical experiences indicate that ideological 
mobilization in itself is not sufficient to induce the social and economic change as-
pired for in the Ujamaa policy. Material incentives and tangible benefits of engaging 
in collective production have to be perceived by the peasantry in order to mobilize 
them for cooperative development (Baldus 1976: 29–32). In the period following 
villagization, productivity on communal plots was significantly higher in villages 
where an incentive system based on individual work contribution and distribution 
of the produce was in place. The other village circumstances (e.g. geographical prop-
erties) had no significant influence (Collier et al. 1986: 131).

Putterman does see one major reason for the failure of the Ujamaa policy to im-
plement a meaningful collective agriculture in its prevalent anti-incentivism. While 
this attitude that would put moral and political exhortation and the use of force 
ahead of material incentives for the individual peasant would not be constitutive 
of the Ujamaa ideology, the author sees this phenomenon as being noticeable all 
over the Tanzanian approach to development. In practice, this means that material 
benefits were usually not taken into consideration when issues in the organization of 
labor or the unsatisfactory participation in communal agriculture arose at the village 
level.  However, in his view, if the individual peasant cannot see any tangible results 
from collective work effort, it is not surprising that work on the communal shambas 
is in decline and that the agriculture of the country continues on its classical devel-
opment of a few rich farmers and a majority of subsistence farmers. In this view, 
openly denouncing the material demands of peasants is in no way socialist and can-
not lead to the envisioned development goal of a socialist economy. On the contrary, 
Putterman sees the use of anti-incentivism as indicative of the strong implicit op-
position of the Tanzanian ruling class to socialist transformation: The successful rich 



118

peasants were praised for their work effort, while the normal peasant was frowned 
upon for not working for the community without any material incentives (Putter-
man 1986: 250–253).

Aid dependency instead of self-reliance
Apart from these issues concerning the implementation of collective agriculture, the 
Ujamaa strategy also failed to end the aid dependency that had been problematized 
in the Arusha Declaration (Nyerere 1967b). Almost ten years after the Declaration, 
foreign aid was still seen as perpetuating the colonial system of unequal exchange, 
in which Tanzania had to trade in cash crops for industrial goods (Coulson 1976: 
26).

As Rugumamu (1997: 188–200) illustrates through several examples, the increas-
ing donor influence on Tanzania’s politics assured that the foreign investments 
mostly helped the donors self-interest or companies from donor countries. Ineffi-
cient planning and insufficient foreign exchange resources hindered the ability of 
large-scale development projects to run at capacity, while the influx of foreign aid 
replaced domestic resources that would have been needed to sustainably run the 
state machinery and its social services. At the same time, foreign debt and negative 
trade balances became an ever-greater burden for Tanzania throughout the 1980s, 
and exports switched back almost completely to traditional agricultural products. 
Simultaneously, growing tax burdens on peasants made them return to subsistence 
production, lowering even more the country’s cash crop production. As inflation 
brought official wages below survival levels, the second market emerged as the only 
option for people to survive, and the public sector almost naturally had to turn to 
increasing corruption.

Almost twenty years after the Arusha Declaration, Collier et al. conclude that 
the high reliance on foreign aid and the increasing foreign debt put Tanzania’s goal 
of self-reliance into question. While the Ujamaa villages proved to be successful as 
providers of social services, they were much less so as agricultural producer coop-
eratives. Tanzania was still characterized by a non-diversified rural economy with 
mainly subsistence production. Furthermore, the country showed a pattern of rural 
isolation, with few transport or market links between its rural populations, even 
compared to other peasant economies in Africa. Stratification according to educa-
tional status was still prevalent, with few secondary education institutions, and 
even fewer secondary graduates willing to return to the villages (Collier et al. 1986: 
127p.).

In Rugumamu’s view, the big influx of aid and the attractiveness of the Tanzanian 
model helped the ruling class in Tanzania tremendously in establishing themselves, 
as well as enabling the state to achieve quick progress in social services after Arusha. 
This sustained international support, disregarding the shortcomings in the practical 
implementation of the praised policy gave the political leaders the leverage and the 
resources to push through with policies like villagization in the 1970s. It was only at 
the end of the 1970s, when the dependence on foreign aid became apparent, that pol-
icy backfired for the political class of Tanzania. It also led to widespread patronage 
and the establishment of a big, but inefficiently managed, state sector and adminis-



119

tration, which produced a large number of well-paid managerial position, but little 
productivity (Rugumamu 1997: 183–186).

3.4 Neoliberal shift and Structural Adjustment Programs  
 from the 1980s onwards

At least from the beginning of rising oil prices in the 1970s, Tanzania was facing 
increasing difficulties with its trade balance, as the slow speed of industrialization 
made it impossible for the country to substitute its imports, and its primary export 
commodities were losing value. The vision of self-reliance appeared increasingly 
utopian (Shitundu 2002: 143–145). External shocks like the oil crises, as well as in-
ternal problems like the unsatisfying effects of the villagization project increased 
the economic downturn within the country. Stagnation in food crop production put 
the country’s food security in danger, while its agricultural exports increasingly lost 
competitiveness on the world market. In 1981/82, the national economy reached its 
lowest point since independence, and the continuing abandonment of village farms 
illustrated the fading hopes of the rural population in the Ujamaa policy (Bryceson 
2010: 77–81). However, driven by the high ideological commitment to its own policy, 
the Nyerere government were reluctant to search for alternative policies and, in the 
eyes of some observers, failed to respond adequately to the ongoing crisis (Hydén & 
Karlstrom 1993: 1397–1400). 

In any case, in 1982 the country had to appeal to the International Monetary Fund 
for assistance, and subsequently had to give in to its demands for the liberalization 
of its economy. Although the Ujamaa policy was never formally repealed, deregula-
tion and the reduction of state expenses became the new goal of national policy. In 
1985, Ali Hassan Mwinyi replaced Nyerere as the President of the United Republic 
of Tanzania (Mair 1996: 12). Despite the ongoing economic decline, there was almost 
no opposition movement to the ruling party. As was the case with previous policy 
changes, most of the discussions on liberalization and economic change were led 
within the party – and between CCM’s socialist and technocratic factions. In 1991, 
the leadership code of the Arusha Declaration was officially repealed, and in 1992, 
the one-party state was abolished with the admission of opposition parties (Mair 
1996: 23).

The stagnation of agricultural productivity under the Arusha policy was one of 
the main reasons for the shift in macro-economic policy in Tanzania that started in 
the 1980s. Increasing international debt and subsequent fiscal limitations forced the 
state to abandon its controlled agricultural policy. In May 1982, a task force was 
founded by the Tanzanian government to analyze the current system of agriculture 
and land tenure in the country and to develop recommendations for changes to the 
system. According to the task force analysis, there were three different systems of 
agricultural land use operative in the early 1980s: First the so-called homestead farm, 
or individual shamba, on which a household produced for their own consumption 
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at their own choice of crops – with the produce belonging to the family. Secondly, 
the block farm, which was actually a large, communally owned, plot of land subdi-
vided into individual plots for each family. And thirdly, the village farm, on which 
work was supposed to be collectively carried out by all able-bodied inhabitants of 
the village – the original Ujamaa farm. All three types of land were under the tenure 
of the village as provided by the village and Ujamaa village legislations of 1975. The 
task force found that land tenure and activity-planning under these circumstances 
was not clearly structured, that collective farms were seen as a burden, rather than 
as an asset by most villagers, and that the structure of land management was not 
conductive to private initiative. In particular, the short-term allotment of plots on 
the block farms was not seen as encouraging long-term investment by the individual 
farmers (Gondwe 1986: 32–34). 

A first statement for the liberalization of agricultural markets was published in 
1983. Most important for the future of the national development policy was the de-
valuation of the Tanzanian Shilling, a cut of subsidies for parastatals, and overall 
market liberalization, including the lifting of import restrictions. Additionally, price 
controls were repealed and consumer prices rose as a result. Agriculture was sup-
posed to undergo a process of commercialization to overcome the apparent stag-
nation in productivity, and tax incentives for private investment were installed to 
further this concept. Overall, the fiscal restraints implied by the low liquidity of the 
Tanzanian state meant a continued retreat from agricultural production by the state, 
whose new role was seen as enabling private investment and production. Produc-
tive cooperatives or independent collectives, which were not under state control, 
like in the early days of independence, were no longer an aim of the rural develop-
ment policy of Tanzania (URT 2013b: 1). 

As a result of its findings, the task force recommended a considerable change 
to Tanzanian land tenure, with an emphasis on enabling long-term land leases by 
the individual peasants and long-term allotments of plots on the block farms. It did 
not yet recommend the change to a private land ownership system in the sense that 
an individual farmer would be able to buy his or her land from the village and 
keep it regardless of its use. However, the general tendency of the task force and 
the emerging new agricultural policy was the preposition that collective agriculture 
had failed and that measures had to be undertaken to encourage private initiative 
and investment. From what capital, the small-scale farmers were supposed to make 
these investments was an issue not touched by the task force in 1982. In 1983, the 
new agricultural policy (AGRIPOL) was officially adopted by the CCM one-party 
government and aimed to implement the recommendations of the task force as well 
as those of privatization and market liberalization by the IMF and the World Bank 
(Gondwe 1986: 35p.).

This new economic policy did not only affect the agriculture of the country: 
Had international tourism long been frowned upon under the impetus of national 
self-relaince and economic independence, the new imperative of private investment 
and foreign currency needs meant that the natural resources of Tanzania’s National 
Parks and Conservation Areas were now to be tapped. This led to a phase of ex-
pansion for the country’s tourism sector, which became one of the most important 
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sectors of the national economy by the end of the 20th century. It also unlocked new 
revenue sources for the Tanzanian state (Job & Metzler 2003: 13-15; see also Job & 
Weizenegger 2003). While the state retained its supremacy on natural resource man-
agement, and was able to benefit from the direct and indirect effects of nature based 
tourism, the concentration of the bulk of tourism activities in few areas, such as the 
Northern Circuit and the emerging “tourism capital” of Arusha, not only induced 
new regional economic disparities. It also put increasing pressure on the environ-
ment of the most renowned destinations, such as the Serengeti National Park and 
the Ngorongoro Conservation Area (Schmid & Job 2011: 52–54).

In retrospect, the quick and externally induced shift from state control in all sec-
tors of the national economy to the promotion of private initiative and investment 
was never thoroughly planned or implemented by the Tanzanian state. On the con-
trary, the central state just retreated itself from agenda setting with the hope that 
international advisors would present a coherent strategy, and international donors 
and investors would alleviate the shortage of capital for investment in industry and 
agriculture that had hampered national development before. However, with the 
shift of agenda setting to those international actors, privatization dynamics went 
largely unstructured and increased regional disparities and the economic inequali-
ties in Tanzania as a whole. The new concept of private economy was never able to 
replace the state as an entity for implementing equally distributed national develop-
ment across all sectors (Hewitt 1999: 390).

Together with economic liberalization and privatization came a quick retreat of 
the state from social service provision, and the emerging vacuum led to increasing 
issues in social services, especially in the rural areas of Tanzania. Furthermore, re-
gional disparities became accentuated, as it was the already more advanced regions 
with better market access that would profit the most from the new opportunities of 
the emerging market economy, while more remote areas were left behind (Limbu 
& Mashindano 2002: 49–51). Figuratively, the reforms imposed by the World Bank 
and IMF, the quick effort of privatization and liberalization of markets – in short the 
advent of neoliberalism – actually replaced the empty shelfs that had become the 
norm in the country’s Ujamaa stores with full ones – but only very few would be 
able to buy what was on them (Schicho 2009: 186p.).

In fact, food and consumer prices rose drastically after the macroeconomic chang-
es of the 1980s, which significantly affected the large majority of the Tanzanian pop-
ulation in a negative way. All households, except for the richest urban households, 
experienced significant losses in welfare throughout the 1990s and the 2000s, with 
the losses of the latter decade being even higher than before. These welfare losses, 
which were the highest among the poorest strata of households, can mainly be at-
tributed to rising food prices with only very small increases in real income through-
out the same period. Prices for non-food products were also increasing, but did not 
have the same impact like the rise of food prices in real terms. Combined with the 
lack of a redistributive tax system, the privatization policy of the 1980s therefore 
actually led to a real terms welfare loss for the majority of Tanzanians (Leyaro et al. 
2010: 35).
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These increasing inequalities did also have a strong spatial component: While at 
least some poverty reduction could be achieved in the urban areas of the country 
(with regards to a basic-needs approach) in the 1990s, the effects in the rural areas 
were almost negligible. In this sense, the new development strategy of Tanzania 
showed a strong urban bias (Fan et al. 2005: 16).

On the producer side, the new agricultural policy fell short of inducing the pos-
itive effects promised by the advocates of economic liberalization. By the end of the 
1990s, neither labor productivity nor yields for the main food crops had increased, 
compared to the years of economic crisis from 1979-84. The same was true for pro-
duction per capita. All of these indicators had either stagnated or even declined, 
compared to the pre-liberalization era. In fact, the price fluctuations under the new 
open market environment and the increasing issues in the procurement of farm in-
puts (caused by the retreat of the state from the distribution of said inputs), led 
many small-scale farmers to retreat to subsistence farming or to pursue additional 
economic activities to sustain their family’s livelihood. Overall, the new policy failed 
to create any form of economic progress for the majority of the rural population of 
Tanzania (Skarstein 2010: 124p.).

Instead of having to rely on poorly paying state cooperatives or the black market, 
like before, most small-scale farmers did not have any market left for their produce 
afterwards. When agricultural growth occurred, it was courtesy of the few better-off 
farmers who were able to access credits through private financial institutions and 
hence could invest in their business. So, while many new buildings and roads in the 
urban areas implied the return of economic growth and individual opportunities 
through foreign investment, the peasants of Tanzania were left stranded in the pe-
riphery (Putterman 1995: 320–322).

Another contributing factor to this increased differentiation in the era of liber-
alization was seen in the new trends emerging in crop choice and organization of 
farm labor. New market opportunities induced the cultivation of faster growing, 
but more labor-intensive crops, which necessitated the employment of more addi-
tionally hired farm hands in shorter periods. As the system to organize such excess 
labor became increasingly contractualized by the bigger producers, it became more 
difficult for the smaller farmers to find people willing to help them out on the basis 
of customary social obligations. This further impeded their ability to compete on the 
new private markets and amplified economic inequalities (Ponte 2000: 1025).

Regarding social service provision, similar tendencies could be observed through-
out Tanzania: While until the end of Nyerere’s presidency, health facilities would 
exclusively be seen as a task of the state, the Mwinyi administration encouraged the 
introduction of private hospitals and health service providers as part of the struc-
tural reforms demanded by the IMF. While this actually increased the total number 
of health facilities in the following years, these private operators did not choose to 
develop their operations in the areas which had the highest need for better health 
care, but tendentially opted for the slightly better developed regions which would 
promise a higher number of paying customers. During the Nyerere administration, 
on the other hand, the scarce resources of the Tanzanian state were concentrated on 
creating health facilities in the neediest areas of the country. As a result, health care 
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coverage dropped significantly after the economic shifts of the 1980s, if seen from a 
spatial perspective (Benson 2001: 1914). 

3.5 Recent development strategies and policies in  
 Tanzania

Despite the large extent of the structural reforms in economy and political system 
throughout the 1980s, there has never been a complete brake away from the rhetoric 
of Ujamaa or the glorification of Nyerere as the Father of the Nation in Tanzania. 
Actually, even after the end of the one-party state in 1992, CCM has dominated all 
elections in Tanzania and was able to establish something which Morse (2013) has 
called a competitive hegemony: Even if there are relatively free and fair elections 
between multiple parties in Tanzania nowadays, the extent of party structure and 
involvement, especially in rural areas, which CCM has inherited from the times of 
Ujamaa, is unmatched by any competitor. And as Nyerere’s leadership was neither 
excessively autocratic, nor in any ways tied to his family for succession, it was the 
party itself which inherited his political legacy. Furthermore, it was able to achieve 
a remarkable ability for self-correction and adaptability even through the economic 
changes of the 1980s (Morse 2013: 658–661).

The continuing strength of CCM is also seen as the result of the weakness of op-
position parties, who suffered from internal conflicts and poor leadership, especially 
in the formative period of Tanzania’s multiparty system in the second half of the 
1990s (Mpangala 2004: 13–15). Furthermore, the dominance of CCM in practically 
all areas of civil society (due to the fact that it had controlled all organizations in this 
area before the abandonment of the one-party state), enabled the party to create a 
true fear of opposition parties among the population. On the other hand, the ruling 
party continued to receive widespread support for its policies by the electorate, who 
credited CCM with having managed the economic transition in the best interest of 
the country (Mushi 2004: 52–54).

Indeed, the focus of the party on rural development and paternal care for the 
peasantry were not empty words after all, and material redistributions to the coun-
tryside enabled the party to establish a stronghold among rural voters as yet un-
touched by the opposition. Therefore, even three decades after the end of Nyerere’s 
presidency, the political scene in Tanzania is dominated by the discourse within 
CCM, and elements of Ujamaa can be found in virtually all of the recent develop-
ment strategies of the country (Morse 2013: 670–672).

With that being said, policy papers issued by the respective CCM governments 
continued to emphasize private initiative over the collective approach of Ujamaa. 
The Tanzania Vision 2025, which still acts as the overall policy of national devel-
opment, states a “developmental mindset” as well as “economic and political plu-
ralism” as the driving forces of achieving high standard livelihoods throughout 
Tanzania. While adjusting to the international development mainstream of good 
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governance, private investment, and the rule of law, the paper is characterized by 
a sort of opportunistic approach when it comes to attracting international capital to 
the country. At the same time, the social service component is upheld, but intended 
to be a shared responsibility of private organizations and the state, which is sup-
posed to provide them in a “cost-effective” manner (URT 1999: 15p.).

Lal’s study on postcolonial development in the Mtwara region had a special in-
terest in the echoes of Ujamaa discourse on development. She found them in local 
resistance to central state infrastructure projects like a gas pipeline, constructed with 
Chinese support, linking Mtwara with Dar es Salaam. On different occasions, the 
Tanzanian government took to a discourse of national development interest to de-
fend itself against accusations of land grabbing and resource extraction made by 
local inhabitants, who were enraged by the negligible benefit the project would have 
for the region the resources were based in. In the broader picture, the author attests 
a revival of Third World rhetoric and supposed South-South cooperation and sol-
idarity in justifying the big foreign investments from both China and South Africa 
into Tanzania in the first two decades of the 21st century. Similarly, President Kik-
wete’s 2010 Kilimo Kwanza (agriculture first) program for rural development tries to 
make rhetorical connections to Ujamaa’s focus on agriculture as the base of national 
development. However, many observers have deemed this green revolution style 
program to be only focused on short-term commercial development of already ad-
vanced farmers. In their view, a program with a focus on the majority of still small-
scale farmers dubbed “Wakulima Kwanza” (farmers first) would have been much 
more meaningful for people centered rural development (Lal 2015: 227–231).

Indeed, the policy initiative of Kilimo Kwanza stresses the new focus on private 
public partnership instead of state interventions. It tries to involve all types of farm-
ers (small, medium, large scale), while at the same time proclaiming a shift in ag-
ricultural investments from classical cash crops to food crop production, which are 
intended to be increasingly marketed. The overall approach is a large-scale push for 
agricultural modernization through the provision of better seeds, better access to 
fertilizers, and investments in farm tools and machinery. However, how exactly the 
policy tries to access the different scales of agricultural production all at the same 
time, remains unclear – and the only official document provided by the Tanzanian 
government on the policy itself is a presentation held in 2012 (Ngaiza 2012). 

It is probably more useful to see Kilimo Kwanza as a public campaign of raising 
political support for agricultural development with a strategy based on the 2005 Ag-
ricultural Sector Development Program (ASDP). The cornerstones of this program 
are agricultural investment, capacity building and market creation on the local and 
national level. In a continuity with earlier privatization programs in Tanzania, local 
and national components of the program are no longer seen as a direct task of the 
state, but are supposed to be implemented by state accredited private service pro-
viders. There are also major infrastructural investments set out in the program, like a 
national irrigation scheme, which was also supposed to be implemented as a public 
private partnership (URT 2005a: 15–21).

The current Agricultural Marketing Policy of 2008 defines the responsibility of 
the state for the creation of legislation and an institutional framework conducive 
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to economic growth in this sector, while the private sector and international devel-
opment partners are designated to operate the market for agricultural products as 
such. Although support in the provision of farm inputs and credits is still considered 
to be a task of the government, the direct control of the crop market is no longer 
seen as a mission of the Tanzanian state – in contrast to the Ujamaa era (URT 2008: 
24p.). This general division of roles, into a coordinating and overseeing one for the 
public sector on all levels of government and the role of investing and producing on 
the side of the private sector on all scales (from the small individual farmer to the 
big agribusiness company), is also reiterated in the most recent national agricultural 
policy of 2013 (URT 2013b: 35–42).

Furthermore, the operation of cooperatives and SACCOs is envisioned to be 
more business oriented. A reform program launched in 2005 is supposed to help this 
sector to adjust itself to the new liberalized market environment by supporting ca-
pacity building and managerial skills within the cooperatives. Additionally, the cen-
tral government pledged to enhance the financial situation of these institutions by 
providing credits and fostering the reduction of existing debts (URT 2005b: 22–37).

More than 50 years after independence, agriculture is still the most important 
sector when it comes to employment in Tanzania, with around 75% of the country’s 
total workforce. It produces 24.1% of the nation’s GDP and roughly 30% of its export 
earnings. An average agricultural growth rate of 4.4% per year means that produc-
tion increases quicker than the population (2.6% p.a.). However, there is still not 
enough surplus production for significant increase in wealth or poverty reduction. 
Food crop production creates about 65% of the agricultural GDP (with maize the 
most important one at 20% of the total agrarian GDP) and cash crops 10%, the rest is 
produced by livestock keeping and forestry activities. Food and cash crop produc-
tion is responsible for around 70% of rural incomes (URT 2013b: 2). 

The National Agricultural Policy of 2013 identifies 44 million ha of land as suit-
able for agricultural activities, of which only 24% (10.8 million ha) were cultivated 
in 2012, generally by subsistence farmers, who would cultivate between 0.2 and 2.0 
ha on average, with relatively low productivity. The policy envisions the expansion 
of the cultivated area, as well as the intensification of production in more densely 
populated areas. Within the recent agricultural policy, there is no clear focus on 
smallholder production (as was the case with the Arusha Declaration, for instance), 
but rather an approach open to all scales of agricultural producers, including large-
scale farming (URT 2013b: 2p.). 

The main constraints for agricultural development are seen in the low productiv-
ity of land and labor, as well as production inputs. For instance, maize productivity 
is only around 3.9 t per ha on average, while there would be a potential of 6 up to 
7.5 t per ha. Similarly, average paddy production in Tanzania is at 2.0-3.8 t per ha, 
with a potential of 6-8 t per ha. This low productivity is manifested by the under-
developed use of irrigation potentials, shortage of farm inputs like fertilizers and 
improved seeds, and limited access to financial services and capital for agricultural 
investment. In 2012, only around 450,000 out of the 10.8 million ha under cultivation 
were under irrigation. This high reliance on rain-fed agriculture makes the Tanzani-
an agriculture vulnerable to the highly variable rainfalls, inducing high uncertainty 



126

in production and possibly in national food security targets. Necessary investments, 
however, are hard to come by, especially for small-scale farmers, as the rural credit 
business is seen as a high-risk-low-return venture by commercial banks, which sup-
ply over 90% of all rural credit in Tanzania. The poor state of rural infrastructure 
– especially the road network – amplifies the difficulties of small-scale producers in 
increasing their production. Furthermore, the shortage of technical support, plant 
and animal health services and environmental degradation are seen as constraining 
factors. Last but not least, the policy identifies weak producer associations as well 
as the insufficient involvement of women and youth as hampering development in 
this sector. While it acknowledges the detrimental effects of insecurity in land ten-
ure and the depressed prices for primary commodities on the world market, it also 
criticizes the limited involvement of the private sector into agricultural development 
in Tanzania – possibly implying a policy more open for private (foreign) investment 
(URT 2013b: 3–5).

The National Agricultural Policy as well as Tanzania’s latest five-year develop-
ment plan also underline the value of focused investment strategies in predefined 
agricultural growth corridors, which are identified in climatically favorable regions 
of the country. In these corridors, market production and larger-scale investment by 
national and international private companies are encouraged and accompanied by 
infrastructure investments by the central government, either directly or by public 
private partnership (URT 2011b: 65p.). 

One of these “show-case” corridors is the Southern Highland Agricultural 
Growth Corridor (SAGCOT) which follows the main road between Dar es Salaam, 
Mbeya and Zambia and is meant to attract large-scale international funding by com-
bining the favorable climate conditions of the Southern Highlands and the relatively 
good connection to international markets via the TanZam highway and (theoretical-
ly) the TAZARA railroad. The Project was launched together with Kilimo Kwanza in 
2010 and is still receiving ample support from various international donors (SAG-
COT 2015; The World Bank 2016). 

Indeed, this project can be seen as an example for the ambivalence of Tanza-
nia’s recent agricultural policy: While other projects, like the Tanzania Bread Basket 
Transformation Project (URT 2011a), directly aimed at peasant production have re-
peatedly stressed the importance of smallholder food production for the Tanzanian 
economy as a whole (e.g. through investments in structures like better storage facil-
ities, voucher schemes for farm inputs and support in market access on the village 
level), the big publicity and the big investment by state and international commu-
nity literally bypasses the Southern Highlands of Ruvuma. SAGCOT only focuses 
on investment in places where there already is market access, and leaves it to other 
programs or donors to care to create one for other places. So, despite the recurring 
praise for the peasant as the backbone of national agriculture and economy, the na-
tional agricultural programs seem to sidestep the vast periphery and concentrate its 
efforts on the few corridors which are considered to be a worthwhile investment for 
international capital.

Overall, agricultural production in Tanzania has shown a steady increase in the 
first decade of the 21st century, as has the national GDP in general. However, this 
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growth has continued to be unevenly distributed across both space and income 
groups, as the economic differentiation of the population continues to grow. While 
some achievements have been made in reducing food poverty, the overall effect of 
Tanzania’s economic growth on poverty reduction has remained limited. This is es-
pecially true for the poorest strata of the population living in peripheral rural areas. 
As such, the economic development of Tanzania throughout the 2000s cannot be 
considered to be pro-poor (Havnevik 2010: 267–269).
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4 The Research Process

Research for this project commenced in December 2013 upon securing scholarship 
funds courtesy of Friedrich-Ebert-Stiftung (FES). It started with a thorough analysis 
of the available literature with the aim of revisiting the most important elements, 
steps and changes of the Ujamaa development strategy and implementation in Tan-
zania. In the next step, a first preliminary field visit was undertaken in May and June 
2014, in order to establish the institutional linkages to the St. Augustine University 
of Tanzania (SAUT) at Mwanza and to arrange research clearance on the side of the 
Tanzanian Commission of Science and Technology (COSTECH). 

The second field visit took place in September and October of the same year, this 
time with a focus on literature research at the main library of the University of Dar es 
Salaam, with its rich (and otherwise mostly inaccessible) reservoir on contemporary 
Ujamaa literature. In the following months, the decision was taken to concentrate 
the empirical research on the Ruvuma Region in Southern Tanzania, as its plentiful 
history of basic democratic Ujamaa implementation (see above) appeared to hold 
the most valuable information for the core aims of this study (for a detailed descrip-
tion of the case study selection process, see chapter 5).

With the decision on the case region taken, the two remaining field visits in Feb-
ruary/March and August/September 2015 were designed to focus on the generation 
of (mostly qualitative, see below) data on the local and regional experiences of var-
ious stakeholders with the period of Ujamaa, as well as the subsequent changes 
in development strategies in Tanzania. Going out from Songea, the administrative 
capital of Ruvuma Region, the empirical process was started with a series of guide-
line-based expert interviews with government representatives and various NGOs. 
Afterwards, preliminary visits to the villages identified as potential case study sites 
were taken. For three of those villages – namely Litowa, Matetereka and Mbingam-
harule, longer field visits could be arranged, which were conducted during the last 
phase of empirical research in August and September 2015. All of the field work 
within Ruvuma Region was performed with the support of the Archbishop James 
University College (AJUCO) at Songea, the local branch of SAUT in this area. 

4.1 Methodological considerations: How participatory  
 and how extractive?

Given the somewhat problematic history of Tanzania’s development strategies 
regarding the conflict between local initiative and central control which has been 
discussed throughout chapter 3, this research faced the issue of how to achieve a 
comprehensive picture of the local perspective on these changing strategies, with-
out confining it to the purely extractive accumulation of data. More specifically, the 
challenge would be seen in minimizing the researcher’s effect on the data itself by 

4.1
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eschewing the structural bias that comes with pre-arranged methods like big ques-
tionnaires prepared without participation of the research subjects, in this case the 
inhabitants of the case study villages. A more detailed critique on the limitations of 
such “classical” forms of rural investigation has been presented by Chambers (2008: 
1–24).

In the search for more participatory and less extractive ways of empirical re-
search, two basic concepts were considered for this thesis. Firstly, the Rapid Rural 
Appraisal (RRA) (Chambers 1981) technique, and secondly,  the Participatory Rural 
Appraisal (PRA) methodology, as described by Chambers (2008: 85–104), which has 
become increasingly popular in the field of development research within the last 
two decades. In fact, PRA has been developed by practitioners and researchers on 
the basis of the RRA technique since the early 1990s. First clarified by Chambers 
(1992) and Chambers and Conway (1992), PRA and RRA continue to be influenced 
by Chambers (2007a, 2007b), as well as Cornwall et al. (2001) and other authors, 
many of them based at the Institute for Development Studies (IDS) at the University 
of Sussex, UK. 

While stating the importance of the participation of the local population, both 
in the collection and the dissemination of data, PRA does not stick to a fixed set of 
inquiry instruments. On the contrary, it “embraces” methodological plurality and 
“eclectic” opportunism, i.e. it demands the researcher to look for the most appro-
priate and most participatory method of gathering data, but also to strive for a true 
understanding of the research object. “Classic” methods like big questionnaires are 
discouraged, while new methods – both qualitative and quantitative – are common-
ly created while performing field research. Also, PRA tries to analyse fewer cases 
over longer periods of time, instead of accumulating masses of data in a short time-
frame. Being traditionally associated with more qualitative forms of research, many 
contributions have proven the ability of PRA methods to also retrieve quantitative 
information, with the same or even better accuracy than “traditional” research meth-
ods (Chambers 2008: 167–191).

In fact, both RRA and PRA share a common set of principles, which are based on 
the main goal of achieving the reversal of the learning experience. This means, that 
the researcher takes the position of the student, who wants to learn from the experi-
ences and knowledge of the local community and not the role of a teacher or expert 
in his or her field of competence. Therefore, flexibility in the pursuit of information 
and reliance on local informants is encouraged. In order to ensure the scientific value 
of the emerging results, triangulation of data from different methods is also para-
mount. From the perspective of the limited resources available for this research, a 
balance of possible trade-offs suggested by those techniques provides an additional 
incentive (Chambers 1992: 13p.).

The main difference in the application of either RRA or PRA has been seen in 
the difference of those applying them and the overall goal of the appraisal as such. 
While RRA has been used mainly in the scientific context for the use of understand-
ing local realities, PRA is more inclined to use by NGOs and practitioners, who also 
aim to empower the participants of the study by sharing and discussing the results 
in the process (Chambers 1992: 11p.).
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While continuing to be popular in this context, the application of PRA has also 
been seen as critical in practice, as there have been tendencies to narrow the defi-
nition of participation on the exact adherence to a predefined “participation cata-
logue” – implying that participation has to be conducted according to external use. 
This also implies the necessity to address the issue of who exactly is “doing partici-
pation” and for whom these results are used (Cornwall et al. 2001: 7–13).

Coming from this tendency observed in the implementation of the PRA para-
digm, Chambers (2007a: 25–28) has argued for a new “eclectic pluralism”, which 
would focus on the core theme of participation and involvement of local stakehold-
ers, rather than to certain brand of research pattern of an exact catalogue of methods. 
Discussing the same issue, Bergold and Thomas (2012) emphasized that the most 
basic question in order to consider a research project as participatory or not would 
be the question on who controls the enquiry at each stage of its design and imple-
mentation.

Therefore, the following chapters will try to illustrate the research process with 
regards to the interaction between the researcher and the local research partners 
and informants, in order to provide an impression on how participatory and how 
extractive the empirical stage of this thesis has been.

4.2 Whose research is it anyway?  
 Between intrinsic interest and local perspectives

With these propositions, the question emerges whose interest and whose reality de-
terminates the design of the research as such. Considering the basic principles of 
participatory appraisal of any kind, it is supposed that it is the local perspective 
which should be the basis of enquiry (Chambers 2007a: 19–21).

Nevertheless, one has to consider the fact that the idea for this thesis itself, as well 
as the focus on the issue of Ujamaa did not come from a local request of any sort, but 
emerged from the interest of the researcher himself in the respective topics. There-
fore, both the overall theme as well as the selection of the case study area (see below) 
were determined by factors external to the research subjects themselves. In fact, the 
specific topic of Ujamaa history could be considered as an intrinsic interest of the 
researcher (Tellis 1997: 1p.). Consequently, the issue of control over the research 
progress becomes even more eminent.

The conflict between external and internal perspectives, however, is not unique 
to human geographic research. In the area of cultural studies, these different per-
spectives have been defined as the emic approach on the one hand, which represents 
the description and meaning making of events by insiders or “native members of 
the culture” (Lett 1990: 130) which is the focus group of a respective research. In 
contrast, the etic perspective would be the interpretation of an event by somebody 
external to said culture – in the scientific context, this would usually be the research-
er foreign to a certain social group (Darling 2016).

4.2
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In order to reconcile this apparent discrepancy between participatory pretense 
and intrinsic (yet external) motivation with regards to methodological practices – i.e. 
to use the right methods and ask the right questions – this research has employed 
an iterative model of empirical research, which has been used in a similar fashion 
by Darling (2016). Within this framework, the research starts with theoretical and 
methodological considerations by the researcher. Yet, as the scientific work enters its 
empirical phase, these research tools may be amended following insiders feedback. 
In a zig-zag pattern, initiative by the external researcher will be informed by local 
knowledge, which will determine the next step to be taken. 

In the case of this study, the intrinsic interest in Ujamaa was followed up by liter-
ature research, which led to the emergence of Ruvuma as the main region of interest 
and the RDA as one of the main themes for further inquiry. Once arrived in the case 
study area, local institutions like the partner Universities, NGOs and regional au-
thorities were approached in order to specify the research topic and identify villages 
suitable for more in depth case studies. In the next step, local village authorities 
and village based key informants were approached with the help of local research 
partners. This not only led to the concretization of research questions, but also to 
the identification of further key stakeholders, like contemporary witnesses and the 
farmers’ groups of the respective villages.

In conclusion, it could be said that the intrinsic interest dominated the first phase 
of empirical research, while for the actual field work in the villages, local informants 
took the lead. It was they who described their understanding of Ujamaa, their ideas 
which informed the coding of the information and their impetus on emphasizing 
some things, and not others, which shaped the further structure of this thesis. 

4.3 Detailed description of methods

After these rather philosophical considerations concerning the design of the research 
project as such, the subsequent chapters will present a more detailed description of 
the concrete methods which were used in the field.

4.3.1 Guideline-based Expert Interviews

Qualitative interviews are among the most common methods in the initial stages of 
any research. Usually, they are conducted with the aim of getting a first impression 
of the research subject, identifying areas for further investigation and gathering ad-
ditional contacts within the research area. As the dialogue is one of the most basic 
elements of everyday communication, it is usually also the easiest way for the initial 
approach to predefined stakeholders (Meier Kruker & Rauh 2005: 62p.). 

For this task of initial exploration of the research topic as well as the research 
area, the expert interview is seen as one of the most useful tools. “Experts” in this 

4.3



132

sense can be any group of persons, who are seen to have specific knowledge about 
the topic and/or the area. As is the case with most expert interviews in human geo-
graphic research, the interviews for this study were prepared in the form of guide-
line-based interviews (Meier Kruker & Rauh 2005: 64–71). 

Those guidelines were designed based on the theoretical knowledge of Ujamaa 
and development history in the region presented in the previous chapters. Preiden-
tified groups of stakeholders included NGOs performing development activities in 
Ruvuma as well as government authorities on regional, district and village level. 
Further experts were included in the interviews as research progressed, based on 
information gathered during the field visits. These included the Abby at Peramiho, 
the National Food Reserve Agency (NFRA) in Songea and YARA, a private company 
engaged in the provision of fertilizers and other farm inputs in the region. Further-
more, other informants like school principals were addressed in the form of guide-
line-based expert interviews.

In general, the guidelines were developed during the field visits directly before 
the interviews (usually on the day the appointment could be confirmed), but in-
formed by the overall knowledge at the respective time of research. Guidelines were 
kept the same for groups of actors like NGOs, to ensure comparability for later anal-
ysis. Individual expert interviews had their own guideline, specific to the respective 
organization or position. In all cases, some issues of overriding importance were 
always included in the guidelines, such as the activities of the respective organiza-
tion, the time the interviewed person has been working at the position of interest, 
their personal or institutional understanding of development, challenges and Uja-
maa history, as well as the perceived changes since the end of Ujamaa. The detailed 
guidelines for each sort of expert interview can be found in Appendix 1. 

Furthermore, the first stage of interviews with the NGOs and government insti-
tutions during the field visit in February and March 2015 was used to gather person-
al contacts and additional information on the eventual case study villages. During 
this visit, six expert interviews were conducted with NGOs in Songea, two with 
regional and district government authorities, one with NFRA and one with a former 
Member of Parliament, also in Songea. One interview was conducted at Peramiho 
Abby, one with a former villager from Matetereka at Peramiho, and one each with 
the village government of Litowa and Mbingamharule. Apart from the last two, all 
of these first-round interviews were conducted in English or German (one of Son-
gea’s NGOs, SNC). The interview with the chairman of Litowa was held in Kiswahili 
with the help of a local translator, while the one in Mbingamharule was conduct-
ed entirely in Kiswahili by the author. Another expert interview was conducted at 
YARA’s Tanzanian headquarters in Dar es Salaam, also in English.

The field visit of August and September of 2015 included expert interviews with 
the village chairman of Matetereka (Kiswahili with partial translation), the head 
teacher at Matetereka’s primary school and an additional NGO interview in Songea, 
both in English. All interviews were recorded with a digital audio recording device 
and took between around 15 and 45 minutes, depending on the unfolding of the 
respective interview. A complete overview on the guideline-based interviews can be 
found in Appendix 1. For the sake of citation in this thesis, each of these interviews 
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has been assigned the code GBE (Guideline-Based Expert Interview), followed by 
consecutive numbering and the date of the interview.

4.3.2 Narrative interviews with contemporary witnesses

The concept of (local) narratives has enjoyed increasing interest in human sciences 
in the last decades. This attention is driven by the acknowledgement that a local, 
biographical perspective on various social and political events can provide valuable 
insights into the overall understanding of such phenomena. Specifically, individual 
political biographies are seen as one field of interest in this context, in an effort to 
give a voice to the local perspective and the perceptions of people at the periphery of 
political systems. However, there are still differing understandings of what exactly 
a “narrative” is: Usually the interpretations vary between the extremes of a purely 
personal story and the abstract concept of an integrated overall narrative in a given 
geographical area or group of persons (Roberts 2004). Within this methodical dis-
cussion, questions also remain concerning how to appreciate narrative data (usually 
biographical interviews) with regards to an overall understanding of historic reality 
or causality (Ponti 2012).

An overview on the different streams of thought regarding narratives and their 
use in social sciences has been provided by Robert and Shenhav (2014). Derived 
from their understanding of the different uses of narratives, the term will be used in 
two distinct ways throughout the presentation and the discussion of the empirical 
results of this study: Firstly, a narrative is understood as a “major topic or grand 
story” (Robert & Shenhav 2014: 9) of a specific theme in a certain area, such as the 
narrative of Ujamaa development in Ruvuma that will be presented in chapter 6. It 
includes the findings of all the different empirical inquiries performed for this thesis. 

Secondly, narratives are understood as a specific object or element of this re-
search, i.e. the personal stories which a specific group of stakeholders (the contem-
porary witnesses) tells about the history of their villages and organizations (Robert 
& Shenhav 2014: 9p.). It is the latter use of the term which acted as a base for the 
design of the narrative interviews: 

As the main focus of these interviews has been the interest in collecting the per-
sonal stories of contemporary witnesses, those interviews were not led by a guide-
line, but were conducted in an open manner. Resulting from this interest of narra-
tive interviews as such, the participants were usually asked to tell the story of their 
village from their own point of view. Additional questions by the interviewer were 
asked if necessary, as the interview unfolded (Meier Kruker & Rauh 2005: 67).

For this group of interviews, the chief interest when choosing the participants 
lay in locating contemporary witnesses of the Ujamaa period, who have been living 
in the respective communities for an extended time and ideally would have been 
part of the villages’ foundation in the case of Litowa and Matetereka. Furthermore, a 
flexible approach was taken with regards to the number of interviewees in each nar-
rative interview. Preferably, a one-on-one situation was chosen, although the visits 
always included the presence of a local guide. 
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Two such individual interviews with contemporary witnesses of the RDA era 
were led in Matetereka and three in Litowa, one interview (with two interviewees) 
in Liweta, and two additional interviews were conducted in the non-RDA village 
of Namatuhi. In two cases, narrative interviews were led as group interviews in-
volving more than two participants. This was the result of local informants inviting 
contemporary witnesses for the sake of the interview in Mbingamharule and Ma-
tetereka. In spite of the group situation, the participants were still telling their own 
personal stories in these cases. 

All narrative interviews were led in Kiswahili by the author. In six out of the 
nine narrative interviews, (partial) translation into English was provided by local 
interpreters. The interviews took between 15 minutes and over two hours, depend-
ing greatly on the knowledge of the participants and their willingness to share their 
stories. All interviews were recorded digitally and a complete overview on the nar-
rative interviews can be found in Appendix 1. Within the following chapters, those 
interviews will be cited as NCW (Narrative Contemporary Witness Interview), fol-
lowed by consecutive numbering and the date of the interview.

4.3.3 Group interviews

During the last field visit, the main goal was to locate present day local farmers and 
understand their knowledge and perspective on (village) development and the Uja-
maa history of their area. In order to get detailed information, as well as an overview 
of the bigger picture of the opinions of the peasantry, the first method applied for this 
endeavor were group interviews. This form of qualitative research is seen as enabling 
discussions among the members of the group around a predefined issue, and possibly 
the creation of new ideas on dealing with it (Meier Kruker & Rauh 2005: 71). 

While this second possible outcome was not the key interest of this research, the 
approach was still seen as the most adequate form of involving not only the per-
ceptions of leaders and other individuals, but also those of “common” farmers into 
the study. Out of the interest in modern day farmers’ self-organization, as well as 
for reasons of practical accessibility, the main target of these group interviews was 
the vikundi (singular: kikundi) operating at the case study villages. Vikundi might be 
described as the Tanzanian equivalent to farmers’ cooperatives. However, the dif-
ferent vikundi can be characterized by vastly different degrees of organization and 
cooperation (see below). Twelve Group discussions were conducted with vikundi in 
Litowa (6), Matetereka (4) and Mbingamharule (2). The group discussions in Mbin-
gamharule and two of the discussions in Matetereka included several vikundi each. 
Additionally, two group interviews were held with youth groups. 

The design of these interviews was elaborated taking into account the results of 
the earlier expert interviews and aimed to give the participants the opportunity to 
explain the nature and activities of their respective group. Guidelines according to 
the group type were used for kicking off the group discussion as well as for moder-
ating the proceedings and guiding the group trough the different areas of interest 
(Cooperation, Development, Ujamaa history, etc.). Other than that, the author tried 
to take a back seat in the emerging discussion and let the group members discuss 
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the issues as freely as possible. All of the group discussions were held and moder-
ated in Kiswahili by the author. As with the other types of interviews, the length of 
the discussions varied considerably, between around 20 minutes and one hour. All 
discussions were recorded with a digital audio recording devise. The guideline used 
for the group interviews is presented in Appendix 1, as is the detailed overview on 
all of these interviews. The citation within the text will be GI (Group Interview), 
followed by consecutive numbering and the date of the interview.

Yet, it has to be mentioned, that access to the groups was usually facilitated 
through actors that could be described as authorities within the villages (village 
chairmen, wazee, etc.), as direct access to these often loosely associated groups ap-
peared unfeasible without the help of such authorities. In most cases, these persons 
were present during the group discussions and interacted with the group members 
at different levels of intensity. Therefore, even if the discussions usually appeared to 
be led quite openly, and critical opinions on village policy were a norm rather than 
an exception, the presence of these aforementioned authorities has to be taken into 
account when evaluating the results of the group discussions.

4.3.4 Village questionnaires

In addition to the use of group discussions, a questionnaire was developed for the 
villages of Litowa, Matetereka and Mbingamharule, which served the purpose of 
(qualitatively) understanding the opinion of current residents on the present and 
past development of their home villages. The questionnaires were chiefly aimed at 
the farmers of the village and included personal questions on demographic data and 
opinions as well as questions about agriculture and other income. The agriculture 
related questions (field size, crop types, etc.) were asked for the household of the 
recipient, as this is the common unit of production in all of the three villages. Three 
open questions concerning the challenges of living in the particular village, the state 
of village development and the knowledge and opinion on Ujamaa history were 
therefore placed at the end of the questionnaire. In order to better understand the 
economic and social background of the recipients, questions on the provenience, 
family size and farm activities were also part of the questionnaire. These question-
naires were the basis for random personal interviews, which were conducted by 
local research aides in Kiswahili. 100 questionnaires were collected in Litowa, 109 
in Matetereka and 95 in Mbingamharule, all of which were later analyzed by the 
author. The questionnaire itself can be found in Appendix 2, as can the distribution 
of age and gender among the recipients of each village.

4.3.5 Analysis of qualitative and quantitative data
Qualitative content analysis

The analysis of the qualitative data gathered through the different types of inter-
views described above, as well as the qualitative questions of the questionnaires, 
was performed according to the principles of qualitative content analysis. Presented 
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by Mayring (2000) as an integration of different qualitative approaches to deal with 
data (communicative studies, psychology, hermeneutics, etc.), it is based on several 
principles: First of all, the qualitative analysis of content requires the subsumption 
of the primary data under a model of communication, i.e. the presentation of the 
circumstances of data creation (in our case, the situation of the interview), the so-
cial and cultural background of the interviewee and the aim of the analysis itself. 
Secondly, it requires the setting and description of the rules, according to which the 
material has been analyzed. Thirdly, these rules of analysis are used for the cate-
gorization of data. This categorization is based on the theoretical foundation of the 
study itself as well as the results of the interviews. And finally, the description of all 
the aforementioned steps has to ensure the interreliabilty of the results (see Mayring 
(2010: 26–47) for a more detailed description of the basic elements of qualitative 
content analysis).

Transcription of interviews
After the audio recording during the field visits, the first step necessary for the fur-
ther analysis of the interviews was the transcription of the audio recordings, in order 
to get a textual base for analysis. As in any empirical research, the depth of detail 
for the transcriptions of the interviews was guided by the overall research interest 
(Meier Kruker & Rauh 2005: 75p.). Therefore, neither a commenting nor a full word-
by-word transcription was deemed necessary, as the research had no interest in the 
in-depth linguistic or communicational science aspects of the material in question. 
As a result, repetitions and similar elements of the conversation were not necessarily 
transcribed. 

The main challenge in the transcription of the interviews, however, was the dif-
ferent languages used in the interviews as such, as well as the fact that some of the 
interviews had been translated in situ by a local interpreter and others were held en-
tirely in Kiswahili. To account for this fact, in the case of interviews with interpreter, 
his interpretations were the ones transcribed in detail, while the original passages 
were only transcribed by the author in case there was a lack of interpretation. In 
such cases, the transcription was done directly from the Kiswahili audio material 
into an English interpretation of the text, based on the auditory understanding of 
the original account. This was seen as the best possibility for achieving comparabil-
ity between the different types of translations (by local interpreter and by auditory 
understanding of the author). In the case of Kiswahili-only interview situations, the 
same technique of direct auditory transcription into English was chosen. In all cases, 
it was attempted to keep the original structure of the original account’s syntax and 
wording in the English version.

In the case of the interviews held in English, word-by-word transcription was 
performed, with the level of detail mentioned above.

Coding and selection of relevant information from interviews
After the transcription of the interview material, the next logical step in qualitative 
content analysis is the identification of data relevant to the research and their orga-
nization along the patterns guided by the research questions itself, and thereafter the 
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combination of these data into meaningful categories (Aronson 1995: 1p.). Indeed, 
in the case of this research, all parts of the interviews were selected for this process 
of categorization, with the exception of the process of introduction and the questions 
of the participants directed at the interviewer at the end of each interview. All other 
parts of the interviews were coded using the Atlas.ti software. 

Coding and category-building was done using a combination of deductive and 
inductive coding (Mayring 2000): Some major codes were already deducted from 
the interview questions as such (for instance “NGO activities” or “definition of de-
velopment”). With these codes already clear, the first step in the analysis of the tran-
scripts was now to identify and mark the relevant passages of each interview. 

The second step of coding, on the other hand, can be considered to be induc-
tive: The interview transcripts of a specific group of stakeholders (NGOs, Farmers’ 
Groups, etc.) were now screened manually with a technique dubbed “Noticing and 
Collecting Things (NCT)”, which basically means that one goes through one inter-
view after another, marking passages that are noticed to transport a certain content. 
If in following passages or another interview similar content is found, it is coded 
in the same way, hence collected (see Friese (2011) for a detailed description of this 
technique using the Atlas.ti software). 

In this manner, new codes were created as subcategories to the deductive cat-
egories derived from the questions themselves. In reiterative steps, the new codes 
collected are screened for consistency and merged together, if necessary (Winters et 
al. 2010: 1420–1422). Through this process, it was possible to categorize the different 
opinions on the times of Ujamaa, for instance, based on the local understanding of 
this time by the participants of the interviews. The final result of this coding process 
is the base for the presentation of the empirical findings in chapter 6. A detailed 
description of the respective coding rules applied will be provided in that chapter 
as well.

Coding and analysis of questionnaire data
Concerning the qualitative data collected with the help of the village questionnaires, 
the same process of deductive and inductive coding was used. However, since the 
individual contributions were considerably shorter than those of the interviews, 
coding was done directly in the excel representation of the questionnaires. Further-
more, in contrast to the expert, narrative and group interviews, the emerging cate-
gories of answers could be presented in a nominal quantitative manner. The coding 
scheme used for the recipients’ perceptions of the Ujamaa era can be found in detail 
in chapter 6.2.4.

For most of the quantitative data derived from the questionnaires, a simple, de-
scriptive representation was deemed to be sufficient for the sake of this research. For 
instance, in the case of field sizes, number of different crops, and animals owned by 
the respective respondents. In this case the frequency of each property was simply 
counted with the help of the excel-mask of the respective village questionnaires, 
and, if applicable, arithmetic averages could be calculated. In the case of the field 
size stated by the respondent, categories were built in order to enable a graphic rep-
resentation of this property (Meier Kruker & Rauh 2005: 114–119).
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With regards to the opinions on Ujamaa, which have been coded out of the open, 
qualitative answers of the respondents, those categories were treated as a nominally 
scaled parameter. Therefore, a contingency test for nominal parameters according to 
Pearson was performed, in order to analyze the contingency of these opinions with 
other parameters such as the age and gender of respondents, their respective village 
of living or the size of their field (Meier Kruker & Rauh 2005: 141p.).

Yet, not all of the data gathered in the village questionnaires have been used for 
this thesis out of different reasons. For instance, answers to the question regarding 
the size of the respondents’ families did not appear to be reliable, as in many – but 
not all – cases, the number of children stated in question 2 was the sum of the num-
ber of men and women specified above. This indicated that different respondents 
interpreted the question in a different manner, making the use of these demographic 
data inadvisable. Regarding the amount of harvest for each respondent, only the 
number of different crops has been used for further analysis, as the yield itself was 
not stated in a coherent manner.

4.3.6 Mapping of the former RDA villages and historical transects

The villages of Litowa and Matetereka have been mapped for the use of this study, 
using classical onsite mapping techniques and locally collected GPS data. The maps 
were later designed at the Würzburg Institute for Geography, using the data from 
the field visits and additional satellite imagery provided by google earth.

Apart from giving an overview of the current layout and building structure of 
the former RDA villages, one key interest of the mapping operation was to locate 
places of historical interest. In line with the attempt to represent the local perspective 
on Ujamaa history, the method of historical transect walks was chosen to accomplish 
this task. Historical transects have been described as a participatory method to gath-
er information on a predefined area of interest, while at the same time enabling local 
participants to literally lead the way and show the researcher the places they find 
relevant for their own history. Such walks are therefore not a quiet hike through the 
area, but an ongoing conversation between the participants and the researcher, who 
is taking notes on the information which are presented by the locals (Kumar 2002: 
143–147). 

Quite often, such walks act as a tool to understand the history of natural resource 
use or local history in general. In the ex-RDA villages of Matetereka and Litowa, 
historical transect walks were performed in order to locate and understand the re-
maining physical sites of the organization’s history. In Litowa, the historical transect 
took place on 22nd of August 2015 and was made with the support of members from 
the current village government, in Matetereka the transect walk was led by Mzee 
Mayemba and some fellow villagers on 31st of August 2015. In both cases, the sites 
identified by the villagers were marked with a GPS device, in order to be included 
in the village maps later on.
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5  The case study –  
 Ujamaa development in Ruvuma

With this background of research methods and methodological considerations, the 
thesis will proceed with the presentation of the case study itself: The development of 
Ujamaa in Ruvuma. First of all, a short overview on the selection process of the case 
study area and the definition of the different stakeholders will be given. Afterwards, 
the basic characteristics of the research region of Ruvuma will be presented in chap-
ter 5.3, while the case study villages of Litowa, Matetereka and Mbingamharule will 
be described in chapter 5.4.

5.1 Selection process of the case study area

The overall goal of this thesis has been to shed new light on the changing develop-
ment paradigms in Tanzania in general and the development of the Ujamaa ideolo-
gy and strategy in particular. Thorough research of the available contemporary and 
post-Ujamaa literature from both Tanzanian and international scholars underlined 
the crucial role of the early communitarian movements in the Ruvuma Region, and 
the history of the RDA in particular, in the unfolding of the Tanzanian develop-
ment approach. Therefore – and in consideration of the limited resources in time 
and manpower – the decision was taken to concentrate the empirical research on this 
region, rather than selecting case study sites from several different areas within the 
country. While this decision certainly limits the possibility of arriving at a general 
picture of the local effects of changing development paradigms all over Tanzania, 
it enabled the research to deliver a more in-depth perspective of the development 
history of this particular region. 

Once the regional scale of the study was decided, it became clear that data had 
to be collected from both RDA and non-RDA villages, in order to create a broader 
picture of development narratives on the ground. Concerning the RDA villages, the 
three villages of Litowa, Matetereka and Liweta became the center of attention from 
early on: First of all, all of these villages had received relatively high interest in the 
contemporary literature, and several descriptions and scientific papers were avail-
able as a starting point for research (see Interview with E. Ndonde 1975; Wenner 
1970; Toroka 1973; Ibbott 1969, 1970; Brain 1977; Coulson 1982; Lewin 1973; Musti 
de Gennaro 1981). Therefore, all of these three were visited during the third field 
visit to explore the possibilities for further research. 

Secondly, the village of Litowa played a crucial part in understanding the orga-
nizational development of the RDA and Ujamaa in general, and proved to be a very 
valuable study area, being the first RDA village (Coulson 1982: 263; Ibbott 2014) 
and the central place in the association’s history. On the other hand, Matetereka had 
been described as “the last Ujamaa village” in Tanzania by Edwards (1998), who had 
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produced a valuable account of the proceedings of the original Ujamaa cooperative 
of that village after the disbandment of the RDA. Several interviewees in Edwards’ 
account could again be found during research in 2015 (NCW 4; 3/6/2015; NCW 10; 
8/31/2015; GI 11; 9/3/2015). As logistic and administrative support was hard to come 
by in Liweta, it was eventually eliminated as a case study site, although one narra-
tive interview could still be conducted there.

For the non-RDA villages, the concrete historical entanglement with Ujamaa ap-
peared to be of secondary importance. Practicability and accessibility therefore were 
the chief interest in the selection of those villages. With the help of Xaver Komba, 
a valuable local contact in Songea, his hometown of Mbingamharule provided an 
excellent opportunity for the non-RDA case study. Additional interviews were led 
in Namatuhi, to the South of Songea.

5.2 Definition of focal groups and stakeholders

The most important focal group for this research on understanding the effects of 
Ujamaa development on the rural population of Tanzania were the members of the 
peasantry themselves. Therefore, the perception of those small-scale farmers was 
the main interest of both group interviews and the village questionnaires in the case 
study villages.

During the research, farmers’ groups – or vikundi (singular kikundi) in Kiswa-
hili – emerged as one of the most interesting group of actors for the understanding 
of both the perception of Ujamaa history by the local peasantry, and the persistence 
of cooperative ideas on the village scale. Kikundi in Kiswahili is the general term for 
any kind of “group”. However, within the village environment, it is understood as an 
association of farmers. Yet, vikundi should not be equated with the European concept 
of farmers’ cooperatives. While they certainly share some of the same basic ideas, the 
range of activities as well as the scope of collective actions varies greatly between the 
different vikundi that have been analyzed for this research. Some of the groups are 
merely common organizations to express their members’ interests to other stakehold-
ers, others try to achieve a low-key form of social insurance by pooling their members’ 
cash reserves and giving payouts for certain immediate needs like hospital bills or 
school fees. Many have a system of pooling the agricultural produce of the individual 
farmers, in order to achieve higher prices at the markets and improve their bargaining 
power when dealing with middlemen. Some of the vikundi, however, are operating 
a certain extent of collective agriculture, mostly for cash crops like soya. The cash in-
come generated by such activities is then split among the group’s members, or used 
for investment in agricultural inputs for the next season. The inner organization of 
the vikundi is usually of a basic democratic character, with all the members meeting 
regularly to agree on the group’s activity and electing a chairperson, bookkeeper and 
similar positions for the day-to-day management of its assets. The varying activities of 
the groups involved in this research will be described in chapter 6.2.3.

Secondly, the need for contemporary witnesses made the group of village elders, 
or wazee, another focal group of interest. It was assumed that they could act as con-
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temporary witnesses for practically the whole Ujamaa era, as well as the subsequent 
changes occurring in their villages. Narrative interviews were the main method of 
choice for understanding the members of the wazee group. As most of the wazee 
are small-scale farmers themselves – and in some cases vikundi members –, those 
individuals are part of both focal groups. Furthermore, some other contemporary 
witnesses, like former students of the RDA school, took part in narrative interviews. 
In general, all representatives of this focal group were identified by local informants. 
In the case of Matetereka, the names of many wazee, who were involved in the es-
tablishment of the village, were already known thanks to Edwards’ (1998) informa-
tion on the subject.

Thirdly, in order to include the view of younger village members on development 
and Ujamaa, group discussions with village-based youth groups were conducted in 
Litowa and Matetereka. This last group of stakeholders may actually act as an example 
of the general approach of this research towards the planning of interview situations. 
Indeed, the general groups of interest were defined before the setting off to the case 
study area. However, during the actual visit, a very open attitude towards the involve-
ment of additional interview partners was taken. With the youth, only the village of 
Matetereka had a more or less organized youth group, while the interview with the 
young farmers of Litowa consisted of an ad-hoc group of interested participants. While 
this approach might negatively affect the representativeness of their statements, it was 
seen as a practical implementation of participative research, which actually demands 
the flexible incorporation of the local situation (Chambers 1992: 13–15).

Apart from this inside view on development on the village scale, public adminis-
tration (on regional, district and village level) was identified as another group of stake-
holders. In addition to their knowledge on the research subject, the involvement of 
these actors not only served as a source of information, but also as a necessary require-
ment for getting access to the local level. Last but not least, the NGOs involved in dif-
ferent development projects within the region could be seen as an obvious stakeholder 
in the development scene of the research area. Their information acted as a valuable 
starting point for the deeper understanding of local development interactions.

5.3 The Ruvuma Region in Southern Tanzania

In the following chapters, an overview of the basic topographical, ecological and 
socio-economic settings of the Ruvuma Region will be given.

5.3.1 Basic Physical and Agro-ecological Features

The Ruvuma Region is situated in the extreme Southwest of Tanzania, bordering 
Malawi to the West (at Lake Malawi/ Lake Nyasa in Tanzanian terms) and Mozam-
bique to the South, between a Latitude of 9°35’ to 11°45’ South and a Longitude of 
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34°35’ to 38°10’ East. It covers an area of 64,493 km², of which 54,839 km² are consid-
ered to be arable land, 6,425 km² forests and 29,79 km² water surface by the Tanza-
nian administration. To the North, it boarders Iringa Region and to the East Mtwara 
Region. Ruvuma is part of the Southern Highlands of Tanzania, which can reach as 
high as 2000 m a.s.l. in the Lukumburu Mountains in the North of the region. The 
West of the region is characterized by the equally high Matengo Mountains, before 
descending rapidly to the shore of Lake Nyasa, which fills the bottom of the East 
African Rift valley. The Southern and central parts of Ruvuma are made up of lower 
plains and undulated terrain, dissected through the namesake Ruvuma River and 
its tributaries – which form the main drainage system of the area –  flowing between 
the lower areas of Eastern Ruvuma and Mozambique before leading into the Indi-
an Ocean. Its main tributaries are the perennial Njuga, Likonde, Ngembambili and 
Lukimwa Rivers. The Western slopes of the Matengo and Lukumburu mountains 
are drained through the Ruhulu river system into Lake Nyasa, and from there on 
into the Zambesi River system (URT 1997a: 1, 1997a: 24).

An overview of the Region can be found in Map 1, which also illustrates the ad-
ministrative borders within Ruvuma. The places of research are highlighted as well.

Ruvuma’s climate is considered to be moderate given its tropical location, with 
average peak temperatures of 30°C in October and November and lower temperatures 
in June, July and August, which can reach as low as 13°C in the Matengo Highlands. The 
average temperature for Ruvuma is 23°C. Apart from extraordinary dry years, there 
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is enough rainfall available in the region, averaging between 800 and 1800 mm per 
year, with the amount of rainfall decreasing gradually from West to East. Due to its 
location in the South of Tanzania, Ruvuma experiences only one long rainy season, 
which lasts from December until mid-April (URT 1997a: 3p.). 

The far Western and the Eastern parts of the Region have a relatively high risk of 
dry spells in mid-season (February), while the central parts, especially around Son-
gea town have a high reliability of rains throughout the season. In fact, the Southern 
Highlands growing season, which usually spans 130 to 140 days per year, is consid-
ered to be the most favorable in all of Tanzania, due to the combination of reliable 
rainfalls and relatively low temperatures. This gives good conditions for water-de-
manding crops like banana and finger millet, but also an excellent environment for 
the cultivation of maize. The latter also benefits from the ideal soil moisture condi-
tions in much of the region, which enables the plants to access enough water even 
after the end of the rainy season (Schmied 1989: 17p.).

Considering the natural vegetation of the area, most of it was covered by Miom-
bo woodlands in the past, with the species of branchistegia, julbernia and isoberlinia 
being the most common trees. The Miombo woodlands are under increasing threat 
from human activities, especially the demand for firewood and charcoal production. 
Therefore, the woodlands have mostly been replaced by bushland thicket and grass-
land on the lower slopes, and the area covered by Miombo woodland has declined. 
(URT 1997a: 5p.).

Songea Rural District, the district in which all case study villages are situated, 
covers an area of approximately 13,455 km², after Namtumbo District has been cre-
ated out of the Eastern part of the original Songea District in 2002. The climate here 
resembles the average for Ruvuma region, with mean annual rainfalls between 800 
and 1200 mm and one long rainy season (November to May). Generally, rainfall in-
creases with altitude in this district, resulting in relatively drier lowlands and humid 
highlands (especially in the far North of the district). The natural vegetation is also 
similar to the region’s average. To the North, a small section of Selous Game Reserve 
lies within the borders of the district (SDC 2013: 3–5; Edwards 2003: 227).

5.3.2 Political and Administrative Organization

Ruvuma Region is one of the 30 administrative regions of Tanzania, of which 25 are 
located in mainland Tanzania, as of 2012 (URT 2013a: 1). Under the current system 
of Tanzanian government and administration, the Regions are the second level of 
government directly below the national government in mainland Tanzania, while 
in Zanzibar, the islands’ own government acts as an additional tier dealing with 
political issues only concerning the archipelago. The creation of regions dates back 
to German colonial times, when administrative sublevels were created in the first 
place. The system was significantly altered by the British and then again with the 
advent of independence, and also saw major transformations afterwards (Semboja & 
Therkildsen 1994: 807p.). 
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The number or regions has increased since independence in an attempt to fur-
ther decentralization in development planning, and several new regions have been 
formed across Tanzania. Nevertheless, the Regions in their latest form, established 
by the Regional Administration Act of 1997, remain the central government’s arm 
on the ground: They are headed by a Regional Commissioner, who is appointed by 
the Tanzanian President himself and acts as his direct representative for the whole 
region. There is no own legislative organ on the regional level itself, but the Com-
missioner is advised by a Regional Consultative Committee over which he presides. 
This consultative organ does include elected officials from the region, including the 
Members of (National) Parliament from the respective region, but also other ap-
pointed officials like the District Commissioners. The whole setup of the Region in 
Tanzania is thought to be first of all an administrative unit, but secondly also a body 
overseeing the implementation of national development policies on the regional lev-
el (URT 1997b).

Below the regional level are the Districts, which have also seen various changes 
since independence. The introduction of some elements of local government on this 
level was originally the result of the colonial government’s reaction to demands for 
more direct control, that led to a local government reform between 1950 and 1955. In 
the Ruvuma area, it was mainly the demands of the Ndenduele chiefdoms that led 
to this development (Edwards 2003: 202–204). This had also been the first time that 
local government on village level was introduced. 

After independence, however, changes by the new central government actually 
reduced the power of elected district structures in favor of party appointed officials 
on the same level. With the decentralization act of 1972, local governments were 
actually denied further financial autonomy, and the year of 1975 saw the end of Dis-
tricts as political units in favor of the Regions above and the villages below, which 
had been upgraded as a central planning organ by the Ujamaa Village Act. While the 
legislation of 1975 actually included the introduction of district level elections, these 
were never held. All in all the reforms of the 1960s and 70s were dominated by the 
bureaucratization of all local levels of government, and especially the district level 
(Semboja & Therkildsen 1994: 807–810). 

Only in the early 1980s were district structures seen as political again, rather than 
purely administrative bodies, and the District Council as an elected parliament was 
introduced in 1984. The council is headed by the District Executive Officer, while a 
District Commissioner is the highest appointed representative of the central gov-
ernment on district level. Districts can have their own sources of revenue and also 
receive funding (usually the majority of their funds) from the national government, 
from which the councils pay technical staff and officials for various tasks – like de-
velopment, education, security, etc. They are thought of as an entity of connection 
between the villages and the village councils, but also as a further level of implemen-
tation of central government’s policies. The Districts could therefore be seen as the 
highest level of local government as well as the lowest of national government – a 
sort of intermediary structure (Wily 2003: 6).

From the reintroduction of the District Councils in 1984 until 2002, Ruvuma Re-
gion was divided into four districts: The rural districts of Tunduru, Mbinga and 
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Songea (rural) and the municipality of Songea town. In 2002, Namtumbo District 
was created out of the eastern parts of Songea Rural, in a move that caught many 
local authorities by surprise (Edwards 2003: 227; URT 1997a: 1). 

Later, Mbinga District was also split into two, and the new Nyasa District was 
established at the shores of Lake Malawi (Nyasa in Tanzania), so that today there 
are five rural Districts and one township in Ruvuma Region (URT 2013a: 95p.). The 
further subdivision of districts might not be over yet, as there have been talks about 
the creation of a new Madaba District in the far North of the Region, which would 
include the village of Matetereka (GBE 16; 9/1/2015). For the time being, however, all 
three case study villages are situated within the boundaries of Songea Rural District, 
which warrants a few more details on this district itself:

The Songea Rural District Council was established as an administrative unit on 
1st of January 1984, following the Local Government Act No. 7 of 1982, which pro-
vided for the establishment of Districts as the third level of government in Tanzania 
(below the national and regional levels). It lies in the center of Ruvuma Region, be-
tween Mbinga District to the West and Namtumbo District to East. In the South, it 
reaches the boarder to Mozambique, while to the North, the District boarders Moro-
goro and Njombe Regions. In the central South, the district encloses Songea Munic-
ipality – sometimes referred to as Songea Urban (District) – the capital of Ruvuma. 
The District Council is the legislative organ of the District, comprising of 17 elected 
members (1 for each ward), 6 special seats (for certain groups) and one Member of 
(national) Parliament. The district is further divided into 3 Divisions, 17 Wards and 
64 Villages (SDC 2013: 3).

These 64 villages form the basic unit of Tanzanian politics and administration. 
Since the times of the Arusha Declaration, the village was seen as the core unit for 
rural and national development (Nyerere 1967b), and the assembly of all its adult 
inhabitants became the highest authority of decision-making for the village – at least 
in theory. Under the one-party system in Tanzania, the party chairman and the party 
secretary, who were elected by the party branch members, automatically filled the 
positions of village chairman and village secretary as well, illustrating the strong 
central and party dominated element of the theoretically local decision-making pro-
cess (Schultheis & Seshamani 1982: 4.1-4.4). 

With the Local Government Act of 1982, the importance of the village assembly 
was reaffirmed and the authorities of the villages themselves were amended: From 
now on, villages were able to release by-laws for their villages and were given fi-
nancial sovereignty – although just like the District Councils, they relied on national 
funding. The duality of elected and appointed officials, which is a typical feature of 
Tanzanian administration, is also present at the village level. Here the village chair-
man (mwenyekiti) is elected by the whole village and is the chair of the 23 other 
elected members of the village council, the local parliament. On the appointed site, 
the village manager or secretary (mtendaji) is a part of the village government, and 
is also part of the village council, bringing the total to 25 members. Apart from the 
fact that chairman and secretary are no longer identical with the respective party 
offices, the structure itself has not changed since the introduction of a multiparty 
system in Tanzania. At all times during the five-year election cycle, the village as-
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sembly of all inhabitants remains the highest legislative organ of the village, and all 
elected representatives only act on its behalf. One of the most important functions 
of the village government is the administration of village land, which is also an area 
of common conflict between different actors. As the village is not necessarily seen as 
a settlement structure but first of all as an administrative unit, villages in Tanzania 
regularly include various nucleated settlements or sub-villages and can have quite 
expansive territorial extent in areas with low population density. In general, a vil-
lage in Tanzania is supposed to have between 275 and 400 households (2,000 to 4,000 
inhabitants) – and if a village gets significantly bigger, it is usually split up into two 
new villages by the way of promoting a former sub-village to a village in its own 
right (Wily 2003: 4–6).

Just like the district council, village governments are seen as a key institution 
for the promotion of social and economic development in rural areas by the current 
National Agricultural Policy (URT 2013b: 38). Furthermore, they are supposed to 
take part in the creation and implementation of sectoral plans (e.g. agriculture) and 
mobilize the financial and human resources for local development interventions, as 
well as to supervise the implementation of extension services provided by higher 
levels of government. Last but not least, local government authorities are in charge 
of land administration as well as the general administration of the respective village 
and the implementation of relevant laws on the local level.

5.3.3 Socio-economic profile

Ruvuma is still one of least densely populated and most rural regions of Tanzania. 
Nevertheless, it has seen a rapid increase in inhabitants since independence, as has 
Tanzania in general. In 1967, 395,447 people were living in Ruvuma, a number that 
has since increased to 783,327 in 1988, 1,113,715 in 2002 and 1,376,891 at the last na-
tional census in 2012. Between 1978 and 1988, the annual growth rate of the popula-
tion was 3.4%, which was above the national average of 2.8% in the same time span. 
The annual growth rate has subsequently dropped to 2.5% between 1988 and 2002 
and 2.1% between 2002 and 2012, respectively (URT 1997a: 7p., 2016: 15). 

During the period of villagization, the resettlement of the whole rural population 
into 307 Ujamaa villages was considered to be achieved in Ruvuma in 1977. Back 
then, most of the resettled villagers were still living in provisory dwellings, without 
appropriate conditions for health services, water supply, education and other social 
services (Gama 1989: 140p.). In 1997, the percentage of rural population living in the 
then 547 villages of the region was estimated at over 90%, in a settlement pattern still 
very much influenced by the villagization of the 1970s, and only 5-8% in the district 
headquarters, usually referred to as “towns” or “trading centres” (URT 1997a: 7). 

Between 2002 and 2012, population growth has mainly occurred in these urban 
areas of the region, were the number of inhabitants has been growing at 6.9% annu-
ally, while in the rural areas, the average growth was only 0.9% per year. Neverthe-
less, there are still around 75% of the inhabitants living in rural areas (URT 2016: 13). 
As in most areas of Sub-Saharan Africa, Ruvuma has a high percentage of younger 
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population, which is reflective of the relatively high fertility rates (URT 2016: 21p.).
A more detailed look at the distribution of the Region’s population according to 

age groups is presented in Fig. 5. One of the peculiarities within this distribution is 
the relative shortage of male population from the age of 15-19 onwards, which is 
indicative of the comparably higher tendency of the male population to leave the 
region in the search for paid work opportunities in other areas of the country.

Figure 5: Population Distribution for Ruvuma Region 2012

Source: Urt (2016: 21)

Figure 6: Population Distribution for Ruvuma Region 2012, rural

Source: Urt (2016: 22)
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This tendency becomes even more pronounced when taking a look at the dis-
tribution of the rural population in Ruvuma (Fig. 6), which illustrates the lack of 
perceived economic opportunities, especially in the village environment. In a social 
situation in which the male is still seen as the main breadwinner of the family, it is 
the young men who will first leave their home in the search of better opportunities 
elsewhere (see also chapter 6.2.6).

On the other hand, the discrepancy between the male and female parts of the 
population is less pronounced in the urban part of Ruvuma Region (see Fig. 7), 
which basically comprises of Songea Town.

The average household size across the region has been counted at 4.5 persons 
(4.6 for rural households) in 2012, compared with 4.7 persons in 2002 (URT 2016: 31), 
which is still higher than in 1967 (4.0 persons) but a decrease when compared to 1988 
(5.3 persons per household) (URT 1997a: 7p.).

Farming was by far the most important economic activity of Ruvuma’s inhabi-
tants in 2012, as it was the main occupation of 79.2% of the working population of 
the region and 79% of all households in Ruvuma were active in agriculture. Maize 
is by far the most important staple food and therefore the most important crop 
throughout the region. Around 220,000 out of the 238,000 agricultural households 
were engaging in maize cultivation in 2012, while 50% of all households in Ruvuma 
were also engaging in some form of livestock keeping, mostly as an add-on to their 
farming activities (URT 2016: 94, 125-127). 

According to the regional agricultural sample survey of 2007/08, annual crop 
farming provided the most important cash income for 93% of all rural households 
(91.1% in Songea rural), while 5% came from employment in other sectors, and only 

Figure 7: Population Distribution for Ruvuma Region 2012, urban

Source: Urt (2016: 22)
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0.4% from livestock keeping (URT 2012: 13p.). Around 35% (Songea rural 46.4%) of 
households were engaging in cash-income generating off-farm activities (such as 
permanent or occasional employment), 22% of these households had two, 9% more 
than two such activities (URT 2012: 20p.). For the overwhelming majority of agri-
cultural households within the region, most of their cash income was generated by 
the sale of food crops (69% of households), cash crops amounted to the main cash 
income in 13% of the households, other casual earnings for 4% and livestock keeping 
for less than 3% of the households (URT 2012: 89).

In Ruvuma Region, there is a total land area 773,000 ha available for smallholder 
cultivation, of which 64% were used in the year of the last survey in 2007/08, giving 
an area of about 2 ha used for agriculture per household – a figure that resembles 
the Tanzanian average. Within the region, land utilization ranged between 82% in 
Tunduru and 50% in Songea Rural District (URT 2012: 21p.). 

Generally, Ruvuma has one of the lowest rates of land utilization in Tanzania, 
resulting in the lowest number of households who suffer from a shortage of land 
(URT 2012: 91). During the 2007/08 agricultural season, 30.5% of the land available to 
smallholders was used for temporary monocrops (239,000 ha) and 87,000 ha (18,7%) 
for permanent monocrops. Temporary mixed crops were cultivated on 65,000 ha 
(8.3%) and permanent annual/mixed crops on 59,000 ha (7.5%). Fallow made up 
147,000 ha (18.7%), natural bush 84,000 ha (10.7%) and uncultivated land 49,000 ha 
(6.2%) of the total land available (URT 2012: 22).

In terms of crop area, maize is the most important annual crop in Ruvuma, be-
ing cultivated on 50% of the utilized land area, followed by cassava (19%), paddy 
(16%) and beans (13%). Other crops each represented less than five percent of the 
cultivated area in Ruvuma (URT 2012: 25). With nearly 210,000 ha, cereals are culti-
vated on 60% of the total area planted with annual crops, roots and tubers make up 
17% (62,000 ha), pulses 12% (44,000 ha) and oil seeds and nuts 9% (34,000 ha) of the 
total area. The cultivation of cash crops takes up only around 1% of the total area of 
annual crops (URT 2012: 25). 

Almost 150,000 ha were cultivated with maize in 2007/08, bringing in 237,000 t 
of harvest. This represented an increase in maize production of 32% up from the 
179,000 t produced in 2003. Before that, there had been a constant decline of maize 
production from 1994 until 1998 (from 203,000 to 158,000 t), followed by an increase 
of 48% in 1999 and relatively constant production levels until a drop in 2003 (URT 
2012: 28). Paddy is the second most important cereal in Ruvuma, nearly 56,000 t 
were produced in 2007/08 on 48,000 ha – a yield of 1.1 t/ha on average. Compared 
to 2003, there has been an increase of paddy production by 8% p.a., which can be 
attributed to the extended area of cultivation (38,000 ha in 2003), while the yield per 
ha remained almost constant (URT 2012: 28p.). Other cereals cultivated within the 
region include finger and bulrush millets, sorghum and wheat. 12,000 t of other ce-
reals were produced in the 2007/08 agricultural year (URT 2012: 29–31). Concerning 
roots and tubers, Cassava represented the most important crop, being cultivated on 
57,000 ha with a total production of 100,000 t, representing around 92% of area and 
production of roots and tubers in the region (URT 2012: 31p.). 

Almost all of Ruvuma’s agricultural land is cultivated by hand, with very lim-
ited use of technical equipment like ox-ploughs and tractors. Nevertheless, the use 
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of inorganic fertilizers in Ruvuma is among the highest in Tanzania and it had a 
higher percentage of fertilizer use than any other region of the country. This rela-
tively high usage of fertilizers can partly be attributed to Ruvuma’s status as one 
of the “Big Four” Regions for maize production in Tanzania (together with Iringa, 
Mbeya and Rukwa – all part of the Southern Highlands) and the Region’s important 
role as the nation’s bread basket. This status was actively promoted by the regional 
authorities from the 1970s onwards and encouraged the use of inorganic fertilizers 
by smallholders. However, inappropriate use of them has led to several problems 
concerning soil depletion and environmental degradation in some areas of Ruvuma 
(URT 1997a: 35–37, 2012: 91).

Given the relatively low population density and high food crop production, Ru-
vuma experiences comparatively high food security levels, with 51.4% of the agri-
cultural households responding that they never experienced issues in food suffi-
ciency and another 27.8% claiming they “seldom” experienced such problems. On 
the other hand, 13% experienced issues in meeting household’s food requirements 
sometimes, 4.8% often and 3.0% always had problems with achieving food suffi-
ciency. In Songea Rural District, 62% of households experienced some frequency of 
insufficient food supply (URT 2012: 89). 

This characterization of Ruvuma as a region with surplus production of food crops, 
especially maize, was underlined by the representative of the National Food Reserve 
Agency (NFRA), which is operating a food reserve center in Songea town.  According 
to his statements, the maize stored there, which is collected from all over the region, is 
very rarely used for food shortages within the region itself. Rather, it is sent to regions 
with higher population densities like Dar es Salaam or areas which are more prone to 
drought in northern Tanzania (GBE 13; 3/13/2015). Throughout the region, 71% of the 
households normally enjoy three meals per day, 28% have two meals and 0.6% of the 
households only can afford one meal per day on a regular basis (URT 2012: 88).

Adult literacy has been increasing throughout Ruvuma in the last censual de-
cade, from 76.8% in 2002 to 84.4% in 2012. However, there are regional differences in 
literacy, with the range being between 94.3% in Songea Town and 71.1% in the very 
remote Tunduru District to the East of the Region. Nevertheless, the latter was able 
to achieve the biggest advance in adult literacy in the decade in question. The adult 
male population had a generally higher literacy rate than the female one (88.3% to 
80.8%), as did the urban population in comparison to those residing in rural areas 
(93% urban, 81.4% rural), while higher literacy rates are generally found in younger 
age groups (URT 2016: 62–68). Among the members of agricultural households aged 
5 years and above, 50% had completed some form of education in 2008 (the same 
percentage as in 2003) and 35% were still in school at the time of the survey. Around 
15% of rural household members had never attended any form of school. The per-
centage of household members who had completed any form of education was the 
lowest in Tunduru district at 41% (URT 2012: 19p.).

Songea Rural District
In 2012, there were 174,000 people living within Songea Rural District (URT 2013a: 
98). Of the total working age population of the District, 71% engage in agriculture, 
while livestock keeping is of very little economic importance. Most of the agricul-
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ture is characterized by traditional techniques and low subsistence yields per area. 
There are some development activities on district level, which aim at increasing ag-
ricultural productivity through the introduction of farm machinery like tractors and 
government subsidies for fertilizer by the use of voucher schemes. According to the 
district council, this has led to an increase in maize production from 5-8 bags per 
acre in 2007/08 to 40 bags in 2011/2012, although the reliability of these data appears 
questionable4. Main food crops are maize, paddy and cassava, as in the rest of the 
region, while cash crop production includes sunflower, simsim, soya beans, cashew, 
tobacco and coffee. The district council has sponsored 680 t of improved maize seeds 
to its smallholders via the voucher system in 2012/13 (SDC 2013: 5–7).

In Songea rural district the utilized land area is 0.79 ha per household, of which 
0.33 ha are planted with annual crops. Maize production uses a total of 29,300 ha and 
paddy production 5,100 ha; 5,400 ha are planted with permanent crops, of which 
banana cultivations are the most important form with 1,300 ha of planted area. Only 
around 1,400 ha out of the 54,300 ha of planted land in the district used irrigation 
systems, while the remaining area relied exclusively on rain fed agriculture – the 
smallest percentage in the whole region. 91% of agricultural households were re-
ported to have been able to sell some of their produce in the 2007/08 season and 
all households were using some form of crop storage during the process, mostly 
relying on traditional storage facilities or storage in bags. Only 4.7% of the agri-
cultural households in Songea Rural District were accessing credit for agricultural 
investment, of which 48% was provided by NGOs and Development projects, 26% 
through cooperatives and 16% through SACCOS. 68% of households were accessing 
agricultural extension services (URT 2012: 93-94, 127, 138, 140, 168).

Within the district there are 95 primary schools with 702 teachers, who teach 
around 32,000 primary and 5,000 pre-primary pupils. The deficit in teaching per-
sonnel is estimated at 180 teachers, while there is also a shortage of 223 class rooms 
(with 743 existing) (SDC 2013: 10p.). There are 23 public and three private secondary 
schools in Songea Rural, with a total of 4,179 pupils (SDC 2013: 11p.).

The district’s health services include one hospital run by a voluntary agency, two 
government health centers, as well as 23 dispensaries run by the government and 
13 by voluntary agencies. The most severe health issues are Malaria and HIV/Aids, 
followed by respiratory diseases and diarrhea. Malnutrition is not a severe issue 
within the district, with only 0.2% of the population affected. HIV prevalence was at 
3.4% (all numbers for 2011/12 (SDC 2013: 12–14)). 

Around 80% of the households get their water supply from within 500 m distance 
from their place of living (URT 2012: 94) and water supply infrastructure by the dis-
trict council has reached 52 out of the 64 villages, albeit with a service level of only 
65%, and mostly by basic hand pumps (SDC 2013: 15). 

Concerning road infrastructure, there are no tarmaced district roads, only the 
main Songea-Njombe, Songea-Mbinga and some stretches of the Songea-Tunduru 

4 One bag of maize equals 100kg, by the Tanzanian Weight and Measures Act of 1982. However, use of 
measurements is notoriously inconsistent in Tanzanian agriculture and practitioners have found de-
viations of up to 48% between standardized and actual weight of bags sold at Tanzanian crop markets 
(Tanzanian Markets-PAN 2013: 3).
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roads have tarmac. 23% of district roads have a gravel surface, the rest are simple 
earth roads that become very slippery and are prone to mud traps during the rainy 
season. Only 75% of all district roads are considered to be passable without problem 
throughout the year (SDC 2013: 18p.).

Land and boarder mapping for its villages is another task for the District Council. 
So far 16 out of 64 villages underwent this mapping process whereby they now have 
the right of occupancy for their village lands. 10 villages have conducted Participato-
ry Land Use Management (PLUM) assessments, although the data presented by the 
district council are for the 2003-06 period. However, no new mapping or planning 
activities seem to have been conducted before the publication in 2013. According to 
this source, Matetereka was one of the 10 “PLUM” villages (SDC 2013: 19p.). Yet, 
own field visits in 2015 led to the impression that no representative of the village 
government was actually aware of these plans, nor did they appear to be used in any 
sort of village development activity (GBE 15; 8/30/2015).

5.4 The villages

After this short introduction into the research region of Ruvuma, the case study vil-
lages of Litowa, Matetereka and Mbingamharule will be presented in the following 
chapters. This section is meant to give a first impression of the respective history of 
these three villages, as well as some basic data on the economic activities of the in-
habitants. For the RDA villages of Litowa and Matetereka, the results of the historic 
transect walks and the mapping will also be presented. All of this will act as a back-
ground for the narrative of development emerging from the other empirical findings 
of this study which will be presented in chapter 6. Some basic impressions of the two 
additional research sites of Liweta and Namatuhi can be found in Appendix 3.

5.4.1 Litowa – The first Ujamaa village

The village of Litowa, built on a small ridge in the lush hills of Southern Songea 
District became the cradle for RDA’s revolutionary approach to putting the idea of 
Ujamaa into practice. Detailed descriptions of the daily lives of this village can be 
found in Kate Wenner’s (Wenner 1970) account of her stay as a volunteer in 1966/67, 
as well as in Ralph Ibbott’s republication of his earlier accounts of the RDA’s history 
and his role as a sort of embedded adviser to the wajamaa throughout the associa-
tion’s history (Ibbott 2014). 

During that time, Litowa became an example and role model for many small-
scale farmers from the Songea area, who went on to found their own villages based 
on communal work, basic democratic decision-making and the vision of a socialist 
future. At the time of Wenner’s visit, there were 13 villages inside RDA, and Li-
towa – being the most mature and advanced settlement – became a kind of service 

5.4
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village for the whole organization. Inhabitants of all member villages came to learn 
and new approaches and techniques in farming were tested in Litowa, for applica-
tion in all of the villages – if successful. It was also the site of RDA’s own primary 
school, as mentioned earlier. All of the houses in Litowa were built on the ridge, 
while the communal fields (mostly maize) lay in the surrounding valleys. The hous-
es were constructed in a rectangular shape, out of mud and wattle, and covered 
with grass roofs. Often two houses were erected adjacently to each other, connected 
by grass fences to form a home for two families. The biggest building of the village 
was the Ujamaa hall, where the villagers would gather for dining together, before 
holding the twice weekly Ujamaa Assembly, the highest institution for common de-
cision-making. After the assembly was closed by the chairman, the members would 
join in singing political songs, praising their way of development and their contri-
bution to the building of the nation. The meetings were announced by ringing the 
metal wheel in the center of the village, after the men and women came back from 
their daily work on the fields and proceeded to wash themselves before the bell was 
rung three times to announce the commencement of the joint dinner. The children of 
Litowa did likewise and joined the proceedings of the meeting. After the meal, the 
assembly was opened by the chairman, and topic after topic was discussed in lively 
fashion, until consensus could be reached on how to carry on with whatever was on 
the schedule (Wenner 1970: 17–33). 

These meetings were seen as emblematic of the spirit of Ujamaa within the com-
munity and took place every Tuesday and Thursday night. Church was held by a 
priest from Peramiho every Sunday at the Ujamaa hall and was another important 
part of the community life. Usually, the only African member of the Peramiho Sem-
inary, Father Mbunga, would hold mass. He also led a movement of replacing the 
old German hymns with new African church songs, and became very popular with 
the inhabitants of Litowa (Wenner 1970: 85p.).

The shamba had 150 acres and belonged to everybody. Maize was cultivated as 
the main food crop on the fields on the bottom of the valley, while tobacco was the 
main cash crop and grown on top of the ridge across the valley (Wenner 1970: 124). 
The farmers of Litowa were always keen on learning of new farming techniques, like 
improved spacing for maize cultivation. However, if new ideas were brought in, for 
instance by an extension worker or agricultural expert from the outside, the whole 
village would discuss whether or not to use the new technique, and if applied, to 
evaluate its success. In this way, the shamba of Litowa was known to produce high-
er yields and better qualities than any of the surrounding villages (Wenner 1970: 
126–129).

Apart from the RDA school (see chapter 3.3.1), a nursery was set up in Litowa 
with the support of Wenner in 1966. One of the main reasons for the establishment 
of the nursery in Litowa was the need to attend to the nourishment of the pre-school 
children. Traditionally, this task would have been taken care of by their grand-
mothers, but in Litowa, there were mostly young couples, who made up the village 
– and they had to take care of the communal field work. Apart from this pragmatic 
reasoning, the decision was made to provide the young children with the best food 
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available in the village, rather than the worst, as was the traditional way. Therefore, 
the nursery was given the number one priority in allocation of the limited food re-
sources of the community. Through this approach, the child death rate was almost 
zero in Litowa, as compared with up to 50% in surrounding villages, in Wenner’s 
anecdotal account (Wenner 1970: 60p.). The dispensary at Litowa was operated by 
Ngomaty, the village chairman, and would often attend to patients from other vil-
lages, which had no medical services. It appears as if the dispensary was fairly well 
stocked for its remote location, although more severe cases had to be transferred to 
the missionary hospital at Peramiho (Wenner 1970: 71).

Despite such remarkable results and the dedication to bring development to the 
village, traditional customs and ideas were still very important to the people of Li-
towa. The chapter describing the death of a young girl gives a good impression 
of the villagers and their community between tradition and future. In the Ujamaa 
meetings, everyone was allowed to speak and votes were seldom taken, usually a 
topic was debated until consensus could be reached. While members of the commu-
nity saw themselves as equals, traditions, like letting wazee speak first, were still 
very important in the proceedings. Some of the wazee, however, still had issues 
with a perceived loss of status, for instance if they had to sit on the ground, while the 
younger board members used chairs. Furthermore, the belief in spirits, curses and 
other elements of animism was still very much alive in the community, even if they 
were committed to new technologies like tractors or modern medicine. Those beliefs 
manifested themselves in extreme situations, like the aforementioned death of the 
young girl (Wenner 1970: 90–99). 

Maternal health was another area in which modern development and tradition 
were sometimes at conflict in Litowa. While one of the younger women was trained 
to be a midwife, the older women had reservations about trusting her judgement, 
when complications arose during giving birth. In most cases, however, complicated 
cases were transferred to Peramiho hospital, where another issue could be found: As 
the missionary hospital was adhering to catholic rules, some operations would not 
be performed, such as tying the fallopian tubes to impede another pregnancy, even 
if it was diagnosed that this woman would die if going through another birth (after 
having already suffered from three complicated pregnancies). In such cases, wom-
en had to rely on the government hospital in Songea, and be very discrete about it, 
even within the Litowa community (Wenner 1970: 154–165). Later on, the trained 
midwife would set up a rudimentary delivery room within the village, and less com-
plicated cases could be dealt with there. With the extended dispensary, Litowa was 
becoming a health center for the RDA (Wenner 1970: 166p.).

Litowa’s reputation for being a sort of socialist model village was so well known 
that even the Israeli ambassador at Dar es Salaam got word of it. For him, the orga-
nization of daily life and the organization of labor had a great deal of resemblance to 
the kibbutzim in Israel, and he wanted to get more information on the village. A visit 
was arranged, and while the ambassador was impressed with the villagers’ success, 
the villagers were puzzled to learn that there were other farmers so far away that 
had a similar approach to development. Millinga, who was by then the leader of 
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SERA was invited on a journey to Israel, to experience a kibbutz first hand in 1966. 
When he came back, he immediately began to share the knowledge of his hosts, as 
well as his admiration for their success as he deemed the environment to be much 
harsher there in comparison to Litowa (Wenner 1970: 195–204). When reflecting 
on the core values of the villagers that led them pursue their model of cooperative 
development and collective farming, Wenner (1970: 235–237) argues that it was first 
and foremost their desire to take control over their own lives, to create a more pros-
perous future for themselves and their children. It was their own interpretation of 
Ujamaa, their own work and their own decision to choose hard work and freedom, 
which made them join a village like Litowa.

Litowa after the RDA
Litowa was probably hit the hardest by the disbandment of the RDA, as the self-or-
ganized form of development that was started there was thoroughly destroyed. 
From being one of the model villages for national development, Litowa turned into 
being a stagnating little place, like so many in this remote part of Tanzania. A survey 
on Ujamaa development conducted in 29 sample villages of the Southern Highlands 
at the beginning of the 1980s ranked Litowa number 23 in overall development and 
27th in village prosperity. Agricultural production was low on both private and com-
munal fields and even the once revolutionary approach to participatory village gov-
ernment had apparently given way to a very low ranking in quality of communal 
decision-making (Schultheis & Seshamani 1982: 9.8-9.12). 

Edwards (1998: 18) remembers seeing the remains of the once prosperous past 
everywhere around the village, abandoned buildings and machinery illuminating 
the demise. During own field visit in 2015, the ruins of RDA structures could still be 
seen adjacent to the village headquarters – all of them fallen beyond disrepair. The 
cattle-dip was out of use and hardly recognizable as it had become engulfed by the 
reemerging bush, the water-tank and the piping system erected during the village’s 
heydays were out of use and the women of Litowa had to get their water from the 
river – as if the development during the 1960s had never happened.

Village Layout and historically relevant places as remembered by the 
villagers
As described in chapter 4, the village of Litowa has been mapped in 2015. Ac-
cording to any information available in literature, as well as the statements by 
local authorities, this was the first time such a map was created. The mapping 
itself was conducted in the central part of the village, which is Litowa itself. As 
has been mentioned before, the village as an administrative unit includes some 
further nucleated settlements which could not be visited during the field study 
(the general setting of Madamba, the bordering sub-village to the West, is included 
in the map). Litowa itself has a linear layout, with most of the residential build-
ing lined up along the main dirt road which follows the topography of the area  
and runs along the top of a small ridge in a Northwest-Southeast direction (see 
Map 2).
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Map  2: Litowa
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The central place of the village is situated between the village headquarters and 
the dispensary. Today, the village headquarters consist of several rooms in a burnt 
brick, iron shed building, which is directly connected to the party office of CCM. 
Further notable public buildings include the church and the primary school, where 
four teachers were taking care of around 370 students, as of 2015. As can be seen on 
the map, there are very few shops or other services within the village and all of the 
shops consist of only one-window stores or simple wooden street stalls.

Most of the residential buildings consist of walls made from burnt bricks, which 
are produced on site by stacking clay bricks on a pile with holes for adding wood 
and burning the bricks. Very few residential buildings still have clay walls. Roughly 
one half of the houses have an iron shed roof, which has to be bought at the market, 
while the other half sport a grass thatched roof made from local material. The houses 
vary little in size (mostly two to three rooms), but some consist of several residential 
buildings arranged around a courtyard. Most of the houses within the village have 
a small garden around them, while the actual fields are located at varying distances 
around the village.

During the historical transect, some places were pointed out by the participants 
as being relevant to their understanding of Litowa’s past. Those places are indicated 
by the numbers on the map. The most important site in this context can be found at 
number 1, were the ruins of the formers RDA headquarters can still be seen. Unfor-
tunately, none of the participants was able to give an exact account of the specific 
functions of each of the buildings. In 2015, only the decaying brick walls were still 
standing and the areal was plastered with bush. According to local information, it 
was at this site where the RDA had its head office, where the Ujamaa assemblies 
took place and where the collective dinners were held afterwards. Nowadays, vil-
lage meetings are held adjacent to the old RDA buildings on the open space in front 
of the new village headquarters.

The next place visited during the transect was the Litowa primary school. How-
ever, the current buildings which are arranged around a central courtyard are a 
more recent structure, not identical with the original RDA school. As of 2015, only 
students from the village of Litowa itself are visiting the school, and there is no 
boarding anymore. This means that students coming from other settlements within 
the administrative boarders of Litowa have to walk several kilometers to and from 
school each day. The only remains of the old RDA school were identified by the 
participants in the form of two deteriorated residential houses for teachers (number 
2 on the map).

The next important historical place which was shown during the transect was the 
water tank (number 3) in the Southern part of the village. In the days of the RDA, 
water from the river was pumped up into this round stone tank and then distributed 
within the village through a gravity fed pipe system. According to local information, 
the system was in operation for several years after the disbandment of RDA, but the 
pump itself has since fallen beyond disrepair and the village would have no finan-
cial capacity to invest in a replacement. Regrettably, nobody at the village was able 
to provide clear information on the exact years of operation.

The basic layout of Litowa appears not to have changed since the time of the 
RDA, although the residential houses have been modernized and enlarged in many 
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cases. The only further place that seemed noteworthy to the participants of the tran-
sect is the former cattle dip, indicated by number 4 on the map. This structure is 
now engulfed by bush and fallen beyond disrepair. Its construction had been one 
of the last development projects implemented under the tutelage of the RDA, and 
was meant to support the collective cattle keeping of the village by enabling better 
animal health care. At the high point of this operation, the villagers had around 300 
heads of cattle, according to local information. In 2015, there was no collective cattle 
keeping in Litowa, and only very few villagers were keeping small numbers of cattle 
on individual basis.

Since census data are only available for the entire administrative area of the village, 
it is not possible to give a reliable number of inhabitants for the settlement of Litowa 
proper, which is shown in the map. In 2012, there were 1,703 people living in all of 
Litowa village, according to the most recent available census data (NBS 2012: 191).

Economic Activities of the villagers in 2015
According to personal information from the village chairman, maize production per 
acre is around 300 kg per year and every household would have a private shamba 
between 3 and 6 acres under cultivation, with the fields being shifted every three 
years. Other crops commonly grown include rice (in the valleys), cassava and ses-
ame. Soya production in the village had started in 2014, by his accounts (GBE 7; 
2/26/2015).

Figure 8: Distribution of field sizes per household in Litowa

Source: own survey
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Exactly 100 villagers from Litowa responded to the village questionnaires in 2015. 
All of the respondents in this village were performing agriculture and can therefore 
be considered as farmers. As the family can be considered the basic unit of produc-
tion in the rural areas of Tanzania (see above) all questions relating to the economic 
activities of the respondents were directed at those of their family or household as 
such. Out of the three case study villages, Litowa took the middle spot concerning 
average field sizes per household, with 6.75 acres. Most farmers were cultivating 
fields between one and five acres, while ten farmers had more than 10 acres under 
cultivation. Only one shamba was bigger than 20 acres. The distribution of field sizes 
per household can be seen in Fig. 8.

Most of the households in Litowa (38%) were cultivating two crops on their fields 
on a regular basis, 13% were only cultivating one crop, 27% three crops and 19% four 
different crops. Only three households were cultivating more than four crops on 
their land. By far the most common crop under cultivation in all three villages was 
maize (mahindi), and in Litowa, it was cultivated by 99 out of the 100 responding 
households. The most common secondary crops in this village were maharage (com-
mon bean) with 39% of households and ufuta (sesame) with 36%. Soya had been 
cultivated by 26% of the respondents in 2015. 47% of the households were stating 
that they would consume all of their produce themselves in 2015, while 53% were 
also selling some of their produce at the market, as a cash source for their family. 
Only 12% of the respondents were employing additional workers from outside their 
families for their farm work, the lowest percentage of the case study villages. On 
the other hand, membership in vikundi was the highest in the Litowa sample, with 
53% of respondents stating that they were active in one of the farmers’ groups in the 
village.

With regards to animal husbandry, the large majority of households in every vil-
lage were keeping some animals, with chicken, goats and pigs being the most com-
mon ones. Overall, animal husbandry was performed by 94% of the respondents’ 
households in Litowa. In this village, 90.4% of those households held chicken (12.5 
on average), 56.4% had goats (7.4 on average) and 41.5% had pigs (3.8 on average). 
12 of the responding households were keeping a total of 43 cattle at the village. Only 
25% of respondents had other forms of income apart from their agricultural activi-
ties, and only 55% were regularly having three meals a day – the lowest percentage 
of all three villages in both categories. 43 out of the 100 respondents had two meals 
a day and two had only one meal per day on average.

5.4.2 Matetereka – Tanzania’s last Ujamaa village?

The village of Matetereka is situated to the very North of Songea Rural District, 
close to the border to Njombe, 150 km north of Songea and approximately 12 km off 
the Songea-Njombe main road. It belongs to Wino ward and lies on two Y-shaped 
ridges between 960 and 1300 m a.s.l. The original Ujamaa village (Matetereka A) is 
situated at the very end of this ridge, while the sub-villages Matetereka B and C are 
subsequent additions settled during villagization. In 1994, the population of all three 
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sub villages was 2,242 people in around 320 households (Edwards 1998: 10), mostly 
of the Wabena ethnic group (and some of the Wapangwa) with only a small increase 
of population occurring up to 2012, when there were 2,652 inhabitants in Matetereka 
(NBS 2012: 191). The village is characterized by a very favorable climate for agricul-
ture, with good soils, rainfalls of around 1200 per year (in one long rainy season) and 
moderate temperature due to its highland location (Lewin 1973: 189). 

During Edwards’ visit in 1998, coffee was grown as the main cash crop in the 
village, with maize being the main food crop. Apart from coffee cultivation, addi-
tional cash income was derived from the sale of beans, groundnuts, bananas, finger 
millet and cassava. Most households can achieve two maize harvests per year, as 
in the dry season, maize is cultivated at the valley floors, while it is cultivated on 
the ridge tops during rainy season. All fields are usually located within 5 miles of a 
farmer’s compound, with up to 1 ha per household being cultivated directly around 
the compound. The latter is used for permanent types of agriculture, with coffee, 
banana and other crops grown on the same field, making use of the different heights 
of the respective crops. Another one to three ha are located in the surrounding areas. 
Around 1 to 2 ha per household were cultivated each season, and the land is allotted 
by the local government. In contrast to the times of the RDA, all farming is carried 
out by hand, as no tractors or ox ploughs are available. Even in 1998, a small number 
of farmers were employing laborers on their land, and there was a small amount 
of non-farm enterprises (bars, small shops, masons, carpenters, etc.) located at the 
center of Matetereka A. In 1998, all houses were already made of burnt bricks, with 
ca. 50% topped by an iron roof (see Map 4 of 2015 for comparison), three shops and 
three milling machines were operating and the cattle dip was still in use. According 
to Edwards, the gravity fed water supply system was installed in 1993, providing 
a tap within 100 m of most compounds (during the field visit in 2015, most of the 
taps were not working anymore). Wood collected from the surrounding Miombo 
woodlands has been the most important source of energy, as there was (and still is) 
no electricity supply in Matetereka (Edwards 1998: 10–12).

As was the case for Litowa, Matetereka took off in the early days of independence 
due to enthusiastic young farmers, who wanted to help in building the nation ac-
cording to Nyerere’s vision. In contrast to many such initiatives that failed (includ-
ing at least four in the Wino area), Matetereka profited from its founders’ pragmatic 
step-by-step approach, as well as the support of the RDA – especially in the early 
days of the village (Lewin 1973: 189). 

It all started in January 1962, when six men from the village of Wino (the cen-
ter of Wino ward) wanted to start communal cash-crop production on this fertile 
ridge. Their move found support with the local authorities, including a man named 
Lukas Mayemba, who was the Ward Party Chairman of TANU at that time. Gervas 
Mkomba became the first village Chairman, and Abel Njalika the first village sec-
retary (both were interviewed in 2015, see below). Until 1964, the communal farm 
was known under the name of Mahiwa, and the early wajamaa were only staying in 
temporary structures from Monday to Friday, while returning to their home villages 
on the weekends. The name of the village was changed to Matetereka, to avoid con-
fusion with another settlement known as Mahiwa in the same area. The new name 
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is supposedly the kibena term for a riffle cartridge and was coined by Njalika, as he 
had found some of these while helping with his father’s beekeeping activities in the 
area during his youth. In August 1964, Mkomba and Njalika were invited by Ntim-
banjayo Millinga to attend a three-day seminar on the RDA’s activities in Litowa. 
Being attracted to the RDA’s approach of communal farming and living, the villag-
ers decided to move to Matetereka fulltime, and from 1965 onwards they started to 
prepare permanent houses for their families. By January 1966, all families had relo-
cated at Matetereka. The process was accelerated through the lending of a tractor by 
the RDA. They started to implement similar structures of communal farming and 
decision-making like in Litowa and were able to cultivate 15 acres of coffee, 10 acres 
of maize and two acres of groundnuts communally in the 1966 season. Later on, a 
brand-new tractor was donated to the village by the RDA, which seems to have been 
in use until at least 1992. It was used to carry Matetereka’s children to the Litowa 
school, as well as for the transport of maize. To outsiders, the village was known for 
its strict organization and work plans, and sometimes was criticized for appearing 
like a colonial sisal farm, due to its apparent discipline (Edwards 1998: 13–15). 

Nevertheless, all work plans and other issues were agreed upon by the Ujamaa 
assembly, which were held after a long working day on the fields, just like in Litowa. 
This, however, did not discourage long an lively discussions at the assembly of Ma-
tetereka’s “radical democracy” (Lewin 1973: 190). Apart from the implementation 
of village democracy, equally high importance was given on the education of the 
youth, as children in this village would “start living as socialists before they are 
two” (Lewin 1973: 191).

Survival of the Ujamaa group at Matetereka
After the RDA’s disbandment in 1969, Matetereka was the only of the original 50 
Ujamaa villages under the tutelage of the Department for Ujamaa Village Develop-
ment, in which the institutions of its original Ujamaa group survived more or less 
intact and even survived the impact of villagization during the 1970s (Edwards 1998: 
18, 41). 

When the CC’s decision to bring the Association’s assets under state control was 
carried out by the delegation in 1969, the villagers were able to circumvent the expro-
priation of their possession through clever political tactics and the remote location of 
their village, compared to the other member villages of the RDA. Nevertheless, there 
were conflicts with the new Regional Commissioner, who tried to enforce central 
control on rural development and Ujamaa cooperatives (Edwards 1998: 18–22). 

The impact of villagization led to additional tensions between the original Uja-
maa group and the new settlers who came from all parts of Tanzania and were set-
tled at the new sub-villages B and C. The main source of conflict throughout the 
1970s and 80s was the perceived wealth of the original group and their unwilling-
ness to share the fruits of their cooperative with the new arrivals. The original wa-
jamaa on the other hand, were reluctant to share material benefits, as they thought 
the new village members were supposed to create their own base of living and were 
only willing to give them their knowledge, but not the readymade product of their 
attempt on collective development. New members were accepted into the group 
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after 1969, if they were willing to adapt to the way of doing things, and the group 
reached its peak membership in 1980 at around 140. After that, block farming start-
ed at Matetereka, and the numbers declined continuously to about 25 members in 
1998, many of them still from the first generation of settlers. Nevertheless, the village 
received many rewards as best developed village in the region throughout the 1980s 
(Edwards 1998: 29–35). 

The tensions reached their braking point in 1987, when Lukas Mayemba was 
replaced as chairman of the village while he was on an educational visit to Bulgaria 
(which was granted as a present to the village by Nyerere himself). From thereon, 
different factions from the three sub-villages continued to argue about the impor-
tance of village (i.e. government) land vs. land owned by the Ujamaa groups of the 
village. The original group’s activities declined throughout the 1980s, and a large 
amount of their land was no longer cultivated communally. In the 1990s, an ongoing 
legal battle between the Ujamaa group and the village government over the group’s 
coffee plantation commenced, as the new chairman of the village insisted on turning 
all arable land into village land (Edwards 1998: 35–38). 

While still existing in 1998, the last continuously existing Ujamaa group of Tan-
zania sold all their assets and ceased to exist in 2000 (NCW 4; 3/6/2015), although 
many of the last members are still engaged in cooperative agriculture (mainly the 
Kujitegemea Group, which can be seen as the direct successor (GI 11; 9/3/2015), and 
some in the Tangawizi Group (GI 7; 9/2/2015)).

Nevertheless, Matetereka remained one of the most prosperous and developed 
villages in the Southern Highlands area (Schultheis & Seshamani 1982: 9.8-9.12) 
even in the decade following the disbandment of the RDA. Edwards (1998: 44–49) 
sees the good organization, high motivation and experience of the original wajamaa 
group as the main factors for this success. Instead of abandoning their model of 
self-controlled development and falling into the role of passive recipients of cen-
tral government interventions, the group at Matetereka introduced the RDA model 
as the leading development strategy even under the new political structure. By a 
combination of adaption and resistance to the new development environment, they 
were able to carry on with being one of the leading villages of Tanzania in almost all 
aspects of development.

Village Layout and historically relevant places as remembered by the villagers
Thanks to the research conducted by Edwards (1998), there was more detailed in-
formation on the geographical situation of Matetereka available than in the case of 
Litowa. The basic pattern of land-use for the entire administrative area of Mateter-
eka village has not changed since and can be seen in Map 3. For the further under-
standing of the research findings, the three sub-villages of Matetereka A, B and C 
play an important role. As in the case of Litowa, the general Layout of the village is 
indicated by the topographical situation, with all residential areas concentrated in a 
linear fashion at the top of the ridges along dirt roads, and all other forms of land use 
dispersed in the remaining village area. Indeed, Matetereka does have a land-use 
plan dating from around 2005 which is kept in the village headquarters, but has no 
relevance to the actual activities of the village government. The normative categories 
of land use are the same as in this map based on Edwards (GBE 15; 8/30/2015).
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The oldest part of the village, founded by the original Ujamaa group in the 1960s 
is Matetereka A at the very end of the ridge. The other parts, B and C, were only 
settled during the era of villagization in the 1970s, when a large group of people 
was resettled to the area. During the field visit, a more detailed settlement map of 
Matetereka A was created, which can be seen in Map 4. 

The most important buildings, like the village headquarters, the CCM office, the 
primary school and the church are located in the eastern part of Matetereka A and 
act for the whole village. The layout and structure of these buildings is very similar 
to those found in Litowa. However, the actual center of Matetereka A is character-
ized by several stores and simple pubs, indicating a much higher level of commerce 
when compared to Litowa. 

The residential buildings of Matetereka A are almost entirely made from locally 
produced burnt bricks, and iron shed roofs are much more common than in Litowa. 
Most of the houses are comprised of several buildings arranged around a courtyard 
and surrounded by a small garden. As in Litowa, most of the actual fields are dis-
persed around the remaining village area. In contrast to Litowa, the residential areas 
are spread out along several ridges, courtesy to the local topography.

During the historical transect walk, several places of historic relevance were 
identified by the participants. Thanks to the extensive knowledge of Lukas Mayem-
ba, the description of these places has been more detailed than in the case of Litowa. 
First of all, a group of buildings in the very center of Matetereka A was named as 
the location of the former Ujamaa group activities. Among them was the former 
Ujamaa store, built in 1968 (number 1 on the map), where commodities for personal 
consumption were acquired at large by the group and then distributed to its mem-
bers, in order to achieve better prices for the individuals. Adjacent was a guest house 
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Map 3: Land use and basic settlement pattern of Matetereka
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owned by the group, which was used to accommodate guests of the village (number 
2), as well as the office of the group accountant and the store for farm machinery 
(number 3). All of these three buildings were owned by the group until 2000 and 
then sold to a private owner for other uses. The actual head office of the Ujamaa 
group is on the other side of the road (number 4) and currently out of use.

At the top of the village, there is a water tank (number 5), very similar to the one 
found in Litowa. It was supposedly fully functioning up to around 1990, and the 
wind-powered pump which brought the water up from the river has since fallen be-
yond repair. Further along the same path, the participants pointed out the remains 
of the decaying cattle dip (number 6), which is out of use and overwhelmed by bush, 
just as in Litowa. As of 2015, there is no communal cattle keeping in Matetereka. 

In the same area, the former coffee plantation of the Ujamaa group was visited 
(number 7). After the end of the group in 2000, it was bought by the Kujitegemea 
group, but is now out of use due to the legal battle between this group and the vil-
lage government (see below). Several of the coffee trees have been uprooted and 
destroyed, and the rest were in very bad shape at the time of the visit. The founda-
tions of the planned office of Kujitegemea group was pointed out at the same site, 
but construction is on hold until the final verdict has been spoken. On the way back 
to the residential part of the village, the participants indicated the location of the 
collective ginger field owned by Tangawizi group (number 8), which was one of 
the ongoing collective agricultural activities of the original members of the Ujamaa 
group as of 2015. 

Further down the main road, the transect walk took a longer stop at the former 
Ujamaa hall (number 9). This rather large building is currently owned by Wino Sac-
cos, a local savings and loans cooperative, only used occasionally for formal events 
or festivities (for instance, a wedding reception took place there during the time of 
the researcher’s stay in Matetereka). Originally, however, it was constructed shortly 
after the abandonment of the RDA, as one of the first projects of the village’s Ujamaa 
group conducted without the support of the association, and owned by the Wino 
Development Association, an institution that was supposed to replicate RDA’s func-
tions on ward level. It acted as the main gathering place for the Ujamaa assembly 
and other common events. The village’s nursery was also operating in several small-
er rooms within the building until 1987. After that, the classrooms were used by the 
village’s secondary school, before it was moved to its current location on the road to 
Lilondo (see Map 3).

Back in the center of Matetereka A, the dispensary of the village was identified as 
another one of the important buildings of the Ujamaa era (number 10). At the time of 
the field study, one doctor and three nurses were working at the dispensary, which 
is now under the government’s tutelage. It has only one bed for potential patients, 
while the adjacent sick ward – which was also constructed as an Ujamaa project – is 
currently out of use. The final place of interest during the transect was the former 
forest owned by the Ujamaa group (number 11), which was also bought by the Ku-
jitegemea group in 2000 and has since been the subject of legal battles concerning the 
ownership of former Ujamaa group property (see below).
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Economic Activities of the villagers in 2015
Regarding the agricultural activities of the villagers in Matetereka in 2015, there was 
the biggest range of households’ farm sizes among the case study villages. Out of the 
109 respondents to the village questionnaires, 102 were engaging in farming activi-
ties. Most farmers (41 in total) had fields up to 5 acres in size, while 15 farmers had 
more than 20 acres under cultivation. It was also the only village were respondents 
were stating that they did not own their shamba, but were only renting it from a 
landlord – these cases are shown independently in the figure, without acreage (8 re-
spondents, between 2 and 4 acres) – and the highest number of respondents without 
any shamba. Also, some respondents were mentioning that they would own more 
land than they would cultivate. In this case, the area under cultivation is represented 
in the figure. The average area under cultivation was 10.6 acres – the highest out of 
the three villages surveyed during the research. The distribution of field sizes can 
be seen in Fig. 9.

As in Litowa, most farmers in Matetereka were cultivating two crops on regular 
basis, with this peak even more pronounced at 51% of farming households. 5.9% 
were cultivating only one crop, 25.5% three crops and 11.8% regularly cultivated 
four different crops on their fields. Another 5.9% were cultivating more than four 
different types of crops. Regarding crop choices, 92.1% of the farming households 

Figure 9: Distribution of field sizes per household in Matetereka

Source: own survey
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of the sample were cultivating maize, and 76.5% were cultivating common beans. 
Karanga (groundnut) was the third-most important crop with 30.4% cultivating 
it. Only one household had started soya production in Matetereka, and none were 
growing sesame. 19.6% were growing different types of banana (Ndizi and Migom-
ba). None of the respondents were growing coffee in 2015, which had been one of 
the most important cash crops in the times of Ujamaa (Edwards 1998: 11p.), another 
indicator for the effect of the legal battle between the village and the Ujamaa group’s 
successors. Only eight out of the 102 farming households in Matetereka claimed that 
they would only produce for their own consumption, while the remaining 94 were 
also able to sell some of their crops on the market, and 45.1% of the farming house-
holds were employing additional labor at some point of the growing season. The 
membership in farmers’ groups was the lowest in Matetereka, by comparison, with 
only 24.5% of the whole sample stating their group membership.

Out of all respondents from the village, 73.4% stated that their household kept 
animals. Out of these animal-keeping households, 73.8 percent were keeping chicken 
(13.5 on average), 42.5% had pigs (2.7 on average) and 28.8% were holding goats (4.3 
on average). In Matetereka, more respondents stated that their households would 
regularly enjoy three meals per day than in Litowa, at 56.9%, while 37.6% claimed 
their households had only two meals per day. No respondent stated that his or her 
household had to rely on only one meal per day in this village. Matetereka also had 
the highest percentage of respondents having additional occupations, besides their 
agricultural activities, with 40.4%.

5.4.3 Mbingamharule – Changes in a non-RDA village during and  
 after the Ujamaa era

In contrast to the two aforementioned villages, Mbingamharule5 never shared the 
unique development history of RDA. Situated in the South of Songea District, around 
3 km off the Songea-Mbinga Main Road, it sits in relatively low, undulated terrain. 
It receives between 1000 and 1200 mm of rain each year, with the vast majority of 
precipitation occurring in one long rainy season between December and May. The 
months of June through August are considered to be the colder months, while the 
period leading up to the rainy season is considered to be the hot season (September 
to November). Average temperature is around 20°C, with monthly averages ranging 
between 18.9°C and 25°C (SDC 2012: 10).

The center of the village is marked by the primary school, a relatively large cath-
olic church and a small local hospital. In 2012, the primary school had 585 students, 
who were educated by eight teachers in 11 class rooms. The village development 
plan states that there would be demand for at least two additional class rooms and 
three teacher accommodations (SDC 2012: 14). A few dukas (small shops) and eating 

5 Note that there is no spelling of Mbingamharule commonly agreed on. In many sources, it is actually 
spelled “Mbingamhalule”, and both versions are used by the local authorities. For this study, the spelling 
“Mbingamharule” was used because it appears to be closer to the spoken form of the village’s name by 
its inhabitants.
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places are also found in the village center (own observation). As there has been no 
evidence of a grassroots period of cooperative development comparable to Litowa 
or Matetereka, the decision was taken not perform a similar historical transect walk 
in Mbingamharule. Accordingly, no map of the village has been produced. Today, 
Mbingamharule is one of the bigger villages in this part of Songea District, having 
had 2,708 inhabitants at the last census in 2012 (NBS 2012: 193).

Local history has it that Mbingamharule was the birthplace of Chief Mharule of 
the Wangoni, who fought against the German invaders during the Maji Maji upris-
ing. Later on, a school was built at this place, but until villagization, there were not 
a lot of people living in Mbingamharule itself. Peasants in this area were still living 
in small, scattered hamlets, and students would come to the school walking ten kilo-
meters or more. Only in 1974, when operation vijiji reached the area, the school and 
the church were identified as a suitable place for a nucleated village. A large amount 
of people were moved to the place, but at least according to local sources, there was 
no force involved at Mbingamharule (GBE 11; 3/11/2015).

The establishment of the settlement as an Ujamaa village, under the villagization 
policy in 1974, had far reaching consequences for local development: Before, it had 
been a quaint place that had seen few changes since colonial times. Local wazee felt 
that life was very hard in those days, that they were missing a lot of basic things and 
would describe the living conditions before the arrival of Ujamaa as “duni” (inferior; 
NCW 6; 3/11/2015). 

Afterwards, the centrally organized development policy focused on the provi-
sion of social services, beginning with the expansion of the school, the building of 
the hospital and other primary services, which was seen as progress in living stan-
dards. As in other areas of the country, the idea was that once the people had been 
brought together, they would also start developing in a cooperative way. Indeed, 
local sources verify the existence of a village shamba and collective agricultural ac-
tivities throughout the 1970s, but overall results remained disappointing, and peo-
ple started to abandon the communal agriculture and returned to their private fields 
(GBE 11; 3/11/2015).

In recent years, new development initiatives by the Tanzanian government have 
improved the infrastructure in the village, although the local road to the Songea-Mb-
inga main road remains unpaved and prone to mud in the rainy season. Water sup-
ply in the village does reach every neighborhood, but the pressure is still too low 
to guarantee secure access by every household. Furthermore, works had begun to 
connect Mbingamharule to the national electricity grid at the time of research (GBE 
11; 3/11/2015; SDC 2012: 11).

Economic Activities of the villagers in 2015
In Mbingamharule, a total of 95 inhabitants responded to the questionnaires, with 
91 stating that they had their own shamba, while four did not have their own field. 
According to the numbers of the village development plan, 81% of the farmers had 
their own fields, while 19% were renting their shamba in 2012 (SDC 2012: 16). As in 
the other villages, the bulk of respondents had between one and five acres under 
cultivation, but their percentage was even higher than in Litowa or Matetereka, with 



169

75 respondents in total stating field sizes up to five acres. Only one respondent had 
more than 10 acres, and the average farm size was 4.1 acres – the lowest average 
acreage of all villages. Yet, 30 respondents stated that they would employ additional 
work for their agricultural activities – more than in Litowa but less than in Mateter-
eka. The distribution of field sizes can be seen in Fig. 10.

Possibly reflecting the relatively small areas under cultivation for each household 
in Mbingamharule, the majority (52.7%) of farming households were only cultivat-
ing one crop, 29.0% had two crops, 8.6% three and 7.5% four different crops under 
cultivation. Only two households in total were cultivating more than four crops in 
Mbingamharule. Maize was the dominant crop in this village as well, with 86% of 
farming households cultivating it. The secondary crops were less pronounced than 
in the other villages, with 20.4% growing soya, 16.1% paddy, 12.7% sesame and 
10.8% common beans. Out of the 93 respondents giving accounts of their house-
holds’ agricultural activities, 58 (62.4%) stated that they would only produce for 
their own consumption, while the rest were selling some produce at the market. 
This was the highest percentage of food-only production across the three samples in 
this study. 42.1% of all respondents were members in one of the villages’ farmers’ 
groups.

Figure 10: Distribution of field sizes per household in Mbingamharule

Source: own survey
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In 2012, 75% of the adult inhabitants of the village had agriculture as their main 
occupation, while 19% had both agriculture and animal husbandry (SDC 2012: 12). 
Among all respondents of the questionnaires in 2015, 73.7% stated that their house-
holds would keep animals. Yet, in comparison to the other villages, in Mbingam-
harule there was a much lower tendency among the animal keeping households to 
keep more than one sort of animals. 47.1 percent had an average of 20 chicken, while 
40% of animal keeping households held goats (5.4 on average). 20 percent kept pigs 
(3.5 on average) and 17.1% had cattle, with an average of 6.6 heads per cattle keeping 
household. 28.4% of respondents had additional occupations other than farming, 
and the village had the highest percentage of households enjoying three meals a day 
as stated by 71.6% of all respondents from that village, 26.3% had two and only 2.1% 
had one meal per day.
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6  Findings: The narrative of development in  
 Ruvuma

Within this section, the findings of the field studies will be analyzed by dividing the 
emerging narratives gained from interviews and village questionnaires into two dif-
ferent perspectives: “The view from outside” will address the perceptions of actors 
that are not a direct part of village live, i.e. the regional and district development 
authorities, as well as the various NGOs involved in development activities based 
in Songea. Thereafter, the “inside view” of the villagers on Ujamaa will be present-
ed. After that, chapter 6.3 will show the emerging image of the local perceptions 
and definitions of development before presenting the challenges which the different 
stakeholders are seeing for their own development, as well as that of their villages 
and the region as a whole. Finally, chapter 6.4 will summarize and discuss the differ-
ent findings from the field study in relation to the original research question: What 
is left from Ujamaa?

6.1 Ujamaa: The view from outside

The following chapters will give an impression of the perception of Ujamaa by “out-
side” stakeholders, i.e. those who are not directly based inside the village commu-
nities. Special emphasis will be given on the views of the different NGOs and their 
activities in Ruvuma.

6.1.1 Regional and District government

According to the Tanzanian structure of government, regional and district authori-
ties have a distinct role in the planning and implementation of regional development 
strategies (see chapter 5.3.2). Although they are directly involved in local develop-
ment as well, they are considered to be part of the outside view on Ujamaa develop-
ment within the framework of this study, as “inside” in this sense is only the direct 
evidence on the village level. Both the regional headquarters of Ruvuma Region and 
the District Office of Songea Rural District were approached during the field visit, in 
order to gain an understanding of the perception of local Ujamaa development by 
these authorities. Unfortunately, neither office was particularly forthcoming in the 
provision of data and first-hand documentations on the Ujamaa era. Therefore, two 
interviews with the Regional Development Officer and the District Planning Officer 
(respectively in charge of development planning in their level of government) will 
have to suffice for this insight. Neither of the two interviewees was originally from 
Ruvuma, and their general interest in the particular history of Ujamaa within the re-
gion appeared to be quite low, as was their understanding of its specificities. At least 

6.1
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the Regional Development Officer, however, appeared to have some knowledge  
of the early attempts of cooperative villages in the region, albeit with a lack of  
detail:

“Uhm, Ujamaa.... It started before we have. Since we turned to independence in, in the 
early 50s (sic!), eh...There was some initiative from the government to try to speed up 
development at the grassroot level. So, one of the inputs which was done, was the – to 
establish Ujamaa villages .... In 1957 [67?], they made some ujamaa villages, people were 
working together, planning together, implementing projects together.”
Anthony Nginga, Regional Development Officer, Songea (GBE 12; 3/12/2015)

Without further elaboration on what appears to be his knowledge of the RDA 
and possibly other early villages, he went on to describe the further actions of the 
Tanzanian state in implementing Ujamaa: Villagization, which had shaped the struc-
ture of the Region much more thoroughly than those early villages anyway:

“From that, in 1972, there was ehm another project, which was adopted by the govern-
ment, which is villagization. And planning coordinated from the Region, according to 
the environment, and the resources they have. And then it was followed, in 1975, where 
the government announced, that all the village, all the- all the established eh villages, 
that all the people should be live together in the village there. In order to facilitate the 
government to provide services, social services, such as water, dispensaries and so on. 
So, when we started in 1974, people were establishing collective, communal projects, like 
farms, eh, ... Especially in Ruvuma, where we are very prominent in producing maize.”
Anthony Nginga, Regional Development Officer, Songea (GBE 12; 3/12/2015)

Yet, while he came to the conclusion that the socialist period within the region 
was truly over now, he still remembered that some of the Region’s villages rose to 
quite a prominent status during the Ujamaa era – specifically because of their high 
degree of cooperation and their success in collective farming:

“Ok, but, that of course, as currently we have changed now. I can say we are not that 
type of socialistic. It’s just, eh, capitalist way today. Because people are not working 
together, they are – just everybody is doing on his own. No, not that thing which were 
done collective, eh, during that time. Now, they are not doing something like that. So, 
in Ruvuma, from my memory, we have some villages, which were – which became very 
popular on Ujamaa. Especially Matetereka. Some, some villages managed even to have, 
even to run the projects, but eventually, they are, nowadays, that project died. But, ok, 
collective work, markets, ... It was Matetereka, and something Litowa, and eh, ehm, 
in Mbinga. In Mbinga, there were, during that early eighties, there was some villages 
which managed to have..., some collective, communal projects. Like, to have, eh, I think 
during that time about ten villages were formed in [Ruvuma] (…) But as the time goes, 
I told, but the projects are not existing.”
Anthony Nginga, Regional Development Officer, Songea (GBE 12; 3/12/2015)
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Unfortunately, the District Planning Officer, Charles Mihayo, was not able to 
give more detailed information on his perception of the Ujamaa history, mainly be-
cause he felt that he had been working at this position for too short a time to give a 
valuable evaluation. Nevertheless he concluded that Ujamaa as such was definitely 
over in Songea Rural District (GBE 8; 3/2/2015).

6.1.2 The “NGO Nexus” of Songea

Being the administrative capital of Ruvuma Region and the biggest settlement (just 
over 200,000 inhabitants in 2012; NBS 2012: 197) in the Southern Highland region 
south of Mbeya, Songea serves as a hub for various NGOs which are operating 
within the region. At least 50 different NGOs currently have offices in town (GBE 4; 
2/24/2015) and various organizations have common projects or are coordinating oth-
erwise regarding their development activities throughout Ruvuma Region. There 
has also been a network of all NGOs in Songea (called Songo), but according to local 
NGO representatives, there are currently very few activities of this network, which 
was described as a “sleeping man” in this context (GBE 5; 2/24/2015).

The different NGOs
During the research, representatives from six different organizations were inter-
viewed in seven interviews at their respective offices in a semi-structured way, fo-
cusing on information on their activities, their perception of challenges and their 
definition of development. In the second part of each interview, their knowledge 
and opinion on the Ujamaa history of the region was at the core of interest, as well 
as their evaluation of the changes since this era. Most of the respondents did not 
have an extended knowledge of Ujamaa history – usually the fact that they were 
not yet in Ruvuma in those times, personally, was cited as a reason. In this case, the 
changes they had observed during their stay in the Region were asked for. Six of the 
interviews were conducted during the first field visit in Ruvuma, between February 
and March 2015, and served as an opener for understanding the general develop-
ment environment of Ruvuma. Out of these six NGOs, four were dealing directly 
with development initiatives for local farmers, namely Caritas Songea, RUCODIA 
(Ruvuma Commercialization and Diversification of Agriculture), Songea Network 
Center (SNC), and MVIWATA (Mitandao wa Vikundi vya Wakulima Tanzania; Tanzani-
an Network of Farmers’ Groups). 

Caritas Songea is running various assistance and market creation programs for 
small-scale farmers, as well as supporting them in the setting up of groups for sav-
ing and internal lending schemes (SILK). Caritas, as a Catholic Church organization, 
runs under the archdiocese of Songea, but offers support to people of all denomina-
tions. They have been active in Songea since before independence, and were origi-
nally more focused on charity and relief operations. Their current focus, however, 
is more on income-generating projects for the local peasantry. Their most important 
activity from the perspective of this research turned out to be the “Soya ni Pesa” 
(“Soya is Money”) program, which is sponsored by the United States Department 
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for Agriculture (USDA) and implemented by Caritas. In this project, farmers can 
learn how to cultivate soya for income generation. The produce is then sold to the 
market, with Caritas organizing the buyers for the farmers. Usually, these soya proj-
ects are operated by farmers’ groups (GBE 1; 2/23/2015; see also chapter 6.2.4). The 
impact of this program on the creation of such groups proved to be considerable 
in the case study villages. Therefore, one additional interview was conducted with 
the program coordinator of Soya ni Pesa at the conclusion of the second field visit 
(GBE 17; 9/9/2015). 

The second NGO, RUCODIA, also deals with creating markets for small-farmers, 
as well as the diversification of agriculture in Ruvuma. One of their programs in-
cludes the cultivation of sunflowers as income generation opportunity. In contrast to 
Caritas, RUCODIA is only active within the region, they have been operating since 
15 years (GBE 2; 2/23/2015). 

SNC, on the other hand, is a fairly new addition to Songea’s NGO scene, found-
ed by a local priest from Mbingamharule, who had gone to Munich, Germany for 
his doctorate in theology. Upon return, he started this NGO, which also organizes 
farmers’ group in various villages throughout the Region. They are also planning to 
create a technical training center in Songea, where young primary graduates from 
the villages could get training in carpentry, mechanics and other professions (GBE 
10; 3/10/2015). 

Last but not least, MVIWATA operates as an NGO itself, offering training and 
technical advice to farmers’ groups, but is also acting as the national network of 
those groups. It is also a member organization of the international network Via 
Campesina. They are active in the whole of Tanzania. Their main focus of work is 
the creation and support of farmers’ groups (vikundi), through which the organi-
zation facilitates its capacity building activities, as well as their advocacy for the 
political recognition of small-scale farmers from the Tanzanian periphery. At the 
time of research, MVIWATA was active in 24 villages across Ruvuma. Apart from 
their general advisory role, this NGO also implements concrete projects, if funds are 
available. One of these projects is the support of small farmers to get traditional land 
right titles. For this undertaking, villages in which enough farmers’ groups are will-
ing to participate have been surveyed and demarcated, followed by mapping and 
demarcating the individual plots. Five villages in Namtumbo and three in Songea 
Rural District had been mapped at the time of the interview and another six villages 
in Tunduru District were scheduled for the remainder of 2015. Indeed, although 
MVIWATA relies on a group approach for all of its activities, it underlined the im-
portance of individual – and legally recognized – ownership of land by the peasants, 
which is why they saw the land rights project as their most important activity (GBE 
3; 2/24/2015). 

MVIWATA is also closely connected to some other NGOs in Songea, who care for 
different sectors, and their success in enabling more than 800 farmers to get tradi-
tional title deeds for their land was also recognized by them (GBE 5; 2/24/2015). All 
of those four NGOs were seen as representing a cross section of organizations active 
in development interventions with a focus on small farmers in Ruvuma.
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Two other Songea based NGOs were also visited in the early stages of the re-
search: TMMTF, the Tanzania Mineral Mining Trust Fund, which mostly deals with 
small-scale mining operations in Eastern Ruvuma (GBE 5; 2/24/2015), and PADI 
(Tanzania Mission to the Poor and Disabled), an organization caring for marginal-
ized groups in rural areas, with a special focus on the needs of older people, disabled 
persons and the poor in general (GBE 4; 2/24/2015). Although most of their activities 
were less closely connected to the research interest, their representatives were able 
to contribute some valuable insights into the development scene of Ruvuma, as well 
as on the situation of the rural population itself.

PADI was concentrating its activities on marginalized groups in remote rural 
areas and has been active in Ruvuma since 2000. Actually, the organization itself 
was founded locally and started operation with a microcredit scheme involving ten 
beneficiaries in one village. In 2015, they were lending microcredits to 1,500 peo-
ple, according to their own accounts, and serving 20 wards in Songea rural district, 
plus seven in Njombe district. The second field of activity was a chicken based in-
come generating scheme for their focus groups, which started in 2001 and involved 
more than 4,500 beneficiaries at the time of the interview. Additionally, the organi-
zation was involved in improving water supply in 73 villages by supplying funds 
for improved wells, and nine boreholes, which were provided for secondary schools 
across Songea district. The organization was especially proud of their own develop-
ment and boasted winning three national awards for the most effective NGO in Tan-
zania from 2011 through 2013. As was the case for all of the NGOs involved in the 
research, its representatives would first approach interested villagers and the village 
authorities by the means of a public meeting in which they would lay down their 
ideas and the conditions for getting support from the organization. People who then 
wanted to get involved in these activities would form groups which would act as a 
vehicle for the NGO to address its beneficiaries and provide training for the group 
members if necessary (GBE 4; 2/24/2015).

TMMTF was different from the other participating NGOs, as its main focus was 
advocacy and capacity building for small individual miners involved in the min-
ing of precious stones and minerals in Ruvuma, but also small-scale coal mining. 
However, it also focused on environmental sustainability and was cooperating with 
other NGOs involved in agricultural development when it came to provide alter-
natives to mining once the resources were depleted in a certain area. Founded in 
2000, the organization was also catering for HIV/Aids prevention programs in areas 
of high population mobility (i.e. mining and road building areas) and land rights 
issues, which affected its focus group just as much as the small farmers of Ruvuma, 
as “mine grabbing” by richer actors was a common concern throughout its area of 
activity (GBE 5; 2/24/2015).

NGO’s perception of Ujamaa and its relevance for their work
Some of the NGOs working in direct contact with the local peasants gave very de-
tailed accounts of their perception of the changes in Tanzania since the end of Uja-
maa and their impact on the local scale. They assessed that the focus of the national 
development policy has since switched away from the rural poor. As a result of the 
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new market economy, every person would just care for their own well-being and 
the mutual social security, which was offered by the Ujamaa approach, has since 
vanished. Yet, a communal idea of working together would still be paramount to 
achieving development on local scale:

“But nowadays. People they are serving for their own benefit, first. If they are suffice 
excess, you can be given other person. So, this is a very very big challenge. And farmers, 
they are still – I think, they still have the mind, people, they are still think of our, our 
poverty. The government are thinking of our poverty. But within the government, they 
have moved from Ujamaa now in the capitalism, now. So, people they are seeing they 
are on their own – then, farmers. This is very challenging, even to our leaders: They are 
not focusing, let us say, the poor people, how they are living. They are thinking how 
we should be dealing. Then, to the people. So, the Ujamaa, Ujamaa, the government is 
saying we cannot work in Ujamaa, now we are following the other way of economy. 
You cannot depend on Ujamaa. But for me in some cases we should teach people a, a 
communal live.”
Brio Mgoyo, Caritas Songea (GBE 1; 2/23/2015)

Other NGO representatives underlined these changes in the economic policy of 
Tanzania. However, in their opinion, the new form of organizing economic activities 
has not yet sunken in at the peripheral rural areas of Ruvuma. Indeed, many of those 
peasants would still believe they were living under Ujamaa, at least to the eyes of 
an outsider:

“What I can say that most of the people they think that they are still in the Ujamaa. 
They think so, because, you know, things are changing to those, eh, big cities. Those 
who know, who are, who are nearby maybe to their industrial area. But here, people 
still think, that maybe you are still using the system of Ujamaa and not capitalist. I tell 
you that we don’t know, in all Tanzania, maybe you can assist me. You do know if we 
are in the Ujamaa, really? or partial, or we are in the capitalist? But according to the free 
market, we think that maybe we are in the capitalist, but the people in the rural area, they 
don’t know, ya. They don’t understand about the – eh – the competition of the market. 
Hm, I don’t know are we in the Ujamaa? (…) The, the villagers say, themselves, they are 
ujamaa village. But, what they are doing in the village now is quite different from the 
era. There is nothing that you can.... We are not using to, eh, the economic activities, is 
by individual ownership. Now. It is an individual ownership project. Before – during 
the Ujamaa – eh, the economical activities were owned by the, all the community. That 
maybe the big change is, they see now. And, by the time being, the government was 
using to buy all the product of the farmer. But nowadays, is a market competition. Ya, 
that’s the changes.”
Ladislaus Bigambo, RUCODIA Songea (GBE 2; 2/23/2015)

The second observation of this statement – of Tanzanian being a “mixed system” 
that still retained elements of the past Ujamaa policy – was also accounted for by 
other respondents, like Iskata Msigwa from PADI, who felt that Tanzania current-
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ly was somehow “in between” (GBE 5; 2/24/2015) the old ways of Ujamaa and the 
new system. In any case, the difficulties of small scale farmers in adapting to the 
new market environment were seen as a big challenge to RUCODIA’s work on the 
ground. 

On the other hand, this persistence of former elements of collective organization 
and cultivation was seen as an asset by some NGO representatives, as it helped them 
in their work of organizing farmers’ groups for income generating activities. The 
tradition of Ujamaa in the villages could therefore be understood as implying the 
preference for a group approach when implementing such projects: 

“Ya, there were Farmers, they, let’s say, (…) do it as a community. And this approach 
is very nice. Us, we are using group, group approach. Supporting farmers not individ-
ually, but through their groups. This approach is like, working with Ujamaa, to solve 
their, their own challenges in the villages. If say, we support, you are dealing with 
the everybody but without any group, you are dealing with no one. But through this 
living together, and joining together, supporting each other, they solve their problems 
together. So, during Ujamaa, my problem is his problem.”
Brio Mgoyo, Caritas Songea (GBE 1; 2/23/2015)

In a similar fashion, Xaver Komba from SNC underlined his experience that the 
inception of such groups as vehicle for further development interventions was made 
very easy through the general understanding of the group approach by the peasant-
ry. Because of their personal experiences of organizing collectively in the Ujamaa 
era, there was little reluctance in joining such groups in the present, or in seeing 
them as one possible way of achieving personal development through cooperation 
with other farmers of the same village. The challenge, however, lay in the phase after 
the creation of such groups: Many of them would actually do very few activities and 
show a lack of organization when it came to group finances, which would in turn 
lead to many of them actually folding within their first year. Indeed, the biggest is-
sue in recent group organization would be for the groups to actually do something, 
rather than just wait for further interventions by NGOs and other donors after their 
inception (GBE 10; 3/10/2015). In a similar fashion, the representative of MVIWATA 
stated that there was not that much remaining from Ujamaa to build on when form-
ing farmers’ groups and that a lot of education on cooperative operation was needed 
in most cases (GBE 3; 2/24/2015).

Although all of the six Songea NGOs worked with groups as their main vehicle 
for involving their different focus groups in their respective development activities, 
some of the organizations pointed out the significant differences between the pres-
ent practice of group involvement and the old idea of Ujamaa:

“They are in groups, but each one is doing his own activities. Because, doing activity 
together, it has been experienced that it is – that there is a failure, because one be a hard 
worker, or not. Some can be lazy, and therefore they are organized into groups, but 
each works at his own piece, ok. But the group is just there to help them to be together, 
to share ideas, to solve the problems together, or to share the experience, and be easily 
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monitored. But not working together, having one chick, or chicken together. Working 
together, having a cattle pen like that one, two goats or chicken, or cattle, and then they 
say it is ours? No, it is not working. It is not working.”
Iskata C. Msigwa, PADI Songea (GBE 4; 2/24/2015)

On the other hand, there was commonly an understanding of the benefits which 
the Ujamaa policy had had for the inhabitants of Ruvuma’s remote villages – which 
are the area of work for the NGOs now. And while some remaining ideas like the 
spirit of communality were seen as generally beneficial for the work of their orga-
nizations, there was also a clear understanding of things which had not necessarily 
changed for the positive:

“Ujamaa is no longer. Ujamaa is no longer in Tanzania. This dream we had this before, 
but now, I think we are implementing different [things] now. Because we have already 
inviting a lot of investors here. We have very big gap between the rich men and the poor 
men, yes. So, if there is a gap between the rich people and poor people, then there is no 
Ujamaa – as introduced by Mwalimu Nyerere. But, we still have a unit, we still have 
no… – we don’t have tribalism in Tanzania. Still our country is a very peaceful country.”
Wilbert Matumbi, TMMTF Songea (GBE 5; 2/24/2015)

Changes in Ruvuma
As stated above, many of the NGO representatives felt that they were too young 
or that they had not been in the region long enough to give a decisive depiction of 
all the changes that have happened since the period of Ujamaa. Nevertheless, all of 
them were aware of the many changes that had occurred in their field of expertise 
since they became active in the development scene. Some of them were virtually 
excited regarding the success which their organization’s involvement had brought 
about, and concentrated their narration of the changes on this perspective:

“[Our beneficiaries were coming] from smaller project to bigger project, and have 
managed to have cattle keeping. Now, they are able, they have managed to construct 
biogas. We have got pictures, and, eh, the actual space, if you want to see. From using 
charcoal, or firewood, they are using biogas now. So, that is some changes. Those who 
were not able to send their children to school, they have managed to send. Up to the 
university level. From our support.”
Iskata C. Msigwa, PADI Songea (GBE 4; 2/24/2015)

Representatives from MVIWATA also saw change in the form of more farmers 
being able to address their issues and express their needs to government officials 
and other stakeholders as one result of the organization’s capacity building (GBE 3; 
2/24/2015). 

Wilbert Matumbi of TMMTF credited some of the development initiatives of the 
government and the various NGOs for bringing some sort of progress to the region 
in the last 15 years. Specifically, the central government’s program to build more 
hospitals and health centers, as well as the investment in secondary schools for each 
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ward, were seen as very positive and bringing development on the ground. The 
influx of investors in coal mining operations and the general population growth of 
Songea and the whole region would also create new market opportunities for the 
bulk of small-scale cultivators in Ruvuma. On the other hand, the government’s at-
tempts to support small-scale farmers through various measures had failed to reach 
the remoter villages of Ruvuma in his view, and those people would completely 
rely on the initiative of organizations like MVIWATA to get a shot at progress (GBE 
5; 2/24/2015).

Others, like Xaver Komba of SNC and Ladislaus Bigambo of RUCODIA, per-
ceived the changes in Ruvuma as rather limited to a minority of farmers, who would 
be able to appreciate the new economic system and take their personal benefit out of 
it – either because they possess a higher level of entrepreneurship than their peers 
or because they have easier access to capital for investment. In any case, progress in 
the last 15 or 20 years had failed to reach the majority of the rural population of the 
region. However, those two NGOs representatives did not want to conclude if this 
came from a general reluctance to change and progress by the peasantry, or a lack of 
material opportunities to capitalize on the new conditions of market economy – or a 
combination of both (GBE 2; 2/23/2015; GBE 10; 3/10/2015).

So, with this general picture of the perception of Ujamaa and the following 
changes in Ruvuma by the NGOs in question, it is worthwhile to look closer at one 
particular program which proved to be very important for the research on the vil-
lage level: Caritas’ Soya ni Pesa project.

The “Soya ni Pesa” program
This income-generating project deserves further presentation, as its results were 
connected with all of the farmers’ groups which have been analyzed in Litowa and 
Mbingamharule. Soya ni Pesa aims at creating a forthcoming base of cash income 
for small farmers in the villages of Ruvuma. It started in 2012 and is scheduled to 
continue through 2017, with a funding of 10.6 million USD provided by the United 
States Department of Agriculture (USDA). The program tries to achieve this goal by 
four program stages: First of all, it gives advice to farmers if they want to perform 
mutual savings and credits in an approach called SILK (Saving and internal Lend-
ing methodology), in which farmers, attached to the program, can buy shares and 
can give small credits to their neighbors every four weeks. These loans are specif-
ically meant for investment in soya farming by the recipients. The second stage of 
the program provides the farmers with improved seeds for soya, where Caritas see 
themselves in the role of a connector between the researchers working on improved 
seeds and cultivation techniques on the one side, and the farmers on the other side. 
The third stage is the provision of training plots, where the farmers involved can get 
training on how to use these seeds and cultivate soya. The actual production of soya 
is most commonly done by the group members on their own individual plots. The 
last stage is the marketing of their produce, in which Caritas facilitates a connec-
tion between the productive farmers’ groups and different private buyers (GBE 17; 
9/9/2015; SnP 2017).
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Soya production was first introduced in Ruvuma by the Peramiho Mission in 
1960. The Region itself is considered to be among the areas with the highest natural 
potential for increased soya cultivation in Tanzania and, like in most parts of the 
country, the soya bean does not need additional fertilizers or chemicals for crop stor-
age under normal circumstances. With this beneficial environment, the reliability of 
markets for the produce has been considered as the key limiting factor to the further 
expansion of soya production in the Region (Malema 2006: 29p.). The potentials 
of soya cultivation, as a cash crop for small-scale farmers, have already drawn the 
attention of several international NGOs (see, for instance, Ronner et al. 2013 and 
Ronner & Giller 2013). Furthermore, the Tanzanian government is attempting to 
support the peasant production of soya through the provision of extension services 
and guidelines on cultivation techniques (URT 2006).

In the case of Soya ni Pesa, Caritas itself does not buy the produce, but cooperates 
with different bulking traders, while ensuring good prices for the farmers. In line 
with Caritas’ preference for group activities stated above, the project is only accessi-
ble for organized farmers’ groups. At the time of research, the project involved 252 
groups with over 4,000 farmers in 44 villages within the Songea Rural and Namtum-
bo Districts of Ruvuma Region, although not all of them were doing SILK and soya 
production, but may only participate in one half of the total program. According 
to the project coordinator, Neema Lutatenekwa, Caritas would usually look for ex-
isting farmers’ groups in the villages and see if they are open to join the program. 
However, if there are no existing groups in a certain village of interest, the NGO 
would start with a community sensitization meeting and encourage the creation 
of new groups. They would also offer assistance in writing the groups’ constitu-
tion, registration, opening of bank accounts and other institutional requirements. 
She did not state how Caritas is choosing the villages for this group creation process 
(GBE 17; 9/9/2015).

Lutatenekwa stated that the farmers, in general, have been very open to this con-
cept of collaboration, although she stressed the necessity of material benefits and the 
importance of year-round activities, to keep the individual farmers engaged in the 
project:

“They are interested with the groups, but farmers are interested more in the groups 
which they saw the results after one, two to three. Within one, two to three months. 
For example, as I said, we are working with save-internal-lending, and we are work-
ing with production, so sometimes we have different types of group. We can have the 
group, which are doing production only, now that, we can have that group, but it is 
a zero-zonal group, the production only. But in case of SILK and production, because 
SILK is a continuous process within the year, so they save, take loan, within the year, 
then they share, then they start again. So, for the kind of groups which are doing both, 
saving-internal-lending and production, these are existing and the farmers are interested 
in those groups. But, this production, they can be there during production season, but 
when you go there during off-season… [they don’t do anything together]”
Neema Lutatenekwa, Soya ni Pesa Project Coordinator, 
Caritas Songea (GBE 17; 9/9/2015)
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Therefore, the main focus of the program in 2015 was to encourage those groups 
only doing SILK to start production, and vice versa. Concerning the economic re-
sults of the program, Lutatenekwa evaluated the results as fairly good. Yet, there is 
a considerable issue with price fluctuation: According to her information, prices for 
soya sold through the program were around 200 TSh per kg at the initiation of the 
program, but then a company bought the soya for 800 TSh per kg in the 2012/2013 
season, which induced a sharp rise in the number of farmers producing soya in 
2013/2014. This inevitably led to problems in finding enough buyers in that season. 
In the last 2014/2015 season, there were fewer farmers as a result of this, which – in 
cooccurrence with a lot of produce lost by insects and crop diseases – led to prices 
climbing as high as 1,000 TSh per kg and middlemen buying the soya directly from 
the farmers at the villages (GBE 17; 9/9/2015). 

For Tanzania in general, soya is overwhelmingly produced by small-scale farm-
ers, who are responsible for 99% of the total production of this legume. The market 
for this crop is almost entirely national, and there are no official data on the export 
of Tanzanian soya available. Apart from some few companies in Dar es Salaam, the 
processing of soya is most commonly done by small-scale local enterprises in re-
gional trading centers. Still, the national market for soya products for both human 
consumption and animal feed is very limited. The preferences of the majority of 
small-income consumers have been cited as the main reason for this limitation.6 On 
the other hand, while the global market for soya beans and soya products is growing 
continuously, Tanzania has not been able to compete with the big producers of soya 
on the international level so far (Wilson 2015: 5–7).

In spite of these challenges, Caritas was optimistic about adding even more farm-
ers to the project and giving them enough know how to deal with production and 
market issues after the conclusion of the program (GBE 17; 9/9/2015). Apart from 
Ruvuma, the Soya ni Pesa program is also operating in the neighboring Regions 
of Njombe and Morogoro. Furthermore, the Tanzania Soybean Development Platform 
for the promotion of soya as a cash crop suitable for the economic improvement of 
small-scale farmers has been launched in cooperation with other NGOs, govern-
ment institutions and research facilities. This initiative is also seen as an attempt to 
create a bigger and more reliable market for soybeans in the country (SnP 2015).

Summary
All of the NGO representatives who took part in this research were giving an account 
on their understanding of the Ujamaa period, although some of them preferred to 
concentrate their statements on the changes they had observed in their own time of 
activity, rather than going too much into detail about the times of Ujamaa as such. 
Furthermore, all of the NGOs were basing their activities in Ruvuma on a group ap-
proach, rather than approaching their clients individually. Most of the respondents 
concluded that there was not much remaining from the times of Ujamaa, concerning 
the concrete practice of collective agriculture, for instance, but also agreed that the 
mindset of the times of Ujamaa was still very much present with the rural popula-

6 See also Mishili et al. (2009) for an overview on the Tanzanian bean market and the effects of consu-
mer preferences.
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tion. Indeed, several interviewees considered this persistence of cooperative think-
ing on the village scale to be a big asset for their own work as NGOs, as it made it 
much easier to find people who are willing to join group activities in the first place. 
On the other hand, there was also the observation that the practical implementation 
of such group-based activities was facing considerable challenges, and some NGO 
representatives attributed this to a loss of cooperative knowledge since the times of 
Ujamaa. All respondents concluded that the changes since the end of Ujamaa did 
not benefit the majority of the rural population, and observed the negative effects of 
the withdrawal of the Tanzanian state from the most peripheral areas. Nevertheless, 
some interviewees also saw some progress in the post-Ujamaa development strate-
gy, at least for some individuals in the rural areas. 

Overall, the importance of the Ujamaa era for the current development of Ruvu-
ma was seen as rather high, but more as a general concept of collective development 
and as a mindset and less with regards to any material achievements which would 
still remain from that era.

6.1.3 Other actors

Two further views from the “outside” could be collected during the first field visit 
in Ruvuma: One interview was led at the Benedictine Mission at Peramiho, and an-
other one was conducted with Mr. Damas Mbogoro, a former Member of Parliament 
who is now working as a lecturer at AJUCO in Songea.

The role of Peramiho
One of the oldest actors in rural development in Southern Tanzania is the Bene-
dictine Abby at Peramiho, founded by brothers from St. Otilien, Germany in 1898. 
Established as a missionary enterprise during the German colonial period, the Abby 
now has around 2,000 ha of land under cultivation with different crops, as well as 
pastures for cattle keeping. The complex is employing 200 people in agriculture and 
other services, as well as around 300 employees at the missionary hospital, which is 
renowned as being the best in this part of the country. Furthermore, there is a tech-
nical training college on site, with around 150 students learning to be mechanics, 
electricians and similar professions, as well as the college of the hospital with about 
60 students. All of these operations are described as “human development” by the 
Abby (GBE 6; 2/25/2015). The farm of Peramiho also has been regularly involved 
in the development and testing of new, locally suitable farming techniques or crop 
variants, in an effort to increase the agricultural productivity of the region (URT 
1997a: 36).

Peramiho and the Ujamaa legacy
Despite its history of being one of the most active institutions in the development of 
rural Ruvuma, Peramiho has always had an ambivalent connection to the Ujamaa 
policy, especially in the time of RDA’s inception in the early 1960s. Some of the 
internal conflicts between the new African generation of priests, who wanted to be 
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a part of the building of the nation, and the older German fathers, who were more 
concerned with cultural issues like church sermons have been accounted for in Wen-
ner’s first-hand description from Litowa (Wenner 1970: 85p.). 

In general, the ideology of self-reliance that was intended by the emerging Uja-
maa concept did not fit well into Peramiho’s paternalist approach to the develop-
ment of their farmers. In the early days, Litowa’s activist settlers had their own dis-
heartening experiences with some of the Benedictine fathers, who treated them like 
children and wanted to give them “development” as a gift from above. As a result, 
mutual antipathies grew between the self-organized farmers and the representatives 
of Peramiho, who did not understand why these stubborn idealists refused their 
help (Ibbott 2014: 229–232).

RDA’s activities and development strategy, in particular, were demonized by the 
Peramiho mission as communist project – even long after the disbandment of the 
association (Meyns 1977: 165). Even in 2015, these anti-communist sentiments may 
be part of the negative evaluation of Ujamaa in general that was given by the Prior 
of the Abby, Father Fidelis:

“To me Ujamaa was one of the bad policies, which had destroyed the economy of this 
country. That’s my position. I can’t change it – it’s true, I believe on it. To me, Ujamaa 
killed the economy of Tanzania. Destroyed it, ruined and so on – the economy of Tan-
zania. People were made to be poor by, eh, because, eh opportunities, for development 
were limited. Ya. That’s what I know about Ujamaa. Now, how far has been successful to 
me was – what was at least a positive element of Ujamaa, is just, eh, solidarity, the field 
of solidarity, unity and so on. That’s the only way I can say. Solidarity, unity, among 
the citizens of this country. Ya, and of course there has been peace, ya, also, was also a 
result of Ujamaa. Ya. But, economically, Ujamaa, eh, to me it was irrelevant.”
Father Fidelis, Prior of Peramiho Abby (GBE 6; 2/25/2015)

Apart from this negative perception of the economic results of Ujamaa, which is 
certainly not exclusive to Father Fidelis, his account of the history of Litowa gives 
a vivid example on how little the development initiative of these farmers has been 
appreciated by the missionaries, just a few kilometers away. Even in the present, the 
depiction of RDA, and Litowa in particular, is dominated by the suspicion of foreign 
intervention and alien ideas as the motivation behind this peasant movement:

“Yes, what I know, especially Litowa, I don’t know if the same applies to Liweta and 
Matetereka – Litowa was a model of Ujamaa na Kujitegemea policy, eh, there were 
some people from – Russia I think – that came to work there on how to developed this 
form of Ujamaa na Kujitegemea. Eh, it worked at first because everything was imposed 
from outside: Machinery, eh, equipment and machineries and so on and so on. So many 
equipment came from, I mean economic support, financing it so on was done from 
donors, or I mean from those or some part of it from the government. But, people did 
not understand that thing, because it was like, it was imposed, like putting something 
there, without eh, that people being informed of it. That’s why it didn’t really, eh, when 
those expatriates from Russia, I don’t know where – left, then the whole thing collapsed, 
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because it was not made to be theirs! Ya...from the very beginning. I mean they were, 
the locals were not so much involved on running that institution. In founding and 
running that institution, that’s why when those expatriates left, the whole collapsed...”
Father Fidelis, Prior of Peramiho Abby (GBE 6; 2/25/2015)

Even more striking is the immediate connection to alleged Russian expats as the 
source of their revenue and also the reason for their failure after those people were 
thrown out. According to this research, there has never been even one expat from 
the former Soviet Union living in Litowa or other RDA villages, and most of the 
international support came from UK, Switzerland, and other “Western” countries. 
When inquiring about the fact that Litowa was actually started by a former student 
of Peramiho’s own seminary (Millinga, see above), the argument against their move-
ment turned political:

“Yes, but it was political figures of a particular movement. The aim was politically 
motivated. People of course in this period where not so much educated. They were 
told just go there and found a village and so on. But, eh for what purpose? Why? So, 
this are questions I don’t, I doubt if they were asked and they were addressed. Eh, the 
reason to my stand is that when those expatriates left, nothing works. If you go there 
now, you can see only buildings, nothing is standing there, ya.”
Father Fidelis, Prior of Peramiho Abby (GBE 6; 2/25/2015)

The opposition of high ranks of Peramiho to this “particular movement” could 
not have been clearer throughout the interview. On an interesting side note, it should 
be mentioned that the first visit to Litowa on the following day was accompanied 
by Brother Augustine of Peramiho Abby, who also acted as an interpreter on that 
day. During the interview with Mzee Soko (NCW 1; 2/26/2015), he misunderstood 
Soko’s account of the early days of Litowa, as was later reconstructed by the help of 
the audio record: When Soko spoke about Ibbott, as one of the leading figures of the 
movement, Augustine understood “Abbott” and concluded that the first move had 
actually been led by the Peramiho Abby itself! Without overinterpreting this kind of 
misunderstanding, it might add another impression of how little actual knowledge 
there is within Peramiho, about the Ujamaa history of its immediate vicinity, and 
how many misconceptions and negative attitudes towards grassroots initiative are 
still prevailing among one of the biggest development actors of the region.

In concordance with his earlier remarks on Ujamaa, Father Fidelis did see a lot of 
changes happening in Ruvuma since then, mainly concerning the effects of market 
economy and privatization. These changes, however, are seen as overall progress 
and an increase of opportunities for the local population, as compared to his percep-
tion of the “state economy” under Ujamaa:

“Now that thing of, the first thing is – which brought some changes – opening the 
markets, buying and selling, commerce. The second thing, which also improved life 
standards to the people, is privatization, and therefore liberalization of economy. Because 
from there, people started doing business, ehm, they, eh, their products, their agricultural 
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products had markets, ya, ya. Also, people were employed, ‘cause of investment, and 
so and so on. Therefore, investment came, people doing business, also international 
institutions, multinational companies coming in and doing business, automatically 
people – many people were employed not by... In the past, almost all were employed by 
the state, now many people were, are employed by the private sector. To me that’s the 
key development which I see. Also, the, the policy of privatization and, eh, free markets 
has brought so many motor vehicles, as you see them. Ya, now that has employed a lot 
of people, and people are easily, get services so easily, like movement: People can move 
from one place to another, use a lot of motorbikes, ya, motorbikes. ya, and cars and so 
on and so on. Therefore, now there are so many changes.”
Father Fidelis, Prior of Peramiho Abby (GBE 6; 2/25/2015)

The narrative of Damas Mbogoro, former Member of Parliament
Some further interesting views on the history of Ujamaa in Ruvuma came from 
Damas Mbogoro, who is currently working as a lecturer for economics at AJUCO 
in Songea. He is himself a Ruvuma native, born in Mtema village in Wino ward, 
close to Matetereka. He was studying at the University of Dar es Salaam, where 
he was also a contributor to some of the Economic Research Bureau’s papers on 
Ujamaa village development in the 1970s. He then went on to study in Canada, and 
returned to Tanzania in 1981. Mbogoro became a Member of National Parliament for 
the Peramiho constituency in 1985 and held his seat until 1995. In this time of trans-
formation for the country, he was working for the department of economics under 
Ali Hasan Mwinyi’s term as president of Tanzania (GBE 9; 3/10/2015).

His general idea about the history of Ujamaa was that it was “really a great con-
cept. And in many aspects, we have changed” (GBE 9; 3/10/2015). From his per-
spective, the idea of Ujamaa was all about developing people, while under the 
post-Ujamaa strategy, the focus was on economic development and individual en-
trepreneurship. And in his varying functions, he observed the many changes that 
came to Ruvuma and the country as a whole during these years:

“It is very big, the change. And, eh, maybe for the greater or for the worse. Ehm, you 
know, getting individual initiative – it is now very very important. (…) So, through the 
big firm in Tanzania, and most of them are private. So, eh, the in the, eh, the changes: 
changes, from national [level] to individual this applies for the big cooperatives or any-
thing. You say: this is my area, this is my area, this is a big change. Nationally, people 
technically, the ruling party – even the opposition parties – pretend to be socialist. But 
if you go to the rural areas, they don’t understand, if you talk of socialist, they won’t 
understand. So, they are also pretending to be socialist, but virtually they are waiting 
for changes to go on so on. But you get contradiction now, you know, fights over land, 
and, eh seeing there getting everything. And they are getting foreigners, taking what is 
theirs. And they think by themselves: what’s happening? They don’t understand why 
somebody came to take a piece of land. And says, give me that land. For them it’s not 
about the ownership. And, eh, they are going to be there and eh, they have problems. 
So, transition is low. But, ehm, in terms of how the economy is managed, there is no, 
eh, sort element of socialism left.”
Damas Mbogoro, Former Member of Parliament, Songea (GBE 9; 3/10/2015)
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In his view, there were hardly any tangible structures left from the times of Uja-
maa within the Region, apart from what he remembered from Matetereka and their 
continuing Ujamaa activities. Furthermore, he was very aware of the importance 
of the first settlers of Litowa for the development of Ujamaa as a national concept, 
but implied that there would be virtually nothing remaining from those times. That 
would be except for the structure of the leadership, and the understanding of how to 
develop a project on the village level, which in his view survived the end of Ujamaa 
policy and would act as an asset to further development in those villages, especially 
in Matetereka (GBE 9; 3/10/2015).

The most interesting part of this interview, however, might be Mr. Mbogoro’s ac-
count of the end of Ujamaa as a national policy, since in his function as a member of 
the department of economy, he was directly involved in some of the macroeconomic 
policy changes that would settle the fate of Tanzania’s socialist period:

“Ya, eh, so in terms now at the policy level: if you go to the changes in Ujamaa policy 
[that] started in 1985. At that time, I was Member of Parliament for Peramiho constit-
uency. I came from the University of Dar es Salaam, I was researcher there and then I 
became Member of Parliament. And then during the government, and eh, eh, you know 
the change in president place [from Nyerere to Mwinyi]. (…) But the changes we were 
making, because, I think the economy was small. So, the changes we were making, [to 
get an] an economy which eh yields money. Eh, so for quite a long time we discussed 
and, they are continuing, and ehm, they are slowly getting set to this changes, and, 
ehm, what else? [We] Changed the constitution. These days, there is no complaint if the 
Shilling is devaluated. By then it was a problem: 1985, they – we had big discussions; 
‘why, why they devaluate our shilling. why, why’.”
Damas Mbogoro, Former Member of Parliament, Songea (GBE 9; 3/10/2015)

The devaluation of the national currency was one of several measures which were 
implemented by the Mwinyi administration from 1985 onwards, with the aim of 
transforming the country’s closed and state controlled economy into an open market 
economy, as it had been demanded by both The World Bank and the IMF as a pre-
condition for financial support to Tanzania’s struggling national budget (see chapter 
3.4). Indeed, it had been these macroeconomic difficulties, which in Mbogoro’s view 
made the reform of the national economic system inevitable:

“Hm, ah, there were internal and external, and, eh reasons. The internal [reason] was 
most people saw it was not working, from 19..., eh, we were in the war with Uganda, 78 
to 79, and then the economy, virtually from that time began to deteriorate. And, eh, then 
we had a lot of financial problems. (…) Ehm, basically, – you know I’m an economist – by 
then I came from Canada, and when they started these sort of economic reforms, and 
eh, 82, now 81 I came back, I landed and I looked around, and eh, look, generally like 
we had an economy which is not really, I mean, you see people, not having their basic 
needs, it was hard times. Then when I came down here from Dar [es Salaam], I brought 
a tooth brush, and they were surprised, there was nothing like that here. 
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So, the effect of the war, somehow, and eh, I think, I don’t know if we had friends or not, 
who [were left for the country], but nobody was ready to help. The IMF and World Bank 
they were not giving any more loans, because, eh, the bad economic policies. And then 
I also took a look and they were not wrong, this World Bank people. The economy just 
looked bad. So, actually 1985, when there was a change of president; by then the first 
President Nyerere was removing in 1985, and eh, he refused to devaluate the shilling, 
he didn’t like that. But I think, as an economist, I was by then in the department of 
economics, so we were thinking on what’s wrong, and, eh, why is everything so bad. 
Eh, so when new president came, Mwinyi, and, eh, then he started, I think it was right 
to change the economy of this country. An, eh, this started with the devaluation, because 
the IMF said: Ok, we give you a loan, but the shilling [has to be devaluated]. Ya, and of 
course I came from academics. There was a national congress, and eh, when I became 
a Member of Parliament they said come, come and join the cabinet. And then of course 
there was also some the leaders of departments and we worked together and eh, they 
say, if we want to have progress in development, then the economy we have to change. 
And that’s when we agreed that Ujamaa was done, because we had to do the currency 
devaluation right now we have to take matters in control and eh, you know, including 
live style and no market unfortunately, there were a lot of markets but you following 
the market also. So, finally, somehow, but there was lot of, eh, misunderstandings at 
the end. I told the others that I was very much pro devaluation, very very much. But 
we needed to change, people saw the benefits of it.”
Damas Mbogoro, Former Member of Parliament, Songea (GBE 9; 3/10/2015)

So, with these definite decisions taken on the national level, the next question 
was how the people on the ground, in his constituency, would react to these chang-
es. According to his memory, the first effects of the new economic policy were not 
necessarily welcomed by the people of Ruvuma, but – at least in his observation – the 
majority of the rural population did not suffer from the implications of the currency 
devaluation, as they did not have a lot of connections with the international markets:

“It was interesting, you see, when we started, people asked: ‘What is devaluation?’ When 
they agreed to the external devaluation, we were monitoring, what was happening on 
the ground. Ehm, up to the time I finished ten years [of my term in parliament], they 
were still checking. You know devaluation was, eh, people were afraid, because most 
of the people going to the bank, eh, [but] most of the part of devaluation does not affect 
most of the people, because they were not going to buy things from outside. (…) Then of 
course the government, concerning the value of the export [there was a bigger impact].
There was a campaign to farmers, for getting more money, and eh, even now they don’t 
complain about. Their live has been shielded from the cruelling part of devaluation. 
When it came to build their own house from local market, they managed to buy iron 
sheets, then they make contact with devaluation, but they make bricks themselves, so 
you know. So, the shilling now is about 1800 a dollar, nobody complains. ... And that’s 
what we, but we shielded, the [normal people] ... Particularly on key sectors. (…). I 
negotiated whit the IMF, and, eh of course they wanted but then I said, look, I’m not 
in charge of this structure, I’m in charge of something else. 
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So, trust me, so we went a long way. So then, unfortunately, Ujamaa is gone now. So, if 
you wanted knowledge of Tanzania somehow, we were moving very quick and I was 
in the kitchen, somehow. But now I’m retired, I’m lecturing here, that’s here is where 
it started.”
Damas Mbogoro, Former Member of Parliament, Songea (GBE 9; 3/10/2015)

Up to this day, Damas Mbogoro is convinced of the necessity of the economic 
transformation of the 1980s, and while he still sees a lot of challenges for develop-
ment, especially to the small-scale farmers of Ruvuma, he thinks that without the 
shift away from Ujamaa, the situation in the country would be much worse than it 
is today (GBE 9; 3/10/2015).

6.2 Ujamaa: The view from inside

So, with these statements from more or less closely related outsiders in mind, the fol-
lowing chapter will try to go one step further into the rural narrative of Ujamaa and 
have a closer look at the ideas, perceptions and opinions of the villagers themselves. 
First of all, the stage will be given to those who were there the whole time – the con-
temporary witnesses of Ujamaa in Ruvuma.

6.2.1 First hand experiences: Contemporary witnesses of Ujamaa of  
 Ruvuma

When setting off to visit the remote villages of Ruvuma, I had already read many 
stories, personal accounts and scientific literature, which dealt with the experiences 
of the first Ujamaa villages in this area and gave an impression on the personal mo-
tivations and ideas that inspired the peasants to create these villages. However, in 
order to truly understand the history of Ujamaa – in Ruvuma and in the rest of this 
country, it seemed of utmost importance to find first-hand evidence of the personal 
stories behind the movement which would change Tanzania in so many ways. Given 
the fact that 2015, the year in which the field studies were conducted, marked the 
54th anniversary of Tanganyika’s independence, it was assumed that at least some 
inhabitants of the case study visits would have been living there long enough to act 
as contemporary witnesses for the whole period of Ujamaa development. Their first-
hand experience of the historic events and its effects on village life would therefore 
be an invaluable asset for the research project as a whole. Indeed, the villages of the 
RDA were mostly founded by young idealist activists, who were then in their 20s. 
In both the RDA and the non-RDA villages that were visited during the field study, 
several wazee were willing to share their personal story of development. These nar-
ratives of ujamaa will be the foundation of the following chapter.

6.2
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Stories of a new beginning – The idealist youth going to the countryside
So, how did it all begin? As described in chapter 3, a radio speech by President 
Nyerere, addressing the youth of the country, urging them to go to the countryside 
and help to build the nation after Uhuru, is widely seen as the starting point for the 
grassroots Ujamaa movement that unfolded in Ruvuma and reached its peak with 
the development of the RDA. 

In Litowa, it was Mzee Joakim M. Soko, a former teacher of the RDA school, who 
would give a vivid account of those first days of the village. To his memory, it was 
indeed a group of young activists from TANU Youth League, led by Millinga, who 
came to the place that would become Litowa. Singing political songs about building 
the nation, they arrived at the small ridge to begin their project. Soko himself was 
not a part of this group, he was then living in a nearby village, at Maposeni. He re-
members the people of his and the other surrounding villages being skeptical about 
these young people, who were coming to the bush – ill prepared in their view – with 
nothing but their motivation. Many of the villagers were anxious about the newcom-
ers, and thought they would bring chaos to the area (NCW 1; 2/26/2015). 

Mzee Soko highlighted the role of John Millinga and Ralph Ibbott throughout 
the whole interview, although at times he was unsure about the exact timeline and 
especially the role of Ibbott (see also below). In any case, it was Millinga, who ap-
proached the bwana shamba (the man in charge of agriculture) of one of the surround-
ing villages, whose name was Winfred Songa. Songa helped them to get a better 
understanding of agriculture, to get their communal farm going. Millinga also went 
to the leader of Maposeni, to explain his project, and that he wanted to mobilize the 
youth, just as Nyerere had told to the nation. Eventually, the village leader agreed 
and went to tell his villagers to let the youth do their thing. Furthermore, the leader 
was now convinced that these young activists might actually bring development to 
the area. Indeed, many young peasants from the surrounding area would soon join 
the settlers at Litowa – and Soko was one of them. He, too, was eager to learn more 
about this new thing called Ujamaa and the ideas those people had for developing 
themselves and their country (NCW 1; 2/26/2015). 

Mzee Shawa, who was also living near Litowa when Millinga and his group ar-
rived, gave a similar account of his first impression. For him as well, fascination and 
surprise at the unusual ways these people behaved soon turned into motivation to 
join and to become a mjamaa (a socialist) himself. He founded his own family in Li-
towa and raised four children there. Two of them are still living in Litowa as farmers 
themselves (NCW 9; 8/24/2015).

The news of the new developments at Litowa soon spread in the immediate vi-
cinity, where another group of young farmers was working to set up a communal 
farm at Liweta, some 10 km to the East. Firsthand accounts of the early days of this 
village could be gathered in an interview with wazee Bele Kumasi Nyoni and Lucia 
Eluka (NCW 3; 3/3/2015). According to their memory, the original settlers of Liwe-
ta were TANU Youth League members as well, who were motivated by Nyerere’s 
speech and decided that it would be better to work collectively, rather than to carry 
by themselves. They found a place for their project and founded their farm at Liwe-
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ta. In their account, the two wazee of Liweta asserted that Ralph Ibbott had a very 
high importance for the development of the early Ujamaa villages – as was the case 
with many interviewees, who were asked about the local Ujamaa history. One could 
even get the impression that it was him, rather than the Youth League members, 
who initiated the movement:

“And there was this white man, known as Ibbott. Ibbott had an idea of ujamaa. He said 
you can come together and work together.”
Bele Kumasi Nyoni and Lucia Eluka, Liweta. Interpreted by Dennis Mpazagade 
(NCW 3; 3/3/2015)

In any case, the settlers of Liweta were in dire need of advice, and as far as Nyoni 
and Eluka remember, it was Ibbott himself, who then came to Liweta and advised 
the settlers on how to work together. At this time – it appears to have been within the 
first two years of Liweta – they were only working on the field during the day and 
would return to their original villages at night. After the advice from Litowa, how-
ever, they decided to stay there on a permanent basis and to look for more people to 
join in the surrounding villages: 

“Then they came, they said, why work alone, let’s find other people. So, they started 
convincing people nearby. Then one after another, they were coming to work over 
there [pointing in the direction of the old Liweta settlement]. Then Ibbott asked them, 
how do you see? Working from home, or working while sleeping here? They said, 
sleeping here would be much better than walking back home. And from there they 
started establishing small houses, here in Liweta. Now, when the nearby communities 
saw this kind of Ujamaa initiatives, then they were actually impressed. They saw, ah 
this is a good idea, let’s join. So, enthusiastically, they joined the move. So up that day 
they formed a kind of Liweta Ujamaa village.”
Bele Kumasi Nyoni and Lucia Eluka, Liweta. Interpreted by Dennis Mpazagade 
(NCW 3; 3/3/2015)

Nyoni and Eluka were among those who joined. They both were seeking a better 
life and a new perspective for their future. According to Mzee Nyoni, people from 
four to six villages came together to form Litowa (NCW 3; 3/3/2015).

At the same time, seven young men in the far north of Songea District, at Wino 
village, were also thinking about what Nyerere had said. They wanted to do farm-
ing, but they wanted to do it differently from how they had learned from their an-
cestors, who farmed in family units. So, they went out into the highlands, and found 
their place for a cooperative farm in 1961. At first, there were around thirty people 
who joined the effort, but only six of them pushed through with it. At the beginning, 
everybody was cultivating one acre individually, or together with their wives. In 
1962, they cultivated the first shamba together, where they planted groundnut as a 
cash crop. Mzee Abel Njalika was among them; he recalls the early history of Ma-
tetereka (NCW 10; 8/31/2015):
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“So, in ‘63, we continued to cultivate together, but with a bigger extend. We were now 
also growing maize, beans, we also introduced coffee, as a cash crop. We started to 
cultivate on around 15 acres.”
Mzee Abel Njalika, Matetereka (NCW 10; 8/31/2015)

As their small cooperative went on fairly well – better than most of similar group 
farms in the area at that time – they were able to extent their operations each year. 
By this time, Mzee Lukas Mayemba was the chairman of the TANU party branch in 
Wino, and got news of the settlers of Matetereka, who had secured a loan of 1,000 
Shillings for buying cattle and an ox-plough. He would soon join their movement 
himself (NCW 4; 3/6/2015). 

In 1964, Ralph Ibbott and Ntimbanjayo Millinga had already heard about the 
farmers at Matetereka, and paid a visit to them. The first contact with the RDA 
proved to be decisive for the future of their efforts. Abel Njalika and Gervas Mkom-
ba, the chairman, were invited to visit Litowa, to get an insight into their organiza-
tion:

“We went on a seminar in Litowa, for four days. Really, we could see what they had 
changed there. They stayed together, the work was hard, they had a plan for work, for 
everything. They had a very certain way of doing things. But there was also joy. A lot 
of things. So, we also changed the way of how we would do things here. (…) So, on this 
seminar, we really learned a lot of things. (…) It all started with this seminar. (…) Back 
then we were just a cooperative, in ‘64, when Ibbott and Ntimbanjayo Millinga came, 
and then when I went to the seminar, there. 
I came back, we discussed, if we wanted to go on with Ujamaa, true Ujamaa. So, we de-
cided we were ready for it. So, all of us should stay here, and work together, rather than 
having to come so far. You would leave for work at 8 a.m. and arrive at 9, 10, maybe 11 
o’clock... So, we decided it would be better for all of us to stay together. Just as we had 
seen in Litowa. Therefore, the wanachama [group members] decided to make a plan to 
move together by 1965. The first thing was to build houses, for everyone with his wife. 
In those times, the RDA lent us a tractor, to help us with cutting the trees and to build 
the houses. And also, to prepare more fields. So, after this, the wajamaa, in ‘65, they were 
building houses and farming for food – maize, mainly. We also had the coffee plantation, 
but we now also needed a shamba for food. So, once we were able to cultivate enough 
food, we started living here from 1966. We cultivated and started living together. 1966, 
January, we brought our families here.”
Mzee Abel Njalika, Matetereka (NCW 10; 8/31/2015)

It becomes clear from this evidence that the RDA had a profound impact in the 
early days of villages like Matetereka and Liweta: Advice from Ibbott and Millinga 
not only assured the first farmers at these places to go on with their cooperative 
farms, but it turned their attention from just farming together as an add-on to their 
original private shambas in their home villages, to creating entirely new settlements 
in which they would not only cooperate in agriculture, but organize the whole com-
munity based on cooperative principles. Furthermore, in both cases, the main mo-
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tivation appears to have been the idealist notion of creating something new, as well 
as to contribute to the “building of the nation” as Nyerere had coined it. Neither 
land shortage in their home villages, nor other limiting factors in their “old lives”, 
were described during the interviews. This is true not only for the original group of 
settlers, some of which could be interviewed at Matetereka, but also for people like 
Soko and Shawa of Litowa and Nyoni and Eluka of Liweta, who all stated that they 
moved to these respective villages because they were interested in what they had 
heard and seen from the first group of settlers. 

Nevertheless, in all the interviews, the material benefits that were created by the 
Litowa approach to development, took an important part in the accounts, indicating 
that idealism may have been the motivation for founding these new cooperative 
farms in the first place, but that material success was the factor which kept them 
going and which attracted additional settlers from adjacent areas. Specifically, it 
was the initial success of Litowa, as well as the willingness of Ibbott and Millinga 
to search for and reach out to other grassroots cooperatives across Ruvuma, that 
sparked the creation of cooperative villages in the Region.

On the other hand, some contemporary witnesses from other villages had a com-
pletely different account of this period immediately after independence. This was 
certainly true for Stanislaus and Merkiol Senda from Namatuhi: In their area, the 
news of the new settlements like Litowa and Matetereka was met with great skepti-
cism. Even today, both of them were convinced that those young people were sent 
there by the state, or that those other farmers were only joining them because they 
wanted to evade taxes, or get other benefits. Apart from that, they generally did 
not have a high opinion about the idealists at those villages, who were working for 
free – in their view – and who could not possibly achieve any results in their way of 
doing agriculture. Unsurprisingly, none of them joined the movements in the area, 
and little would change in their hamlet until the arrival of villagization (see below) 
(NCW 8; 3/11/2015).

Mbingamharule, as well, was not affected by any of the early cooperative move-
ments of the Ujamaa era and would remain unchanged until villagization. However, 
in contrast to the accounts of Merkiol and Stanislaus Senda, there were no suspi-
cions about the young activists in Litowa expressed by the wazee of Mbingamharule 
(NCW 6; 3/11/2015). 

Life in an Ujamaa village – personal accounts of the RDA period
For those who had joined one of the new RDA villages, however, a new period of 
their lives began: The life in an Ujamaa village. All of those wazee from Litowa, 
Liweta and Matetereka, who took part in the interviews, had a vivid memory on 
how life was in the early days of Ujamaa. All of them underlined the importance 
of dining together, working together, and sharing the fruits of their labor together. 

“They did everything together. Cultivating together, harvesting together. Then if in your 
family, you don’t have enough food, you have to say, then you are given. So, they used 
everything together. They were also keeping cattle together. So, they had everything.”
Bele Kumasi Nyoni, Liweta. Interpreted by Dennis Mpazagade (NCW 3; 3/3/2015)
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Mzee Shawa shared the same depiction of life in Litowa in those days (NCW 
9; 8/24/2015), as did the wazee of Matetereka, when speaking about the time after 
1966, when they had started living together in their new village (NCW 10; 8/31/2015). 
The effects, which their connection through the RDA brought to the villages, were 
appreciated by the common villagers and the leadership alike. The school in Litowa 
was one of the examples of this cooperation which most interviewees referred to. 
And the children who attended this school, themselves, also enjoyed the benefits of 
having a school which taught them practical Ujamaa: 

“My father was one of those who started with Ujamaa, I was still a child. When I was a 
child, Ujamaa started, and we came here [Matetereka], and I started to study Ujamaa. 
The school, the school we studied in was in Litowa. We learned Ujamaa. We went with 
the car, and came back with the car, that was a big advantage. (…) when we were chil-
dren, we were with a mzungu [a European person], who cared for the small children. 
We went to the shamba, and we understood. She was teaching a lot of things, usually, 
this and that. We ate there, it was very good. Later on, indeed, the mzungu had to go.”
Former student of RDA School (f), Matetereka (NCW 10; 8/31/2015)

Yet, the RDA was not only an education project and it proved to be very helpful 
in assessing and caring for the specific needs of its member villages, as the following 
account illustrates:

“Therefore, the RDA helped us a lot, to progress in Ujamaa, and also to reach self-re-
liance. The RDA brought some sheep here, to get wool for the cold climate. One of 
the youth was trained for this. Therefore, we could set up the sheep keeping and the 
production of wool.”
Mzee Abel Njalika, Matetereka (NCW 10; 8/31/2015)

Again, statements like these underline RDA’s general approach to development: 
If there were certain needs, like warm clothing because of Matetereka’s highland 
environment, the Association would not just try to get hold of clothing with the help 
of their international donors. On the contrary, in the sense of their understanding of 
self-reliance, they tried to give the people involved the means to care for their needs 
themselves.

In many of the personal accounts of the wazee of former RDA villages, one can 
still feel the pride the villagers took in their project. Mzee Soko was particularly de-
tailed in pointing out the visits of Mwalimu Nyerere, and how the president was im-
pressed by the development those peasants were able to achieve. Apart from Ibbott, 
Soko remembered many different foreigners coming to see the village or even stay-
ing to help with its development. They came from all over Europe, some from Ger-
many, some Israelis, some Americans – they all came to Litowa (NCW 1; 2/26/2015).

The end of RDA – first hand
The abandonment of the RDA in 1969 marked the sudden end of the story of a new 
beginning, as the wazee had experienced it. It certainly came as a shock to every-
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body, especially to those who were not among the village leadership and therefore 
did not have a direct exposure to the several conflicts between the RDA and various 
levels of government (see chapter 3). The event itself was perceived most harshly in 
Litowa itself, where Mzee Soko still has a vivid memory of this fateful day: 

“As I said it was 1969, it was during noon time, when the village got the news. They 
didn’t know anything, they were very surprised. But, soon what they saw, the cars were 
coming, many of them. From one up to twenty-eight. And after reaching here, they 
started to collect people. Leaders, whoever, important persons. All of them. All people 
were grabbed, Ibbott was here, everyone was there. And after reaching, they saw that 
there was a minister, called Peter Kisumu. He was sent by the president. And they put 
all people in the Ujamaa hall, and told them to sit down.”
Mzee Soko, Litowa. Interpreted by Brother Augustine (NCW 1; 2/26/2015)

After everyone was sitting down in an atmosphere of anxiousness and surprise, 
it was Peter Kisumu, Nyerere’s delegate, who broke the news to the villagers:

“[And they told them] from today, this is the end of RDA. And after reaching a point, 
he said, – and after seating – he said that if people they having questions. And people 
almost were silent, except one: He said; ‘we are here, and we came here under Nyerere. 
If Peter Kisumu has been told by Nyerere that you have to stop, its ok, no more, finish.’ 
And people they were silent because, they were shocked.”
Mzee Soko, Litowa. Interpreted by Brother Augustine (NCW 1; 2/26/2015)

None of them truly understood the reasons behind this move, since they all per-
ceived themselves as faithful followers of Nyerere’s Ujamaa policy and builders of 
the nation. They would follow the orders, and nobody was putting up a fight against 
it. Only later, did the people of Litowa try to make a sense of what had actually hap-
pened. For Mzee Soko, he admitted that he was not sure until today about the real 
reasons behind it. For him, the most important factor appeared to be the presence 
of foreigners within the village – and also a sort of envy by local and regional bu-
reaucracy, who felt that they could not achieve the same level of development as the 
RDA villages. They were enraged by the fact that they did not have direct control on 
the activities of these peasants:

“What he says is that what was happened was amazing, it was really high. And of 
course, it could create the doubts, that before the government feared, even if it was 
under the regional and town council. But the village was higher than the town council 
itself. The capacity they had. And, they reached a time that the leaders wasn’t have a 
say here. And that one could be among the things which made the leaders to say, no, 
that we stop there, because we have no access.”
Mzee Soko, Litowa. Interpreted by Brother Augustine (NCW 1; 2/26/2015)

In his narration, Mzee Shawa recalls that life became very hard after the end of 
RDA in Litowa (NCW 9; 8/24/2015). The most immediate effect was the departure 
of the foreigners, especially of Ibbott and his family, as well as the leaving of the 



195

non-Litowa students from the RDA school. The car was also gone, as Mzee Soko 
remembers:

“The village was stopped. People, for example Ibbott, he left here 1971, and they didn’t. 
He left here unwillingly, and the foreigners, they left early. (…) They had RDA before, 
it was closed in 1969. But they started another, they said ‘Ruvuma Development Fund’, 
later on. Which means, they changed the name, instead of association, they said ‘fund’. 
But it wasn’t the same ways as at the beginning. And all the property was taken, almost. 
The cars and so forth. There were so many things.”
Mzee Soko, Litowa. Interpreted by Brother Augustine (NCW 1; 2/26/2015)

The people of Liweta felt the same sort of destruction upon the disbandment of 
the RDA, and strong sentiment underlay their accounts of this part of village histo-
ry. There, as well, reference to the end of RDA’s school was made:

“He is saying, everything was destructed, there was no Ujamaa again. Every person was 
doing on his own. He is saying even the education system was destructed.”
Bele Kumasi Nyoni, Liweta. Interpreted by Dennis Mpazagade (NCW 3; 3/3/2015)

The students themselves were not happy about returning to their home villages, 
where long walks to other schools awaited them, instead of the cooperative home 
of Litowa’s school. Even worse than this inconvenience, however, was the fact that 
those schools did not teach Ujamaa, as they had come to appreciate in their time at 
Litowa:

 “I began to learn there, I studied there for four years. So, four years I studied there, after 
that, I was told that I had to go back. First, I went to the school in Irani, near Maweso, 
others went to Wino. And that was because the RDA had collapsed, it had died the RDA. 
Therefore, when we came back, we had to go all the way to Maweso, on our feet, to go 
to study. We would start early in the morning, to go to the school. Later on, we got hosts 
there, so we could stay there and study. We studied there – I started in 67 in Litowa, 
and I finished in Maweso. I finished there. (…) But Ujamaa, I could not learn there.”
Former student of RDA School (f), Matetereka (NCW 10; 8/31/2015)

In order to continue with Ujamaa, they had to go different ways than before, and 
the following account by another former student gives a glimpse of how the stu-
dents of that time dealt with the changes coming upon them from the Association’s 
disbandment:

“I also want to share my story. In 65, I started with the school in Litowa. So, we went 
from here, with the car, at the beginning of the term, and at the end, we would return. 
When the RDA collapsed, I was in standard six, so for standard seven, I had to go to 
Wino. Because I could not take standard seven there [in Litowa] I had to go to Wino, 
on my feet. But there was no other class to which I could go, it was very tiring. So, I 
finished school in 71. After that, I went in to training at Mzee Mayemba, to learn ufundi 



196

(craftsmanship). It was good. Later on, I became a teacher of craftsmanship. So, that is 
how we continued with Ujamaa, through cooperation among ourselves.”
Former student of RDA School (m), Matetereka (NCW 10; 8/31/2015)

People who were more involved in the politics of those days, like Lukas Mayem-
ba, also shed light on the reasons that could have led to the party’s move to abolish 
the RDA. In many ways, he was giving the same propositions as Mzee Soko of Li-
towa, but, being a party insider back then, he had a more detailed understanding 
of what exactly caused the government to fear the peasants’ own organization of 
Ruvuma so much:

“As the Ujamaa developed, people from the system were skeptical. They knew this would 
be a threat. Because, there are some graduates from university, who graduated, and 
went directly to leave, to Litowa. So, this actually developed some kind of fears to this 
people. So, there was a kind of conflicts. But Nyerere was still supporting it. But these 
other – the delegates of Mwalimu, questioned him: ‘How come a person who graduates 
from the university, then goes to stay in the village?’ He said: ‘ah, you leave them, they 
are going to learn there. When they feel, they come back to the government, and we 
give them a kind of employment.’ So, the fear developed from the government itself. 
They thought that they establishing this, this will probably change into communism. 
Communism, not socialism. So, this was their kind of fear.”
Mzee Lukas Mayemba, Matetereka. Interpreted by Dennis Mpazagade (NCW 4; 3/6/2015)

It also becomes clear from this statement, that the RDA was not merely one way 
of trying cooperative development for Mayemba. To him, it was Ujamaa itself. The 
attack on the RDA, in his eyes, therefore was an attack by the party elite on Ujamaa 
itself. Their fears led to the end of RDA, and nothing else, in his view. The presence 
of “white man” being the most important single factor on which this fear was found-
ed: 

“The major cause was the government. So, the government feared, that there might be 
some hidden agenda, because there are white men coming. But when it was registered, 
it didn’t show, who will come to run it, but now there are so many white men. Actually, 
this was kind of fear that the government had. They feared probably this will grow 
bigger and bigger and bigger. So, to cut it short now, is to close it. Now, there are some 
people like this man [Mayemba], who tried to question: ‘why do you close it? Can you 
tell us what’s wrong with RDA?’ Then there was no clear response. Rather than harsh 
response: ‘sit down!!!’, this was what he was told, ’sit down’. And they were told by 
the minister by then. So, this was when RDA collapsed.”
Mzee Lukas Mayemba, Matetereka. Interpreted by Dennis Mpazagade (NCW 4; 3/6/2015)

The decision of the TANU Central Committee was final, and the villagers and 
their leaders had no other option than to comply with it. It was the decisive end of 
RDA’s network and the end of locally organized development for all but one of its 
member villages. This village, as has already been told, was Matetereka.
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The second beginning. Matetereka after the RDA
Some of the factors that have contributed to the survival of Matetereka’s Ujamaa 
group have been described in chapter 5.4.2, based on Edwards’ (1998) findings. 
Many of the accounts of that study were independently confirmed by the interview-
ees of the field visits in 2015. For the sake of creating an understanding of the inter-
nal perception of their continued cooperative development, and as a basis for the 
analysis of the final end of their Ujamaa group in 2000, shortly after Edward’s visit, 
some of their accounts will be presented in this section.

Lukas Mayemba, one of the key informants in Matetereka, had himself been part 
of Kisumu’s delegation to Litowa and therefore was the first among the village’s 
leadership to get news of the incumbent end of RDA. When he returned to Ma-
tetereka, however, the atmosphere was different from those described in the other 
villages. Instead of succumbing to the shock, the villagers of Matetereka discussed 
their options and decided that the virtues which kept them going in the first place – 
hard work and the goal of self-reliance – were still there to be used, regardless of the 
supporting structure which was now gone:

“So, we decided to carry on, and we said we will be stronger, on our own. The first 
thing we need is Kujitegemea (self-reliance), we don’t need the mzungu (white person), 
we don’t need a lot of people, we don’t need additional help. For us, we can go on.”
Mzee Lukas Mayemba, Matetereka (NCW 10; 8/31/2015)

Indeed, the post-abandonment political environment was not completely hostile 
to their efforts, because on national level, the implementation of Ujamaa had just 
begun – and with the Europeans out of the village, the government had not so much 
to complain about:

“He says, the intention of the government was to see the white men out. So, when these 
people went away, the government started to preach again the Ujamaa. So, they started a 
lot of seminars, seminars across the country. And he was among the facilitators. So, they 
were teaching the people the good of Ujamaa. So, people started to practice Ujamaa.”
Mzee Lukas Mayemba. Interpreted by Dennis Mpazagade (NCW 4; 3/6/2015)

On the contrary, the new nationwide scope of Ujamaa vijijini required for people 
with experience in the creation and the operation of cooperative groups on village 
scale, and therefore Mayemba and other leaders of Matetereka were highly sought 
advisors for the Ujamaa “school” at Tabora, where people from all over Tanzania 
were supposed to be prepared for the development of the new villages. However, 
Mayemba’s hopes of contributing to his vision of Ujamaa in this way became dire 
very quickly. The difference between the government’s words and its actions was 
too apparent, after all: 

“After the collapse of RDA, the government actually started again to preach the good 
of Ujamaa. But their questions, him and the other colleagues, with Ujamaa, they had 
was: ‘how can you preach Ujamaa. Why don’t you practice Ujamaa? You are preaching 
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Ujamaa, why are you living in Dar es Salaam? In very good houses.’ At the same time, 
at that time, he was in Dodoma also preaching ujamaa, as a facilitator – no in Tabora. 
In Tabora. So, he questioned himself: ‘how should I preach what I don’t practice? So, I 
better go home to practice socialism.’ Now, the question is: ‘how will I get permission 
from Tabora to even Iringa, Ruvuma or Mbeya’ – nearer by his home. Then he said: ‘let 
me tell them that my mother sick, so when I go back I will be able to attend her.’ Then 
bosses rejected: ‘no, we can’t allow you.’ So, what he decided, he resigned. He said, ‘I 
can’t keep on preaching what I don’t practice. Let me go back to my people and practice 
socialism.’ So, he came back here.”
Mzee Lukas Mayemba, Matetereka. Interpreted by Dennis Mpazagade (NCW 4; 3/6/2015)

When trying to understand people like Mayemba, it becomes clear that they had 
a deeply felt conviction in their idea of local development. And as they saw them-
selves as true, down to earth socialists, the only way of living up to their own stan-
dards was to go back to the village they had started, and to continue to develop from 
there. It was also the only way, in which they thought they would be able to contrib-
ute to the building of the nation, and to act as an example for their compatriots: By 
showing them how to run an Ujamaa village, first hand.

This combination of idealism and a pragmatic developmental approach was also 
noticeable with other returnees to Matetereka. Moses Njalika, the brother of Abel 
Njalika, the first secretary, was part of SERA when the RDA got abolished. As part 
of his tasks, he had been sent to Liweta for two years in order to care for the milling 
machine and the tractor. After the RDA disbandment, he came back:

“In 1969, when the RDA was abolished, I was at Liweta. So, I came back and saw what 
had changed. They were self-reliant, they were growing coffee as a cash crop and sold 
it, and they were farming their food, like maize, beans. Everybody was growing, they 
were not doing it alone, they were doing it like Ujamaa. They harvested together and 
brought the produce to the market together. (…) 
So, we had this village shop, together with the other wajamaa (socialists) and we were 
having different services. For example, our children, they didn’t know a lot about. 
We were only like five wajamaa, people who called themselves wajamaa. And the 
development of government was a problem, because now the government wanted to 
make Ujamaa. Really, in this system, the youth had to go to different places, if they 
wanted to go to school up to standard seven. That was a problem. Another issue 
was water, there was no sufficient supply of water. So, we got the money to buy a 
machine, a pump, to get better water supply from down there. Once the machine 
worked, we had our water. And our children, they needed milk. Enough milk, for 
the health of the children. 
So, ... A lot of things we changed. We had a system to ensure that everybody had 
three meals. We cared for the water supply... And also, the milling machine, and we 
had to ensure a sufficient water supply. To care that the people had good services 
and the children had three meals, and water.”
Mzee Moses Njalika, Matetereka (NCW 10; 8/31/2015)
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This first-hand account may serve as an example of how those returnees assessed 
the new situation: The organization was still there, but a lot of things were missing. 
And these issues had to be tackled one by one. Moses Njalika, for instance, conti-
nued his work as the village mechanic, caring for the tractor and the machinery in 
Matetereka. He went on to educate other young people to be able to deal with these 
machines. In 1972, he became village secretary himself, and he also was the secretary 
of the Ujamaa group until 1991 (NCW 10; 8/31/2015).

That was the way of operation at Matetereka; if things were missing, they had to 
be built. And, as it becomes clear from the previous statement, the creation of “wa-
jamaa” – of socialists who knew what they were doing, was one of the top priorities. 
Yet, as the RDA school which was built for this purpose in Litowa was no more, a 
new school was the order of the day:

“Therefore, the Ujamaa continued, and we built our own school, and we taught the 
Ujamaa. We finished our school of Ujamaa. Then we went on to work, just like usual...  
And again, in those times in school, we would go back and do work of Ujamaa. We 
are doing work of Ujamaa. Therefore, we went on to teach Ujamaa later on, until the 
Ujamaa collapsed for good.”
Former student of RDA School (f), Matetereka (NCW 10; 8/31/2015)

Still, not all the things could be acquired locally, and the loss of the RDA support 
system brought considerable challenges to the village. This did not mean, however, 
that there was no solution to these shortcomings, even if they sometimes had to 
bring them to the national level:

“He just described the challenges that he faced when he came to run ujamaa in this 
village. So, he phoned here the Regional Commissioner, who was also surprised: ‘how 
comes a person resigns and comes to the village? To do what?’ So, when he came here, 
he found so many problems. Social problems, no dispensary, children are dying because 
of malaria and the other diseases. Cattle also are dying. So, what he did, he informed 
the Regional Commissioner, to resolve the problems. And the Regional Commissioner 
he said: ‘how can I resolve? We waste time as a government to take care for only fifteen 
people.’ So, what they did, they prepared a kind of memorandum. They highlighted all 
the problems they faced, and went to Dar es Salaam to see Mwalimu Nyerere.”
Mzee Lukas Mayemba, Matetereka. Interpreted by Dennis Mpazagade (NCW 4; 3/6/2015)

Whether this move had been as successful for other villages in Tanzania, which 
did not attract Nyerere’s personal interest, cannot be answered by this study. In 
Matetereka’s case, its name still had value, much to the discomfort of regional de-
velopment staff:

“After Dar es Salaam, a team from the government, of government officials, came here 
to Songea, to see the problem. Political party members. Actually, for the purpose of re-
solving this issue. So, they organized some meetings, and so forth. And it was realized 
that the problems were very big. Bigger than what they had explained. Now, what was 
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the conclusion: the Regional Commissioner was fired. Ya, Mwalimu fired him. That was 
the end of the story. So, the man, who were fired blamed Mayemba, as the one who 
actually caused him to be fired. So, they became some kind of enemies. (…) The results 
of his fight, they got a dispensary, water, and this, eh, cattle dip. They got it. And the 
water. All these services were brought here through his efforts. And he’s saying that they 
now have a very good dispensary, which was actually build in 1969. (…) So, despite all 
these problems, they kept on working and producing. After the collapse of RDA, they 
continued with their socialism.”
Mzee Lukas Mayemba, Matetereka. Interpreted by Dennis Mpazagade (NCW 4; 3/6/2015)

Through these efforts on various scales, Matetereka was not only able to keep its 
original cooperative structure intact, but also became a sort of show-case village for 
what the whole idea of Ujamaa vijijini was about. So, ironically, after the destruction 
of the original RDA structure, Matetereka became a legitimized role model for rural 
development in Tanzania for doing exactly the same as before, but on its own. Many 
people were coming to the village, accordingly, and the villagers saw this as a con-
firmation for their undertaking:

 “Now really, in those times, we also had contacts to a lot of places, and many people 
came to find work, because our economy here was good. and because the economy was 
good, the life was also good. There were a lot of good houses, the work went well. So 
really, a lot of other villages were impressed by us, because the life was so good. Before, 
people were not knowing how to even survive, then they even had a nice bedding. All 
because of our Ujamaa activities that we did together.”
Former student of RDA School (m), Matetereka (NCW 10; 8/31/2015)

And even after the end of RDA, the village was attracting new villagers, who 
wanted to join the effort: 

“So, I came here in 70. When I came here in 1970, I had heard about Ujamaa, and I was 
interested in Ujamaa. So, after I came here, in 1973, I thought I had to decide what I 
wanted to choose for my life. So, for me this was the education of children. So, I went 
to Mahiwa, to learn this profession. When I came back, they had already constructed 
the nursery school over there, for the education of the small children. So, that’s why 
I stayed here, to teach small children. So, I became a nursery teacher. So, those were 
the reasons to stay, and to teach the children. (…) We played a lot of games, and also 
taught them. But, for me it was just like the school for the big children. Studying and 
all. There were times were two mamas would also help. We would teach the children 
until noon, and then they would get milk. Because, we had enough cows in the village, 
so the children could get very fresh milk.“
Former nursery teacher (f), Matetereka (NCW 10; 8/31/2015)

From the perception of the participants at least, things were going on pretty well 
in Matetereka after the end of RDA, at least until the impact of villagization. At that 
time, the system of collective work and communal organization at Matetereka had 
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already been well established, and the development of the village was making good 
progress under the leadership of Mayemba and the other members of the original 
Ujamaa group – as Telesphor Mwenda, a Matetereka native, remembered in an in-
terview conducted in Peramiho in February 2015:

“Now, where Ujamaa started exactly, is where is Matetereka A. There – and I was living 
there, from 67 – now they had a system, first of government, they did that collectively, 
they had a chairman of the village, the Ujamaa village, this was Mister Lukas Mayemba, 
who was actually a charismatic leader, and he is still alive. I’m not in contact, but he 
is still there. And, eh, there was a general secretary, known as Moses Njalika, general 
secretary. They had a certain type of an executive secretary, somebody who was dealing 
with practical questions. [He] Was the elder brother of Moses, was Abel Njalika. This 
was organizing some activities of all the days. And now, under this leadership, the 
people were working together, all.
Therefore, all the mornings, the bell was ringing, and then people was going there and 
see what is the work for today. So, there was a program prepared there every day, he 
was writing, all, all women of this zone are to work in the garden, do this work; and 
men are to go to this work. Apart from those specific duties, some were taking care of, 
like cattle, some were taking care of the garden; those were more or less experts, so they 
were always there. But, all others to see every day what is the program, the daily program 
of work. And they are going to work there. And, eh, people were working, for example 
cultivating, the cultivating using hand hoes, but also, they had – I remember – in some 
moments they also had a tractor, which was helping those cultivating that great farm. 
So, they would cultivate a lot of maize, they had great plantation. Eh, coffee, and great 
plantation of sugar cane, great plantation of, eh, mangos, of oranges, eh, many types of 
fruit they had there. They could sell them there and outside there, and they could have 
some [income]. I think that moment they could buy even cars. They bought a certain 
lorry, certain moment. And, eh, their plan was to be together, make all together. 
I remember when I was a student, even the school opened, we all could wear uniform 
of the same color and everything. It was prepared for all children. So, we went to the 
school all of them, clean, but eh, due to that organization of the village, etc. And, eh, 
that was the life, generally. And, eh, a system even of familiarity. For example, a ques-
tion of, morals questions, therefore, the leaders were responsible and the parents were 
responsible to the young people, children – in moral questions. Even though these are 
not their children, because they are part of the, this part of this Ujamaa village, they 
were responsible also. So, it was something like a family, eh, in that moment. And, eh, 
ok. It was very interesting, people could visit, etc. Eh, but slowly, it went down, due to 
some political changes.”
Telesphor Mwenda, former resident of Matetereka, Peramiho (NCW 2; 2/28/2015)

Villagization
Interestingly enough, the impact of villagization did not take a big part in the ac-
counts of the wazee from Litowa. Mzee Soko, who had given an emotional report 
about the abandonment of RDA did not tell anything about the influence of any 
new settlers during villagization, and Mzee Shawa seems to have a positive opinion 
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on Ujamaa, even after the end of the Association – although in general he never re-
ally discriminated between the phases before and after the abandonment (NCW 9; 
8/24/2015). In any case, there appears to have been no significant impact of villagiza-
tion on the life of the two wazee in their own perception.

In Matetereka, on the other hand, the arrival of many new settlers during the vil-
lagization campaign was the starting point of many of the conflicts that are still go-
ing on between the different parts of the village. Indeed, in the perception of people 
like Mayemba, it even contributed to many of the quarrels with higher authorities at 
that time, and he himself came under scrutiny for his alleged non-cooperation with 
the new settlement policy of the country: 

“Now, 1974, the campaign for Ujamaa came in, so all Tanzanians were supposed to 
engage in Ujamaa. Now what happened, some people from other villages shifted to 
this village, came to live here. So, this raised another concern: they said we have every-
thing, our economy is strong. Now if this people come in and we share, this can be very 
dangerous for our economy. Now what we do, we have to give them their portions, so 
start from grassroots, they will learn, we will become their teachers. So, this actually 
was perceived negatively by top officials at the government. They said: you are very 
bad people, this guy is initiating, he is critical, he is criticizing Ujamaa, he doesn’t want 
to involve others. So, this actually brought some problems to the village.”
Mzee Lukas Mayemba, Matetereka. Interpreted by Dennis Mpazagade (NCW 4; 3/6/2015)

In places like Namatuhi, villagization changed the nature of the area even more 
dramatically. All the people living in the scattered settlements of the surrounding 
area were ordered to move to Namatuhi, by a direct instruction from the central 
government. Some people followed this directive quietly, others had to be brought 
in by force, as the Sendas remember it. However, in their memory, collective agri-
culture was never really established in their village. The people just could not see 
the benefits of working together, and work on the communal shamba was seen as a 
necessity by external order. In 1977, the idea of forced collectivization of agriculture 
was dropped in Namatuhi, and replaced with a sort of Ujamaa by projects (NCW 7; 
3/11/2015; NCW 8; 3/11/2015). 

In the view of Merkiol Senda, such projects like building or repairing classrooms 
of the village school or other public buildings had been common in the area even 
before villagization. For him, the whole Ujamaa idea was brought in from the central 
government and had absolutely no benefit to the local peasantry. He couldn’t un-
derstand what the use of this policy was supposed to be, and he felt very happy that 
it ended: “The failure of ujamaa really wasn’t a problem of the ordinary people. It 
was truly one from above. A problem from above” (Mzee Merkiol Senda, Namatuhi; 
NCW 8; 3/11/2015).

Although the changes affecting Mbingamharule during the time of villagization 
appear to have been as severe as in Namatuhi (there had not been a village as such 
before as well, see chapter 5.4.3), the wazee interviewed there did not have the same 
negative perception of the effects of villagization as those of Namatuhi – even if 
there was sometimes the perception that the government was directing everything 
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(NCW 6; 3/11/2015). Nevertheless, the practical advantages of the new nucleated 
settlement outweighed these reservations:

“Well in the past, to get good services was big problem. But after we became a village, 
it changed a little bit and it became good. The individuals, they had better services and 
healthcare.”
Mzee Majini Johni Deo, Mbingamharule (NCW 6; 3/11/2015)

The development after villagization was therefore seen as progress, in the eyes of 
these wazee. Still there was a lot to be improved, especially concerning the economic 
development of their village:

“Before, when we went on individually, we missed a lot of things. But, well the live was 
not very good, it was inferior. But after 1974, when we became an Ujamaa village, we 
were together, and it changed a little bit. We got different services, easier. And since we 
were many, things changed a little bit. But even then, the economy was still a problem. 
The economy was a problem, in this village, there was only one business, and this was 
cultivating food crops. And the profit of this was little.”
Mzee Johni B. Komba, Mbingamharule (NCW 6; 3/11/2015)

Yet, the times of cooperation sounded just like in the other villages, which had a 
background in RDA:

“Well we did everything together, we built the school, got education. Everything to-
gether. All of us were together in this, the youth, the wazee.”
Mzee Petro Komba, Mbingamharule (NCW 6; 3/11/2015)

The end of Ujamaa
The end of Ujamaa in Tanzania is most commonly seen in the end of Nyerere’s pres-
idency in 1985 and the subsequent economic and political changes implemented by 
his successor Ali Hasan Mwinyi (see chapter 3.4). In Matetereka, however, the origi-
nal Ujamaa group continued with its activities even after that. Throughout Mateter-
eka, therefore, the end of Ujamaa is seen much later, in the year 2000, to be exact:

“We reached a phase where now Ujamaa is no longer existing in this village. He says 
there were actually some people, who withdrew themselves from Ujamaa. Because 
they had some kind of mentality. Few people were still practicing Ujamaa. So, some of 
the people withdrew from Ujamaa. He himself with the other colleges kept on with it, 
Ujamaa. So as time goes, there raised again conflicts. Those who withdrew from Ujamaa 
wanted some property from Ujamaa. They said, we owned together this property, so 
we have to divide, so they decided to go to court. So there the court, the judgement 
at the court was, you sell everything, then you divide. So, they did this. By 2000 they 
sold everything and divided equally. So, nothing belongs to Ujamaa. So Ujamaa was 
collapsed at that day.”
Mzee Lukas Mayemba, Matetereka. Interpreted by Dennis Mpazagade (NCW 4; 3/6/2015)
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As a reaction to this, a kikundi called Kujitegemea was founded by the original 
wajamaa and other villagers with similar political conviction in 2000. Mayemba and 
many others wanted to continue with cooperative activities, so he and his wife flew 
to Scotland to meet with Ibbott and Edwards. They were able to raise around five 
million TSh from donors, and used it to buy two of the assets of the original group: 
The trees and the coffee farm. They continued their cooperative activities based on 
these operations, and the old members were also seeing their new kikundi as a vehi-
cle for younger people to try out different cooperative development projects (NCW 
4; 3/6/2015).

“In 2000, we ended the Ujamaa group. So, we had been continuing with Ujamaa, even 
after the end of Litowa. We wanted to develop with the system of Ujamaa. From Litowa, 
we had learned the Ujamaa. Four of us, including Mayemba and myself, we wanted to 
continue with Ujamaa in any way. But we also knew, if it was only the four of us, we 
would fail. But now, we needed more than just us. So, that’s why we decided to teach 
the youth, on how to do Ujamaa, to get more wajamaa. So, in 2000, we started a new 
group, we made a work plan for each year, and see how to continue.”
Mzee Moses Njalika, Matetereka (NCW 10; 8/31/2015)

However, in 2014, the coffee farm was impounded by the village government. 
The new village chairman had obviously promised to do so in his election campaign, 
in order to give the former Ujamaa land to all people of the village, as he put it (NCW 
4; 3/6/2015). This kikundi was also part of the analysis of farmers’ groups, presented 
in chapter 6.2.3. The ongoing conflict over the last pieces of Ujamaa property in Ma-
tetereka also reached the ear of some of the village’s former residents, who described 
the general issue in the following manner:

“Ujamaa now, in Matetereka has brought a very serious problem. People are in a very 
serious conflict. Due to the fact that those who belong to that group of wajamaa, had 
already possessed, for example, great pieces of land, as a group, eh, even buildings – 
they built a lot of buildings, important buildings. They made there even, even, nursery 
schools, etc., and, eh, they had built, eh, even centers for women, something like that, 
eh. Now, with that they possessed a great, a piece of land. Now, nowadays in Tanzania, 
the problem of piece of land has started, now there are, eh – the one who is the chairman 
of the village, is one who is totally against Ujamaa. Therefore, that was the problem. So, 
he started to say: No, this pieces of land, we don’t recognize you as a group, because 
Ujamaa doesn’t exist now, etc. So, that time there is a very serious conflict.”
Telesphor Mwenda, former resident of Matetereka, Peramiho (NCW 2; 2/28/2015)

Life after Ujamaa
Unsurprisingly, many of the wazee from Litowa, Liweta and Matetereka regretted 
the end of Ujamaa and felt that the new individual system was a step backwards in 
development. They liked working together and were satisfied with their achieve-
ments as wajamaa (NCW 3; 3/3/2015). Some felt that there was “not much devel-
opment afterwards, because the agriculture declined, the tractor was gone.” (Mzee 
Shawa, Litowa; NCW 9; 8/24/2015).
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Even if they had continued the organization as a group in Matetereka, the even-
tual end of “original Ujamaa” brought discontent among the founders of the village, 
as expressed by Mzee Gervas Mkomba:

“So, he says currently every person works on his own. And they are no longer cultivating 
or working as a group, as union (…). He is not happy, and he was comfortable with 
the Ujamaa. Ujamaa is no longer, every person works alone. He liked working with the 
group, so he is not happy with the current situation.”
Mzee Gervas Mkomba, Matetereka. Interpreted by Dennis Mpazagade (NCW 5; 3/6/2015)

This feeling of the loss of the cooperative thought and the practice of working to-
gether, was expressed by many of the former wajamaa of Matetereka A. The change 
of system was also perceived as a loss of knowledge on how to cooperate in the first 
place, and how to achieve development together: 

“Now, I really think, the times of Ujamaa and today are very different. Because, in the 
times of Ujamaa, we really had a lot of affection, and we were doing things together! 
... Then, nobody was going without help. But now, the affection is gone. The wind 
changed, and the leaves got blown away very quickly. A lot of bad things happened. 
Really, now there is no affection anymore, and the wisdom got lost”
Former nursery teacher (f), Matetereka (NCW 10; 8/31/2015)

In line with this, the general evaluation of the times of Ujamaa within this group 
of contemporary witnesses was overwhelmingly positive, while the rise of an atti-
tude of caring only for oneself was lamented:

“Generally, the activities of Ujamaa were good. Now, there are activities of individual 
persons. The activities of Ujamaa, for me as I recall, we did our activities together, 
including working our shamba together and cultivating. Even if you had to go to the 
hospital for two or three months, if you would return, your tasks would already be done, 
because there was mutual help. But, nowadays, if a person cannot do his/her tasks for 
any reason, no one would do it for him/her or help.”
Former student of RDA school (m), Matetereka (NCW 10; 8/31/2015)

Former Ujamaa leaders like Moses Njalika were assessing the changes on a 
broader scope. In his view those changes did not only alter people’s attitudes, but 
also destroyed the whole idea of having common social services, owned by every-
body within the community. The results of this are, in his view, detrimental for the 
society as a whole:

“I would like to add, maybe, that in the times of Ujamaa, we did all the things, the 
private ones and those of society, together. But now, the communal functions, like 
school, the service of water, health, they are collapsed. Like it was told, in those times 
we had water, now there is no water. Then we were caring for the water supply, we 
were building it together. Now, communal services like this, there are none. So, things 
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like this are only available for people who have money. But, most among us they don’t 
have money. In those days, all the children, regardless if their families had income or 
not, were going to school. Now, these things are gone. If you can afford it, you go to 
school. The same is true for health. Before, we were considering this a communal task, 
and everybody helped each other. If you were successful, you helped the society. Now, 
things like that are gone. (…) 
So, I think, those are some of the differences. Now, there is no education, on how to 
cooperate, how to do things together. Everybody just wants to get education for them-
selves. Therefore, in this system, I have to care just for myself, and my relatives. In the 
system, before, it was me for us. That’s the difference. We were working together, we 
were constructing the houses together, the children were going to school together, in case 
of illness, we cared together. But now, this is gone. The sense of cooperation, of mutual 
affection is gone, and everybody is just caring for him or herself and his/her things.”
Mzee Moses Njalika, Matetereka (NCW 10; 8/31/2015)

The wazee of Mbingamharule were less pessimistic about the changes, but still 
some of them lamented the loss of solidarity and social services that came with the 
transformatory period after Ujamaa, and they do not perceive much development 
happening afterwards:

“The main change is now, everybody is on his own. You are on your own. And I say 
your, because, the people have destroyed it. (…) In the times of Ujamaa for instance, 
the medicine was free, but then the government changed that policy. And the small 
development, until now the development is small.”
Mzee Johni B. Komba, Mbingamharule (NCW 6; 3/11/2015)

In the case of Stanislaus and Merkiol Senda, on the other hand, they had only ex-
perienced Ujamaa as a forced project, brought upon them by the power of the state – 
a project, in which they never felt they had any control over their own development 
in Namatuhi. The communal farming appeared useless to them, and as they could 
not see any tangible results of these efforts, they were delighted when the whole 
policy came to an end in the 1980s. For them, everybody caring for his own land 
was the best way of doing agriculture. In the communal projects, like the building of 
a school, they could see some benefits for themselves and for their offsprings. This 
idea of the necessity of tangible results appeared very important in their account of 
the village history. In the present, they do see the issue of young people not caring as 
much for the community like before. However, this idea of caring for each other, for 
them, did not have to do so much with Ujamaa, but more with the traditional idea 
of working together for communal projects. Collective farming from above did not 
fit into this idea of solidarity. On the contrary, it was seen as a waste of time and as 
counterproductive for development. And it was this experience of the new settlers 
coming to Namatuhi against their will, and the forced implementation of collective 
farming, which to Merkiol and Stanislaus Senda became emblematic for the whole 
Ujamaa policy. Against this background, it is not difficult to understand why those 
wazee are still skeptical of any development initiatives brought from the outside and 
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why they are convinced that everybody is better off after the end of Ujamaa – even 
given the lack of communal interest by the youth which they observe. They, at least, 
have no interest whatsoever in elements of Ujamaa coming back to Tanzania (NCW 
8; 3/11/2015).

Summary
It has become clear from these accounts of the contemporary witnesses interviewed 
for this research, that the period of Ujamaa affected the lives of the interviewees 
in many ways. Those participants, who had themselves been part of the early 
time of RDA villages, all gave vivid and very positive accounts of their stories of 
a new beginning. They were proud to be a part of a new movement that would 
help to build the nation. Those elders who had been coming to these villages a 
little later, like the interviewees from Litowa and Liweta, emphasized the fact that 
it was a combination of the fascination with the Ujamaa ideal and the tangible 
results they could observe in these villages that made them join the collective set-
tlements in the early hours of independence. All of them shared the depiction of 
working together, living together and helping each other as their most important 
memories of this era. And all of them were shocked by the abandonment of the 
RDA, as it contradicted their own identification with the state’s goal of reaching 
socialism and self-reliance.

After the end of RDA, however, the experiences of the wazee of Litowa and Liwe-
ta were thoroughly different from those of Matetereka. Only in the latter village, did 
the original wajamaa find the will and the resources to continue with their model of 
cooperative development within the new centralized environment of Ujamaa. In the 
other villages, few accounts were made on the history after RDA. 

From those contemporary witnesses of the non-RDA villages of Namatuhi and 
Mbingamharule, differing statements were given: While in Namatuhi, the early co-
operative villages were frowned upon skeptically, such negative attitudes towards 
the RDA were not present in Mbingamharule. In both cases, the impact of villagiza-
tion and “ujamaaization” from above were seen as severe. Yet, while in the case of 
Mbingamharule, many positive aspects of villagization – like social services – were 
described, the respondents from Namatuhi only saw the negative effects of this pol-
icy. Nevertheless, in both villages, the effects of the forced introduction of collective 
agriculture were seen as negative and production was considered to be insufficient. 
Therefore, contemporary witnesses from both villages welcomed the end of commu-
nal farming in their communities. In Matetereka, villagization and the impact of new 
settlers was identified as a major cause for conflicts within the village.

In all of the former RDA villages, the contemporary witnesses regretted the end 
of Ujamaa in the country, as well as the abandonment of the RDA. They hardly 
saw any positive effects of the post-Ujamaa period in their villages, or even in 
the country as a whole. In Mbingamharule, the attitude towards the post-Ujamaa 
era were more ambiguous, and some of the new economic opportunities were 
explicitly welcomed. In Namatuhi, the end of Ujamaa was very much welcomed 
by the interviewees.
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6.2.2 Political actors: Village authorities and their view on Ujamaa
In order to conduct any kind of research on the village level, engagement with the 
local authorities, especially the village chairman and the village secretary are a sine-
qua-non-condition. Apart from their valuable knowledge on village development 
in general, their view on the village’s history during the Ujamaa era and the subse-
quent changes on the local level were of key interest. In all three case study villages, 
the village headquarter (ofisi ya kijiji) was approached, to arrange the possibility of 
research and to gather information on the village itself regarding economic activities 
and other development issues. While this general information on the villages has 
been included in the case study description in chapter 5, the following passages are 
focusing on the perception of Ujamaa among the village authorities. In all villages, 
the village chairman (mwenyekiti) took part in the interviews; in Mbingamharule, 
the village secretary or manager (mtendaji) was also present during the interview.

All three village chairmen saw the general development of their villages as the 
main task of their office, as well as them taking a connective role between the gov-
ernment as such (at all levels), the village council and assembly, and the citizens in 
general. The mtendaji has the additional task of taking care of bookkeeping and or-
ganizing village assembly and council meetings. All of the interviewed village office 
holders were elected the year before, although in the case of Mbingamharule, the 
chairman had been in the same office before and had now again taken the position 
after a hiatus of five years (GBE 7; 2/26/2015; GBE 11; 3/11/2015; GBE 15; 8/30/2015).

General depiction of the Ujamaa era by village leaders
In the village of Litowa, there is a relatively young village chairman in office, Mi-
chael Komba, who showed a very high interest in the idea of the research and would 
also facilitate the meeting with the different vikundi within the village. In a way, he 
was the first interviewee to make the connection between the modern-day farmers’ 
groups and historical Ujamaa in the village. Despite his young age, he was able to 
give a quite detailed account of the local history, even though in his opinion, the wa-
zee would surely know more about it. In particular, he attributed a high importance 
to the presence of Ralph Ibbott in the early days of Litowa and the time gap between 
the first settlers led by Millinga and the arrival of the British advisor was non-exis-
tent in his accounts (GBE 7; 2/26/2015). Equally important to Komba was the idea of 
cooperation and mobilization, which he himself described as having a kikundi, and 
the material developments that this group made in the times of Ujamaa:

“They had a primary school, they had a tractor, they had a shamba, where they were 
growing crops together, also they had cows, a lot of them (…) they had a machine, 
which was pumping the water into the tank up in the village (…). Ibbott was here, 
they had a kikundi, a group of Ujamaa, they were working together and introducing 
different services.”
Michael Komba, Chairman of Litowa (GBE 7; 2/26/2015)

The chairman of Matetereka, who is also allegedly involved in the legal battle 
with the Kujitegemea group about some of the original Ujamaa assets of the vil-
lage, still has the usual depiction of Ujamaa as a system of collaboration between 
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people. However, from his statement, it also becomes clear that during Ujamaa, the 
government was having most of the project under its control, and not the people 
themselves – a fact which he sees critically:

“Ah, ok, what I know about Ujamaa. The people were working together, and they grew 
together [the crops]. So, everybody worked for Ujamaa. It was a complete unity. So, 
all the people they worked together, and helped each other. In this system, they had 
an organization of work for everybody, so that everybody would be fine. So now, in 
this system, the government, not the people on themselves, the government made big 
projects, like building the school and other things, and a car for the village, etc.”
Remigius W. Njafula, Chairman of Matetereka (GBE 15; 8/30/2015) 

He recalls some of the benefits of having the RDA as a network, however:

“And then they worked together in whole Ruvuma, to get capital. There was help in that.”
Remigius W. Njafula, Chairman of Matetereka (GBE 15; 8/30/2015)

In Mbingamharule, the memory of cooperative work was also the most import-
ant topic concerning the depiction of Ujamaa by the village authorities. In their view, 
the people of their village tried to follow the central government’s idea of coopera-
tive development, but did not achieve the results they had hoped for:

“Now, during Ujamaa, it was like everywhere. We were cultivating together, on a 
common shamba, we tried to reach self-reliance and development. (…) But the devel-
opment was disappointing, because everybody went back to work on their own, they 
didn’t like to be together.”
Ernest S. Madau, Chairman of Mbingamharule (GBE 11; 3/11/2015)

So, despite the differences in their villages’ history, present-day village leaders 
shared the same general depiction of Ujamaa. The next question was, how they 
would evaluate the period of Ujamaa, as well as the changes for their villages.

Evaluation of the changes through and after Ujamaa
The village government of Mbingamharule was indeed very reflective on the impact 
of villagization, which made their place an Ujamaa village. They also acknowledged 
the positive effects that this central policy had on the provision of social services for 
their community, very similar to the accounts made by the contemporary witnesses:

“I think generally, our village, from when it started, a long time ago was a quaint village, 
until 1974, when the government decided that from now on this would be an Ujamaa 
village, that people would move here and that this would be better. The biggest benefit 
was supposed to be that once the people would live together, they would be in contact 
together, do all the activities together, for the benefit of the village and our country as 
a whole. Another benefit would be, if our citizens are in one place, all of the primary 
services could be provided more easily.”
Omare Kamare, Village Manager of Mbingamharule (GBE 11; 3/11/2015)
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In Litowa, the village chairman also shared the overall assessment that had al-
ready been given by the wazee of his village, as he remembered the many material 
benefits that the Ujamaa period had created. Some of them were still in use in his 
village, and this added to his positive perception of the past. On the other hand, he 
described the changes that were brought upon Litowa, when people, who could 
afford it, bought the once communal assets and others, who could not, were left 
behind in development:

“What remained here up the time being, the school, for example, the dispensary, were 
constructed in that time. Eh, buildings, but they are not in a good condition. And he 
said, the farms, they are still there, but people they are not making them in common, 
they are not sharing the work. Everyone is possessing on his own. And people they 
started to do so after the village as a whole rejected and was doing nothing. And the 
people they said: now, we get something from that shamba and then they started to 
use that on their own. Therefore, people, according to their way, they had cows and 
cows – they reached a point where they were not able to manage as a village, and the 
chairman said – the former one – said, if people, the village people are able to buy it, 
for the individuals, for the families, it is fine. And then I think they had a meeting, like 
which they had before, and they discussed it and reached a point where they were able 
to do so. People, who were able to buy it, they bought it for their own family. And now 
some people they are having cows. Which in former times they were under common 
[ownership].”
Michael Komba, Chairman of Litowa. Interpreted by Brother Augustine 
(GBE 7; 2/26/2015)

By contrast, the representatives of Mbingamharule were more optimistic with re-
gards to the post-Ujamaa situation of their community, and also praised the vikundi 
as a new engine for development on the local scale:

“But now, thanks to the vikundi, we are on a good road. A good stage, we have good 
food, etc. Even now most is cultivated for food, but there is also business. The people 
have vegetables. So, this is good. They have their personal supply of vegetables and 
the like. So, it changed a lot.”
Omare Kamare, Village Manager of Mbingamharule (GBE 11; 3/11/2015)

The chairman of Matetereka, too, acknowledged the difficulties with the new 
capitalist system, especially the challenge of getting capital for development in the 
first place. On the other hand, he appeared to be convinced that the new way of 
doing things was superior to the old one of Ujamaa, as it relieved the people from 
working for the government, as he perceived it – and that this had in fact improved 
the standard of living in his village:

“I think the main challenge here in the capitalist system is capital. You know, in the 
capitalist system, each people they have to own their own property, so if you don’t have 
a big capital, you can’t produce in large area. But during Ujamaa period, the people 
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produced more for the benefit of government only. But the people themselves, they 
were getting a low amount of money, just for feed only, and not for other uses. And he 
explained that, when you look the Ujamaa period and the capitalist period, nowadays 
in the capitalist period the people have changed, from a lower standard to a higher 
standard, somehow, many people they build their house in high quality, compared to 
Ujamaa period.”
Remigius W. Njafula, Chairman of Matetereka. Interpreted by Josephat Mwasulama 
(GBE 15; 8/30/2015)

Summary
Overall, each of the village representatives was aware of the local history of their vil-
lage and gave quite detailed accounts of the particularities of the Ujamaa era in their 
respective communities. Regarding the evaluation of the era, only Michael Komba 
of Litowa showed an overwhelmingly positive assessment of the past, while the 
authorities from the other two villages saw both positive and negative changes since 
the end of Ujamaa. In particular, the new individual freedom in economic oppor-
tunities was praised by Remigius Njafula of Matetereka. Nevertheless, all village 
leaders saw the idea of cooperation in the new form of farmers’ groups (vikundi) as 
one of the most promising approaches for progress in their communities.

6.2.3 Farmers’ groups: Practical Ujamaa or pragmatic  
 adaption?

As described in chapter 5.2, the farmers’ groups within the case study villages 
emerged as one of the most valuable sources of information regarding the Ujamaa 
legacy within those communities. For the sake of this thesis, the main question re-
garding these vikundi was whether those present-day farmer organizations could 
be seen as a reminiscence of Ujamaa’s tradition of grassroots economic develop-
ment, or if those groups are just a pragmatic adaption of the farmers to incentives 
like NGO support.

The vikundi interviewed for this research
In total, 23 farmers’ groups took part in 12 group interviews during the field visits 
in the three case study villages. Although it was preferred by the research design to 
have one interview for one kikundi each, this proved only to be feasible in Litowa 
(six groups and six interviews) and Matetereka A (two groups in two interviews). 
In Matetereka B, two vikundi took part in one group interview, while in Matetereka 
C, three groups from this sub-village took part in one interview. In Mbingamha-
rule, getting a good setup for the discussions turned out to be the most difficult, 
and let to a very dense situation especially during the first group discussion there 
(GI 13; 9/8/2015), when a total of seven vikundi participated in a meeting at the vil-
lage headquarters. The second group discussion in this village took place with the 
participation of group members and non-members at the side of a funeral celebra-
tion (a big social event for the whole village) and involved around 100 participants. 
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Representatives from four groups took part in the actual discussion there, with one 
of the groups (TMK) having already been part of the first group discussion in Mb-
ingamharule. 

These differences in the scale of discussions was caused by the fact that the re-
search had to rely on local guides – mostly representatives of the village headquar-
ters, another limitation – who took charge of arranging the meetings with the various 
groups. In spite of these limitations, the results are considered to be valuable for the 
understanding of local development within the research area and will be presented 
in this chapter. Whenever possible, direct quotations will be citing the name of the 
respective vikundi and the place of the interview. In some cases, in which more than 
one group took part in the discussion (namely, Matetereka C and Mbingamharule), 
it could not always be determined to which group the person making the statement 
was belonging. In these cases, only the citation “Group member, village” will be 
used. In the case of the two groups from Matetereka A, both of them included some 
of the original settlers and Ujamaa group members, whose names were already 
known during the discussion. In these cases, direct citations will include the name 
of the respondent.

Regarding the age of the different groups, considerable differences could be 
observed between the different locations. While the groups of Matetereka B were 
founded in 2002 and 2003, respectively, and the Kujitegemea group of Matetereka 
A was founded in 2000, as the direct successor of the original Ujamaa group, most 
vikundi were substantially younger: Tangawizi group (Matetereka A) was founded 
in 2012 and involved partly the same group of people like the Kujitegemea group. 
The groups in Matetereka C were all founded between 2009 and 2010, while those 
in Mbingamharule gave no clear statements regarding their inception, but stated 
they had been operative for in between two and three years only. One group 
(Siliki) was founded a little bit earlier in 2011. The youngest groups on average 
could be found in Litowa, with Kanyanga Twende dating from 2012 and Juhudi 
Group from 2013 being the only groups operating there for at least one year. The 
other four groups visited in this village had only started their activities in 2015, 
the year of research.

The number of groups involved in each village depended first of all on the will-
ingness and the availability of the group members themselves. Generally, this avail-
ability was high, courtesy of the fact that these interviews were held during the dry 
season, in which there was relatively low necessity for immediate farm work for the 
members. 

In Litowa, there were a total of eight groups operative in 2015, as by the account 
of the village chairman (GBE 7; 2/26/2015), six of whom were willing to take part in 
the group interviews. In Matetereka, eight groups were active in the whole village 
in 2015 (GBE 15; 8/30/2015), of which seven took part in the interviews. In Mbingam-
harule, a total number of 14 groups was named by the villagers (GI 13; 9/8/2015), of 
which 10 were represented in the group interviews. Therefore, the following state-
ments are considered to give a comprehensive insight into the operations of these 
farmers’ groups and the opinions of vikundi members in the three case study vil-
lages.
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Types of activities
As already mentioned, the groups in Litowa are fairly new organizations. All of 
them have started a sort of mutual saving and loan system, whereby their mem-
bers contribute a certain amount of cash in regular intervals to the group. On 
the one hand, this money is used to act as a private savings account, in order to 
enable the individual farmers to buy seeds and, if possible, fertilizer in time for 
the next planting season. Shortage of money for these kind of farm inputs was 
regularly named as one of the biggest challenges by the farmers, and this system 
is seen as a possibility to cope with this issue (all groups in Litowa, particularly 
Mtakuja Tangine (GI 2; 8/24/2015)). The second function of this saving scheme is 
to act as the basis for small loans for the members, in case of personal hardships 
like illness, but possibly also for investment in agriculture – although the capital 
is usually not sufficient for this task, especially in the case of the younger groups 
(GI 4; 8/24/2015). 

Some of the groups were also engaged in income-generating activities. The 
Kanyanga Twende group, for instance, was using some 100 acres of forest for 
timber production. However, the timber was not sold, but rather used for the 
production of 22 boxes for beekeeping, which were distributed throughout the 
group’s forest. Yet, there seems to be no accessible market for honey and it was 
only sold locally. At the year of research, the beekeeping activities of the group 
were on hold altogether, with lack of funds for protective equipment cited as the 
reason by group members. This may give some insight on the volatility of vikundi 
activities. Nevertheless, the group found a more worthwhile income generating 
activity in Caritas’ Soya ni Pesa project, for which each member is producing in-
dividually. The soya is then collected by the group and sold to buyers which are 
organized by Caritas (GI 1; 8/22/2015).

The other established group of Litowa, Mtakuja Tangine, is also taking part in 
Caritas’ soya project. Each member was cultivating half an acre of soya in the last 
season. Sesame and beans are also grown on half an acre by each member individu-
ally and then marketed through the group. They are also trying to buy fertilizer and 
other inputs together, in order to achieve better prices (GI 2; 8/24/2015). 

Of the other four newer groups, only Umoja group had already been able to get a 
harvest in in their first year. They, too, were growing soya on one acre per member. 
The whole group appeared to be very enthusiastic during the interview concerning 
the returns of this activity, and were planning to increase the production for the next 
season. As with the other aforementioned groups, the returns of soya production are 
also used to increase the capital of the kikundi, apart from paying dividend to its 
members (GI 6; 8/24/2015).

The other three groups stated that they were still in the process of collecting the 
funds from their members, but all were planning to start soya production for the 
next season (GI 3; 8/24/2015; GI 4; 8/24/2015; GI 5; 8/24/2015). An overview on the 
vikundi of Litowa and their respective activities is provided in Table 1.

Just like in Litowa, the vikundi of Mbingamharule were all taking part in the cul-
tivation of soya through the Caritas sponsored Soya ni Pesa program and were also
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Table 1: Overview on Farmers’ Groups in Litowa

Source: own survey

Name of the 
kikundi

Year of 
foundation

No. of 
members

Group activities Plans for the future

Saving and 
Lending

Agricultural Animal 
husbandry

Others

Kanyanga
Twende

2012 34 Yes Growing soya for 
Soya ni Pesa on 
individual plots.

No Beekeeping 
(on hold 
because of lack 
of equipment). 
Tree farming 
(no market 
outside the 
village)

Trying to get enough 
capital to get machinery 
(at least an ox plough
and a milling machine).

Mtakuja 
Tangine

2015 30 Yes Growing soya for 
Soya ni Pesa on 
individual plots. 
Buying farm 
inputs together.

No None To get a common 
shamba and to 
increase soya 
production to at least 
one acre for each 
member.

Juhudi 2013 17 Yes Every member is 
growing half an 
acre of soya, 
sesame and 
beans each, 
which is marketed 
together through 
the group. Soya is 
sold through Soya 
ni Pesa.

No None To get enough capital
for investment, get a
common shamba for 
the kikundi and to get 
fertilizers for this 
shamba together. 
To get enough money 
to get a mode of 
transport for the group, 
like a motorcycle.

Mshikamano 2015 25 Yes Planned, when 
enough capital is 
collected.

No None To start soya 
production for Soya ni 
Pesa.
To get enough capital 
for investment, get a 
common shamba for 
the kikundi and to get 
fertilizers for this 
shamba together. 
Thinking about various
crops to be used for 
collective farming. 
To create profit for their 
members.

Juhudi (2) 2015 14 Yes Mutual advice. 
There are plans 
for a common 
shamba.

No None To start soya 
production for Soya ni 
Pesa.
To start collective 
cultivation of soya and 
other crops. 
To start mutual help in 
non-agricultural 
activities like building 
houses.

Umoja 2015 30 Yes Growing soya for 
Soya ni Pesa on 
individual plots. 

No None To use profit from first 
year of soya production 
for investment in a 
milling machine, in 
order to market maize 
together. 
To increase soya 
production, and to start 
a common shamba for 
this. 
To get cows and start 
producing milk.
Envisioning a 
cooperation among all 
the vikundi to get a 
tractor for the village.
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providing a mutual saving and lending scheme for their members (GI 13; 9/8/2015; 
GI 14; 9/10/2015). 

In most cases, the soya farming was conducted in a similar way like in Litowa, 
with each member growing a certain acreage of soya beans, which would then be 
marketed by the kikundi through the help of Caritas. There is also a limited amount 
of collective work at the soya demonstration plot. Most of the groups also stated that 
they would engage in other group activities, like helping each other when building 
or improving houses and similar things (GI 13; 9/8/2015). 

Two groups, however, stated a higher degree of cooperative operations: TMK 
Group, for instance, has a rotational scheme of cultivation, in which the whole group 
would work on one plot of a member for one day, then go on to the next member, 
and so on. They are also planning to keep animals as a group and share the income 
generated from this activity (GI 14; 9/10/2015). The oldest group in Mbingamharule 
which took part in the discussions – Siliki, founded in 2011 – is already active in 
sharing advise on animal husbandry among its members, although the animals are 
kept privately. However, they stated that they do have a common shamba for the ki-
kundi, on which they grow soya and also maize (GI 14; 9/10/2015). Table 2 illustrates 
the activities of Mbingamharule’s farmers’ groups.

Table 2: Overview on Farmers’ Groups in Mbingamharule

Source: own survey

Name of the 
kikundi

Year of 
foundation

No. of 
members

Group activities Plans for the 
future

Saving and 
Lending

Agricultural Animal 
husbandry

Others

Twende na 
wakati

2012/2013 Around 
20-30
each

Yes Sharing advise 
and mutual help 
on members’
individual 
shambas. All 
groups 
participating in 
Soya ni Pesa, 
growing soya on 
individual plots.

No Some vikundi have 
small businesses 
and shops together.

Few concrete 
plans for the 
vikundi.
Individual 
members want 
to increase cash 
income through 
group activities.

Ukombozi

Mshikamano

Kambarage

Upendo

Muungano

TMK 2012 22 Yes Rotational help in 
cultivation among 
the members. 
Also, growing soya 
for Soya ni Pesa 
on individual plots.

Planned Mutual help in non-
agricultural activities 
like housing 
improvement among 
its members.

Step by step 
development -
improve 
agriculture, 
housing and 
financial 
situation of its 
members. 
Start with animal 
husbandry.

Siliki 2011 25 Yes Cultivating maize 
and soya on 
common fields,
selling soya 
through Soya ni 
Pesa.

Sharing 
advise for 
individual 
husbandry

None Increase 
cultivated area, 
introduce 
collective cattle 
keeping.

Thinka 2012 Unclear Yes Growing soya for 
Soya ni Pesa on 
individual plots.

“a little bit” None

Caritas 2012 Unclear Growing soya for 
Soya ni Pesa on 
individual plots.

No None
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For all the groups from Litowa and Mbingamharule, which were taking part in the 
Soya ni Pesa program, soya cultivation was solely seen as a welcome opportunity to get 
access to a relatively secure market for this cash crop. None of the vikundi engaged in 
this project were performing any additional steps in the processing of the soya beans, 
nor stated that they would be interested in doing so in the immediate future.

In contrast to this relative uniformity of vikundi in Litowa and Mbingamharule, 
the situation in Matetereka appears to be more diverse and is different for each of 
the sub-villages. In Matetereka A, the Kujitegemea group is the same Kujitegemea 
group that was founded as a successor of the original Ujamaa group in 2000 (see 
chapter 6.2.1 for details). Since 2014, the conflict caused by the impounding of the 
group’s assets by the village government took up most of the group’s attention. A 
court case was filed against the village government by the group, and the decision 
was still pending at the time of research. The group was therefore not doing any 
of its genuine activities, as the government’s actions were cited as hindering all of 
them. Before that, they were looking into different new ideas, one of them being 

Table 3: Overview on Farmers’ Groups in Matetereka

Source: own survey

Name of the 
kikundi

Year of 
foundation

No. of 
members

Group activities Plans for the future

Saving and 
Lending

Agricultural Animal 
husbandry

Others

Matetereka A
Tangawizi 2012 14 No Cultivating ginger 

and beans on 
common fields, 
selling together at
the market.

No None Increase production. 
Looking for other 
groups to cooperate 
and make their field 
a learning farm. 
Thinking of adding 
additional crops.

Kujitegemea 2000 12 No Common coffee 
plantation (former 
Ujamaa farm), but 
on hold due to 
legal conflict.

No Tree 
plantation 
(former 
Ujamaa 
property), but 
also on hold.

Hoping to overcome 
the legal issues with 
the village 
government and 
restart their activities.

Matetereka B
Tupo tayari 2003 11 Using the 

profit from 
common 
agriculture 
and tree 
plantation.

Growing maize 
and beans 
together, mostly for 
food, but selling 
surplus produce 
together.

Keeping 
three cows 
together

Owning a 
tree 
plantation, 
selling for the 
market.

Hoping for more 
support from the 
government.

Sisi kwa sisi 2002 20 No Sharing advise Keeping 
cows

None Increase cattle 
keeping, goal is to 
have one cow for 
each member.
Hoping to get 
enough capital for 
machinery.

Matetereka C
Tuinuke 
kiuchumi

2009 27 Yes, with 
group 
account.

Sharing advice and 
pooling resources 
to buy farm inputs.

No None Determined to 
contribute to village 
development by 
increasing their 
production.
Planning to introduce 
sesame cultivation. 
Hoping to get 
enough capital for 
machinery.

Tuvitange 2009 12

Tuvumiliani 2010 10
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the establishment of a fishing pond (GI 11; 9/3/2015). Many former wajamaa were 
also engaged in the Tangawizi group, founded in 2012. As its name suggests, these 
farmers were mainly engaged in the production of ginger (Tangawizi in Kiswahili), 
but also beans as a cash crop, both of which are cultivated collectively. The lack of 
fertilizer was cited as a limiting factor on their ginger production (GI 7; 9/2/2015).

Both groups in Matetereka B were well established and were providing saving 
and lending for their members. Both of them are also keeping cattle together, al-
though Sisi kwa Sisi only started doing so in 2014, while Tupo tayari has been keep-
ing three cows for milk production for a few years and was also assigned a designat-
ed grazing area by the village government. The latter group is also selling trees and 
has an area of five acres under common cultivation for food crops like maize and 
beans, in addition to their individual fields. They are also cooperating on these pri-
vate plots. This group also stated that they have a high frequency of group meetings, 
up to three times a week, to coordinate their different activities and to decide how to 
use profits (GI 10; 9/3/2015).

By contrast, none of the groups in Matetereka C was having common agricultural 
activities, although some of the members were contemplating the inception of col-
lective animal husbandry for income generation, as well as for use in farming. The 
three vikundi there were only involved in saving and lending for their members, 
and were also using their accounts in order to buy farm inputs collectively for their 
members (GI 9; 9/3/2015). The features of Matetereka’s farmers’ groups can be found 
in Table 3.

The issue with collective farming
Persisting or newly established forms of collective farming within the case study vil-
lages were seen as a key interest for this research, as it was proposed that this could 
be an indication for the persistence of Ujamaa elements within the area. Therefore, 
the question of whether group members would engage in some form of collective 
agriculture, for instance by virtue of a common shamba for their group, was regular-
ly asked at the beginning of the group interviews – usually as a follow up question 
to the first description of group activities by the members.

However, the insistence in looking for such proposed remainders of Ujamaa leg-
acy may have led to an initial misunderstanding of the concept of communal agri-
culture of these groups by the researcher: Many Litowa vikundi reported farming 
soya together on an area of about one acre (for instance Mtakuja Tangine Group: 
“(…) this year, they are cultivating the soya together, they have one acre which they 
cultivate together “(GI 2; 8/24/2015), and also Juhudi Group (GI 3; 8/24/2015) and 
Umoja Group (GI 6; 8/24/2015)). First, this was understood as some form of newly in-
cepted communal farming. Later analysis of the interviews, as well as triangulation 
with the interviews with Caritas Songea (GBE 1; 2/23/2015; GBE 17; 9/9/2015) and 
with the village chairman of Litowa (GBE 7; 2/26/2015) indicated, however, that most 
probably the vikundi members were referring to the Caritas demonstration plot in 
Litowa, where they cultivated together as a learning experience. 

This would explain the apparent contradictions, which are found in those group 
discussions, whereby groups already engaged in soya cultivation regularly stated 
both that they were farming together AND that each individual member was farm-
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ing soya on a specific area on their individual shamba (0.5 to 1 acre usually). Never-
theless, it also appears to be within the plans of some of the mentioned vikundi to 
increase collective production, at least for soya:

“We have a common shamba for soya, with one acre. But, now we are planning to 
increase this.”
Member of Umoja Group (m), Litowa (GI 6; 8/24/2015)

“We are growing individually. Soya, it is our project to grow together. Now, this year, 
everybody in this group has cultivated one acre, individually. In the future, we want 
to cultivate this together. But this year we have grown individually. Then, we want to 
start to cultivate two acres together, and then go on from there.”
Member of Umoja Group (m), Litowa (GI 6; 8/24/2015)

This seems to be the standard approach of Caritas, as the program coordinator 
in Songea did not understand the question if communal farming was a requirement 
for joining the program, and rather explained the training elements (mono cropping 
or intercropping, spacing, etc.) repeatedly (GBE 17; 9/9/2015). Van der Bom (2013: 
25–30), who provided an overview on the early stages of the Soya ni Pesa program in 
other villages of Ruvuma, also described the emphasis of the NGO on these demon-
stration plots for training purposes on the village level. Collective production, on the 
other hand, was not within the overall goals of the project. This makes it reasonable 
to presume that there is indeed no collective farming activity for any of the Litowa 
groups regarding soya, apart from the common training plot. This leaves some of 
the Matetereka and Mbingamharule groups as the only vikundi which were per-
forming some extent of collective farming (see above), at least at the time of research.

“They worked together, they ate together” – Group members’ depiction of 
Ujamaa
It may be useful at this stage to recall the openness with which the question regarding 
Ujamaa was presented to the groups. The basic impetus was to get to know their opin-
ion on the times of Ujamaa. Nevertheless, most of the responding groups started with a 
depiction of these times, how they had experienced it themselves – or what they knew 
about the times, if they were too young to have been there themselves. By far the most 
common first description of Ujamaa was the expression – in one way or another – that 
they worked together, ate together, and cultivated their fields together: 

“In the times of Ujamaa, generally, they did everything together, the ate together, all 
things were done together, all things were Ujamaa. The agriculture, the gardens, etc. 
all things. A kikundi ujamaa.”
Member of Mshikamano Group (m), Litowa (GI 4; 8/24/2015)

“I think in times of Ujamaa, we had everything, mashine (machine ya kusaga – a mill-
ing machine, usually just referred to as “mashine”), a tractor, a car. They could buy 
everything. they worked together, ate together. The grew the maize together, then they 
cooked it together and ate it together. That is what I know about Ujamaa.”
Member of Mtakuja Tangine Group (f), Litowa (GI 2; 8/24/2015)
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Similar stories were shared by the other groups of Litowa (GI 5; 8/24/2015; GI 1; 
8/22/2015; GI 6; 8/24/2015). In all groups of the village, the stories about the com-
munal activities (working, harvesting, eating) were as vividly told as the material 
benefits that the village had during those times. The tractor, the car and the milling 
machine, which were all owned communally, were regularly mentioned, as was the 
school that was built in those days. Last but not least, the water supply was anoth-
er major theme when recalling Ujamaa history. At least according to the members’ 
memory, a working pump and the water tank are deeply connected to the period of 
Ujamaa – and the lack of a functioning water supply in the present is seen as a huge 
step backwards:

“Well, in the times of Ujamaa, we had water supply. With the tank, just over there. We 
had a pump, to bring the water from the river. With a pipe, all the way from down there 
up here. Well, afterwards, the life changed and it went astray. They were developing 
for what they needed. They needed water, they build a pump. A lot of things. Yet, we 
got – well as the chairman said, where did it go? In the past, the wazee here, they were 
really with Ujamaa. When I was born, there was Ujamaa. There was a building, milling 
machine, cattle keeping together... the whole day. And in the end, you were eating, 
together. It was really here.”
Member of Juhudi Group (m), Litowa (GI 3; 8/24/2015)

In Matetereka A, most of the personal experiences of the older group members 
have already been described in chapter 6.2.1, but the accounts of the younger mem-
bers didn’t differ much from their stories, or the depiction of Litowa’s groups – spe-
cial reference was made to the organization of work in those times:

“I think it was their times [referring to the wazee within the group]. They were going 
together. They were working together. Everybody was working, because they were 
doing their work in specified times. So, everybody had a task given, and a time to do 
the work. That and of course there were also activities which they did together.”
Member of Tangawizi Group (m), Matetereka A (GI 7; 9/2/2015)

Work and education where indeed recurring aspects in the depictions of Ujamaa 
in those groups, especially by members who had been there since the beginning:

“Really, I myself, it started 1965, when we were young. First, we got knowledge, on what 
to do. Secondly, we made structure of work. Third, we didn’t have fear. The times made 
me, until today, in Matetereka. We taught the youth a profession, for free. How to be a 
builder, a carpenter, we taught for free, Ujamaa. So, for the youth to come to Ujamaa. 
Sometimes, I think for the people it is difficult to understand Ujamaa, in this village.”
Member of Kujitegemea Group (m), Matetereka A (GI 11; 9/3/2015)

Notwithstanding, even members who came to the village in a time when Ujamaa 
was on the demise in the rest of the country, would be impressed by the nature of 
Ujamaa in Matetereka: 
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“Well I came here 1987. But when I came here, I could see what Ujamaa was all about, 
because I could learn so much.” 
Member of Kujitegemea Group (m), Matetereka A (GI 11; 9/3/2015)

In the other sub-villages, the depictions were less enthusiastic. Some members 
in Matetereka B remember Ujamaa as being like one big kikundi, which had some 
benefits, but also brought issues concerning the fair organization of labor and the 
sharing of benefits, as well as the conflict between the original wajamaa and other 
groups in the village:

“When we had Ujamaa, we had one kikundi together. The structure was good, as long 
as everybody contributed. But when there came more people, it became very difficult. It 
became difficult to get help. For example, there was only this one group with a milling 
machine, so when the normal citizens (wananchi) needed to mill, it became difficult.”
Farmers’ Group Member (m), Matetereka B (GI 10; 9/3/2015)

Concerning the vikundi of Matetereka C, the depiction of the village’s past was 
mostly negative. Reflecting many conflicts that had already been narrated by the 
wazee of the original village, most of the participants in this sub-village felt that they 
had the short end of the stick during Matetereka’s extended Ujamaa operations. As 
in B, the monopolization of the milling machine by the Ujamaa group was cited as 
one of the negative issues during that time (GI 9; 9/3/2015). Overall, the attitude of 
the original inhabitants was seen as commanding and presumptuous against the 
new arrivals of the villagization period. Those and their descendants make up most 
of C’s population today. In their view, they experienced a sort of Ujamaa from above, 
as they were feeling like going back to primary and “were told [what to do], not 
doing by ourselves” (Farmers’ Group Member (m), Matetereka C, GI 9; 9/3/2015). 
Generally, Ujamaa was experienced as a system of the leadership only, and this was 
not appreciated:

“Maybe, Ujamaa brought development in those times for Tanzania. But for the village 
– and this was an Ujamaa village – the wananchi just worked. After that it became an 
Ujamaa village, and the whole country, together with Matetereka. And the name of 
Matetereka was known everywhere, that this was Ujamaa. But it was a system of the 
leadership, not for the wananchi, the kikundi cha ujamaa (Ujamaa group). And this 
Ujamaa, in those times, it was a system, for them, not for us (...) For me Ujamaa ended 
because it was a system of the leadership, and it was bad. Maybe for them it was good, 
but for us self, it was bad.”
Farmers’ Group Member (m), Matetereka C (GI 9; 9/3/2015)

Up until today, this divide between the original settlers and the later arrivals is 
lamented by the participants at C. They feel that the attitude of the old wajamaa has 
not changed since their group ended in 2000. Furthermore, the economic success of 
those former leaders is contributing to their negative perception by the group mem-
bers at Matetereka C.
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“Until now in this village. These people of Ujamaa they have nice houses, and some 
business, only among themselves, everything is a thing of Ujamaa. Even if it’s now 
finished. It is many things. So up until now, this is a problem for many, because they 
think they own all of it.”
Farmers’ Group Member (m), Matetereka C (GI 9; 9/3/2015)

The group members of Mbingamharule were more general in their depiction of 
Ujamaa in their village. Still, they emphasized the change from collective agricul-
ture, right after villagization, towards a more project based approach to communal 
work later on:

“We were doing things together, in this village. Having our crops together, on the village 
shamba, later we had something called ujami, where we did some works together.”
Farmers’ Group member (m), Mbingamharule, (GI 13; 9/8/2015)

Within this statement, the last part describing “ujami” is referring to collabora-
tion in non-agricultural activities. As it has already been described by the wazee of 
Namatuhi (NCW 8; 3/11/2015), Ujamaa activities on the village shamba were later on 
replaced by specific working events, such as repairing or extending public buildings. 
Nevertheless, vikundi members from Mbingamharule described “togetherness” as 
the central structure of Ujamaa, in work as well as in social life: 

“I think what is important about the structure of Ujamaa. The people were together, 
they ate together, they enjoyed together. Together, that was everything in Ujamaa.”
Farmers’ Group member (m), Mbingamharule, (Mann 10.09.2015)

Better or worse? Groups’ evaluation of the Ujamaa period
As by general impression, the farmers of Litowa took a lot of pride in the history of 
their village. At the same time, the sentiment of being a kind of “forgotten place” that 
had lost a lot of its former achievements was deeply felt. Statements like the follow-
ing were the norm during the group discussions throughout the village:

“(…) in this village, when there was Ujamaa we were the first village. The first Ujamaa 
village in whole Tanzania (kijiji cha kwanza kabisa ujamaa!). Now Litowa, there is not 
much left, all is very little. We don’t have water (...) water to drink, clean water. From a 
water pump, we don’t have. No water. Now, when there was Ujamaa, when this was 
an Ujamaa village, even president Nyerere knew about this village. He came here and 
saw: This is Ujamaa! Now, we don’t have water (...) it is everything so low now.”
Member of Mtakuja Tangine Group (m), Litowa (GI 2; 8/24/2015)

“I think it was good, because, they had cattle, they could slaughter and had meat, for 
a very cheap price. It was very good development. They helped each other with their 
crops. They had a car. A lot of things. They had a village shop, they had social services.”
Member of Juhudi (2) Group (m), Litowa (GI 5; 8/24/2015)
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The Umoja Group was especially enthusiastic in their assessment of the Ujamaa 
period, and this was just one of the many positive statements by group members:

“So, just as our bookkeeper said, the times of Ujamaa were very good in development. 
They had good development because the people joined in, because they worked to-
gether.”
Member of Umoja Group (m), Litowa (GI 6; 8/24/2015)

Within the groups of Matetereka A, there was also positive assessment of the Uja-
maa era in general, as “it contributed, it contributed a lot. It contributed things like, 
the idea of how we to work. This is helping us until today. We know a lot about how 
to do each type of work.”(Member of Tangawizi Group (m); GI 7; 9/2/2015). And 
even the younger members were agreeing with this positive impression:

“For me Ujamaa of the times back then, they were working together, different from 
today. Today the young people think Ujamaa is not good for them, that it was only a 
thing of the wazee... In general, Ujamaa was good for young people and the wazee. In 
my opinion.”
Member of Kujitegemea Group (f), Matetereka A (GI 11; 9/3/2015)

In stark contrast, the impression of an “Ujamaa from above” was very strong in 
the groups of Matetereka C. And while generally agreeing that Ujamaa itself was 
not a bad idea, the participants made it very clear that they had not enjoyed the local 
brand of Ujamaa at Matetereka: 

“Ujamaa is good, Ujamaa is solidarity. Ujamaa is bad when the leaders want to decide 
what to do for each person. That was what the Ujamaa of Matetereka was, but it con-
tributed only for the leaders, not for the normal people.” 
Farmers’ Group Member (f), Matetereka C, (GI 9; 9/3/2015) 

And they most certainly did not want it to return to their village, because “that 
would be like going back in development.” (Farmers’ Group Member (f), Matetere-
ka C; GI 9; 9/3/2015). Yet, the overall effect of Ujamaa for the economy was perceived 
as very negative by some group members there, as well: “I think it was bad for the 
economy of the country, the economy was very low. In Ujamaa times it was really 
not good.” (Farmers’ Group Member (m), Matetereka C; GI 9; 9/3/2015).

The general impression of the two vikundi in Matetereka B could be seen as a sort 
of middle-ground between the other two other sub-villages. They thought that it 
was a good thing, a good step in development. They actually reflected that it started 
just like a kikundi and was good, as long as everybody contributed. But as the whole 
village became one big kikundi, it was difficult to organize, and there was not a lot 
of profit left for each person. So, right now, they think it is better to work in a small 
kikundi, where they can organize easily and have the freedom to decide what to do 
with their profits, rather than having to share it with everybody. They also recall that 
in the times of Ujamaa, there was only one machine belonging to the original group  
and it was difficult to access it for the ordinary people (GI 10; 9/3/2015).
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In Mbingamharule, the overall assessment of the group members was positive 
(GI 13; 9/8/2015), although some participants were skeptical about the practicability 
of Ujamaa’s development approach in the modern environment and thought “that 
maybe, Ujamaa would not be a good solution for the present.” (Farmers’ Group 
member (m), Mbingamharule; GI 14; 9/10/2015). Older participants, on the other 
hand, took a more philosophical perspective on the issue and assured the audience 
that “the thoughts of Mwalimu were good, and they are good for development until 
this day. Ujamaa was a very good thing.” (Farmers’ Group member (m), Mbingam-
harule; GI 14; 9/10/2015).

“The smell of Ujamaa”
One of the areas of interest, when approaching the vikundi of the case study villag-
es, was the question of whether the members would make a reference between their 
current activities as a group and the period of Ujamaa. Indeed, one has to admit 
that as the research was conducted in a manner in which the aim of understand-
ing Ujamaa was very clear to the participants of the group discussions, this might 
have encouraged them to seek this connection, in order to please the researcher as 
a person. Nevertheless, the question regarding the participants’ opinion on Ujamaa  
was asked in an open manner, without direct reference to the group activities.  
All statements going in this direction can therefore be regarded as coming from 
the participants themselves. The most direct connection between the local history 
of Ujamaa and their own experiences as a group came from a member of the Umoja 
group at Litowa: 

“We here in Litowa in our group, we want to make things together and develop together. 
So, this group here is a little bit like Ujamaa. We have started like Ujamaa. Surely, the 
system has changed, and everybody is now eating their ugali at home, in the system of 
today. So, it is different. But, there are still people who have stayed together. A lot of 
people. Because, in a village like Litowa, where there has been Ujamaa here. Historically, 
people they are saying Litowa was the first Ujamaa village of Tanzania. Therefore, it is 
very easy, because the smell of Ujamaa is still there. Therefore, it is very easy.”
Member of Umoja Farmers’ Group (m), Litowa (GI 6; 8/24/2015)

This member received ample support for his description of the group’s spirit, 
which in their understanding was based on the history of their village itself. Al-
though they had only started their group at the beginning of 2015, they were al-
ready seeing progress of their work, which might explain the general enthusiasm 
for going forward. However, the other main reason for themselves was this “smell 
of Ujamaa”, the remembrance of the once great past (“the first Ujamaa village in 
Tanzania”), which made it “very easy” for them to create an idea of cooperative 
work among their members. Just as in the past, they would sit together regularly 
and discuss what to do as a group (GI 6; 8/24/2015). 

Identification with this idea was generally strong in Litowa, even if some of the 
younger group members did admit that they did not quite understand all of their 
forefathers’ ideas:
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“I think about the times of Ujamaa, that our wazee know more about it. For us as group 
members, we don’t know much, but we understand the environment of Ujamaa, the 
idea of Ujamaa, we as group we bring Ujamaa and we go on as Ujamaa.”
Member of Juhudi Farmers’ Group (m), Litowa (GI 3; 8/24/2015)

In this sense, the history of Ujamaa nurtured the founding of new vikundi in 
Litowa in the perception of its members (GI 3; 8/24/2015; GI 6; 8/24/2015). Similar 
opinions were also shared by a member of the TMK Group in Mbingamharule, who 
stated that “if there had been no Ujamaa, there would be no vikundi. The vikun-
di are the heirs of Ujamaa.” (Member of TMK Group (m), Mbingamharule; GI 14; 
9/10/2015). 

In Matetereka, the opinions on how much the local history may have helped the 
groups to start their work, are clearly divided along the lines of conflict between 
the original Ujamaa group at Matetereka A and the residents of Matetereka B and C 
(see also chapter 5.4.2). The two groups which have been interviewed in Matetereka 
A – Tangawizi and Kujitegemea – still have a lot of members that had already been 
members of the original group, and therefore see their current group activities as 
directly inspired by the local history of Ujamaa (GI 7; 9/2/2015; GI 11; 9/3/2015). This 
is especially the case for the Kujitegemea Group, which was started as a direct suc-
cessor of the original Ujamaa group in 2000 (NCW 4; 3/6/2015). On the other side, the 
members of the vikundi at Matetereka C, who in general had a negative opinion on 
the original settlers, and had expressed their discontent with the ways those people 
were organizing the village in the past, wanted their groups to be seen as a genuine-
ly different way of Ujamaa:

“Now we have an individual system, and together we have vikundi. Therefore, the 
whole country still has Ujamaa, but not the Ujamaa of those times. The Ujamaa of 
those times was bad, and was from the leadership, not the Ujamaa of ourselves – and 
that was not good.” 
Farmers’ Group Member (m), Matetereka C (GI 9; 9/3/2015)

In this sense, the next step of analysis was to take a closer look at the perception 
of the differences – or similarities – between the recent vikundi and the Ujamaa of 
the past. 

“In unity, there is strength” – similarities and differences as identified by the 
group members
In this passage, the main interest lay in understanding how the members of the 
various farmers’ groups saw the structure, the general aim and the activities of their 
respective kikundi in comparison to their perception of the Ujamaa era. Farmers 
who had already been actively involved in the formation and the continuation of 
Matetereka’s original Ujamaa group, approached the topic in an idealistic way, and 
drew a direct connection between the idea of a kikundi and other forms of cooper-
ative development:



225

“You can call it communism, you can call it Ujamaa, you can call it ushirika (cooper-
ative), you can call it kikundi. All of this, it is, it is all the same idea. There are small 
differences, true. But each of them says: in unity, there is strength!”
Moses Njalika, Member of Tangawizi Group, Matetereka A (GI 7; 9/2/2015)

The main difference for them was the scale in which a present-day kikundi is 
operating. A difference also brought forward by younger members of these groups:

“So, they were doing their work everywhere [in the village]. For the group, now we 
are doing the work in a certain place. And then everybody is also doing their work at 
home. Therefore, that has changed, how we do work together.”
Member of Tangawizi Group (m), Matetereka A (GI 7; 9/2/2015)

Indeed, there was acknowledgement of the difficulties of operating in this new 
environment of individual agriculture and market economy, as “for us elders, the 
biggest challenge is capitalism. If we grow things, we need a market here. That is the 
first challenge.” (Moses Njalika, Member of Tangawizi Group, Matetereka A; GI 7; 
9/2/2015). So, while trying to continue with a form of collective agriculture of which 
they are convinced, many of their members have reservations on the current eco-
nomic system of the country. Furthermore, the concrete issue of the ongoing conflict 
with the village government concerning their coffee plantation is impeding the work 
of the Kujitegemea Group, the second vikundi made up mostly of old wajamaa in 
Matetereka (GI 11; 9/3/2015).

Apart from those groups with this sort of direct personal continuity to Ujamaa, 
there is the Umoja Group in Litowa, whose members are drawing a direct line from 
the way the founders of their village organized in the past to their own collective 
activities: 

“They had good development because the people joined in, because they worked 
together. And truly, this is the same in this group. We are together, we are doing our 
activities together. We are one [Umoja, also the name of the group]. Just like they did 
in the times of Ujamaa, we are doing it together. We are doing our activities, we are 
doing our plans together, not one by one. Just like the RDA.” 
Member of Umoja Farmers’ Group (m), Litowa (GI 6; 8/24/2015)

This group in general was showing a high identification with the values and 
practice of Ujamaa, as they perceived it. Furthermore, the other vikundi of Litowa 
were acknowledging Ujamaa as a sort of role model for their group, albeit with a dif-
ferent scope. In contrast to the members of Tangawizi Group, however, they did not 
see the limitation on just one group as opposed to the whole village as a restriction, 
but rather as a positive aspect in organizing communal activities:

“They are now repeating the same, the same system but with a different kind of taste. 
They are saying, currently, they are doing the same, they are learning the same, they 
are teaching each other on how to improve themselves. But, every person is let on his 
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or her own. He has to work individually. And thereafter, they make evaluation. That if 
they agreed all to do some activities independently they have to go and check, whether 
anyone has fulfilled. So, whoever fails to fulfill, he gets punishment. This is within their 
constitution. If you reject punishment, you will be fired from the group.”
Members of Kanyanga Twende Group, Litowa. Interpreted by Dennis Mpazagade (GI 
1; 8/22/2015)

Other groups from Litowa were arguing in a similar fashion, sometimes stressing 
the fact that the Ujamaa of the past, as done by the wazee, could not be replicated by 
the youth of today:

“Now we are doing this group and start to work together, but everybody keeps his/her 
independence. We start to work together a little and help everyone. But the Ujamaa of 
juzi (the day before yesterday) that was the life of the wazee. The youth of today cannot 
do it [in the same way as they did].”
Member Mtakuja Tangine Group (m), Litowa (GI 2; 8/24/2015)

In the village of Mbingamharule, most group members were sharing a similarly 
high commitment to the values of Ujamaa, while underlining the novelty of their 
own form of Ujamaa in comparison to the past: 

“And he says, the Ujamaa is coming now again, in this village. People are working 
together. But with a system known a chama, a kind of group. Whereby, the group of 
people, arrange: so today we cultivate, or to help this man, tomorrow we go to help 
this farm, and the day after we go to this farm. A kind of rotation. This is the kind of 
Ujamaa they have here. […] they are saying, we practice it, through helping each other. 
We save some money, when a person gets a problem, he comes a lend from the group. 
This is the kind of Ujamaa they are saying. So, this is Ujamaa of their kind.”
Member of TMK Group (m), Mbingamharule. Interpreted by Dennis Mpazagade 
(GI 13; 9/8/2015)

Nevertheless, the ideological commitment towards Ujamaa appeared to be very 
high:

“The thing of Ujamaa. Ujamaa, really it is a Kiswahili term. It means we are together. 
Ujamaa is a life of self-reliance, in questions, in well-being, in economy. Now they are 
saying, in each kikundi, we are doing Ujamaa. We are working together, we protect 
each other, that is their Ujamaa. We are in this game together, this Ujamaa. We are not 
on our own. If we would market alone, we would go nowhere. This is a sort of Ujamaa, 
to reach self-reliance, in protection, in well-being, in economy.”
Farmers’ group member (m), Mbingamharule (GI 14; 9/10/2015)

This kind of conviction was indeed a little too much for some of the other kikundi 
members present at the same interview, who thought that this sort of proclaimed 
pledge towards Ujamaa would lack a practical basis – as the times of a village sham-
ba are long gone in Mbingamharule, after all:
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“After that, we say we are still together, we are doing this and that, and like in Ujamaa, 
we help each other. That’s what they say, but they all have their own shamba and what 
not. Still they think it’s Ujamaa, but just as they are sitting here.”
Farmers’ group member (m), Mbingamharule (GI 14; 9/10/2015)

In contrast to those groups, the vikundi of Matetereka B and C saw much bigger 
differences between the organization and activities of their groups and the period 
of Ujamaa as perceived by them. Independence in decision making and the sharing 
of possible economic gains appear to be the most important aspects in their under-
standing of a new form of Ujamaa.

“I think another thing, it is different now. We have democracy now. And the first thing 
is economy, democracy and development. I think everything has a beginning and an 
end. And now we have vikundi, and we have a lot of them. I think therefore we say, 
Ujamaa was bad. We had some development. But now it is different, and we want to 
go ahead. Not as one, but as many.”
Farmers’ group member (f), Matetereka C (GI 9; 9/3/2015)

The last sentence “not as one, but as many” is particularly interesting, as it gives 
a positive interpretation of the downscaling of communal activities. As already men-
tioned, the particular form of Ujamaa that was prevalent in Matetereka, even after 
the end of RDA, was not seen as a grassroots form of collective agriculture, but rath-
er as an Ujamaa from above – and it was just as negatively perceived if it came from 
the old settlers of the village as it was when the people were moved there during 
villagization by the central state.

The vikundi members of Matetereka B did not share the same resentment to-
wards their village’s past, but still insisted that independence in economy and gen-
eral decision-making was beneficial to the activities of their groups, and that they 
would prefer the current order of things in comparison to the Ujamaa of the past.

“I think, the Ujamaa of the past – it was the whole village. So, when there was money, 
there was little money for the whole village. But now, this vikundi of today, when we 
produce a lot, then we have the freedom to go to the bank, and we can choose what to 
do with it. But for the whole village, the work was very difficult. Very well, these times 
we had a car and so on, a tractor – in these times, the times of Ujamaa. But for the project 
of vikundi, it is better that there is no Ujamaa. Because we only have to discuss among 
our ten members, what we want to do. That is easier.”
Farmers’ group member (m), Matetereka B (GI 10; 9/3/2015)

Inspired by Ujamaa or “soya boom”?
Despite the evidence for the different identifications with Ujamaa history as an inspi-
ration for the vikundi analyzed, the question remains whether this sort of intrinsic 
motivation has led to the creation of the respective groups, or if external factors are 
the reason behind their formation. This is especially true for the vikundi of Litowa, 
and to lesser degree to those of Mbingamharule. All of these groups have a relatively 
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short history, at most dating back three years. All of the groups of Mbingamharule 
were involved in the production of soya for Caritas’ Soya ni Pesa program (GI 13; 
9/8/2015; GI 14; 9/10/2015), as were many of those in Litowa. The groups who were 
not yet cultivating soya for this income-generating program were planning to start 
to do so for the next season. From the data collected during field work, this question 
cannot be answered with certainty. It seems reasonable to assume that the relative 
success of the first groups involved in soya cultivation sparked the interest of other 
farmers to form similar groups. 

In Matetereka, the situation appears very different for each sub village: The two 
groups form Matetereka A were either directly founded by former wajamaa (Ku-
jitegemea (GI 11; 9/3/2015)) or are to a large extent constituted by members of those 
times (Tangawizi (GI 7; 9/2/2015)). The main motivation for their inception lay in the 
continued commitment of its members to their practical implementation of Ujamaa 
– just as it had been the case after the abandonment of the RDA. 

In Matetereka B, both groups showed relatively high commitment to the idea of 
Ujamaa, while at the same time stressing their conviction towards a more indepen-
dent approach, less influenced by the wazee of the original village. The two groups 
also have a comparatively long history, dating back to 2002 and 2003, respectively 
(GI 10; 9/3/2015). 

For Matetereka C, a lot of the motivation to form these groups remains unclear, 
especially since members stated that their groups would not help them very much 
in coping with the challenges of daily life. Nevertheless, the cooperative thought is 
well established among their members and they referred to their activities as a new 
(and better) form of Ujamaa (GI 9; 9/3/2015). 

In any case, the Soya ni Pesa project has not yet reached any of the sub-villages 
or groups in question. Therefore, it seems reasonable to assume that the inception 
of vikundi came as an endogenous adaption to personal development needs. In the 
case of Matetereka A, it was the most suitable form to continue cooperative work 
after the irrevocable end of the Ujamaa group in 2000. In the case of Matetereka B 
and C, it appears as a strategy to cope with the challenges of lack of inputs, capital 
and market as a group, rather than as individual farmers, but with full control on 
individual contribution – a feature that was perceived as missing in the “last Ujamaa 
village of Tanzania” before the turn of the millennium.

Summary
What has emerged from the group interviews with the vikundi of Litowa, Mateter-
eka and Mbingamharule is the fact that all of these groups were not only giving a 
description of the Ujamaa period as they perceived it, but were also making con-
nections between their own group activities and the collective organization of their 
villages during the days of Ujamaa. The group members of Litowa, Mbingamharule 
and Matetereka A, in particular, were seeing their groups as a sort of heir to the idea 
of Ujamaa. Many of them underlined the idea that their collective experience of the 
Ujamaa era both inspired their current activities and made collective organization 
easier, as the “smell of Ujamaa” was still there. 
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Even though the groups of Matetereka B and C took a more critical stance in 
their evaluation of the Ujamaa period in their village – especially with regards to 
the perceived dominance by the original settlers of Matetereka A – they still saw the 
concept of Ujamaa as an inspiration to their own efforts as a group. 

So, in conclusion, while the respective interpretations of Ujamaa differed be-
tween groups and villages, the importance of the ideas of Ujamaa was regarded to 
be very high by all responding groups. With regards to the material benefits of the 
Ujamaa period to their villages, only the groups from Litowa and Matetereka A were 
sharing a positive perception of those achievements, while the others did see some 
benefits but also the negative sides of village-wide organization of collective work. 
In this sense, most groups did state that they would prefer their own approach of 
group-wise organization compared to the times when communal activities were 
done together by the whole village population.

6.2.4 Views of the villagers in general

While the vikundi analysis proved to be a valuable way forward in the understand-
ing of local perceptions of Ujamaa development in the case study villages, it could 
only access the impression of the organized peasantry. In order to gather further 
perceptions, as well as to broaden the empirical basis, individual farmers were in-
terviewed by local research assistants in the form of one-on-one questionnaire-based 
interviews. Participants were randomly selected by the assistants themselves. The 
question on their opinion on the times of Ujamaa was presented in the same open 
way as in the guidelines used for the vikundi group interviews, in order to increase 
comparability. Coding for the analysis of their statements was derived from the 
codes developed for the group interviews.

Depiction and evaluation of Ujamaa and differences between the villages
In many cases, the ways in which the Ujamaa period was depicted by the respon-
dents of the individual questionnaires in the case study villages reflected the depic-
tions given by the vikundi members of the respective villages: In Litowa, the main 
theme in the respondents’ statements was working together and collaborating for 
development. Most of the statements were relatively short, only consisting of one or 
two sentences of depiction and, in some cases, comparing Ujamaa to the present (see 
below). Most notably, the theme of concrete material benefits (like the tractor or the 
water supply), which had been very prominent in the group interviews, was miss-
ing in the statements of the village questionnaires, although the provision of social 
services and mutual help was mentioned by some respondents. In comparison, the 
statements were the most sophisticated in Matetereka, often both describing the past 
and evaluating it using different examples. The core depiction of Ujamaa as a time 
of cooperation and all people working together was also very much present. Refer-
ences to the impact of Ujamaa on the development of the village itself were more 
common than in Litowa. While also emphasizing the theme of working together, 
depictions were mostly held very general in Mbingamharule, and mostly without 
making an evaluation of this depiction in comparison with the present.
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Source: own survey

Category Indicators for coding Example for statement 
given (Kiswahili)

Translation of 
statement

Positive • Clearly positive 
evaluation of Ujamaa

• Positive evaluation of 
description of Ujamaa

“wakati wa ujamaa maisha 
yalikuwa mazuri”

Litowa

“wakati wa ujamaa watu 
walikuwa wanaishi hata 
bila usumbafu”

Mbingamharule

In the times of 
Ujamaa, the life was 
good/better.

In the times of 
Ujamaa, the people 
were living without 
hardships.

Negative • Clearly negative 
evaluation

• Negative in 
comparison to 
present

• Negative evaluation 
of description given

“maisha sasa ni mazuri 
kuliko yaa ujamaa”

Litowa

“Ujamaa ulileta maendeleo 
kwa watu wachache tuna 
sio wote”

Matetereka

Life now is better than 
during Ujamaa

Ujamaa brought 
development for a few 
people, but not for us 
(it is not ours)

Ambiguous • Positive and negative 
elements in Ujamaa 
description

“Malengo ya ujamaa 
yalikuwa mazuri, lakini 
watu waliokuwa 
wanaongoza ujamaa 
walitumia ujamaa kwa 
maslahi yao binafsi”

Matetereka

The goals of Ujamaa 
were good, but the 
people who were the 
leaders of Ujamaa 
were only using 
Ujamaa for their own 
interests.”

Description 
only

• Only description of 
Ujamaa perception

• No evaluation of this 
description

“Ujamaa uliwafanya watu 
waishi pamoja”

Matetereka

“wakati wa ujamaa watu 
walifanya kazi kwa pamoja”

Mbingamharule

Ujamaa caused/made 
people to life 
together.”

In the times of 
Ujamaa, the people 
were doing their work 
together.”

Unclear • Position of 
respondent remains 
unclear

• No personal 
description of Ujamaa 
given

“tunahitaji kupata 
pembejeo”

Litowa

We need to get farm 
inputs

Distanced • Personal non-
involvement as 
reason for lack of 
knowledge

“sikuwepo” I was not there

Don’t know • Lack of knowledge 
stated

“sijui” I don’t know

Table 4: Coding guidelines for the opinion on Ujamaa. Village questionnaires
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In order to create a broader understanding of the different opinions of the farm-
ers concerning the Ujamaa era in relation to their age, gender, vikundi member-
ship and other properties, their statements in question 14 of the questionnaire (see 
Appendix 2) were categorized according to their main proposition (see Table 4). 
Statements which were openly declaring Ujamaa as “good” or as better in compari-
son with the present were categorized as “positive”, in the opposite case they were 
named “negative”. In case the statement had both positive and negative aspects, it 
was coded “ambiguous”. Furthermore, statements which only included a descrip-
tion of Ujamaa, without clearly stating an opinion on this perception were deemed 
to be “description only”. If respondents directly stated that they wouldn’t know 
anything about it, the category is “don’t know”, if they stated that they were not 
there, or not born yet, and therefore did not like to make a statement, this was coded 
as “distanced”. If the statement had no clear connection to the topic or remained 
otherwise unclear, it was coded “unclear”. Lack of statement was marked as “n/a”. 
Since the decision of not giving any kind of statement on one’s opinion was seen as 
an active decision by the respondent, these cases were still used in the further anal-
ysis of the evaluation of the Ujamaa period.

The differences observed in the case study villages were considerable, and can 
be seen in Table 5. The first big difference can be seen between the former RDA 
villages of Litowa and Matetereka and Mbingamharule. In the latter case, there 
were considerably more respondents who were just giving a description without 
evaluation (33.7% as opposed to 5% for Litowa and 6.4% in Matetereka), also there 
was by far the highest number of non-respondents to the question (n/a), at 29.4%, 
compared to just around two percent at the other villages. If respondents were 
giving an evaluation, it was mostly positive, however, at 18.9% of all respondents, 
with only 4.2% giving negative statements on Ujamaa – the lowest percentage of 
all villages.

Table 5: Evaluation of the Ujamaa period by inhabitants of the case study villages (N=304)

Source: own survey

Evaluation of Ujamaa Number of respondents (percentage)

Village Litowa Matetereka Mbingamharule

Positive 48 (48%) 32 (29.4%) 18 (18.9%)

21 (21%) 25 (22.9%) 4 (4.2%)

2 (2%) 8 (7.3%) 2 (2.2%)

5 (5%) 7 (6.4%) 32 (33.7%)

7 (7%) 2 (1.8%) 3 (3.2%)

13 (13%) 15 (13.8%) 7 (7.4%)

2 (2%) 18 (16.5%) 1 (1.1%)

n/a 2 (2%) 2 (1.8%) 28 (29.5%)

Total 100 (100%) 109 (100%) 95 (100%)

Negative

Ambiguous

Description only

Unclear

Don‘t know

Distanced
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This apparent difference between Mbingamharule and the former RDA villages 
is thought to be indicative of the significantly lower interest in the history of Ujamaa 
in a village without a prominent history in cooperative development of its own. As 
the other items of these questionnaires, without any opinion on Ujamaa stated, were 
regularly completed in a coherent manner, the high percentage of “n/a” answers to 
question 14 is seen as a valid expression of this lack of interest and not as a sign of 
incomplete interviews. Therefore, the results of the questionaires from Mbingamha-
rule were used for the further analysis of the opinion on Ujamaa.

The highest “approval rate” for times of Ujamaa could be found in Litowa, with 
48% of all answers giving positive statements, as opposed to 22% negative ones, 
very few people were only describing Ujamaa without giving an opinion in this vil-
lage, and very few were ambiguous or unclear about it. In Matetereka, the share of 
negative statements was a little higher than in Litowa (22.9%), but considerably less 
positive statements were given (29.3%). The village was also notable for the observa-
tion that significantly more respondents (16.5%) were giving “distanced” answers, 
stating that they “were not there” to see it or not born yet, and could therefore not 
comment on the Ujamaa period nor give at least their personal perception of it. Such 
“distanced” answers were far less common in the other two villages (around 2% 
each). There was also the highest share of “don’t know” answers, at 13.8%. Both 
facts, combined with the prevalence of relatively long and detailed answers in the 
other categories, might indicate that in Matetereka, you only take part in the discus-
sion of Ujamaa if you think you have a good knowledge about it.

Overall, a Pearson χ² test for contingency determined a relation between the vil-
lage of the respondents and their evaluation of the Ujamaa period with a 99% level 
of significance, as the observed χ² as cross-table difference between observed an-
swers and expected answers in the case of independent variables was 283.75, while 
the critical value χ²crit for this table would be 32.0 at this level of significance.7 The 
corrected Pearson coefficient of contingency (Ccorr) for this table is 0.86, indicating a 
high level of contingency between the village of the respondent and his or her way 
to evaluate the times of Ujamaa.

Furthermore, the answers from the positive and negative categories in Matetere-
ka differed from the two other villages qualitatively: Instead of relatively short and 
general statements, opinions from Matetereka would reflect the general conflict 
within the village, with many positive statements being particularly idealist in na-
ture, stating that “During times of Ujamaa we the young ones of the past (who are 
elders now) thought very high of socialism and we wanted Ujamaa to go on forever” 
or even: “Socialism was a great savior for the people of Tanzania” (Questionnaires, 
Matetereka). On the other hand, many negative comments directly criticized the 
leadership for forming Ujamaa according to their interests and perceiving that Uja-
maa in this village had only benefited a few, i.e. the leadership.

Age of respondents and its relation to the view on Ujamaa
Regarding the distribution of categories within the villages, considerable differenc-
es could be observed depending on the age group of the respondents. Generally, 

7 Throughout the thesis, critical values for the χ²-distribution were taken from the table provided by 
Meier Kruker and Rauh (2005: 178).



233

positive opinions were more prevalent in the 51-65 and above 65 age groups, than 
in the 35-50 age group. However, the distribution varied heavily among the villag-
es. Most notably, the youth of Litowa showed a very positive attitude towards the 
times of Ujamaa, in comparison to their contemporaries in the other villages. As it 
would have been expected, the percentage of respondents answering “don’t know” 
or giving distancing statements was the highest in the younger age groups across all 
three villages, yet in the case of Mbingamharule, non-response was most prevalent 
among the 51-65 age group. With the data of all three villages combined, the highest 
rates of positive evaluations of Ujamaa could be found among the two oldest (51-65 
and above 65) age groups, as well as with the youngest respondents of the question-
naires (14-18). The latter group however, was not very large within the total sample, 
so that this observation must not be over evaluated. The respective percentages of 
answers by age group are shown in Table 6:

As it has been the case with the data sorted by village, a Pearson test for contin-
gency was undertaken. Respondents, who did not state their age in the questionnaire 
were taken out of the consideration, leaving the sample size at 296 respondents. The 
difference between observed answers and expected answers for independent vari-
ables was χ²=111.50 – well above χ²crit for 35 degrees of freedom, which would have 
been 57.34 at a 99% level of significance. This indicates that there is a significant 
relation between the age of the respondents and their evaluation of Ujamaa in our 
sample. The corrected Pearson coefficient of contingency Ccorr is 0.52 for this table, 
meaning that there is a modest contingency between the age of the respondent and 
their evaluation of Ujamaa. However, contingency is lower than between the village 
of residence and the evaluation of ujamaa.

Table 6: Evaluation of the Ujamaa period by age group, all villages (N=304, 8 with no age stated; n=296)

Source: own survey

Evaluation of
Ujamaa Percentage of respondents

Age group 14-18 19-25 26-35 35-50 51-65 above 65

Positive 58.3 26.7 25.8 27.5 48.8 47.4

Negative 0.0 15.6 20.6 17.5 9.3 15.8

Ambiguous 0.0 2.2 6.2 2.5 7.0 0.0

Description only 8.3 11.1 12.4 22.5 9.3 15.8

Unclear 0.0 0.0 4.1 6.3 0.0 10.5

Don’t know 25.0 26.7 13.4 5.0 7.0 0.0

Distanced 8.3 13.3 7.2 6.3 4.7 0.0

n/a 0.0 4.4 10.3 12.5 14.0 10.5

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
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Field size of the respondents
Another interesting relation which was made possible by the questionnaire data, 
was the one between the size of a respondent’s shamba and his or her opinion on 
Ujamaa. To evaluate a possible relation between those two factors, the field size data 
of all three villages were combined, while those respondents who gave no informa-
tion on their shamba or who stated that they did not own a field themselves (i.e. that 
they had no field at all, or that they were only renting it) were left out of the consid-
eration. This resulted in a remaining sample size of 283 for this evaluation. As Table 
7 shows, the relation between the size of one’s field and his or her opinion appears 
to be different from what one might think intuitively: The percentage of positive at-
titudes towards the period rises as the field size of the respondents increases. While 
only 12.7% of those owning up to two acres gave positive evaluations of the Ujamaa 
era, this percentage rose to 48.5% for those owning between six and eight acres, 
and then up to 51.2% for those cultivating more than 10 acres. In a similar fashion, 
the rates for “don’t know” and “description only” answers were the highest with 
respondents who had the smallest fields within the sample:

In this case as well, contingency analysis resulted in a significant relation be-
tween the field sizes and the evaluation of Ujamaa stated at a 99% level of signif-
icance (χ²=101.18, while χ²crit=57.43). Corrected contingency was at Ccorr=0.56, indi-
cating a modest level of relation between one’s field size and his or her opinion on 
Ujamaa – higher than the contingency of age and Ujamaa, but lower than that of 
village of residence and Ujamaa. Indeed, the differences of field sizes from the sam-

Table 7: Evaluation of the Ujamaa period by field size, all villages (N=304, 21 with no own fields or no field size 
stated, n=283)

Source: own survey

Evaluation of
Ujamaa Percentage of respondents

Field size of 
respondent (in 
acres up to 2 >2 to 4 >4 to 6 >6 to 8 >8 to 10 >10

Positive 12.7 27.5 37.3 48.5 47.8 51.2

Negative 16.4 20.0 5.9 21.2 8.7 22.0

Ambiguous 3.6 3.8 2.0 6.1 0.0 2.4

Description only 20.0 15.0 15.7 12.1 17.4 7.3

Unclear 3.6 3.8 3.9 3.0 0.0 7.3

Don’t know 21.8 7.5 13.7 6.1 8.7 2.4

Distanced 5.5 8.8 9.8 0.0 4.3 4.9

n/a 16.4 13.8 11.8 3.0 13.0 2.4

Total 100 100 100 100 100 100
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ples of the different villages (as presented in chapter 5), might explain some of the 
observed differences in evaluation by the respondents: Most respondents with small 
fields up to two acres could be found in Mbingamharule, where there was also the 
highest occurrence of descriptive or “don’t know” answers to this question. On the 
other hand, Matetereka had the highest occurrence of relatively big field sizes, and 
indeed those relatively affluent respondents showed a high rate of positive answers. 
Nevertheless, this contingency between field size and Ujamaa evaluation in general, 
and the high occurrence of positive answers with growing field sizes in particular, 
might also indicate that those farmers who have big shambas now, feel that they 
have benefited from the system in the past on a personal material level, while those 
with small fields don’t feel that they have got any benefits of the Ujamaa system. In 
other words, within the sample, there is no tendency of the relatively “wealthier” 
peasants to oppose Ujamaa. On the contrary, it is this group of peasants who ex-
perienced the material benefits of this system and therefore carry positive opinions 
about it. On the other hand, those without material benefits are hardly convinced by 
the past and show considerably lower interest in it.

Farmers’ group membership and opinion on Ujamaa
Given the high prevalence of positive evaluations of Ujamaa during the inter-
views with the farmers’ groups, it appeared to make sense to also investigate 
the relation between the membership in such a group and a person’s opinion 
on Ujamaa. Out of the 304 respondents to the questionnaires in all villages, nine 
did not state their status of membership or non-membership and were therefore 
taken out of consideration, resulting in a sample size of 295 in this case. As Table 
8 illustrates, most of the categories of answers occurred in similar rates with both 
groups. However, among those respondents who gave an evaluation and not just 
a descriptive answer, positive attitudes towards the Ujamaa period indeed were 
higher among members of vikundi than they were among respondents who were 
not part of any group.

Once again, the contingency test showed a significant level of relation between 
vikundi membership and opinion on Ujamaa at a 99% level of significance. χ² was 
22.27 for this table, while χ²crit would have been 20.09 at this level of significance. 
Corrected contingency was calculated at Ccorr=0.37. This indicates that there is a still 
modest, but comparatively low level of contingency between group membership 
and the opinion on Ujamaa, when held against the relations between this opinion 
and the other categories of respondents (village, age, field size). 

This does not mean that the evaluations presented by the vikundi members 
during the group interviews presented above are representative for their villages as 
a whole, but it indicates that those opinions are not necessarily completely different 
from those of villagers who are not participating in any group activities. In fact, the 
statements on Ujamaa made by the respondents of the questionnaires indicate that 
the village as such has the biggest influence on the view of Ujamaa, followed by the 
field size and the age of the participant. In comparison to those contingencies, the 
one between farmers’ group membership and evaluation of Ujamaa appears weak – 
although both categories are by no means independent from each other.
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Summary
It has been the attempt of the analysis of the questionnaires to deliver a more general 
image on the opinions of Ujamaa prevalent in the three case study villages. For this 
purpose, the qualitative answers or the questionnaires were categorized in order to 
enable a basic quantitative analysis. While this study can by no means be considered 
representative for the respective communities, the results from these random sam-
ples underline some of the basic differences in the perception of Ujamaa between 
the villages, which could already be observed during the qualitative interviews. Fur-
thermore, it determined that the contingency between the village of residence and 
an individual’s statement on Ujamaa is far bigger than that between other personal 
properties and the opinon in question. In particular, the membership in a farmers’ 
group appears to have the smallest contingency with the opinion on Ujamaa, which 
in turn indicates that evaluations taken by group members during the qualitative 
interviews are not necessarily completely different from those of other villagers, just 
by virtue of their membership. Last but not least, the observation that the relatively 
affluent farmers (i.e. those with the biggest fields) of our sample actually have the 
highest rate of positive opinion on Ujamaa might indicate that they perceived their 
material success as a result of the Ujamaa period. The age of the participant also 
showed significant contingency with his or her opinion on Ujamaa.

6.2.5 Women and Ujamaa

The historical background
As it has been discussed in chapter 2.3.2, Julius Nyerere saw the role of women as 
one of the main weaknesses of “traditional” African societies and therefore as one 

Table 8: Evaluation of the Ujamaa period by membership in farmers’ groups, all villages 
(N=304, 9 with no membership status stated, n=295)

Source: own survey

Evaluation of
Ujamaa Percentage of respondents

All respondents Members Non-members

Positive 32.2 40.3 26.7

Negative 16.9 15.1 18.2

Ambiguous 4.1 4.2 4,0

Description only 13.6 14.3 13.1

Unclear 4.1 3.4 4.5

Don’t know 11.5 10.1 12.5

Distanced 7.1 2.5 10.2

n/a 10.5 10.1 10.8

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0
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of the main issues which modern Ujamaa would have to address (Nyerere 1968f: 
108p.). Consequently, the position of women within the RDA villages and the view 
of women on the period of Ujamaa, in general, deserves a closer look within this 
study. Given the limitations of access and the case study design, only a few insights 
into this wide topic could be produced. Nevertheless, this chapter will try to give a 
short impression on the role of women in the history of the case study villages.

From a present-day perspective, the policy of Ujamaa actually normalized gen-
der roles in Tanzania according to its concept of the traditional extended family. 
Women were seen as caring for the domestic sphere, while the male role was con-
structed in the public sphere. From this point of view, Ujamaa essentially strength-
ened a binary model of  gender roles, while emphasizing the equality of women 
in all aspects of public life and encouraging women’s participation in building the 
nation (Lal 2015: 127p.).

The foundation of villages like Litowa and Matetereka itself illustrates the gen-
eral idea of gender roles in the early independence era in rural Tanzania: All of the 
RDA villages were founded by young men, who later brought their wives and fam-
ily to live in the new settlement. Only in the case of Litowa, two unmarried women, 
who were TANU Youth League members themselves, took part in the creation of the 
village – and both left Litowa when they married men from other villages. Basically, 
it was always the husband who would decide the place to live in those times (Ibbott 
2014: 167).

Inside the new villages, there was the shared notion that women did have their 
place within the development of the nation. However, if it came to the roles of men 
and women inside the family, traditional attributions were perpetuated, and if a 
woman did not want to take part in this or that activity of the village, it was seen 
as the husband’s responsibility to discipline her. Only in small steps were women 
regarded as full members of the village. The creation of women’s groups also helped 
their voices to be heard at the Ujamaa assembly, when before they would just sit in 
the back without taking part in the discussions (Ibbott 2014: 168–172).

While gender roles remained traditional in many ways, the RDA villages differed 
from the old situation in Tanzania in the way that women’s additional work in the 
domestic scene (child care, caring for the house, cooking food, etc.) was actually 
regarded as valuable work by their communities. This was underlined by the fact 
that women would receive equal shares of the village’s revenue, even if they would 
spend less hours on the fields if they were caring for a newborn child, for instance 
(Brain 1977: 243).

Many interesting observations regarding the role of women during the RDA 
period can be found in Wenner’s memories from her stay in Litowa. Even if 
all villagers saw themselves as a big family of socialists, there was a clear, very 
traditional understanding of gender roles, and especially the tasks of women. In 
a way, women got the short straw in village development, because even if they 
were seen as full-scale members of the cooperative, who would join in all types 
of labor, they still had to do their daily chores of feeding children, cleaning the 
houses, etc. At the Ujamaa assembly, it was not very common for women to speak 
up, as it was the traditional understanding that women were to be seen, not 
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heard. All positions within the village committee were held by men, as were all 
members of the SERA. Planning village activities and implementing development 
plans was seen as practically a male concern. Only with the establishment of an 
own women committee in 1966, the women in Litowa slowly began to organize 
themselves and to take a more active role in which was still very much a Men’s 
Ujamaa (Wenner 1970: 214–224). 

For example, three women of the village were given the permanent task of run-
ning the nursery. However, at least in the beginning, the project suffered from the 
disregard of the community’s men for the women’s care work. Women in Litowa 
were seen as equals in the sense that they had to attend to the same sort farm related 
work as the men, and as Litowa was first and foremost a farming village, there were 
some reservations about other types of work. This increased the difficulties for the 
women to take pride in this new form of work, as Wenner recalls. Most prominent-
ly, the village manager, who was in charge of organizing the work schedules, was 
skeptical about taking so many women “off-work”. The situation finally improved 
after child malnourishment was effectively wiped out by the work of the nursery 
(Wenner 1970: 61). 

Similarly, the introduction of sewing classes faced the same sort of reservations, 
although the men of Litowa did see more direct benefits of this work, as it would 
reduce the amount of cash needed to buy new clothes that could not be produced in 
the village. After the lessons were established, however, the sewing became a sort of 
a closed women’s club, where they could discuss village matters without the observ-
ing eyes of the men. Wenner’s report on the sewing lessons gives a good impression 
on the role of women and their own perception of their part in Ujamaa development 
during the times of the RDA (Wenner 1970: 62–68).

Women in this study
No questions specifically designed to evaluate the role of women were included 
within the field studies. This was mainly done out of the understanding of the own 
limitations of a male outsider addressing these issues within a rural village commu-
nity. Nevertheless, the gender of the respondent has been noted on the interview 
citations throughout this thesis, in order to give the reader the possibility to evaluate 
the similarities and differences in their statements.

All of the interviews with the farmers’ groups included female participants. Yet, 
the involvement of women in the discussion varied considerably. In Mbingamha-
rule, for instance, no woman would contribute, even if there were almost exclu-
sively women participating in the first group interview (GI 13; 9/8/2015). This was 
explained by a male participant in a very “traditional” way: “for us here, if there is 
a man [present], the women are not talking...” (Farmers’ Group member (m), Mbin-
gamharule; GI 13; 9/8/2015).

On the other hand, women were very engaged in the group discussion in Ma-
tetereka C (GI 9; 9/3/2015), and also took active part in the discussions at the other 
sub-villages. The Sisi kwa Sisi group in Matetereka B also had a female chairperson 
(GI 10; 9/3/2015). In Litowa, men did considerably more talking than the women 
throughout the group interviews, but female contributions were also common. 
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Only very few comments made throughout the group interviews specifically 
made reference to the women’s perception of Ujamaa, but underlined the idea that 
those times also brought benefits to the female village members:

“I think, for us as women, the Ujamaa helped us a lot. If there is a problem in life, with 
the forest, etc. Our solidarity helped us a lot to get development, even at home. Even 
if Ujamaa died, still with this group we are building together, and we help each other. 
There is help, when we want to know about growing a specific crop, for instance. There 
is help. So, it helps a lot in life. We are together.”
Member of Tangawizi Group (f), Matetereka A (GI 7; 9/2/2015)

Some accounts on the work of women and the idea to establish a nursery in or-
der to enable the women of the village to take a bigger part in the agricultural work 
were also brought forward by the contemporary witnesses in Matetereka A (NCW 
10; 8/31/2015), resembling the descriptions of Wenner and Ibbott presented above.

When analyzing the statements of the village questionnaires, some differences 
between male and female respondents could be observed among all three villages 
(see Table 9). Generally, positive statements were less prevalent among females than 
among males, with the biggest gap between those two genders in Matetereka. The 
same was true, however, for negative statements, which were especially rare among 
female participants. Furthermore, significantly more females than males would re-
spond with “don’t know” or distanced statements than their male counterparts, as 
well as not answering at all, especially in the case of Mbingamharule. Obviously, the 
females were less eager than the male villagers to give their personal opinion on the 
times of Ujamaa.

When looking at the statistical significance of these observations, the χ² test again 
resulted in a significant level of relation between the categories of gender and opin-

Table 9: Evaluation of the Ujamaa period by gender, all villages (N=304, 13 with no stated gender, n=291)

Source: own survey

Evaluation of Ujamaa Number of respondents (percentage)

Gender Male Female

Positive 60 (36.4%) 37 (29.4%)

Negative 38 (23.0%) 10 (7.9%)

Ambiguous 7 (4.2%) 5 (4.0%)

Description only 22 (13.3%) 21 (16.7%)

Unclear 7 (4.2%) 5 (4.0%)

Don’t know 12 (7.3%) 21 (16.7%)

Distanced 8 (4.8%) 11 (8.7%)

n/a 11(6.7%) 16 (12.7%)

Total 165 (100%) 126 (100%)
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ion on Ujamaa, with an observed χ² of 42.98 against a critical value of χ²crit=20.09 at 
a 99% level of significance. Indeed, the corrected contingency between those cate-
gories was calculated at a modest level of Ccorr=0.51, which indicates that the gender 
of a respondent and his or her opinion on Ujamaa are depending on each other. By 
comparison, this contingency is higher than that of the vikundi membership, but 
lower than that of field size and age – and much lower than the one between the 
village of residence and the respective evaluation of the ujamaa period.

6.2.6 The View of the Youth

In the times of Ujamaa, the education of the children and youth to be prospective 
wajamaa (socialists) themselves took a great part within the national policy (see 
Nyerere 1967a), as well as in the activities of the RDA villages in the 1960s. The 
idea then was that the older people actually did not have to learn about socialism, 
because they had lived it before, but that the younger ones had to learn about it 
actively (see above). With much of the research relying on the information of con-
temporary witnesses and the members of farmers’ groups, the question on how the 
younger generations perceive the times of Ujamaa also had to be addressed. This 
was especially the case for the former RDA villages, in order to illustrate what kind 
of picture the youth of Litowa and Matetereka had of their own history.

With regards to primary education, the whole concept of education for self-reli-
ance appears to have survived only in very limited aspects: In the Matetereka Prima-
ry School, there are still students’ projects like a school shamba and a school forest, 
which are tended by the students themselves. However, there seems to be no concept 
for teaching the local history of the village, as the curriculum is centrally arranged 
by the Tanzanian state, and there is no idea of education outside of teaching along 
standard books. Therefore, the era of Ujamaa is only dealt with in broad strokes in 
the history subject, without a local twist. The fact that teachers at Tanzania’s primary 
schools are rotated nationwide and, therefore, no local knowledge is included in the 
teacher’s body might add to this lack of local consciousness on village history (GBE 
16; 9/1/2015).

Additional qualitative information on young villagers’ opinion on Ujamaa may 
be added, at this stage, from group interviews in Litowa and Matetereka. In both 
cases, young villagers were keen to point out the differences between the times of 
Ujamaa and the present system, and the change from a communal, cooperative to a 
“private” system. Evaluations of this apparent change were mixed among the youth. 
In Matetereka, the differences were mainly seen in the organization and the role of 
the government: 

“I think, firstly, that everything was organized by the government. Now we do it pri-
vately, everybody on their own, we develop individually. But only few profit.” 
Member (m) of Semani Youth Group, Matetereka A (GI 8; 9/2/2015) 

In Litowa, on the other hand, the young farmers were more concentrating on the 
material benefits that they were seeing in the past:
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“He says during Ujamaa, the situation was good, they had everything, the development 
was high. They used to use water from the taps. But currently, they are fetching water 
from the river, so they are saying it would be better, if Ujamaa comes back, so the life 
would be good. He prefers Ujamaa to the current situation.”
Young farmer (m), Litowa. Interpreted by Dennis Mpazagade (GI 12; 9/6/2015)

The depiction of the material benefits of Ujamaa was more ambiguous in Ma-
tetereka, and some of the youth group members doubted the fair distribution of 
those gains:

“The system of Ujamaa, I think it brought development, but only for the government. 
For the individual person, the situation was inadequate. You had a nice building for 
politics. The government made good income, but for the for the private persons, they 
didn’t have money. They had a very inferior life.”
Member (m) of Semani Youth Group, Matetereka A (GI 8; 9/2/2015)

In both group interviews, the participants also discussed the idea if a return of 
Ujamaa, or elements of it, would “come back” to Tanzania, and if this would actually 
improve their situation. The majority of both groups had reservations on such ideas, 
albeit with different perspectives. Youth group members in Matetereka did not only 
see Ujamaa as an idea of old people from the past, but also thought that the develop-
ment under the current system actually was preferable: 

“Maybe, the system of the past it was the one of the wazee wajamaa (socialist elders), 
for them the system was good. Now it has changed, and in this system, everything is 
private. A system of self-reliance, because everybody is doing his/her own work pri-
vately. And I think the place changed more through the private system.”
Member (m) of Semani Youth Group, Matetereka A (GI 8; 9/2/2015)

In Litowa, on the other hand, the young farmers had a more positive view of the 
past, and while they thought it would not necessarily be a good idea to just repeat 
the ways of their ancestors, they apparently found some inspiration in their concept:

“Now for me, if Ujamaa came back, our lives would be like that of our wazee of the 
past. They were doing everything together, it was really hard work. For me now, it is 
the vikundi of this village, who try something similar. Because in the vikundi, they 
work together. The have projects, in these vikundi to do together, just like Ujamaa.”
Young farmer (m), Litowa (GI 12; 9/6/2015)

Indeed, this connotation of a new form of Ujamaa was widely shared in this 
group discussion – a notion already observable among many of the farmers’ group 
members in Litowa as well (see above). The ideas of Ujamaa were the thing that 
counted, for the young farmers of this village:

“He also prefers to have Ujamaa in terms of sharing ideas. He says, through Ujamaa, 
people can come together, and exchange some views and ideas, then they move forward. 
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And he also concurs with the point of working in small groups.”
Young farmer (m), Litowa. Interpreted by Dennis Mpazagade (GI 12; 9/6/2015)

So, at least as of 2015, there seems to be an understanding of the younger popu-
lation regarding the history of the Ujamaa era, and some young farmers do indeed 
see the cooperative thought of that period as an inspiration for their own activities. 
Given the apparent lack of recognition of local history inside present-day’s edu-
cation system, however, there appears to be some concern that the villagers’ own 
history might be lost one day, when the last contemporary witnesses of Ujamaa will 
be gone.

6.3 Perceptions of development and current challenges   
 by the different stakeholders

After this consideration of the different ways outsiders and insiders were looking at 
the times of Ujamaa, the next area of interest lay in the perceptions and definitions of 
development and challenges to development which the different stakeholders had 
expressed during the field study.

6.3.1 Local definitions of development

In order to gather an understanding of the development environment of Ruvuma, 
it was crucial to analyze the underlying definitions of development, which acted as 
the base for the development activities of the different actors on regional and village 
level. In this section, the definitions given by those actors will be presented from two 
sides: The “outsider” perspective by NGOs, government personnel and other actors, 
which are not directly based inside the village communities, and on the other hand 
the “insider” perspective of village governments, vikundi and other groups from the 
villages themselves.

Outsiders
To categorize the following statements as an outside view might raise some ques-
tions, as all of the respondents are involved in various development activities which 
are conducted on the village level. However, as the people who were giving the 
following definitions are not living in the villages themselves, and are therefore not 
a direct part of these communities, they are still considered as outsiders, albeit with 
a qualified knowledge of the village environment. 

Inquiry for these perspectives on development as such started with the NGO 
expert interviews in Songea. Some of the NGO representatives in Songea appeared 
to be very reflective on their definition of development, with regards to earlier ap-
proaches practiced by their organizations. They were eager to make sure that now-

6.3
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adays, development was all about enabling people to improve their lives by them-
selves and insisted that this was the base for all of their development interventions: 

“You know, I think development is helping the people to help themselves. That’s what 
I find very important, because you can give it, but they don’t, you know – you don’t 
assist them, you don’t help them, because it’s not sustainable. I think, the component 
of sustainability comes in clearly where he says: You know you can better teach some-
body how to fish instead of giving him a fish, isn’t it? So, that is very clear in our, in 
the Caritas approach, you know. Prior than the earlier approach, which was giving, 
giving, giving, now we don’t give anymore, but we train and we teach people. So, there 
are no handouts anymore, and people also pay their own transport, sometimes their 
own lunch... So, I think, development for me means, that you, you know, you support 
them in supporting themselves. I think that is for me very clear. Because otherwise it 
will not be sustainable.”
Welmoed Ryphema, Caritas Songea (GBE 1; 2/23/2015)

When further inquiring on which kind of development they had in mind for the 
people to achieve by themselves, the core theme was that of basic needs, like housing 
and food, which had to be cared for, and generally to be able to achieve improve-
ments in any of these categories:

“Generally, what is desirable to, for the people. From just that, moving from the lower 
living standard to the, at least the, they can live as a human being, they have a good 
shelter, they have food, they have their basic needs of them. They have, well they have 
focused in the development issues. The eh, the Caritas, you know the office is very 
broad, but, eh... eh just looking at the livelihood of the people: Are they getting food? 
Can they pay the school fees for their children? Can they pay for the medical cost? Can 
they support the farming with the crop? And, eh, the shelter. That’s the way we are 
seeing. We are just measuring, even in the indicators, to see how the project contributes 
to these, eh, the life of the communities. If we have sent the project at least, eh two to 
three years, we are just assessing to see from where we started: Is there any develop-
ment from where they have [been] and where they are now. Go to stages which have 
taken place, that contributed by the project. So, we are just focusing in that scenarios.”
Brito Mgoyo, Caritas Songea (GBE 1; 2/23/2015)

Other NGOs shared this idea of how to assess development on the ground: “It 
means, you can say – purchasing power, for instance. Who can purchase? Who can 
afford his, eh problems? Can take you smoothly, people to school, eh children to 
schools.” (Ladislaus Bigambo, RUCODIA Songea; GBE 2; 2/23/2015). Rachel Teri of 
MVIWATA and Iskata Msigwa of PADI also argued in the same direction of mea-
surable change on the grassroots level as being the most useful definition of de-
velopment from their perspective (GBE 3; 2/24/2015; GBE 4; 2/24/2015). For Xaver 
Komba from SNC, development in his understanding also carried a certain extent 
of novelty: To create something new, in order to go ahead. The notion of improving 
the basic conditions of living on the village scale was also an important factor for 
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him (GBE 10; 3/10/2015). There was also the widely-shared notion that in order for 
any development intervention to be successful, i.e. sustainable, it had to benefit the 
people on the ground. Other actors involved in the development scene of Ruvuma, 
like the Peramiho mission, also underlined their view that this sort of tangible re-
sults on the village level were a precondition to development as such – possibly also 
a reflection of earlier, more caritatively oriented development interventions that had 
been the norm a few decades ago:

“…development is good, only when people are mainly the beneficiaries and involved 
from day one, ya. That will lead to sustainability of those projects for development. If 
they are not involved from day one, they don’t know what’s going on, they are just 
benefitting, without knowing what or, eh, where they get those, eh, ... there will be no, 
you know, sustainability of that project, they end up somewhere.”
Father Fidelis, Prior of Peramiho Abby (GBE 6; 2/25/2015)

An additional aspect of defining development in the sense of development op-
portunities was stated by Wilbert Matumbi of TMMTF in Songea, who underscored 
the importance of peaceful conditions for any kind of development. This was one 
of the reasons why, in his view, conflict moderation between different stakeholders 
was one key activity of his NGO: If there were no conflicts about land or other issues, 
small farmers would actually be able to produce enough to develop further – if they 
had a market (GBE 5; 2/24/2015).

With regards to the district and regional representatives in charge of develop-
ment issues, replies to the question on their own definition of development were less 
detailed, and did not involve reflection on former strategies for rural development 
applied by their respective offices. Indeed, they shared the most basic of develop-
ment definitions:

“On development, I can – simply I can say to change from one stage to another. Ya, 
change from one stage to another in aspect of, let’s say, social, economics. To change 
maybe from, eh, a certain kind of life standard, to another life quality.”
Charles Mihayo, District Planning Officer Songea Rural (GBE 8; 3/2/2015)

Without specifying which areas were to be looked at for analyzing those changes:

“To me, eh, aha, I can say, it’s just, eh, anything... Any changes from the situation which 
is... I can say, which is to worse, to the better. So, to a situation which is more better. 
Better as now, actually.”
Anthony Nginga, Regional Development Officer, Ruvuma Region (GBE 12; 3/12/2015)

It might be an overinterpretation of these short comments to deduct a shortage 
of reflection on their own activities on the side of government representatives. Yet, 
the general impression from both the regional and district development institutions 
was that any action, which would induce this movement from a lower to a higher 
standard of living, was good enough to be called development – even if there was no 
problematization of how these stages would be defined.
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Insiders
The statements given by insiders on their definition of development have been cate-
gorized into four broad themes which could be deducted from the group discussions 
on the village level. This should by no means imply that these definitions would be 
mutually exclusive, or would have been presented as such by the participants. On 
the contrary, all four elements were regularly included in any of the discussions, 
with different focuses depending on how the respective discussion unfolded. Nev-
ertheless, this broad categorization is meant to illustrate the connotations which the 
villagers had on the definition of development as such and how they themselves 
presented the interconnections between the different aspects.

“From a lower stage to a higher stage”
The idea of development as moving from a lower to a higher stage was quite com-
mon with the participants on village level, and was in many cases the starting point 
of the discussion among group members. After the statement of defining develop-
ment as a succession of stages, they usually gave some concrete examples on what 
stages they had in mind:

“I think, it is going forward, from a low place to a higher one, to build up a house or 
something. To get more possibilities, to build and take development. To build a small 
house, to get a machine. To develop the village and make it a better place. It is very 
little now.”
Member of Juhudi Group (m), Litowa (GI 3; 8/24/2015)

This notion was shared not only by farmers’ group members of all case study 
villages, but also by youth group members in Matetereka (GI 8; 9/2/2015) and the 
young farmers in Litowa (GI 12; 9/6/2015). Some of the farmers’ groups not only 
defined development as a process going through different stages, they also saw de-
velopment as a shared responsibility of both the government and their own contri-
butions:

“I think, development means, to go from a level, a low level of life, to a higher level. 
And also, the government has to contribute. We are doing a little thing here, but also 
the government has to do something.”
Member of Tangawizi Group (m), Matetereka A (GI 7; 9/2/2015)

Furthermore, there was a high identification with their own groups as the ve-
hicle for achieving this higher stage of development. For instance, by being able to 
increase their production as farmers’ groups:

“For me development means, we don’t have a lot. But it means to go from a low stage 
to a high one. Maybe from one acre to grow two, such things.”
Farmers’ Group Member (m), Matetereka C (GI 9; 9/3/2015)
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“A car, a tractor…”
In many cases, material possessions with a practical use for agriculture and daily 
transport were seen as embodying the concept of development. The image of hav-
ing a tractor as a sign for development was particularly strong among some vikun-
di members in Litowa (e.g. Kanyanga Twende Group (GI 1; 8/22/2015) and Umoja 
Group (GI 6; 8/24/2015)). In the other villages, too, progress in agriculture was seen 
as emblematic for the concept of development as a whole – again revolving around 
a perceived linear succession of farm machinery. The following statement is just one 
of the examples of accounts anchoring on this concept:

“Maybe for me, development, would be something like from cultivating by hand to get 
to a stage where you have for instance a tractor, like were you don’t have to walk for 
twenty kilometers on your feet, but you can travel easier, were you can get a bicycle, at 
least. That would be development. After that a car, maybe, that is development. To go 
from cultivating by hand to a tractor or power tiller, for agriculture.”
Member of Kujitegemea Group (m), Matetereka A (GI 11; 9/3/2015)

Apart from the obvious advantage for their own agriculture, the use of such 
equipment to enhance the possibility of reaching different places – be it in the vil-
lage or accessing a market in town – was a common idea of illustrating development 
from the villagers’ point of view. In this sense, the image of being able to switch 
from the lower to the higher form of transportation was seen as a viable definition 
of development:

“Development, I want to explain it using some examples. For example, now, we are 
moving by our feet. If this kikundi is running good, tomorrow we might travel by pikipiki 
(a motorcycle). Ok? That means developing. If our project is successful, the day after 
tomorrow, we might have a car, and reach there. But I think in these times, without the 
kikundi, there is no development. That would be my example.”
Farmers’ Group Member (m), Mbingamharule (GI 14; 9/10/2015)

On the other hand, the provision of decent infrastructure like roads, water and 
electricity by the government was also mentioned as being both a sign for and a pre-
condition to development – and the lack of both infrastructure and transportation 
was seen as an impediment to local progress:

“For me it is things like the road, electricity. Now there is no electricity, and the road 
is a big problem. To get to the shamba on this road is hard. To get anywhere is very 
difficult on these roads. To sell the produce, e.g.… Also, there is no car. Or tractor. So, 
for me development is things like that.”
Farmers’ Group Member (m), Matetereka C (GI 9; 9/3/2015)

The youth, as well, understood improved mobility as one of the key aspects of 
development in the village environment:
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“I think the main issue is the low level of economy. For instance, if you had a bicycle to 
get to the shamba and home, or then a pikipiki, that would be development.”
Member of Semani Youth Group (m), Matetereka (GI 8; 9/2/2015)

“A decent life”
In the course of the group discussions, the definition of development as being a 
succession of stages, and the various material embodiments of these stages, were 
usually followed by a sort of integrating and powerful definition of development: 
Development as the possibility to have a decent life (Maisha mazuri), as opposed to 
the inferior living conditions they were facing right now: 

“I think, as I understand it, and what is also the general idea of our group, it is to cooper-
ate and to get from insufficient conditions to conditions where you can have a good life.”
Member of Kujitegemea Group (f), Matetereka A (GI 11; 9/3/2015) 

This decent life, again, is characterized by the most basic material conditions, 
which are deemed necessary, and their improvement over time:

“To have a good house, to maybe get a better one. A good house. That for me is the 
first thing in development.” 
Farmers’ Group Member (f), Matetereka C (GI 9; 9/3/2015)

Or, in other words, “when you have the ability to sleep inside, in a nice bed, in 
a good house, that is development.” (Farmers’ Group Member, Mbingamharule; GI 
14; 9/10/2015). This basic-needs approach was also shared by some of the village 
leaders:

 “I think, first, that everybody can have three meals a day, (…) to be able to build a good 
house, clean water, that at least.”
Remigius Njafula, Chairman of Matetereka (GBE 15; 8/30/2015)

Similarly, the youth was seeing this as the most conclusive definition emerging 
from their own discussion, and defined the stage of being developed as such in the 
following manner:

“What they say, most of their answers, because they – most of them they say, this person 
has developed, if he has a nice house, a nice place to sleep, and sufficient food. Most of 
them, that’s their answers. Then they say, this person has developed...”
Young farmers (m). Interpreted by Dennis Mpazagade, Litowa (GI 12; 9/6/2015)

For some of the young villagers, the idea that somebody who had all these things 
was already “developed”, however, was not their understanding of basic needs. Ac-
tually, they saw these basic needs as “the first stage” of development, which would 
imply that there was no development at all so far in their village – at least not for 
everybody:
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“I think, the first stage of development is to have your needs in life cared for. Therefore, 
I think if everybody thinks about what he/she needs, we will hear many things. But that 
is not development. The challenge here is, to have the capital even to get medicine, many 
things, you go back. So generally, for me development is the ability to lead a decent life.”
Member of Semani Youth Group (m), Matetereka (GI 8; 9/2/2015)

All the other material things that were mentioned in this group discussion (cars, 
tractors, etc.) would therefore represent further stages of development, which should 
only be sought for after these basic needs had been catered for.

Individually, or as a group?
With these propositions, which all imply material possessions as the definition of 
development, the question arises, if the inhabitants of the case study villages would 
only see individual possessions as a form of development, or if they would rather 
understand development has having access to these goods collectively. Statements 
like the following would rather imply an individual idea of development:

“So, that person defines development, in terms of what you own, a person with a shop, 
a person with milling machine, a person with a car, and a person with, with power, 
electricity.”
Members of Kanyanga Twende Group, Litowa. Interpreted by Dennis Mpazagade 
(GI 1; 8/22/2015)

However, at least with the vikundi members, it was asserted that ownership 
of things like a tractor or cattle as a group would also meet there definition (GI 1; 
8/22/2015). Indeed, development was most often conceptualized has entailing profit 
for the individual person, as well as for the whole group:

“I think to make a little profit, to advance a little, maybe get a credit to expand. To help 
each other to develop the agriculture, because now it is very low. To make a little profit, 
also for the private [member].”
Member of Juhudi Group (f), Litowa (GI 3; 8/24/2015)

Especially in Litowa, the discussion on the definition of development, as such, 
would soon turn into a discussion on what the group members would see as de-
velopment for their groups – illustrating again a very direct understanding of these 
groups as vehicles for development of both the individual farmers and the village 
as a whole. In some cases, progress of their group even became the definition of de-
velopment in general, in which case development would be “to advance as a group, 
to have a common farm. For the group to help with problems, to create business.” 
(Member of Juhudi (2) Group (f), Litowa; GI 5; 8/24/2015).

The strong connection between their definition of development and the ac-
tivities of their groups was not exclusive to Litowa, however: Some respondents 
from the other villages would go so far as to imply that the development of the 
individual farmer would not be possible without cooperation, as the impediments  
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for a small-scale farmer on his or her own would be insurmountable. Group or-
ganization would therefore be the only possible way of development in their 
situation: 

“For me development, there is development for the individual, and development in 
general. And the development of the individual is only possible through development of 
the whole together. That is why we have this group, to have at least, some development 
of the individual. The individual development is insufficient, if the whole development 
is. Therefore, development is to go bigger, to go ahead and to overcome challenges. 
Through work and agriculture.”
Farmers’ Group Member (m), Matetereka C (GI 9; 9/3/2015)

This notion was underlined by other kikundi members: Development is the de-
velopment of the individual, which in turn is only made possible by the develop-
ment of the group: 

“I think, development is the development of each. For each person to have their house, 
and also the development together (…). For me it is a lot of things. To come from noth-
ing to one, that is development. To get from one together to five, that is development.”
Member of Tupo Tayari Group (m), Matetereka B (GI 10; 9/3/2015)

While such statements by inhabitants of villages like Litowa and Matetereka, 
with their very own history of cooperative development, might indicate that this 
is a very local phenomenon, the group members from Mbingamharule did see this 
connection as well, and emphasized this understanding of their vikundi’s activities 
(GI 13; 9/8/2015; GI 14; 9/10/2015). A finding that implies that there is still a strong 
connection between the thought of cooperation and mutual help and the concept of 
development as such in Ruvuma – at least among the farmers’ group members of 
the case study villages. Village authorities, as well, were including this idea in their 
definition of development. The importance of this understanding of development 
as going from one stage to the next one through the work of grassroots groups, was 
neatly summarized even by the village leaders of Mbingamharule – a village with-
out RDA history, after all:

“Well, generally, development is to get from one stage to another. You could say maybe, 
development begins with the development of you and your family. You are doing it 
every day, year, whatever the timespan. But also, secondly, for development, in general, 
for us it means the development of our citizens. So, if all the wananchi develop, we have 
development. But, development is also brought by the different vikundi, who engage in 
agriculture. This can bring development to this place. Together with the development 
activities they can reach different stages, with a lot of jembe, we can develop the village, 
like having a godown, water, the road, electricity, the school, the church. So, we can 
reach community development.”
Omare Kamare, Village Manager, Mbingamharule (GBE 11; 3/11/2015)
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Summary
There are several conclusions to be drawn from the analysis of the definition of de-
velopment by the different stakeholders, both inside and outside the villages. First 
of all, all groups of respondents agreed that development for them meant a succes-
sion of stages – from a lower to a higher stage of development. These stages were 
most commonly illustrated by material possessions, such as a good house and better 
tools for agriculture, like a tractor or a milling machine. At the same time, the under-
standing of the ability to lead a decent life was generally understood as the first stage 
of development in this context. 

Secondly, while usually the personal form was chosen to illustrate the differ-
ent stages (“a person with a car, a person with electricity, etc.”), there was also the 
common understanding that in order for each person to reach these stages of de-
velopment, common activities were necessary. In particular, the concept of having 
a tractor or other farm tools as a sign for development was not necessary seen as 
an individual goal. On the contrary, most farmers’ groups wanted to own such 
things together, in order for every member to benefit from development. Overall, it  
becomes clear from the evidence of the field study, that non-material definitions of 
development (such as a “happy life”) are not found within the interviewed stake-
holders, and that each of their varying definitions was always illustrated by tech-
nological or economic advancement in the basic environment of their daily lives: 
agriculture.

6.3.2 Perception of the current development status in the case  
 study villages

With these individual definitions of development in Ruvuma as a background, the 
research interest concerning the inhabitants of the case study villages focused on 
their perception of the development of their own home villages. Therefore, as part 
of the village questionnaires circulated in Litowa, Matetereka, and Mbingamharule, 
respondents were asked about their opinion on the development of their respec-
tive villages. The question was posed in an open manner (see Appendix 2), without 
predefined categories which would imply evaluation of different aspects, in order 
to give respondents the possibility to add their own understanding of the question.

Category building was instead deferred to the analyzing phase of the research. 
For this task, the main statements were extracted from each questionnaire and 
then used to lead a deductive coding process for the creation of categories which 
would be comparable across all villages. A mind map design of the statements was 
produced in order to visualize the different connotations brought forward by the 
recipients. By this process, it was also possible to show the frequency of certain 
types of statements, in order to illustrate the relative importance of certain answers. 
Therefore, the individual statements were added as sub-branches to the respective 
main categories. The results of this process can be seen in the “developmental mind 
maps” created for each of the villages, which are presented in Figures 11 through 13. 
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The colors shown for each category in these developmental mind maps were chosen 
with the intention to enhance the clarity of the figures only, and have no further 
meaning regarding the results as such.

The main categories of answers emerging in this process were evaluations of the 
development status (good, low, etc.), statements that included perceived conditions 
for development (cooperation, hard work, etc.) and ideas for improvement (either 
concrete plans or general ideas, which would help in village development in the 
eyes of the respondents). Indeed, the subcategories or individual statements of con-
ditions for development and ideas for improvement were sometimes very similar. 
However, the main category was chosen first, in order to illustrate the way in which 
the statement itself was presented. For instance, the statement “hard work of all vil-
lagers” without any context would be included in the “conditions for development” 
category, while a similar statement “Work of villagers together with the govern-
ment” would be counted as an idea for improving the development of the village. 

Further main categories were introduced if the individual statements would not 
fit within the three aforementioned main categories, for instance the statement that 
“development here is difficult” or “life is hard”, which were not seen as evalua-
tions of development status. The same goes for non-answers (n/a) or statements like 
“don’t know”. 

When looking at the emerging developmental mind-maps of the villages, consid-
erable differences appeared between the three villages in question. Within Litowa, 
most respondents answered the question with a relatively short evaluation of the 
development status of their village, with the majority of those giving a direct assess-
ment without further describing the things that led to their respective evaluation. Of 
the 48 respondents giving such evaluations, 21 were seeing the development of their 
village as low or bad, while only eight were describing it as good and six persons 
seeing it as average. Three respondents thought that there was no development in 
their village at all. A total of 14 villagers from Litowa were giving their impressions 
of conditions for village development as a response to the question, with five of 
them seeing the hard work of villagers as one of these conditions. The other per-
ceived conditions were quite individual and can be seen in detail in Fig. 11. 

Concerning the ideas for improvement, which were brought forward by 20 re-
spondents, those were also very diverse, with only “jobs for the youth” named by 
more than one respondent. Other ideas included better provision of loans, more co-
operation in various fields, different ideas on how to improve access to farm inputs 
and how to create a better market for the local farmers. 18 villagers made statements 
which would not fit in the three main categories of answers. 

In Matetereka, one of the main differences in the answers to the question of vil-
lage development was the amount of detail given by the respondents. While a simi-
lar number of participants gave evaluations of the village’s development status (44), 
these answers usually not only included a simple assessment (good, bad, average, 
etc.), but also a reason for this view by the person responding. To illustrate this sort 
of detail, the statements that were included in each evaluation are added as subcat-
egories on the developmental mind map (Fig. 12). 
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Figure 11: What do you think about the development of your village? (Litowa). 

Source: 100 questionnaires analyzed from own survey
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Figure 12: What do you think about the development of your village? (Matetereka)

Source: 109 questionnaires analyzed from own survey
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Figure 12: What do you think about the development of your village? (Matetereka)
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Figure 13: What do you think about the development of your village? (Mbingamharule)

Source: 95 questionnaires analyzed from own survey
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Answers stating low development were similar in frequency to Litowa (21), and 
a number of perceived reasons for this low or slow development of the village were 
given – for instance the lack of social services (3) or the lack of economic opportu-
nities (also 3). On the other hand, six respondents were seeing the development as 
good in Matetereka, and nine were seeing some progress, but characterizing it as too 
slow or too little to be characterized as good development. 

When it came to conditions for development (21 statements), hard work by the 
villagers was also the main subcategory to this, stated by 9 respondents. Apart from 
further statements including “work related” conditions, like in Litowa, people were 
also mentioning water or electricity as a major (missing) condition for development 
in Matetereka. Regarding the ideas for improvement, made by 20 respondents, these 
were also quite diverse and in many ways resembling the ideas brought forward in 
Litowa. Some answers, however, like the suggestion to “get rid of the old Ujamaa 
leaders”, or to give seminars to the (current) village leaders, might be another indi-
cation for the long history of political conflict within the village.

In many aspects, the questionnaires from Mbingamharule showed a picture 
completely different from those of the two former RDA villages. The first appar-
ent difference was the reluctance of answering the question at all, as 35 out of 95 
respondents choose not to reply. Secondly, only five respondents were giving their 
evaluation of village development when answering the question (1 good, 2 has to be 
improved, 2 bad/low). 

On the other hand, similar numbers of people were giving conditions for village 
development (15) and even more recipients suggested ideas for improvement (28) 
than in the other villages. Within the conditions, the theme of hard work of villag-
ers was still present (3 answers), but most answers included the need for investors 
or donors in their statements (7) – an issue that was not mentioned at all by the 
respondents of Litowa or Matetereka. Similarly, within the ideas for improving the 
situation, a total of 12 respondents underlined the importance of farmers’ groups 
(vikundi) as a vehicle for development, while the issue was hardly a topic in the oth-
er village questionnaires. The need for investors on the side of conditions for devel-
opment was also reflected by ideas on how to attract investors on the improvement 
side (3). The detailed developmental mind map can be seen in Fig. 13.

Summary
Overall, more comprehensive perceptions of the villages’ development status were 
given in Litowa and Matetereka, with the latter even more detailed. In Mbingam-
harule, very short assessments were the norm throughout the questionnaires. In all 
villages, similar numbers of respondents were giving ideas for improvements and 
stating conditions for village development. An evaluation of the present-day situa-
tion was far more common in Litowa and Matetereka, than in Mbingamharule.

In Litowa, conditions for village development were generally more concerned 
with the work of the villagers or the agriculture as such, while in Matetereka infra-
structure-related topics were also common. In Mbingamharule, the need for external 
investments was particularly prominent. 

Concerning the ideas for improvement, they were more diverse in Matetereka 
and Litowa than in Mbingamharule, where the high number of respondents seeing 
farmers’ groups as the main tool for village development was especially striking.



259

6.3.3 Challenges to development in Ruvuma

After clarifying the understanding of development by the stakeholders involved in 
the research, as well as the perception of village development by the individual vil-
lagers, the final element in understanding the development environment of the case 
study area was the inquiry about the challenges which the different focal groups 
perceived to be the most important ones for the development of the region and their 
villages, in general, as well as their life as individuals, specifically. These perceptions 
have been sorted according to the groups of stakeholders of this research, with the 
farmers’ group members and the respondents of the questionnaires being included 
in the group of the local peasantry as such.

View by NGOs
The NGOs in Songea were very explicit about the challenges in their development 
efforts, both regarding their own operations and the general environment for devel-
opment in Ruvuma. Although all of their main activities are nowadays led by the in-
terest to create sustainable development by enabling people to care for themselves, 
the legacy of former, more charity driven approaches can sometimes be challenging 
for project implementation:

“Well a big challenge still is the dependency syndrome, I think. You know, especially 
for Caritas, because we came – we are from the church – and people are very much 
used to, eh, everything which comes from the church is for free. So, if we go and we 
propose a project, people are kind of like, you know, depending that we will give them 
everything and that they don’t have to contribute anything. That is still a challenge for 
us, although it’s getting better and better and better. Because we did research, and we 
found out that people nowadays are ready to contribute also towards, eh, projects. But 
I mean, you know, in the heart – in the mindset of people, it’s still a very big problem.”
Welmoed Ryphema, Caritas Songea (GBE 1; 2/23/2015)

Apart from this issue of the farmers’ perception of their organizations, the po-
litical situation in Tanzania, after the transformation from Ujamaa to a liberal econ-
omy, creates challenges for the small farmers on the ground. In spite of the official 
focus of Tanzanian rural development policy, which is still supposed to be on the 
economic development of the majority of small-scale farmers, the NGOs perceive a 
gap between policy and practice. Large government projects, such as South Crops, 
which theoretically aim at the improvement of agricultural productivity on the vil-
lage scale, would hardly be known by the peasants on the ground. And while there 
are programs on virtually every level of government to assist small-scale cultivators 
to improve their production and enhance their market access, hardly any peasant 
would have access to these programs in Ruvuma. On the contrary, these forms of 
subsidies would mostly benefit the more advanced farmers and some few big agri-
cultural companies. Land grabbing and late payments by state agencies buying pro-
duce from small-scale farmers would add to an increasing gap between the majority 
of poor farmers, without access to cash income or capital, and a few more advanced 



260

farmers, who benefit from government development programs (GBE 1; 2/23/2015). 
Indeed, the information differential between those groups also leads to middlemen 
undermining government’s attempts to guarantee good prices for small-scale farm-
ers:

“But this is from the government really very very challenging. When you see, last season, 
the government has said they buy maize from farmers, at least they have the better price. 
So, we see this very very nice for farmers, because there is trouble in selling their maize 
and the government they said they will buy it. For 500 [TSh] per kg, direct from farmer. 
But what happened, the rich people went to the small holder farmers, they bought their 
maize in the 200 per kg, and then they sold to the government for 500 per kg. So, you 
see, the farmers have spent a whole season, with a lot of costs – [and] somebody who has 
done nothing, just moving to the village and taking maize, selling to the government, 
have made a lot of money. So, you cannot make farmers move from this situation. And 
the government they say they have bought, let’s say 300,000 tons from farmers. But 
farmers they are poor, they didn’t receive the money you are sending.”
Brito Mgoyo, Caritas Songea (GBE 1; 2/23/2015)

The relative remoteness of Ruvuma would also add to this issue of information 
flow to small-scale farmers, and with the very limited availability of transport op-
tions, this inevitably leads to a general problem of market access and economic op-
portunities, as was underlined by MVIWATA (GBE 3; 2/24/2015). While these issues 
are generally appreciated by representatives of other NGOs, they also added that 
the farmers, themselves, would be particularly reluctant to adapt to changes in the 
agricultural economy, compared to other regions in Tanzania:

“Ya, the difference in Ruvuma, as we see we are in the remote area, so far – other actants 
they don’t like to come direct to Ruvuma; say that it is so far away, from maybe the city 
or.... Ehm, the difference is also that, changing cultures with the people, is – almost, is 
slowly, in Ruvuma, especially for Songea Rural. Except, except Mbinga District. There 
are people who are committed. If you talk something, they can implement what you 
talk. But the other, other areas they – you can say they are lager [there are more of those, 
than of the others]; taking slowly changes, ya. Relating to other regions, like Mbeya and 
ya, Ruvuma. In Mbeya, they are so sharp in changing. (…) Challenges, big challenges is 
the – the infrastructure – but also the commitment of the people. Infrastructure is one, 
but also the commitment of the people. They are taking changes slowly. Ya.”
Ladislaus Bigambo, RUCODIA Songea (GBE 2; 2/23/2015)

This statement was partly endorsed by Xaver Komba from SNC, who identified 
the lack of education as the primary issue within Ruvuma, which would result in a 
lack of planning capacity by the peasants, especially if they are involved in group 
development projects: Since there are only few farmers who would have a basic 
understanding on how to organize group development projects and to evaluate the 
results of such projects, many farmers’ groups would actually not make a lot of 
progress and are prone to cease operations after one or two seasons. In his view, the 
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remoteness of Ruvuma contributes a lot to this shortage of knowledge, as it would 
regularly be “the last Region in Tanzania” to implement new development strat-
egies. He cited internal as well as external political factors as contributing to this 
apparent backwardness of the region (GBE 10; 3/10/2015).

Furthermore, some of the NGOs also saw a major challenge in the sustainability 
of their own organizations, as it was virtually impossible – at least for national NGOs 
not connected to a big international organization – to get a steady flow of funding 
for all of its projects (GBE 4; 2/24/2015). This was especially true for an organization 
like MVIWATA, which as the national network of farmers’ groups technically relied 
on its members’ contributions for its organizational overhead. Yet, many members 
would never actually pay their fees, which puts the NGO’s Songea office in a perma-
nent struggle to attain project funding from international donors for continuing its 
work (GBE 3; 2/24/2015). TMMTF was facing similar issues (GBE 5; 2/24/2015).

View of Political actors
The challenge of the lack of education was also perceived as one of the main issues 
for development by the district representative, and as one of the causes for the wide-
spread poverty in Songea Rural District. The second main complex of development 
challenges was, in his view, the overdependency on maize as the main food crop and 
source of income for the peasantry, worsened by the lack of funds for agricultural 
improvements:

“The big challenges? For Songea Rural...There are so many challenges. But, eh, ehm, 
big challenge I can say, ehm. The rate of literacy, literacy. Illiteracy. Other challenges is 
poverty. Poverty. Because the illiteracy is very high in the rural area. Because they don’t 
like to go to school. The poverty, and other challenges. So, right now, the dependency, 
sometimes dependence on one type of, eh, food crops, as a cash crops. For instance, 
cultivating maize: They are very big, but there is also no funding, no money in the rural 
areas. Those are the challenges: Illiteracy, poverty, and a dependence on maize, as their 
main [source of income].”
Charles Mihayo, District Planning Officer Songea Rural (GBE 8; 3/2/2015)

The Regional Development Officer on the other hand, took a more internal view 
regarding the challenges for the work of his agency for development: 

“Now, actually, most of challenge we are taking – especially for community development 
department: First of all, we have a shortage of staff. According to the, the structure, at 
the district level there is ward and the villages. So, we need to have, a, eh community 
development staff at the ward level. (…) So, there are some wards which have no staff, 
who can mobilize people to participate. (…) Ya, uhm, ah, another challenge I think is 
financial obstacles. Financial sources are not enough for the staff to perform their, their 
responsibilities. (...) Even transport facilities. In the ward, one ward can have three up 
to six villages, so when, at ward level, at ward headquarters it needs to have a visit to 
the villages. So, eh, they are lacking transport facilities.”
Anthony Nginga, Regional Development Officer, Ruvuma Region (GBE 12; 3/12/2015)
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Both statements, however, illustrated the general lack of funding for public offic-
es which are supposed to deal with regional development, thereby underlining the 
perceptions of many NGO representatives of the apparent failure of implementing 
government sponsored development programs on the ground.

In Litowa, education and lack of capital for the farmers were the main challeng-
es, as seen by the village chairman. As a result, farmers in his village would neither 
have the capacity to invest in the improvement of their agriculture, nor the knowl-
edge on how to enhance their cultivation, even if they had the funds. 

“One of the factor is capital. They are missing capital, it could be true. And still there 
is a thing, like a lack of skills. All education, in the agriculture and general could help 
with. Because they say they are running, but they are not aware how they are running. 
Are they running – economically, progressively, or not? They are just doing it. They 
just cultivate, harvest what they have. You harvest and what you expanded before, you 
don’t bother about it.”
Michael Komba, Chairman of Litowa. Interpreted by Brother Augustine 
(GBE 7; 2/26/2015)

Approaches like that of Caritas, which was providing a training shamba for the 
Soya ni Pesa project inside the village, where therefore highly appreciated by him 
(GBE 7; 2/26/2015). Another big complex of challenges, which was named by all 
three villages’ headquarters, was the lack of infrastructure, especially water, and 
public education facilities:

“So, they don’t have water supply. And he said secondly, they don’t have a secondary 
school here. And it is in a peripheral area. This village is in a peripheral area. Therefore, 
the government started the day schools. Day schools, not boarding schools. Therefore, 
the children to go there and come back, even in time is a tough job. Therefore, people 
they are reluctant. And going and coming, is hard.”
Michael Komba, Chairman of Litowa. Interpreted by Brother Augustine 
(GBE 7; 2/26/2015)

The lack of a decent market with reliable prices for small-scale farmers was seen 
as the main reason for the lack of capital – with the shortage of public infrastructure, 
like good storage facilities, such as a godown, as contributing to these difficulties. 
Consequently, investments in such structures, as well as in the improvement of the 
public water supply were seen as the key objectives for village development. How-
ever, there was a lack of funding in both areas:

“For our development, one challenge is, well first. Our citizens are farming. But there 
is no reliable market for this. The government has a market, but takes a lot of time to 
pay. And even if they are trying to expand, up to now our citizens will use most of their 
harvest for subsistence. So, if you have harvest, there is no service, for buying, so this 
is a contributing factor. And they are not paying the wananchi, be it the Saccos or the 
government, for their maize. So, the market is a big problem. 
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The second challenge, for us to develop, is water. We get the water through neighbor-
hood groups. So, every neighborhood has water, but to develop, we would need water 
for every house. Therefore, it still is insecure for the water to reach everybody, him, me, 
you...that would be important. But still, the water supply is not sufficient. 
Also, another challenge for us is, maybe related to the market, we would need a new 
godown for our harvest. As a government, we try to get funding for this. But there is 
still a lack of money to construct a good godown. The one we have is not very good. 
Another one, maybe, there is still an issue related to medicine, that is a problem. That 
would be a task for the government. If we could solve this, it would be better for our 
citizens.”
Omare Kamare, Village Manager, Mbingamharule (GBE 11; 3/11/2015)

Market and infrastructure were also seen as the most imminent challenges in 
Matetereka:

“Maybe, the biggest challenge in Matetereka: First, it is water, the water supply does 
not work well. Secondly, there is no electricity (…) so secondly (sic!), the market for 
agriculture, there is no secure market, (…) if you grow a lot, you still get very bad prices. 
(…) Maybe, the provision of business, and eh, it’s very small-scale agriculture. There is 
no capital. It stays very small.”
Remigius Njafula, Chairman of Matetereka (GBE 15; 8/30/2015)

The View of the Peasants
The view of the peasants of the case study villages has been derived from the group 
interviews with the vikundi, as well as from the results of the household question-
naires. Many of the peasants’ views reflect those of their local governments, indicat-
ing a general understanding of their issues by their political leaders. 

Market
As it was the case with these village authorities, most vikundi characterized the lack 
of market access as one of their main challenges in life:

“The market for the produce for us as wananchi wakulima (common farmers), we still 
don’t have a market. Be it maize, or rice. There is still very little. We do the work with 
the hand hoe, but we don’t have profit. We need better prices!”
Member of Mtakuja Tangine Group (m), Litowa (GI 2; 8/24/2015)

Indeed, in their view, this lack of market for any of their produce also impeded 
the extension of agriculture by the individual farmers. Without a reliable market, 
there was simply no incentive to increase the production of any crop beyond the 
needs of subsistence:

“Another challenge is the lack of market, because, the people are growing a little bit. 
They might like to produce more, but with this market, it is troublesome, for the indi-
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vidual. If we had a reliable market, with good prices, then the people would go ahead, 
even privately.”
Member of Umoja Group (m), Litowa (GI 6; 8/24/2015)

It needs to be added, that farmers from this same Umoja group also saw a lack in 
local facilities for crop storage, making it even more difficult to produce for the mar-
ket, as it was virtually impossible to store any surplus produce until market prices 
indicated profit in selling it. This was seen as another reason for the low production 
for the market in general (GI 6; 8/24/2015).

The lack of reliable markets was also a main theme at the other villages, like 
Matetereka:

“For me it is the prices for the crops. They are not very good. So, for us as farmers it is 
hard to get enough for our children. There is no reliable market.”
Farmers’ Group Member (f), Matetereka C (GI 9; 9/3/2015)

Apart from this general complaint, there were also views which would indicate 
that a better internal organization of the villages’ peasantry might increase their 
changes for achieving better market access:

“Maybe, the main issue is the market. For us in Matetereka (A) we are 500 (people) and 
everybody is growing maize, beans, groundnuts, a little bit of this, a little bit of that... 
Therefore, there is no market. If you grow maize, you have nowhere to sell. We cannot, 
it is too little. But if we could organize better, one can grow maize, one maharage, one 
ginger... Everybody more of one, then it would be better to access the market. Like we 
do it now, it is only for subsistence. A little bit of everything. But to sell it, it is too little, 
that is an issue. We need to tackle that challenge. If you would grow like two crops, but 
a lot of them, that would be better, and then contribute. We would go ahead.”
Member of Tangawizi Group (m), Matetereka A (GI 7; 9/2/2015)

Even if the farmers cooperated as groups, in order to go to the market together, 
however, the small size of the market itself proved to be challenging, as this state-
ment from Mbingamharule illustrates: 

“We can cultivate well, but there is no reliable market. So, they are cultivating, with their 
capital, but for selling, there is no place. Not for the group, and not for the individual 
person. That is the problem. If the market was good, the life would be better.”
Farmers’ Group Member (m), Mbingamharule (GI 14; 9/10/2015)

With regards to the individuals who completed the questionnaires in the case 
study villages, the issue of the lack of market access, or a reliable market in general, 
also appeared as one of the major challenges. However, there were considerable 
differences between the three villages: Matetereka had by far the highest number of 
respondents naming the market as one of their major challenges in life – 26 in total 
(23.9% of respondents; multiple answers possible). In Litowa and Mbingamharule, 



265

only 7.0 and 5.9 percent named “market” as one of their major challenges, respec-
tively. Some reason for this apparent difference in the difficulties of finding a market 
for their harvest might be found in the more central location of the latter two villages 
within the region.

Indeed, it appears that apart from initiatives like the Soya ni Pesa program and 
other cash crop promoting activities by various NGOs, there is virtually only one 
final buyer for the region’s main agricultural produce: The National Food Reserve 
Agency (NFRA) in Songea, who is buying maize from all over the region for storage 
in their compound. This agency’s main task is to secure the food security all over the 
country, by storing enough food crops to bridge any droughts or other shortcom-
ings in food production that might occur. Their facility in Songea is one out of seven 
zonal centers of this kind throughout the country. All of them are placed in Regions 
with relatively high production of food crops. The produce is then stored between 
one and three years, and released, if necessary, to regions with food shortage, usual-
ly the bigger urban agglomerations or the arid parts of Tanzania (GBE 13; 3/13/2015).

The manager of NFRA in Songea, Morgan Mwaipyana, explained that the main 
challenge of his organization was the low reliability of central government funding, 
which impeded the agency’s ability to pay the farmers in time. Collection of maize 
for NFRA is usually facilitated through village and ward authorities and then han-
dled by one of the 20 procurement centers of the agency. In the 2014 growing season, 
NFRA had bought around 75,000 tons of maize in Ruvuma and a total of 132,000 
tons were stored in the facility at the time of visit. In the manager’s view, NFRA is 
the only large-scale buyer of maize in Ruvuma, as even most of the private buyers 
and middlemen, who are buying from the local farmers, would resell their stock to 
NFRA. According to his view, the bad infrastructure and the general remoteness of 
Ruvuma makes the market unattractive to private companies. And with the com-
bination of a limited amount of maize NFRA needs every year and the difficulties 
of on time payment to the farmers induced by the unsecure funding, the challenge 
for the local peasantry to find a reliable market for their crops become even more 
understandable (GBE 13; 3/13/2015).

Capital
The overall issue with market access induces a constant shortage of cash income for 
the peasantry, which in turn is unable to build an own stock of capital for investing 
in their agriculture. As evidence from this research shows, at least some of the re-
cipients from the local peasantry are very aware of this fact, as the challenge of mtaji 
(capital, plural: mitaji) was regularly named throughout the interviews:

“The main problem is money, capital (pesa, mtaji). We don’t have capital. So, this means 
that they have no machines, like a tiller. Really, this is the main problem.”
Member of Mtakuja Tangine Group (m), Litowa (GI 2; 8/24/2015)

Indeed, the shortage of private capital and the lack of access to bank accounts 
or credits for individual peasants is one of the key reasons for the inception of the 
vikundi which were interviewed during the field visits. Mutual saving and lending 
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schemes are the “bread and butter” of these groups, regardless of other economic 
activities (see the activities of the vikundi in chapter 6.2.3).

“So, there is no capital, so without capital there is no development. So, our group has 
made a bank account to get credit, that makes it easier. So, with credit, we can get a 
little capital.”
Farmers’ Group Member (m), Matetereka C (GI 9; 9/3/2015)

The general shortage of money was also very much apparent with the respon-
dents of the questionnaires, although some differences between the villages emerged 
in the way those individuals framed their challenges: In Matetereka, 52 out of 109 
respondents named the outright shortage of capital (mtaji) as one of their major is-
sues, while only one person in Litowa and 19 (out of 95) in Mbingamharule choose 
to describe their challenges in the same fashion. On the other hand, 20 individuals 
in Litowa named “small income” (kipato kidogo) as a central challenge, and an-
other 24 added “poverty” (umaskini) to the list. In Mbingamharule, there was also 
the theme of “small economy/business” (uchumi mdogo), mentioned by 8 out of 95 
respondents. Some people in Matetereka also used terms like these to describe one 
common issue: The lack of financial resources, which would enable them to invest 
in their agriculture, or otherwise improve their living conditions. If all the aforemen-
tioned categories (no capital/ small income/ poverty/ small economy) are combined, 
this challenge would be included in the description of challenges of 53.2% of the 
respondents in Matetereka, 45.0% in Litowa, and 36.8% in Mbingamharule – thus 
underlining the high importance which the lack of financial resources of any kind 
(be it income or capital) has in the perception of challenges by the citizens of these 
three villages. 

Farm inputs

This shortage of capital, as well as cash in the first place, leads to another one of the 
most common challenges named by the local peasantry: Pembejeo – farm inputs. 
The term usually refers to any kind of necessary inputs, but most often was elabo-
rated as including the two main issues of fertilizer (mbolea) and seeds (mbegu) for 
annual crops. Compared to the very low prizes the farmers can achieve with the 
sale of their harvest, the prizes for fertilizers are perceived as being too high for the 
individual farmers, and even the vikundi as a whole:

“I think the challenge for the kikundi, is right now the question of inputs, because the 
prices are very high. So, it is a question of inputs. So, if you had at least one or two 
bags of fertilizer, that would be a great help for agriculture. But yet, in general we don’t 
have as a group.”
Member of Mshikamano Group (m), Litowa (GI 4; 8/24/2015)

The lack of fertilizer as a result of these high prices leads to underperformance 
in their agriculture, especially in cash crop projects, which are actually supposed to 
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increase the cash income of the members and the group, thereby enabling them to 
access better farm inputs:

“I think the biggest challenge is to get seeds. I think, everybody could grow one acre 
of ginger. But there not enough seeds. So, this is the biggest challenge. Ginger seeds, 
it’s a big problem. But if we can produce enough seeds, I think everybody of us, all the 
fourteen, could cultivate one acre. ....”
Member of Tangawizi Group (m), Matetereka A (GI 7; 9/2/2015)

This perceived underproduction in turn leads to additional problems when try-
ing to go to the market, as the yields which they can achieve without fertilizers result 
in production quantities which are just not interesting for the buyers:

“Generally, it is very hard to get farm inputs. It is easy enough to grow here, but for 
going to the market, you need more, they don’t want just a few debe (bushels).”
Farmers’ Group Member (m), Matetereka C (GI 9; 9/3/2015)

Yet not only in cash earning projects, but also “In the cultivation of maize, the 
main issue is pembejeo, like fertilizer and seeds.” (Member of Tupo Tayari Group 
(m), Matetereka B; GI 10; 9/3/2015). This indicates a dual issue, as maize is not only 
the main food crop and, therefore, the base for the farmers’ subsistence, but also 
their main source of cash income in the first place, without which they cannot make 
the necessary investments for the next season – creating a vicious circle of low pro-
duction, low income, low investment and again low production:

“The challenge that there is, when you are doing agriculture, even as a group, is inputs. 
So, the year before last year, that is why we decided to start the group, to help each other 
with inputs. And also, when we sell the harvest, the prices are very low. The second 
challenge is, many people have a problem to save something for the future. You reach 
the end of the year, there is nothing left. You have your harvest, but where do you sell 
it, from what do you buy inputs, the prices for them are high. That is a challenge”
Farmers’ Group Member (m), Mbingamharule (GI 14; 9/10/2015)

What is adding to this challenge is the fact that, through their low cash reserve, 
farmers have a hard time to buy input at the right moment, when the prices would 
be low. As a result of their vulnerable position, with limited reserves and limited 
market access for inputs in general, prices for inputs tend to rise when they are need-
ed, while prizes for their produce drop when they harvest it. Without any capital or 
storage facilities to bridge those price fluctuations, the common farmers are stuck: 

“For example, if you want to get fertilizer, you need it this [the right] time, you need 
seeds, at their time. But, at this time, when we need it, the prices are high, and we have 
little money. So, that is why for the wananchi, it is very hard to get pembejeo.”
Farmers’ Group Member (f), Matetereka C (GI 9; 9/3/2015)
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Again, data derived from the household questionnaires supports the importance 
of farm inputs (or lack thereof) for the local understanding of challenges. Yet, while 
there was a high rate of occurrence for Litowa and Matetereka (22.0 and 19.3 percent 
of respondents, respectively), the issue was far less mentioned in Mbingamharule, 
were only 3 out of the 95 respondents included the topic in their response on their 
challenges in life.

Indeed, the research also provided the possibility to talk about this situation with 
one of the biggest producers of fertilizer in the country: Yara, a Norwegian-based 
private fertilizer producer, who operates its Tanzanian headquarters in Dar es Sa-
laam. The visit was facilitated through SNC, who wanted to establish a partnership 
with Yara in order to provide better access to farm inputs for the NGOs clients on 
the village level. The company actually is operating a variety of such “development 
partnerships” throughout the country, which are seen as an opportunity to extend 
the company’s business base in the more remote areas, where there are no large-scale 
farmers to buy their fertilizers. Indeed, Yara’s representative was seeing the lack of 
reliable cash income of the small-scale farmers as the main reason for their inability 
to buy his company’s products an – by extend – for their lack of economic develop-
ment. The lack of a reliable market for agricultural produce from these small-scale 
farmers was cited as the number one issue preventing them from achieving higher 
incomes and, therefore, increasing their ability to invest in farm inputs. Hence, Yara 
was increasingly looking into opportunities to cooperate with local NGOs and gov-
ernment institutions to facilitate the sale of fertilizers to rural smallholders. Apart 
from the issue of the peasants’ financial capacities, there would also be a general lack 
of knowledge in the application of fertilizers, as well as the issue of “fake products” 
sold by illegitimate resellers in the villages (GBE 14; 3/18/2015).

“with our hands, only”
As even the access to basic farm inputs represents a recurring seasonal struggle for 
most of the farmers interviewed, there is hardly any possibility for investment in 
any kind of modern agricultural tools. Virtually all of the farmers from the case 
study villages are working their fields in the same way as their ancestors did before 
independence: With the jembe, or hand hoe in English. This makes daily life espe-
cially hard:

“Ok, they are saying life is so difficult. For what they produce, they use the hand hoe, 
for instance. And through it they don’t see any success. They keep on coming down.”
Members of Kanyanga Twende Group, Litowa. Interpreted by Dennis Mpazagade (GI 
1; 8/22/2015)

And with these rudimentary farming techniques, even the most ambitious of 
farmers’ groups do not see any possibility for an extension of their area under cul-
tivation:

“Another challenge is the power we have. We cannot cultivate three or more acres with 
only our hands. We don’t have a plough with ox, or whatever. No machine of any kind. 
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So, each person can only cultivate something like one acre, for both the food and the 
market. That is another challenge.”
Member of Umoja Group (f), Litowa (GI 6; 8/24/2015)

Interestingly enough, most groups were seeing a tractor or power tiller as a ne-
cessity for the expansion of acreage, only few were also seeing the possibility of 
keeping cattle with the specific aim of using them for ox-plough cultivation:

“Well, the second challenge for us as a group is that there is a lack of machinery, like 
a tractor or a tiller, so this an issue. So, we only have our own power, that is a general 
challenge.”
Farmers’ Group Member (m), Matetereka B (GI 10; 9/3/2015)

In any case, lack of capital was cited as the number one reason for the lack of 
such farm equipment. Furthermore, the groups from Litowa and Matetereka, which 
were describing the lack of such machinery, were very aware of the fact that their 
villages owned a tractor and kept some cattle for these purposes at the times of 
RDA, and lamented the apparent backward turn in village development. Interest-
ingly enough, only in the village of Matetereka did the issue of machinery, or farm 
tools in general, appear prominently in the questionnaire results, with 10.1% of re-
spondents mentioning the theme. In both other villages, this shortage of equipment 
was hardly mentioned (three respondents in Mbingamharule, only two in Litowa). 
This might imply that the lack of machinery might constitute a secondary issue for 
most peasants and only emerges for those already active in a farmers’ group or a 
more imminent background of widespread cooperative organization (as in the case 
of Matetereka).

Lack of knowledge and cooperation
Another theme of challenges, which was not directly connected to the lack of mar-
ket, but contributing to the low productivity in the eyes of the peasants, was the lack 
of knowledge in the field of agriculture, since they felt that “to get good information 
on crops is difficult” (Member of Juhudi (2) Group, Litowa; GI 5; 8/24/2015). Further-
more, some of the group members were seeing insufficient knowledge on markets 
and the economy in general as a major challenge for their development: 

“I think one of the biggest challenges to development is education. And the knowledge 
of business. It is hardly taught at school. So, there is a need for better education to go 
forward.” 
Member of Tangawizi Group (m), Matetereka A (GI 7; 9/2/2015)

Apparently, while many groups identified their own lack of business know-how 
as a limitation to their possible success, they experienced problems to access this 
kind of knowledge, as “there is nobody helping with education. There is a chal-
lenge of knowledge. On how to do a project, or to develop, to do business, etc. We 
don’t have.” (Farmers’ Group Member (f), Matetereka C; GI 9; 9/3/2015). Some of the 
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group members had the feeling that this lack of education was actually a result of 
the reduced willingness to cooperate and share knowledge in Tanzania in general:

“I think, we could have better development, if the ordinary people would contribute their 
minds, to send what they need, really, we need to contribute in solidarity. In Tanzania, 
in general, that is dead. Few people are making a lot of profit. All over the country.... 
We are also losing in Tanzania, and only a very few people are winning. That is bad.”
Farmers’ Group Member (m), Mbingamharule (GI 14; 9/10/2015)

Overall, the issue of insufficient (cooperative) knowledge was seen as one of the 
few challenges in development which was not directly related to a lack of money or 
capital resulting from low productivity and unsatisfactory market access. Yet, in the 
eyes of the peasants, it contributed to their perceived low productivity and their low 
economic success – both individually and as a group.

Concerning the questionnaires, the issue of education, in general, did not rank as 
high in the frequency of mentioning as the aforementioned categories, but was in-
cluded in quite a few responses in Matetereka (16.5%). Most of those were referring 
to school quality, however, and a lack of knowledge in farming was rarely cited as 
a major challenge. In the two other villages, education was hardly mentioned at all.

Other challenges
Regarding other challenges perceived by the peasants of the case study villages, 
there were apparent differences within the data derived from the questionnaires. 
While the answers in Matetereka were commonly relatively long and detailed, many 
respondents in the other two villages simply stated “hardships of life” or “hard life” 
as their major challenge (22.1% in Mbingamharule and 17.0% in Litowa), an answer 
hardly occurring in Matetereka. The latter village also was exceptional concerning 
the high rate of answers including the lack of social services like health care, care for 
the elderly and the insufficient water supply (37.6% of respondents in Matetereka). 
Water supply was categorized as a social service, rather than as infrastructure, as 
many respondents, as well as participants of group discussions included water sup-
ply in this manner. The issue of transport (or lack thereof) was also predominantly 
found at Matetereka (5.5% of respondents, as opposed to 3.2% in Mbingamharule 
and none at Litowa.), although this issue was also mentioned by Umoja Group 
in Litowa, as a contributing factor to the problems regarding market access (GI 6; 
8/24/2015; GI 5; 8/24/2015). 

Matetereka was also the only village where more than one respondent mentioned 
changing weather or climate patterns and the resulting decline in the reliability of 
rainfall as a challenge to daily life. Shortage of employment opportunities was re-
garded a bigger issue in Litowa and Matetereka (7 and 5 respondents, respectively) 
than in Mbingamharule, where it was only named once. Mbingamharule was the 
village with the highest percentage of respondents stating that they faced no chal-
lenges or were generally contempt with their life (10.5%), as well as the highest rate 
of respondents not replying to the question at all (11.6%). Notable one or two time 
mentions per village included the challenge of incompetent or corrupt leadership 
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from Litowa and Matetereka, the failure of development projects, and, in three cases 
in Matetereka, also the shortage of land, which was cited as a reason for not being 
able to obtain an own shamba by these three individuals. Diseases of animals and 
crop pests were also mentioned in some cases throughout the questionnaires, as 
they had been by some of the vikundi during the group discussions (Mshikamano 
Group, Litowa (GI 4; 8/24/2015), Umoja Group, Litowa (GI 6; 8/24/2015) and Siliki 
Group, Mbingamharule (GI 14; 9/10/2015)).

The issue of electricity received no mentioning by the respondents in Litowa and 
Mbingamharule, but was stated by one of those from Matetereka, as it had been the 
case with the vikundi of Matetereka C (GI 9; 9/3/2015). Overall, this topic appears to 
have lower importance to the villagers themselves than it had for the political actors 
in Ruvuma at the time of research.

Challenges for the Youth
One of the reasons to include two group interviews with young villagers in the field 
visits was the question of whether there would be specific challenges for the youth 
in the village environment – as well as the question how they assessed the opportu-
nities for their future within their communities. First of all, both groups shared the 
main themes of challenges that had been named by the farmers’ groups and the re-
spondents of the questionnaires of their villages of Litowa and Matetereka. Indeed, 
in Litowa the main challenge was seen in farm inputs and tools (GI 12; 9/6/2015), 
while in Matetereka it was capital and funds for getting higher education, or just 
any kind of development for the village (GI 8; 9/2/2015): “I think to reach develop-
ment, you need hard work... But, without capital, you cannot achieve development” 
(Member (m) of Semani Youth Group, Matetereka; GI 8; 9/2/2015). Yet, in the overall 
assessment of their situation, both groups agreed that they would face very limited 
economic perspectives within their villages. When replying to the question whether 
this would indicate that they might leave their villages to find better opportunities 
elsewhere, one member of the Matetereka Youth Group explained their rather prag-
matic approach to the issue of economically induced migration:

“So, everybody wants to have a good life. That means the economic situation [you face], 
is the basic reason when you decide on where to live. Your needs. And that there is the 
opportunity for development. If this is to be found here, fine. If not, maybe I will go to 
Songea.... Because the people need certain things, in any place.”
Member (m) of Semani Youth Group, Matetereka (GI 8; 9/2/2015)

This was a general idea that was shared by many of his peers. The young farmers 
of Litowa, as well, were very open on the issue – but also implicated the high price 
they would have to pay if they decided to leave their village and head for town:

“Now they are saying, there are those who would prefer to run away from the village. 
But the concern is: how can they start off? For instance, this says he has this plan, to 
leave away. But he would have to leave everything, to start a new life in town.”
Young farmers (m) from Litowa: Interpreted by Dennis Mpazagade (GI 12; 9/6/2015)
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Integrated assessment of development challenges in Ruvuma

By integrating the challenges to development stated by the different stakeholders 
from inside and outside the villages, a comprehensive overview was created, which 
can be seen in Fig. 14. For this illustration, the different challenges were sorted into 
the “internal sphere”, which represents challenges related to agricultural produc-
tion on the village level, and the “external sphere”, which includes challenges that 
emerge from outside the villages. The central issue, which is that there is “no mar-
ket” for the peasants’ produce was placed in the middle of the illustration, link-
ing both spheres. Indeed, as stated above, the internal challenges can be seen as a 
vicious circle, in which low income leads to a lack of capital, which in turn leads 
to a lack of farm inputs and machinery. Because of these shortages, productivity re-
mains low and production remains concentrated on few crops, which are produced 
in low quantities and unreliable quality. Most of this produce is consumed, so that 
the remainder is unattractive for the private market, which again leads to low cash 
income.

Several factors from the “outside sphere” are also contributing to these challeng-
es: The remote location, as well as the bad infrastructure add to the lack of interest 
from private buyers to engage in the Ruvuma market. Insufficient infrastructure 
– especially roads – are partly a result of the lack of (central) government funding. 
This shortage of financial resources of public institutions is also responsible for the 
shortage of a public market for crops, which could compensate the lack of a private 
market for the produce of the local peasantry. Furthermore, even those few govern-
ment agencies that provide a market in Ruvuma (the NFRA, mostly) are suffering 
from unreliable financial contributions from the government, which in turn leads 
to late and unreliable payments to the farmers. This is another main factor which 
leads to their shortage of cash income. The different aspects of this integrated assess-
ment of challenges have been discussed by the local peasantry at different levels of 
intensity (see above). In order to provide a qualitative illustration of this intensity, 
different shades of grey have been attributed to the respective topics, with a darker 
shade implying a higher intensity of discussion.

With regards to the development activities of the different actors approached for 
this research, it could be said that the vikundi of the case study villages deal with all 
of the challenges of the internal sphere: Enhancing cash availability through saving 
and lending schemes, providing mutual advice of agriculture and, in many cases, 
trying to pool produce in order to access the market together. The introduction of 
new cash crops has also been one common strategy of those groups (see chapter 
6.2.3). Similarly, most NGOs were trying to support or even incept those strategies 
of farmers’ groups and most of their income generating activities aimed at creating a 
more reliable market to the local peasantry, for instance by organizing market access 
for a specific crop like soya (see chapter 6.1.2).
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6.4  “The smell of Ujamaa is still there” – Aftereffects of   
  the Ujamaa period in the case study area

Following this detailed description of the empirical findings from the field, the next 
chapters are meant to concretize those findings in the context of the overall research 
questions of this study. Beginning with the question of what is still remaining from 
the timers of Ujamaa, this part of the thesis will then continue to discuss the impor-
tance of the particular Ujamaa history on the local scale, before addressing the issue 
of how it affects the local development activities. Last but not least, chapter 6.4.4 will 
deal with the question of why Ujamaa ended from a local perspective.

6.4.1 What is still there?

Thanks to the results of the empirical research which have been presented above, 
a clear picture of the different aftereffects of Ujamaa in the case study area has 
emerged. This enables us to give an overview on what is still there on the ground. 
First of all, it became clear that none of the original groups, which had founded the 
first Ujamaa villages in Ruvuma Region in the early 1960s, is still active in its original 
form. Even the Ujamaa group of Matetereka, which had been described as the last of 
such groups still active by Edwards (1998) in 1998, has finally closed its operations 
and sold its assets in 2000. There has been no evidence for other Ujamaa groups 
with continuing operations throughout the research within the case study villages. 
Furthermore, there are only very few cases of collective agriculture that could be 
observed during the field visits, and even in those cases, such common cultivation 
remains limited to relatively small groups of farmers. Even within those groups, 
all farmers rely on their private fields for subsistence production and any group 
fields are only used to add additional income to the group members – on top of the 
production on the private plots -, mostly by cultivating a specific cash crop. In very 
few cases, there are groups which seem to carry out non-agricultural activities, like 
building houses together. In neither case, however, is there any form of village wide 
organization of collective work, nor are there any village shambas left in the case 
study villages. Taking into account the statements of other stakeholders, like NGOs 
and regional government, it can be assumed that this is also the case for the rest 
of the Region. Concerning the aspect of village-wide collective agriculture, Ujamaa 
therefore appears to be truly over in Ruvuma.

On the other hand, it has also become clear from this study that other elements 
of Ujamaa still have a considerable effect on the daily life of the villagers in focus. 
Indeed, the spirit of Ujamaa, and the idea of cooperative development which it en-
tailed, appeared to be very much present at all of the case study sites. The farmers’ 
groups of the present were seen as the heirs of Ujamaa by their members, as well 
as by other actors, like the village government. There was the omnipresent opinion 
that this sort of collective development activities was their own new form of Ujamaa. 
Both the members themselves and the NGOs which supported such groups stated 
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that it was the farmers’ own experience in communal work stemming from the times 
of Ujamaa, which made such group projects much easier to incept. Actually, these 
remaining ideas of Ujamaa could not only be observed in the former RDA villages of 
Litowa and Matetereka, but also in Mbingamharule – a village in which, by all avail-
able evidence, there has never been any sort of grassroots Ujamaa movement, and 
where all ideas of Ujamaa had been brought from the outside during villagization.

What is also still there, in all of the villages, is the memory of Ujamaa, which 
includes a lot of different perceptions by the villagers, depending first of all on 
the village of residence itself, but also on features like age, gender and field size 
of the individual. The most detailed local stories of Ujamaa had been shared by 
the contemporary witnesses, and those narratives also varied between the place of 
residence. In those villages that had been members of the RDA, the elders were still 
enthusiastically sharing their stories of a new beginning, and the younger villagers 
would often regret the fact that the level of development had actually declined since 
then in their perception. 

6.4.2 How important is the Ujamaa history on the local scale?

Nevertheless, it is difficult to arrive at a definite conclusion on the importance of 
the Ujamaa period in the present-day village environment of Ruvuma. Without a 
doubt, none of the villages that were visited during the field study would be there 
in its current form without the development policy of the Ujamaa era: The villages 
of the RDA had been founded by local peasants, who were inspired by Nyerere’s 
early statements on socialism and nation building, and took their personal convic-
tion to the countryside to start their own interpretation of cooperative development. 
Their ideas and their success, in turn, inspired Tanzania’s first President to change 
the national development strategy with the Arusha Declaration in 1967 from a cen-
tralized idea of modernization through large-scale investment in industry and ru-
ral settlement schemes to the concept of Ujamaa villages as the engine for national 
development. These changes induced the large-scale movement of the peasantry 
from scattered settlements to nucleated villages during the villagization campaign, 
and made places like Mbingamharule a village in the first place. While this impor-
tance of Ujamaa for the creation of the present-day settlement structure of Tanzania,  
in general, and Ruvuma, in particular, was once again confirmed by evidence 
from this research, the importance of the Ujamaa period appears less clear in other  
aspects.

Since the collection of socio-economic data was not the focus of this study, the 
question of how the period of Ujamaa and the subsequent changes affected the ma-
terial wellbeing of individual villagers cannot be answered with absolute certainty. 
Nevertheless, the qualitative evidence of the different stakeholders’ perceptions of 
the Ujamaa era, as well as the changes after the end of Ujamaa, underlines the per-
ceived importance of Ujamaa, not only for the creation of the different villages, but 
also for the way in which these stakeholders are trying to develop their villages 
today.
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6.4.3 How does it affect the local activities in development?

Indeed, practically all activities of village development have been connected to the 
Ujamaa period by the participants of this study in one way or another: For the NGOs 
in Ruvuma, it was the strong communal thought of the peasantry which, in their per-
spective, enhanced the effectiveness of their group approach to development. The 
prevalence of Ujamaa thinking in the villages was therefore mostly seen as an asset 
to present-day development initiatives and not as an example of backward thinking 
among their clients. The regional and district government representatives, on the 
other hand, did not make a clear connection between their own development activi-
ties and the Ujamaa history of the area, and were indicating that the idea of cooper-
ative development was somewhat outdated in present-day Tanzania. On the village 
scale, Ujamaa was seen as an inspiration by practically all of the current farmers’ 
groups, who were seeing themselves as a new form of Ujamaa in most cases. These 
groups, in turn, were seen as one of the key elements in village development by both 
the NGOs from the outside and the village governments from the inside. 

Furthermore, in the villages of Litowa and Matetereka, the times of Ujamaa were 
also seen as a period of relatively high development and, therefore, acted as a kind 
of goal for present-day village development. Even in Mbingamharule, the social 
achievements of the Ujamaa era were praised by all participants of the research. 
Nevertheless, in the latter case and in the sub-villages of Matetereka B and C, there 
was also the common understanding among the farmers’ group members that the 
current situation had significant advantages compared to the times of village-wide 
Ujamaa organization. They were very keen to underline the importance of individ-
ual choice and the sovereignty of their respective groups to decide for themselves, 
without the intervention of a superior controlling entity like the village government.

6.4.4 Why did Ujamaa end? A local perspective

From the evidence presented in the preceding chapters, it is also possible to add 
some local perspectives on the question of why Ujamaa ended as a national poli-
cy and development strategy in Tanzania. The academic discussion on the national 
and international perspectives has already been presented in chapter 3. Throughout 
the field study itself, different perspectives on this issue have emerged for each of 
the villages. In Mbingamharule, for instance, the question of the end as a national 
policy was hardly discussed, but in more than one case, participants agreed that the 
results of communal farming in this village had always been below expectations 
and work organization for the village shamba was rather seen as a nuisance than as 
a necessary precondition to village development. Concludingly, respondents from 
this village did not regret the end of compulsory collective agriculture and saw its 
termination as the logical consequence of the lack of results they had experienced.

In Litowa, there was a completely different view on the end of Ujamaa, although 
in most cases, it was not made clear by the respondents if they would refer to the end 
of the RDA in 1969 or the end of Ujamaa as a national policy in the 1980s. The former 
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event, in any case, appears to have had a greater impact in the memory of the con-
temporary witnesses and was seen as a very shocking experience. The collective idea 
of having lost the results of their own work was not only brought forward by those 
contemporary witnesses, however, but also by members of the farmers’ groups and 
respondents of the questionnaires. Derived from this village narrative of Ujamaa, 
one can conclude that there was not much development in the village after the end 
of the RDA, at least in the perception of the villagers themselves. With regards to the 
reasons for the end of the RDA, there was still a lack of understanding among the 
contemporary witnesses, although some respondents considered the government’s 
fear to lose control over the peasantry, in general, and the presence of foreigners in 
the village, in particular, as the main reasons for the end of their organization. The 
end of Ujamaa as a whole was hardly discussed throughout the field visit in Litowa, 
although some of the farmers’ groups described the difficulties of organizing collec-
tive field work on the village level and the village chairman named the continuing 
drop in motivation to engage in such activities as the reason for the end of collective 
farming in Litowa.

In comparison to the other villages, the situation in Matetereka appears to be the 
most complex one. Most participants in this village considered the end of Ujamaa 
not as something coinciding with the end of the RDA or the end of Nyerere’s presi-
dency in 1985, but indeed regarded the end of the original Ujamaa group in 2000 as 
the end of Ujamaa in that village. Furthermore, key informants like Lukas Mayemba 
and other members of this original group gave very detailed accounts on the differ-
ent phases of Ujamaa in the village, as well as their understanding of the reasons for 
the respective changes. First of all, the end of RDA was seen by the contemporary 
witnesses as the result of the conflict between different factions inside TANU’s Cen-
tral Committee. The main reason was seen in the behavior of the bureaucrats, who 
feared both the foreign supporters of RDA and the independence of the peasants, 
and were therefore challenging Nyerere and his support for the Association. In the 
end, those bureaucrats won the struggle and were able to destroy the RDA against 
the will of the President. However, the end of RDA did not mean the end of Ujamaa 
in the village, as they were able to continue with their organization under the new 
environment. Even the end of Ujamaa as a national policy could not stop them, in 
their view.

Yet, what has become evident from this research is that the original Ujamaa 
group at Matetereka A was never really able to integrate the new villagers, who ar-
rived there during the subsequent period of villagization: While the idealist settlers 
of Matetereka A were not willing to share the fruits of their labor with the new arriv-
als, the inhabitants of Matetereka B and C always felt that Ujamaa inside the village 
was dominated by the interests of those original settlers. These conflicts, which have 
already been described at length by Edwards (1998), could also be observed during 
field visit for this study. In the end, it seems that there has been an insurmountable 
gap between the initiators of Matetereka and the majority of the inhabitants of the 
village, who felt that the founders would share a version of Ujamaa just for them-
selves, without access for the common villagers. It is reasonable to conclude that this 
loss of internal support inside the village led to the end of the original Ujamaa group 
in 2000, and therefore the end of Ujamaa as such.
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7 Discussion of findings and implications for the  
 understanding of Ujamaa development

“For the truth is that development means the development of people. Roads, buildings, 
the increase of crop output, and other things of this nature, are not development; they 
are only tools for development. A new road extends a man’s freedom only if he travels 
upon it. An increase in the number of school buildings is development only if those 
buildings can be, and are being, used to develop the minds and the understanding of 
people. An increase in the output of wheat, maize, or beans, is only development only 
if these things can be sold, and the money used for other things which improve the 
health, comfort, and understanding of the people.”

J.K. Nyerere, Freedom and Development (Nyerere 1974a: 26)

With this definitory statement of the late President Nyerere, it is about time to dis-
cuss the implications which the empirical findings from the case study sites of Ruvu-
ma have for the wider understanding of the establishment and failure of the Ujamaa 
development policy in Tanzania, and which lessons might be learned for future at-
tempts to rural development.

On the theoretical side, it has become clear that Nyerere’s version of socialist de-
velopment, in many ways, diverged from the European or Marxist understanding of 
the term. As it has been shown in chapter 2.2.1, the most basic definition of develop-
ment in the Marxian sense is a succession of stages of the mode of production. This 
development is entirely based on humanity’s will to forge the resources of nature 
according to its needs. And as this willpower is shaping the environment of human 
societies, so is this environment shaping human consciousness and will. Indeed, 
Ujamaa’s concept of history does not deviate much from this historical materialist 
understanding of human history and human development. However, in contrast to 
Marx’s idea of socialism as the next logical mode of production, following a revo-
lutionary upheaval of the capitalist order which he had analyzed according to the 
English example, Nyerere imagined African socialism as a social system whose basic 
elements were deeply rooted within the precolonial past of his continent. In this 
sense, Ujamaa appeared much less revolutionary than the Marxian version of social-
ism, especially when it came to the way of establishing it: For Nyerere, socialism was 
an “attitude of mind”, not necessarily a concrete social order of production.

Nevertheless, Ujamaa did ask the question of ownership of the means of produc-
tion, the question of the appropriate order of state and society, the question of who 
is controlling the development of a nation, and for whom development is organized. 
In Nyerere’s understanding – as can be seen once again in the citation above – de-
velopment is synonymous with the development of people. That does not imply, 
however, that Ujamaa would define development in a non-materialistic way. On 
the contrary, it did strive for a society of tangible economic development results and 
their equal distribution among all members of society.
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The second pillar of the Ujamaa ideology can be seen in its determination to turn 
the political independence of the country into economic self-reliance. In this respect, 
Nyerere’s thoughts are closer to Lenin’s theory of imperialism than his commitment 
to non-alignment and his outspoken dissociation to the socialist block of the cold 
war era might indicate. Indeed, his thinking agreed with the most common idea 
of imperialist theory, i.e. that the colonization of Africa was driven by capitalism’s 
need for expansion and that this exploitative relation between the global metropolis 
and the periphery would continue unabated, if the Nations of Africa would not find 
their own way of non-capitalist development. Indeed, the fear of foreign influence 
became even more pronounced in the decade following independence and would 
influence several policies that tried to get all development projects within Tanzania 
under central control.

As it has been shown throughout chapter 3, however, the concrete development 
of Ujamaa’s ideology and practical implementation was not at all only influenced 
by the thinking of Nyerere and the actions of the Tanzanian state. From the eve of 
independence, small grassroots movements, led by politicized farmers, were trying 
to follow the President’s call to build the nation. This thesis has attempted to ana-
lyze one of these movements in particular: The Ruvuma Development Association. 
As much as Nyerere, these young members of TANU Youth League were driven by 
both their attitude of mind and their wish for a better material future for themselves 
and their families. Without a lot of resources and further theoretical elaboration, 
their ad-hoc version of socialist cooperative villages became the true inspiration for 
Ujamaa’s development strategy: Self-organized and self-reliant settlements, based 
on collective agriculture and participatory, basic-democratic decision making. Many 
of Nyerere’s post-1962 writings implicitly or explicitly refer to this model of devel-
opment, which was pioneered by these farmers. 

During a unique window of opportunity, the fruition of Ujamaa as Tanzania’s 
national ideology was made possible by the coexistence of western capitalism, so-
viet-style communism and European social-democratic welfare states, and last but 
not least by the victory of national liberation movements all over Africa. In this inter-
national environment, no one was willing to stop the implementation of Nyerere’s 
brand of socialism – on the contrary it received ample support from all sides. The 
bold statements of the President inspired the creation of the RDA – and the newly 
gained national independence meant that no old, colonial authority could stop those 
idealistic farmers to go to the bush and build their own vision for the future. Further-
more, Nyerere’s early statements on African socialism attracted support from valu-
able experts, who were looking for a genuinely new way of development – experts 
like Ralph Ibbott.

Vice-versa, the success of the RDA, in both political organization and material 
development enabled Nyerere to refine his broad concept of Ujamaa and to con-
vince the reluctant bureaucratic cadres of TANU to refrain from the classical mod-
ernization strategy of the early independence era, in order to embark on a new way 
of organizing national development: The Arusha Declaration was as much an ac-
knowledgement of the economic restraints Tanzania was facing with its low finan-
cial capacities, as it was an appraisal of the success of the RDA’s strategy. From then 
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on, the model of the small farmers of Ruvuma was supposed to become the model 
of the nation. In many ways, the years between 1967 and 1969 were the decisive ones 
for the fate of Ujamaa.

Yet, in this moment, in which both the national ideology and the successful ex-
ample set on local scale appeared to converge into the new development strategy 
of Tanzania, the bureaucratic and centralist notions of the developmental state took 
control. They took control in the form of a threatened party hierarchy and colonially 
educated administrators, who feared that these farmers would take their seats in 
parliament and party. They took over in the form of the fear of foreign influence and 
foreign agents, who would instigate those small-scale farmers. And they took over 
in the form of a central state, which conceived itself as a benevolent patron, who 
had to develop those ignorant and backward peasants – not enable them to continue 
with their own version of development.

In theory, Ujamaa tried to give freedom and development to the people by en-
abling them to share. The RDA and its villages embodied and shaped that concept 
for a short moment, as long as it was allowed to do so. The abolishment of the RDA 
smashed back any form of agency and empowerment the people had gained. It de-
nied them of their own achievements and moved control back to the central state. 
On this basis, the “new” centralized version of Ujamaa was doomed to produce 
passive recipients of a state patron, rather than active citizens working for the de-
velopment of their country. The farmers of Ruvuma had worked hard for their own 
community, but after 1969, the community they lived in was not theirs any more: 
The tractors were gone, the school was closed and the mill in Songea expropriated. 
After the RDA, the TANU (and later CCM) elite in Dodoma and Dar es Salaam was 
never able to create a movement even remotely similar to the RDA or other grass-
roots collectives, not because people wouldn’t work for each other, but because they 
wouldn’t work for the others. 

If the history of the RDA demonstrates anything, then it is that a socialist idea 
of collective development has to be based on local initiative and communal owner-
ship – not only in a legal, but also in a sociological sense. A short moment in history 
gave the peasants of Litowa and Matetereka the chance to take complete control on 
their own development. The idealistic concept of Ujamaa framed by Nyerere for the 
development of their newly independent country gave them the spirit of idealism. 
At the same time, it presented the legal possibility to go to the uncultivated bush of 
Ruvuma to create their own villages out of nothing. Based on their own understand-
ing of how life should be led and work should be organized – collectively. At the 
right time, they got the support of solidary organizations with the only means they 
needed on top of their hard work and their idealism: Access to capital and technical 
advice, provided by Western NGOs and true idealists like Ralph Ibbott. 

Geographically, Ruvuma was remote enough and its infrastructure poor enough 
to shed those small blooming seeds of socialism from the influence of a bureaucratic 
bourgeoisie, and the benevolent eyes of Mwalimu Nyerere provided additional cov-
erage. Only when their model, tested more or less by chance by the founders of the 
RDA, was so successful that the President wanted to make it a national model, when 
the peasants themselves achieved a state of class consciousness through which they 
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could very well have gained enough knowledge and support to take over the posi-
tions of power in postcolonial Tanzania – and some were indeed already members 
of the Central Committee of the party -, only then the RDA became a real threat to 
the bureaucratic bourgeoisie.

This class of bureaucrats were in no mood to give up the positions of power 
they had controlled since independence. Fair enough: Nyerere could hold socialist 
speeches all day long, as long as those peasants, he so dearly appealed to in the 
struggle for national development and self-reliance, knew their place in society and 
worked happily for the advancement of the country – which apparently was not 
identical with their own advancement, in the eyes of the TANU apparatus. Peasants 
working by themselves, for themselves and controlled by themselves – that was the 
true spirit of Ujamaa. And had the RDA not been abandoned by fearful technocrats 
in the center, the periphery might have continued to develop itself and eventually 
would have stopped to be the periphery.

That did not happen though: The abolishment of the RDA and all similar organi-
zations in 1969 put agency and power firmly back to the center. From then on, Uja-
maa would be a venture of this center to develop the periphery, not a self-controlled 
effort by the periphery and its people. This approach eventually failed in every way 
imaginable: The forced movement of millions of peasants during villagization, the 
supply crisis of 1974-76 and the slow death of collectivism and Ujamaa itself after-
wards may – to an outstanding proportion – very well be attributed to this seizure of 
control by the central bureaucracy.

At the end of the 1970s, the central developmental state, which so firmly had tak-
en control over the development of the peasantry, was itself made inviable through 
the changing international environment. As the internal economic difficulties in-
creased, Tanzania ran out of options to gain support from any other block than the 
West – and had to give in to the new leading idea of a small state and an open market 
economy: The age of neoliberalism had arrived. Under these new circumstances, 
political structures were liberalized, and ongoing decentralization technically put 
more power back into the hands of the local farmers. However, if they had once 
lacked the political power to challenge the central bureaucracy, they now lack the 
capital and the market access to actually have control over their own development. 
Or, to put it in Nyerere’s (1974a: 26) words again: “A new road extends a man’s free-
dom only if he travels upon it”.

As this study has shown, the history of Ujamaa in Tanzania was thoroughly in-
fluenced by the interaction between the local and the national scale. During the em-
pirical phase of the research, valuable insights on the local perception of this history 
could be gathered. First of all, the narratives of the various contemporary witnesses 
of the Ujamaa era in Ruvuma shed new light on their motivation to engage in this 
particular form of cooperative development. In fact, it was a combination of both 
idealist spirit and concrete material benefits, which made these individual farmers 
join the movement that would become the RDA. Indeed, this was true for the orig-
inal settlers, which were interviewed at Matetereka, as well as for contemporary 
witnesses from Litowa and Liweta, who had joined these villages shortly after their 
inception. On the site of non-RDA villages, only the wazee of Namatuhi stated a 
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strong level of skepticism against this new movement. In Mbingamharule, even the 
times of centrally organized villagization were evaluated as having some positive 
effects for village life. However, only in Matetereka, there have been farmers who 
would continue with their own version of Ujamaa after the end of the RDA. In Li-
towa, shock and incomprehension were still very vividly felt by those contemporary 
witnesses – and while all of the stakeholders approached in “Tanzania’s first Ujamaa 
village” were still praising the achievements of those times, no organization of their 
own survived the end of the Association, let alone the end of the Ujamaa policy in 
Tanzania.

What has remained, apart from this pride, was called by the present-day farmers’ 
groups “the smell of Ujamaa” – the collective memory of cooperative local develop-
ment and the general idea that, in working together, every individual is better off in 
the end. In fact, this sort of spirit could be observed in all of the vikundi in the three 
case study villages of Litowa, Matetereka and Mbingamharule, and it was also un-
derlined by many of the different NGOs approached in this research. With regards 
to motivating people to join a collective effort and organize common activities, the 
particular local history was seen as a big asset by all of the stakeholders involved. 
Nevertheless, just like during the formative period of the RDA, intrinsic motivation 
has to be followed up by tangible results. Otherwise many of these groups will not 
survive their own anniversary.

Indeed, it have been the farmers’ groups, which carried the spirit of Ujamaa in 
the most concrete way. On the other hand, their members’ accounts also provided an 
insight into the general issues of cooperative development: Save for the remaining 
idealist village founders of Matetereka A, all of them preferred the small extent of 
their operation, because it granted them with a more direct control over their activi-
ties and the fruits of their labor than it had been the case in the times of village-wide 
collective farming. Especially in Matetereka, the accounts made by vikundi mem-
bers, as well as by the respondents of the village questionnaires, underlined the is-
sues of cooperative development even on the village scale: The politicized leaders of 
the original Ujamaa group were able to continue their activities after the end of the 
RDA, but they were never able to integrate the majority of new inhabitants arriving 
during villagization into this system. Therefore, even without the external influence 
of a strong central state, their model of development was bound to fail, eventually.

This lesson, just as much as the negative perception of compulsory collective 
work from Mbingamharule, and the decline of Litowa after the RDA, lead to the 
conclusion, that the basic principle of Ujamaa as a basic-democratic approach to 
cooperative village development is working only if all of the individuals involved 
perceive to have full direct control over their contribution and can make sense of 
the necessity of group activities. Neither a central state directive, nor the leadership 
of convinced local socialists can replace their own commitment towards a common 
project. That this lack of conviction is not the result of a general opposition to any 
kind of group engagement has been demonstrated by the vikundi members of Ma-
tetereka C and Mbingamharule.

Even given the aforementioned reservations concerning the practical implemen-
tation of Ujamaa in the respective villages, the overall assessment of this period re-
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mained mostly positive, at least according to the results of the village questionnaires. 
However, there have been significant differences between the villages, as well as 
between categories like age, gender, and the farm size of the recipient. Overall, the 
contingency between an individual’s opinion on Ujamaa and his or her place of 
living was higher than the one between the opinion and any other of the categories. 
The observed tendency of individuals with bigger field sizes to have a more positive 
opinion on Ujamaa may imply the need for further study regarding the material 
results of this era and its perception by the farmers.

Regarding the perception and the definition of development as such, the term 
was most commonly defined as a succession of steps, illustrated by material posses-
sions and economic progress. From that perspective, the development status of the 
case study villages was mostly perceived as lacking many basic requirements and 
the speed of development as being too slow. In some cases, especially in Litowa and 
Matetereka, the status of development was actually seen as regressing after the end 
of Ujamaa. In all three case study villages, cooperation, hard work and group activ-
ities were seen as one possible way of improving this situation.

So, while all of the results from the case studies and the additional interviews do 
imply that “the smell of Ujamaa” is still there – in Ruvuma at least – the findings 
also indicate that the smallholders of the Region face severe challenges under the 
current economic environment of Tanzania. While in the times of Ujamaa, the cen-
tral state was taking away the control over their own development, it is now their 
lack of capital, which impedes even the most ambitious of farmers’ groups to make 
big steps in their economic development. This lack of capital is seen as the result of 
a lack of income, which in turn is attributed to the lack of market access for their 
produce. Additional factors, like the lack of inputs and the lack of machinery, which 
limit the productivity of agriculture, are also perceived to be a result of the lack of 
cash income. In fact, the multitude of farmers’ groups in all of the case study villages 
can be seen as a manifestation of the developmental spirit of their inhabitants, who 
are seeking for concrete ways to overcome these limitations and escape this vicious 
circle of stagnating development in their villages.
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8  Conclusions

Overall, the analysis of Ujamaa’s ideological development has shown considerable 
interlinkages between Nyerere’s idea of national development and its interpretation 
by local small-scale farmers within the case study area. Indeed, for a short period 
of time throughout the 1960s, there appears to have been a very fruitful interaction 
between this local model of community development and the conceptualization of 
the Ujamaa idea on the national scale. This model was not based on an isolationist 
idea of completely self-reliant villages, without connections to the outside world, 
but was thriving on inter-village cooperation and financial and ideological support 
from both the national and international level. However, due to the prevalence of 
bureaucratic and centralist notions within the positions of power in postcolonial 
Tanzania, and the general fear of external influence, the move to implement this 
model all over the country after the Arusha Declaration was bound to fail, as it took 
control away from the small-scale farmers and tried to align any sort of development 
initiative under the supremacy of the central state and its ruling party.

Yet, even if the policy of Ujamaa vijijini has failed to reproduce this sort of local 
initiative embodied by the villages of the RDA, and its internal and external contra-
dictions made the whole development model inviable from the 1980s onwards, there 
is still much to be learned from those days, and still some remainders to be build 
on. “The smell of Ujamaa” is still there, and vividly represented by the communal 
spirit of the current farmers’ group members of those villages. If their challenges 
regarding market access and lack of capital for investment are addressed, there is a 
high potential for cooperative development, still sleeping within these communities. 
In the perceptions of the stakeholders of this research, their lesson from the times of 
Ujamaa is clear: We can achieve development for ourselves if we work together and 
have direct control on our activities – if we are given the necessary assets.

The strong and positive perception of local stakeholders towards Ujamaa and 
cooperative development, in general, has been exemplified by the various farmers’ 
groups interviewed during this research. While there is already considerable devel-
opment initiative based on their motivation to work together, and several interna-
tional and national NGOs are trying to improve the material situation of Ruvuma’s 
small-scale farmers based on this group approach, the insights into the assessment 
of the development situation by the villagers, and the vicious circle of challenges 
to economic progress, are also illustrating the need for a bigger involvement of the 
international development community into these inspiring local initiatives. It has 
become clear throughout this study that the developmental spirit and the eagerness 
of the common villagers to take the resources of their own cooperative history and 
turn them into a better future for themselves and their families cannot create sustain-
able development without the access to markets and capital.

With the continuing growth of both population and regional economic dispari-
ties after the end of the Ujamaa period in Tanzania, it is also necessary to take the 
voices of the youth seriously, who have stated that their first and foremost desire is 
to pursue a life that offers them economic opportunities and tangible progress. It is 
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about time, then, to increase the support for the developmental spirit embodied by 
the vikundi of Ruvuma and nourish it by material endorsement. Otherwise, their 
villages will continue to be places of stagnation and frustration, and the only option 
for their future residents might be to move to more prosperous regions – within 
Tanzania or abroad.

Nevertheless, this explorative study in the villages of Litowa, Matetereka and 
Mbingamharule has shown that, even if there are not many things remaining from 
the times of Ujamaa on the first look – no cars, no tractors, no buildings other than 
deteriorating ruins -, there is still a lot of cooperative spirit left to build on – as well 
as the pride of those villagers, who still know that they once were the role model for 
the whole nation. Of course, the limited area of case studies for this thesis means that 
its results cannot be transferred to other parts of Tanzania, or even Ruvuma, without 
consideration. However, as there are still many contemporary witnesses of the Uja-
maa period – and the subsequent changes – alive all over the country, there is still a 
lot of more stories to be heard, more narratives to be written down and more percep-
tions to be learned from. And, since the development of Ujamaa has been a particu-
larly differentiated affair in different areas of the country, there might be plenty of 
valuable insights to be gathered into the opportunities and challenges of cooperative 
rural development in general. Just as the late Julius K. Nyerere once said:

“Different are the lives of modern Africans from those of our grandparents, still we and 
our ancestors are linked together indissolubly. Our present day attitudes and reactions 
cannot be properly understood without reference to the economy, social organization, 
and religious basis of the society of fifty years ago; and so on back through time.” 
(Nyerere 1968c: 81)

It is the conviction of the author of this study that these words hold truth until 
today, and that it is upon us, who are searching for new answers to the challenges 
of future human development, to seek for these lessons of the past. Therefore, it 
would be a worthwhile task for forthcoming research, to take this inquiry on the 
history of Ujamaa to other villages and other regions of Tanzania, and to find out if 
there, as well, are still small-scale farmers who share the idea that “in unity, there is 
strength”.
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Appendix 1: Qualitative Interviews
Guideline-Based Expert Interviews (GBE)

ID Date of 
Interview

Location Inter-
viewee(s)

Organi-
zation/
Position

Type of 
Organi-
zation

Language Interpre-
tation by

No. of 
Guideline 
used

Duration 
of 
interview

GBE 1 02/23/2015 Songea Welmoed 
Ryphema; 
Brito 
Mgoyo

Caritas
Songea

NGO English n/a 1 35min

GBE 2 02/23/2015 Songea Ladislaus 
Bigambo

RUCODIA NGO English n/a 1 15min

GBE 3 02/24/2015 Songea Rachel 
Teri; 
Dennis 
Mpaza-
gade

MVIWATA NGO English n/a 1 25min

GBE 4 02/24/2015 Songea Iskata C. 
Msigwa

PADI NGO English n/a 1 30min

GBE 5 02/24/2015 Songea Wilbert 
Matumbi

TMMTF NGO English n/a 1 20min

GBE 6 02/25/2015 Peramiho Father 
Fidelis

Prior at 
Peramiho 

Church English n/a 3 25min

GBE 7 02/26/2015 Litowa Michael 
Komba

Village 
Chairman, 
Litowa

Public 
Admini-
stration

Kiswahili Brother 
Augustine

4 35min

GBE 8 03/02/2015 Songea Charles 
Mihayo

District 
Planning 
Officer

Public
Admini-
stration

Englisch n/a 2 15min

GBE 9 03/10/2015 Songea Damas 
Mbogoro

Former 
Member of 
Parliament

Public 
Admini-
stration

English n/a n.a. 35min

GBE 10 03/10/2015 Songea Xaver 
Komba

Songea 
Network 
Center

NGO German Daniel 
Mann

1 25min

GBE 11 03/11/2015 Mbinga-
mharule

Omare 
Kamare;
Ernest S.
Madau

Village 
Govern-
ment, 
Mbinga-
mharule

Public 
Admini-
stration

Kiswahili Daniel 
Mann

5 25min

GBE 12 03/12/2015 Songea Anthony 
Nginga

Regional 
Develop-
ment Officer

Public 
Admini-
stration

English n/a 2 20min

GBE 13 03/13/2015 Songea Morgan 
Mwaipya-
na

NFRA National 
Food 
Reserve

English n/a 7 15min

GBE 14 03/18/2015 Dar es 
Salaam

William 
Ngeno 
(YARA); 
Petro 
Komba 
(SNC)

YARA Private 
Corpo-
ration / 
NGO

English n/a 8 35min

GBE 15 08/30/2015 Matete-
reka

Remigius 
W. Njafula

Village 
Chairman, 
Matetereka

Public 
Admini-
stration

Kiswahili Daniel 
Mann/ 
Josephat 
Mwasula-
ma

4&5 20min

GBE 16 09/01/2015 Matete-
reka

Elias M. 
Mbawala

Head 
Teacher

School English 
/partly 
Kiswahili

n/a 10 35min

GBE 17 09/09/2015 Songea Neema 
Lutate-
nekwa

Caritas
Songea 
(Soya ni 
Pesa)

NGO English n/a n.a. 15min
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Narrative Interviews with Contemporary Witnesses of Ujamaa (NCW)

ID Date of 
Interview

Location Inter-
viewee(s)

Language Interpretation 
by

Duration 
of 
interview

NCW 1 02/26/2015 Litowa Joakim M. 
Sako

Kiswahili Brother 
Augustine

40min

NCW 2 02/28/2015 Peramiho Telesphor 
Mwenda

English n/a 20min

NCW 3 03/03/2015 Liweta Bele Kumasi 
Nyoni; Lucia 
Eluka 

Kiswahili Dennis 
Mpazagade

30min

NCW 4 03/06/2015 Matetereka Mzee Lukas 
Mayemba

Kiswahili Dennis 
Mpazagade

1h
30min

NCW 5 03/06/2015 Matetereka Gervas 
Mkomba

Kiswahili Dennis 
Mpazagade

15min

NCW 6 03/11/2015 Mbinga-
mharule

Group of 
Elders

Kiswahili Daniel Mann 25min

NCW 7 03/11/2015 Namatuhi Stanislaus 
Senda

Kiswahili Xaver Komba 10min

NCW 8 03/11/2015 Namatuhi Merkiol 
Senda;
Stanislaus 
Senda

Kiswahili Xaver Komba 40min

NCW 9 08/24/2015 Litowa Fabian 
Kaziulaya 
Shawa

Kiswahili Daniel Mann 15min

NCW 10 08/31/2015 Matetereka Group of 
Elders/ 
Former
Students of 
RDA School

Kiswahili Daniel Mann 2h
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Group Interviews (GI)

ID Date of 
Interview

Location Inter-
viewees

Type of 
Group

Langua-
ge

Inter-
pretation by

No. of 
Guideline 
used

Duration 
of 
interview

GI 1 08/22/2015 Litowa Kanyanga 
Twende 
Group

Kikundi 
(Farmers’
Group)

Kiswahili Dennis 
Mpazagade

9 40min

GI 2 08/24/2015 Litowa Mtakuja 
Tangine 
Group

Kikundi 
(Farmers’
Group)

Kiswahili Daniel Mann 9 50min

GI 3 08/24/2015 Litowa Juhudi 
Group

Kikundi 
(Farmers’
Group)

Kiswahili Daniel Mann 9 45min

GI 4 08/24/2015 Litowa Mshikamano 
Group

Kikundi 
(Farmers’
Group)

Kiswahili Daniel Mann 9 35min

GI 5 08/24/2015 Litowa Jahudi (2) 
Group

Kikundi 
(Farmers’
Group)

Kiswahili Daniel Mann 9 40min

GI 6 08/24/2015 Litowa Umoja 
Group 
(Madamba 
B)

Kikundi 
(Farmers’
Group)

Kiswahili Daniel Mann 9 1h

GI 7 09/02/2015 Matetereka Tangawizi 
Group

Kikundi 
(Farmers’
Group)

Kiswahili Daniel Mann 9 45min

GI 8 09/02/2015 Matetereka Samani 
Youth Group

Youth 
Group

Kiswahili Josephat 
Mwasulama

9 35min

GI 9 09/03/2015 Matetereka 3 Farmers’
groups of 
Matetereka 
C

Kikundi 
(Farmers’
Group)

Kiswahili Daniel Mann 9 50min

GI 10 09/03/2015 Matetereka 2 Farmers’
groups of 
Matetereka 
B

Kikundi 
(Farmers’
Group)

Kiswahili Daniel Mann 9 35min

GI 11 09/03/2015 Matetereka Kujitegemea 
Group

Kikundi 
(Farmers’
Group)

Kiswahili Daniel Mann 9 35min

GI 12 09/06/2015 Litowa Young 
Farmers

Youth 
Group

Kiswahili Dennis 
Mpazagade

9 35min

GI 13 09/08/2015 Mbinga-
mharule

7 Farmers’
groups of 
Mbinga-
mharule

Kikundi 
(Farmers’
Group)

Kiswahili Daniel Mann 9 40min

GI 14 09/10/2015 Mbinga-
mharule

4 Farmers’
groups of
Mbinga-
mharule

Kikundi 
(Farmers’
Group)

Kiswahili Daniel Mann 9 40min
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Guidelines used for qualitative interviews

Guideline 1:

Questions for Songea NGOs
1. What is the main objective of your organization?
2. How long have you been active in Ruvuma?

Your NGO? 
Yourself?

3. Where are you active?
Within the region?
Elsewhere in Tanzania? Comparison?

4. What does development mean for you?
5. What is the biggest challenge in Ruvuma?
6. What kinds of project to you do?
7. What do you know about the history of Ujamaa?

The RDA?
8. Are there still things remaining from the Ujamaa era?
9. What kind of cooperative movements do you know/ work with?
10. What has changed in the region since…

1985?
2000?
You have been active here? (mostly asked, since people had issues remem-
bering/ addressing the 1985 question)

11. Do you know the villages of Matetereka, Litowa and Liweta? Contacts?
12. Do you have additional data/ information?

Guideline 2:

Questions for Regional and District officers
1. How long have you served in this office?
2. What are your main tasks?
3. What does development mean for you?
4. What is the biggest challenges for development in Ruvuma/ Songea?
5. What do you know about the history of Ujamaa in the region?

The RDA?
6. What has changed since then?
7. What do you know about the villages of Matetereka, Litowa and Liweta? 

Contacts?
8. Do you have additional data/ information?

The regional/district budget?
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Guideline 3:

Questions for Peramiho Abby
1. How long have you been in Permiho?

(What are your main tasks?)
2. What does development mean for you?
3. What are the biggest challenges for development in Ruvuma?
4. What kinds of projects are you currently doing? Where?
5. What do you know about the history of Ujamaa in the region?

The RDA?
6. What has changed since then?
7. Are there still things remaining?
8. What kind of cooperatives do you know? Work with?
9. What do you know about the villages of Matetereka, Litowa and Liweta? 

Contacts?
10. Do you have additional data/ information?

Guideline 4:

Questions for Litowa Village chairman
1. What are your main tasks?
2. How long have you been in this position?
3. What are the main economic activities in this village?
4. What does development mean for you?
5. What are the main challenges?
6. What do you know about the history of Litowa?

The RDA?
Villagization?

7. What has changed since then?
8. Are there still things remaining?

Communal fields?
9. Inquiring the possibilities of coming back. Group discussions, etc.
10. Do you have additional data/ information/ budget/ people to talk with?
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Guideline 5:

Ouestions for Mbingamharule Village Government. Maswali kwa mwenyekiti wa kijiji cha 
Mbingamharule

1. Ni kazi kuu yako nini, kama mwenyekiti?
(What are your main tasks, as village chairman?)

2. Ulikuwa mwenyekiti wa Mbingamharule lini?
(Since when are you village chairman of Mbingamharule?)

3. Je, ni shughuli kuu ya kiuchumi ya kijiji?
(What are the main economic activities of the village?)

4. Je, maendeleo maana nini kwa ajili yenu?
(What does development mean for you?)

5. Ni changamoto kuu nini?
(What are the main challenges?)

6. Unajua nini kuhusu historia ya kijiji hiki?
Historia ya ujamaa hapa?
(What do you know about the history of this village?
The local history of Ujamaa?)

7. Nini kimebadilisha tangu wakati huu?
(What has changed since those times?)

8. Je, kuna bado mambo iliyobaki kutoka nyakati za ujamaa?
(Are there any things remaining from the times of Ujamaa?)

9. Je, i kuwa kuangalia bajeti ya kijiji?
(Is it possible to have a look at the village budget?)

10. Una data nyingine yoyote ya kijiji?
(Do you have any additional data?)

Guideline 6: (unused/ intended for Mbingamharule group of elders –  
switched to Narrative Interview)

Guideline 7:

Questions for NFRA (National Food Reserve)
1. Where do you buy the maize?
2. How much? Other crops?
3. Where do you sell it?
4. What other organizations are there to buy maize and other crops in Ruvu-

ma?
5. What have been the main changes in the last 15 years?
6. Since when is NFRA in operation?
7. What are the main challenges?
8. You have any data available? Further information?
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Guideline 8:

Questions for YARA Dar es Salaam
1. How long have you been working for this company?
2. What are YARA’s activities? Since when?
3. What kind of farm inputs do you sell?

Where?
How much?

4. How much goes to Songea/ Ruvuma?
5. Which are your main competitors?
6. What’s the difference?
7. What are the biggest challenges?
8. What have been the biggest challenges in the last 15/30 years?
9. Can you provide me with data?

Guideline 9:

Questions for Farmers’ Groups. Maswali wa kikundi
1. Je, ni shughuli kuu ya kikundi chetu?

(What are the main activities of your group?)
2. Mnazalisha pamoja, au mnauza vizao pamoja, tu?

(Are you farming together, or only selling your produce together?)
3. Mlianza lini kwa kikundi hiki?

(When did you start with this group?)
4. Je, wanachama wenu wanafanya nini kwa ajili ya maisha? Kulima tu?

(What are your members doing for a living? Only agriculture?)
5. Ni changamoto kuu kile?

(What are the main challenges?)
6. Je, maendeleo maana nini kwa ajili yenu?

(What does development mean for you?)
7. Mnafikiri nini kuhusu nyakati za ujamaa?

(What is your opinion on the times of ujamaa?)
8. Nini kimebadilisha tangu wakati huo? Ilikuwa ni kwa bora au mbaya?

(What has changed since then? Has it been better or worse?)
9. Ni mipango yenu ya baadaye ni nini?

(What are your plans fro the future?)
10. Je, una maswali yoyote ajili yangu?

(Do you have any questions about myself?)
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Guideline 10

Questions for Matatereka primary school
1. How long have you been in this position?
2. How many students and teacher does your school have?
3. What are the main challenges for your school?
4. How do you see the development in this area?
5. Which role does ujamaa history have in education here?
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Appendix 2: Village Questionnaire
Original version of the questionnaire used in the case study villages 
(Example from Litowa)
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English meaning of the items of the village questionnaire

The village questionnaire as presented above was designed in Kiswahili by the au-
thor and used in the three villages of Litowa, Matetereka and Mbingmharule in this 
form, with the respective village name. All questionnaire interviews were conducted 
in Kiswahili by local research assistants. For the sake of confirmability, the English 
meaning of each question is provided below:

Questionnaire for the farmers of [-Village-]
1. a) Have you been born here in [-Village-]?

Yes no     If no, 
b) Were did you come from?

c) Since when are you living in [-Village-]?

2. How many members does your family have?

Men:……/ Women: …………
Children:……….

3. How big is your field?
Acre(s)

4. Which crops do you cultivate?

5. How big is your harvest each year?

6. Are you employing additional people for your agriculture?
Yes   No

If yes, how many people? :
7. Are you cultivating for your own food consumption, only?

Yes   No
If you are farming for the market as well, what quantity do you sell?

8. Are you keeping animals?
Yes No

If yes, which animals do you keep? And how many?

9. Do you have any additional income, apart from your agriculture
Yes… No

If yes, which kind of?

10. How many meals do you usually have each day
1 2 3

11. Are you a member of any kind of farmers’ group?
Ndiyo   Hapana

12. What are the biggest challenges you are facing?

13. What do you think about the development of the village?

14. What do you think about the times of Ujamaa?

15. Your gender
female   male

16. Your age
14-18   19-25 26-35   36-50… 51-65   above 65
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Age and Gender Distribution of the village samples

The respective age and gender distribution of the respondents can be seen in Figure 
15 through 17. Only in the village of Litowa, more than one respondent under 18 took 
part in the study. In Litowa and Matetereka, the highest percentage of respondents 
could be found in the 26 to 35 age group, in Mbingamharule, most came from the 
36-50 group. While the interviewers were advised to try to represent both genders 
equally, in Matetereka there was a considerable excess of male respondents (72 to 36, 
with one undeclared). This excess was especially pronounced within the 25-35 and the 
above 51-65 age groups. A graphical representation of the respective age and gender 
distribution of the village samples can be seen in Figures 15 through 17.

Figure 15: Age and Gender of Respondents to Village questionnaires, Litowa
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Figure 16: Age and Gender of Respondents to Village questionnaires, Matetereka

Figure 17: Age and Gender of Respondents to Village questionnaires, Mbingamharule
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Appendix 3: Impressions from Liweta and Namatuhi

In addition to the empirical research in the three case study villages of Litowa, Ma-
tetereka and Mbingamharule, interviews with contemporary witnesses took place in 
the villages of Liweta and Namatuhi in March 2015. Although these visits took only 
one day each, a short description of the villages and their history shall be given at this 
stage, acting as a background for the empirical results presented in the subsequent 
chapters.

Liweta was one of the best-known villages of the RDA during the heydays of the 
association, and in many ways acted as a model village of its own - with a history 
very similar to Litowa and Matetereka. Here, 18 men had started to work in 1963, 
one year after the establishment of Litowa, but made little progress in their farming, 
until they got into contact with advisors from the latter village. After that, however, 
the village made steady progress in establishing a system of collective agriculture and 
communal organization under the advisory of the SERA. Three years after Liweta’s 
foundation, its inhabitants had 75 acres of land under communal cultivation, and 
another 80 acres of private plots. Members of Liweta and Litowa, together, built a 15 
mile long motorable road connecting the villages, enabling even closer cooperation 
and eliminating the need for the long detour via Songea town (Brain 1977: 240p.).

After the end of the RDA, however, the village fell into a virtual coma, resembling 
the stagnation of development seen in Litowa. Old RDA structures, like the water 
tank and the Ujamaa hall fell beyond repair, while the new arrivals of the villagization 
era were settling south of the original Liweta village, along the road connecting the 
village to the Songea-Njombe highway. According to local sources, the original sett-
lement north of the Liweta river was given up altogether in 1995. As of 2015, nature 
is slowly taking back all the remains of the original Ujamaa settlement of Liweta, and 
the entire village is now constituted around 4 km south of that site. In 2012, Liweta 
village counted 1,118 inhabitants (NBS 2012: 191).

Liweta was also seen as a possible location for an additional case study and vi-
sited for that reason the 3rd of March 2015. However, time restrictions during the 
second field visit in August and September 2015, as well as lack of support by the 
local authorities impeded further empirical work in this village. Therefore, only the 
observations described above and one interview with two contemporary witnesses 
(NCW 3; 3/3/2015) from Liweta have been included in this study.

So, while Liweta shares its particular history as a settlement begun by grassroots 
activists with the likes of Litowa and Matetereka, even in this time of new villages 
being founded throughout the region, there were areas where little happened. One 
of these places was Namatuhi, around 30 km south of Songea town. There had been 
a school established by the Peramiho missionary in colonial times, and the place 
became known by the name of the small stream in its vicinity - Namatuhi. In fact, 
there was no village at this place, only scattered little hamlets in the whole area, and 
the one closest to the school was the one of the Senda family. Two wazee from this 
family (Merkiol Senda and Stanislaus Senda) were interviewed during the research 
(NCW 7; 3/11/2015; NCW 8; 3/11/2015).
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The idea of searching for contemporary witnesses of the Ujamaa era in this particu-
lar village was brought forward by Xaver Komba, who had also suggested including 
his hometown of Mbingamharule as an example for a non-RDA village (see chapter 
5.4.3.). Apart from his ability to act as a local guide in these parts of Songea district, 
Namatuhi was in his perception notable for having a large “Ujamaa building” in the 
center of the village - for him an indicator that it was worth a visit for a researcher 
interested in this subject. During the visit in Namatuhi on 11th of March 2015, the 
building was identified, yet local accounts on its former use varied: While most of 
the locals referred to it as an Ujamaa building, a badge on the entrance to the now 
abandoned three story structure stated 1989 as the year of construction - well beyond 
the actual Ujamaa era. Apart from this building, no alleged remains of the Ujamaa 
era were pointed out by the inhabitants of Namatuhi.

Based on the fact that the data gathered in Mbingamharule were seen as sufficient 
to illustrate the development of a non-RDA village in Ruvuma, the decision was taken 
not to return for further research during the second field trip to Ruvuma. Nevertheless, 
the interviews cited above were included as valuable perspectives on the narrative of 
Ujamaa development. As of 2015, the village appeared to have a settlement structure 
similar to that of Mbingamharule, with a small commercial center around the mar-
ket, a primary school and a church. The 2012 census data stated 2,659 inhabitants for 
Namatuhi village (NBS 2012: 191).
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