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The Co-operative Movement and the Crisis in Tanzania’s
Rural Economy

S. Maghimbi’

Introduction

Tanzania is a country relatively well-endowed with nat.ural resources. Particularly
noted is its large agricultural potential which in Africa is matched by may be only
Nigeria, Sudan and Zambia: However, Tanzania’s agriculture and the rest of the
rural economy have performed very badly,.especially during the past ten years. This
decline in the rural economy sometimes reached critical stages and huge amounts of
food had to be imported to evade hunger and malnutrition.

The crisis in the rural economy has also manifested itself in the stagnation or
decline of production of other agricultural crops besic_les food, resultlpg in tt_le dechpe
in foreign exchange earnings. This has further contnputed toa dechnp in industrial
production because the country’s industries heavily depeqd on imported raw
materilas and spare parts payable in foreign exchange. The forelgp debt also been ris-
ing steadily since the mid-1970s. Since the rural economy has failed to generate the
expected foreign exchange through the production of the country’s traditional cash
crops, the government has resorted more and more to borrowing in an attempt to
support and improve industry, infrastructure, and agriculture itself. Due to the lack
of experience and incompetent administration, many unproductive loans have also
been contracted adding to the burden of the rural economy in debt repayment.

The most noted feature of the crisis in the rural economy in Tanzania is the migra-
tion of the rural people. This reached frightening proportions in the 1980s. Due to
poverty and harsh farming conditions rural people migrate to urban areas and to
other rural areas to look for jobs or seek help from relatives and friends. My own esti-
mation based on observations in three districts (Mwanga, Same, and Moshi) is thgt
at any moment in Tanzania about 500,000 people are on the move or are temporarily
living in towns or villages in transit to other towns and villages.

Associated with the problem of migration is the problem of rural unemployment.
Few areas in the country have land pressure and peasants from these areas could mig-
rate to areas with unoccuiped land. The point is, peasants in Tanzania have land
which they cannot cultivate. Others have animals which they cannot manage. Some
would be better off in the countryside but migrate to towns due to ingnorance. This
is part of the crisis as these people are made to believe that their lives will be better
off somewhere else, especially in urban centres.

The rural economy in Tanzania will be continue to be expected to absorb the grow-
ing labour force for a long peiod to come. The rural labour force is growing at a rate
of 200,000 per year while the urban labour force is growing at a rate of 24,000 per
year. Wage employment in 1975 was only 470,000 compared with the total lz:xbour
force of 6,300,000.? The population census of 1988 put the country’s populatlon at
23,200,000. The demographic aspect of the crisis is not the population size as suf:h.

€ country covers an area of 940,000 square kilometers and has a blg irrigation
Potential.First, the problem ralates to the high growth rate of the population (3% per

* Lecturer, Sociology Department, University of Dar es Salaam.
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annum) in relation to the rate of economic growth. Secondly, there is a high depen-
dency ratio in the population and thus the actual number of the farm labour force is
quite small in proportion to the land available and the population size. Only 50% of
the population is between the age of 15 and 65. If you substract from this group of
school children and lazy people you end up with quite a small number of active labour

force.’

In the 1970s the Tanzanian government made many institutional changes — minis-
tries were changedysome abolished, and new ones created. It is the content.ion of this
paper that these changes greatly contributed to the present crisis. Both primary co-
operatives and peasant unions were abolished in 1976.* Two years earlier the govern-
ment had started replacing the traditional marketing boards with crop authorities.
This paper focuses on the rural co-operative unions and how their abolishment has
contributed to present crisis in the country.

The paper starts with an historical look of the co-operative movement before it
was abolished. Then it will provide an analysis of the parastatal crop authorities
which replaced the co-operatives, before attempting to present an account of the
specific economic and social tendencies of the crisis. Lastly it will summarize the find-
ings by looking at is now taking place.

The Co—operative Movement: 1932-1976

In Tanzania peasants started fighting to establish their marketing co-operatives in
the 1920s. They wanted to share the trading profit which was all going to European
trading companies and Asian traders. The Asians traders bought directly from the
peasants to sell to the European companies, or in the case of food to Africans in other
parts of the country. The Asian traders only offered too low prices but they indulged
in outright cheating which included tampering with measuring scales. It was at this
juncture that African peasant tried to form marketing co-operatives to escape from

this cheating.

Peasants started to form their marketing co—operatives in 1925. The colonial gov-
ernment was not so keen with these co-operatives. It feared that they could turn to
mass political movements if they fell in the hands of nationalistic Africans. White set-
tler farmers were also against the formation of these co-operatives. Many of them
were samall capitalists or petty burgeoisie and they feared both African and Asian
competition in business. Howerver, the authorities in London never feared co—
operatives in this manner and so the formation of co-operatives was legalised in 1932
by the Co-operative Societies Ordinance.*

There was a strict control of co-operatives by the colonial government since, as we
saw earler, it feared its autonomy. The colonial government itself had interest in con-

trolling marketing co—operatives to ensure that the raw materials produced were

delivered to British monopolies at low prices, and to ensure its own revenue in the
form of taxes and levies. Thus co—operatives were required by law to sell their prod-
ucts to government controlled marketing boards or other government controlled
agencies like the Tanganyika Co—operative Trading Agency (TACTA).

At first some peasants treated the co—operatives as government marketing institu-

tions. But as they developed they came to be more accepted by the peasants. On its
part the colonial government itself encouraged co-operatives, especially after the
Second World War, having discovered that co—operatives were useful in collecting
crops from millions of scattered peasants, costing the goyernment nothing.
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By 1959 there were 573 registered primary marketing co-operatives societies serv-
ing African peasants. Co—operatives were most strong m areas where cash crop pro-
duction was more developed.® Such areas were Kilimanjaro (coffee), the Lake Zone
(cotton and coffee), Mbeya (coffee and tea) and Songea (coffee). Co-operatives
became strong and reliable marketing organizations. By ensuring the marketing of

easant crops co-operatives helped many peasants to remain in cash crop produc-
tion. Without this assistance many peasants would have withdrawn from producing
for the market due to the ups and downs of the world market just as many did in the
1970s and 1980s after co-operatives were abolished.

Before independence co-operatives also distributed farm inputs. Although they
were supposed to be politically neutral co-operatives however played an important
role in the struggle for independence in the 1950s.”

After independence the co-operative movement grew very fast. Government’s
policy was to help co-operatives to develop. Even though old co—operatives con-
tinued to do well, there were problems with the new one.

By the time of independence, the more advanced parts of the country already had
co-operatives. Because these were areas under the old cash crops they had better
infrastructure. Thus after independence when the government decided that co-
operatives should play a central role in agricultural development, these old cash crop
areas benefited from the move since for the co-operative had already become a trad-
ition. It was the new co-operative which faced seriuos problems. The government
was keen to develop co—operatives in order to eliminate the exploitation of the peas-
ants by middlemen in these new co—operative areas, and thus initiated the registra-
tion of too many primary co—operatives. There were no trained manpower to run
the co—operatives, and besides these areas developing new co—operatives also had
the problem of developing cash crops.

Both the old and new co-operatives served the country well, and in the 1960s there
was a rapid increase in the production of agricultural crops. The stagnation and
downward trend in agricultural production started in the mid-1970s. Table 1 shows
the downward trend in agricultural production. The crisis is more serious if we con-
sider that the average annual population increase was 3.28 per cent’

Table 1
Tanzania: Agricultual Production (’000 Tonnes) Major Export Crops*
1971/72 1976/77 1981/82
Cotton 65.5 67.1 44.5
Coffec 45.8 487 51.3
T}::' 181.1 105.0 72.1
10.5 16.7 16.0
Cashew Nuts 121.5 96.8 43.2
’fl’.}'lt'::thrum 37 33 1.0
obacco 14.2 19.1 16.2

~ xﬁ: I::otel:i earlier, the new co-operati.ves proved to be inefficient because of the
g tee 3 ortages of trained and experienced manpower.'* Many peasants in these
- nded to regard the co-operative unions, and even the primary co—operatives.
arm of the government rather than as an institution belonging to them. Unlike

- 1€ old co—operative areas therefore, the co—operative were not so readily




accepted by the peasant farmers. Many farmers were not thus not involved in the
operation and control of their co-operatives.

This can be seen from Table 2 showing the rate at which new societies were started
after independence.

Table 2.
Tanzania: Registered Primary Co-operatives (Marketing) and Unions."

Primary Co-operatives Unions*
1948 62 n.a.
1952 172 n.a.
1953 188 n.a.
1957 474 n.a.
1958 546 n.a.
1959 517 n.a.
1961 857 38
1966 1,500 33
1974 2,500 21

Source: From 1961 to 1974 the number of unions decreased because it was the gov-
ernment’s policy to have one union for each administrative region.

The government realized the importance of co—operatives, and by 1966 the
functions of the co—operatives had been expanded to include
(1) Distributing farm implements and agricultural inputs; ‘
(2) Acting as trustees to peasant farmers who took loans from banks and the gov-
ernment;
(3) Running special funds for member education;
(4) Constructing primary and secondary schools, and providing scholarships fo
higher education (one union even opened its own business college);
(5) Processing the agricultural products of the co-operative unions and prim
co—operatives. This included cotton ginning, coffee curing, oil pressing, rice
and maize milling.

Due to the problems faced by some co-operatives in 1966 the government
appointed a Presidential Commission to investigate on the problems facing the co—
operative movement and recommend measures. In its report the committee recom-
mended more government assistance to strenghthen co-operatives, and that the co—
operative movement remain independent and self-reliant. .

What followed these recommendations, however, was an attempt by the govern-
ment to impose a tighter control over the co—operatives. This can be seen as an
attempt by the government to help the weaker, and especially new co-operatives to
take—off. More training of manpower for the co-operatives was undertaken, the
inspection system was strenghthened, and some co-Operatives even went under gov-
ernment receivership. The powers of the Commissioner for the Co—operative
Development (who was also the registrar of co-operatives) were increased through
the new Co—operative Societies Act of 1968."

By the late 1960s the co—operatives had further expanded their services to retail
trade and transport, especially trucking. Many primary co—operatives opened shops
or consumer co—operative wings where they sold capital goods like building matérials

*and farm inputs. These included cement, seeds, insecticides, corrugated iron sheets,
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Capitalism

fertilizers and bicycles. Some co-operatives advanced these goods to members and
recovered the money by deductions from tht_a yearly crop sales of members. This is
why it has correctly been argued that the unions and primary co—operatives stimu-
Jated production. The unions were necessary since they channelled goods and loans
to primary co—operatives.

The Arusha D¢claration in 1967 put the country’s development on the path of
socialism and self-reliance. The most important component of Tanzania’s socialism
was the villagisation programme. The rural dwellers were supposed to move and live
in nucleated “Ujamaa” (“socialist”) village§. Few areas of the country which were
heavily settled were not villagised in a physical sense but had boundaries drawn up
to group 250 or so households into villages. These villages were supposed to develop
to a point where most or all the production (save for may be gardens surrounding
one’s housue) would be carried on communal basis, with everyone sharing according
to their contribution in work.

The new villages being established were supposed to be economic units. However,
the economy of the countryside was in the hands of small scale farmers (peasants)
who produced on individual or household plots. The marketing was under primary
co—operatives and unions. The co-operatives also had a control over production
through the supply of farm inputs, and same had already gone into production, espe-
cially in the processing of agricultural crops. Still many more were in retail and
wholesale trade. In effect this meant that the ujamaa village could not have any say
in the rural economy, and that villages, as economic units, and co—operatives could
not develop side by side, as there was some form of contradiction between the two.
In the eyes of the political leaders co—operatives were not socialist institutions, or the
element of socialism in them was not enough to serve the ujamaa (African socialism)
policy, and thus had to go.

Co—operatives had become strong economic institutions with popular mass base
for most of the societies. Many leaders with co-operatives background were still in
the government. So for their ablition had to be crafty and tactical. In the late 1960s
the then president of the country was quoted as saying:

althopgh markekting co-operatives are socialist in the sense that they represent the
joint activities of the producers, they could be socialist organisations serving capitalism
if the basic organisation of agricultural production is capitalist."”

This cannot be taken as an attack on co—operatives. Actually what the president
meant is that co-operatives should also go into production. They had already started
doing so In some places. Since socialism and self-reliance was now the policy it meant
€o-operatives had to be involved more in production. The second five year plan of
the country (1969-74) put president Nyerere’s idea in practice by making it a policy
that existing co-operatives would have to be production—oriented. Co—operative

farmmg units were encouraged and the democratic participation of members it co—
Operative activities was promoted. ™

o é‘\s can be seen from the above quotation, the decision to abolish the co—operatives

m to have come from other political leaders and not the then president Dr.J.K.
pg:;:rgiwas quite aware that the co-operatives could made to serve socialist pur-
archit'ec:nocfe EO—Opgrat‘lves could be used to serve the new policy (and this is what the
e t edpollcy implied) it wguld have been necessary to solve the contradic-
B oned earlier between villages and co-operatives. There was no such

Mpt made, and in the confusion many leaders associated co—operatives with
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Attacks on co—operatives increased in the early 1970s. Strictly speaking, however,
co—operatives were not capitalist but peasant institutions. Both primary societies and
unions were answerable to committee’s elected from the primary co—operatives. It is
true individuals could have used them as a means of accumulating wealth but it is not
logical to conclude that the co-opertives were capitalist institutuins. In any case the
government had means to deal with corrupt elements noted in some co-operatives.
It is important to note that actually the members of co—-operatives were small scale
peasants, as can be seen in Table 3.

Table 3
Tanzania: Farm Sizes and income®

Number of Average size of field Net income (T.Shs)

Smallholders (ha) per farm perha
s (°000)
Coffee 260 0.6 2,750 1,650
Cotton 440 1.25 630 788
Tobacco 29 0.8 3,100 2,480
Maize 1,075 1.0 470 470
Rice 200 0.7 830 581
Tea 30 0.3 1,700 510

Although there were few better—off peasants, especially in the older cash crop
growing areas, it is hard to call these people capitalists. Peasant capitalism was not
very much developed in Tanzania, although the better—off peasants have been

termed as kulaks.'* However these were not kulaks as they had not attained any abso-

lute accummulation of riches. In fact the African agrarian capitalists proper were in
areas not covered by these abolished co-operatives like some parts of Mbulu (e.g.
Babati) and some parts of Iringa (e.g. Ismani). Other agrarian capitalists were served
by pure capitalist associations like the Tanganyika Farmers Association. These
capitalist farmers were not as dependent on co-operatives as peasants even when
they had their own co-operatives because they could organise other marketing and
credit channels. Thus it is correct to talk of the co-operative movement as a peasant
phenomenon and it is peasants who suffered most when they were abolished.

Eventually in May 1976 all primary co-operative societies were abolished, and
their crop marketing functions were to be taken over by villages. Co—operative
unions were also abolished and their functions taken over by parastatals crop
authorities which now were to buy directly from villages. Other services of co—opera-
tives like wholesale and retail trade were taken over by state organisation such as
Region Trading Companies (RTCS) and District Development Corporations
(DDCs).

Parastatal Crop Authorities

Parastatal crop authorities for all the major cash crops (coffee, cotton, tobacco,
tea, sisal, pyrethrum, sisal and cashewnuts) were established in the 1970s. The
National Milling Corporation (NMC) was also established to deal with major grains,
especially maize and rice. The crop authorities were given the sole rights to purchase
and export the major cash crops. The NMC was given the sole right to buy food grains
domestically and to import them. The abolishment of primary co—operatives and
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. replacement with parastatal crop authorities had various negative effects on the
their rep Tostart with, it must be noted that co—operatives had helped increase effi-
ec onorinnyﬁlarketing and in pursuing agricultural grwoth. Co—operatives also were not
CIﬁncZien to the government and the tax payer in the sense that they were self-balanc-
” ugn]e parastatal monopolies, however, have become large consumers of subsidies
lfrrlc%m the government and this has contributed to the high level of inflation discourag-
ing many peasants from producing fp}' the markpt since the value of the money they
get is not worth'it. Most crop a}uthontles h_aYC fallqd to provide the services they took
over from the co-operatives like the provision of inputs. It must be noted that peas-
ants’ farms and homesteads are spatially very scattered and co-operatives were suit-
able to serve them because they'served a sm_all area, while a union served only a
couple of districts. The provision of services through centralised .bureacratlc
monopolies in such a situation (coupled with poor roads) proved very difficult.

The marketing boards which were also replaced by crop authorities had a very dif-
ferent structure and function. The boards left much of the physical work of providing
services for crops like marketing or supply of inpqts to co—operatives. Instead they
concentrated advising the government and respective co-operatives on how produc-
tion could be improved. They also advised on the world market trends of supply and
prices. They thus helped in creating security on crops, and creating the necessary
conditions for the growth of co-operative marketing societies.”” On their part crop
authorities tried to provide every service necessary for the crops pqde{ thqm. In this
way they even entered into things traditionally undertaken by ministries like exten-
sion services and research. In the end they became too big and inefficient.

The government control over the parastatals was very samall, erratic, and doubt-
ful. For example as at February 28, 1982 not a single crop authority had up-to-date
audited accounts and for some the latest audited accounts were five years behind. "
The total loss of the crop authorities for sisal, cashewnuts, coffee, tobacco, cotton,
pyrethrum and tea was T.Shs. 209.8 million in 1980/81. The NMC alone made a loss
of T.Shs. 469.5 million" These and other losses have directly contributed to the crisis
in the rural economy, with inflation running very high (officially inflation is running
at about 30% per year).”

Crop authorities were the National Bank of Commerce’s major borrower.? To
meet these overdrafts in 1981 an expansion of T.Shs 5 billion was required in the
money supply over and above the government’s official budget, or 12 per cent of the
GDP. Since this was not matched by increases in government income, it #dded con-
siderable inflation pressure in the economy.” One of the results of this inflationary
pressure has been the growth of the parallel market. Peasants have been forced to
sell crops to the parallel market at prices well above official prices and this has caused

t\"o{umes sold through the crop authorities to fall sharply, further throwing them off
alance.

Crop authorities have also directly contributed to the crisis in the rural economy.
Due to the.ir shaky management and financial position many have failed to pay peas-
ants on time, and sometimes they have failed to pay at all This has discouraged
Many peasant farmers from growing cash crops. Many have cut cash crop production
€ompletely or to the necessary minimum (i.e. enough for the necessary cash require-
ment Of the household). Other peasants have opted for producing crops which they
€an easily sell outside the official channels like vegetables and milk.

Th? main problems with the crop authorities is that these were bureaucratic
‘t’il'gamsatxon set up to meet the interests of Politicians. These were not business enti-
€8 that grew out of necessity like the co-operatives which grew out of the need by
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peasants to escape Asian exploitation, as well as by the enterprising response of peas-
ants to the opportunities provided by bisiness and commerce. Even those co-opera-
tives established by government initiative soon acquired an enterprising spirit. This
some spirit is missing in crop authorities, and a laizze affaire attitude in crop
authorities (and other parastatals), something that has led to inefficiency and loss.
By 1982 the accumulated losses of the crop authorities (including NMC, GAPEX,
SUDECO and NAFCO) was to the tune of T.Shs. 2 billion or more.*

The crop authorities have further caused direct losses to peasants due to their fre-
quent failure to collect crops on time resulting in the destruction of crops both in
quantity and quality, which has in turn meant less revenue to the producers.

One report summerizes the problems of co-operatives thus:

From an operational stand point, the crop parastatals have been very deficient in
executing the functions assigned to them, whether in crop collection, input distribution,
or sales to international buyers; and their lack of attention to maintenance has resulted
in breakdown of their vehicle fleets and of the procesing equipment on which many crop
industries depend... crop collection is frequently delayed, and payments are even later
as the parastatals’ liquidity problems force them to purchase crops on what amount to
a de facto credit agreement with growers. Untimely and uncertain distribution of chem-
icals and seeds is similarly common.*

Under such a situation the crisis in the rural economy is thus not a wonder. It is this

situation which has contributed to the decline in the quantity of officially marketed

output and a decline in quality of most crops, notably in coffee, cotton, tobacco, and
pyrethrum.

When compared to co—operatives crop authorities are too big. Their centralised
administration and decision-making process thus require much more skill and

experience in planning and co-operation. Given their laizze affaire attitudes many

managers of these authorities have not been able to run these parastatals well even
when properly trained and well-paid. With 400 parastatals under it, the government
has not been able to control these crop authorities effectively because of the problem
of limited administrative capacity. For example, the government knew the problem
of declining productivity in crop authorites since the mid 1970s but serious cost cut-
ting measures came very late in 1985.

The crop authorities have been noted to offer lower prices to producers than the
co—operatives. This has been a result of their high operational costs and mismanage-
ment rather than a result the world market prices. This becomes very clear when we
compare producer prices of crop authorities as a percentage of the world market
prices with those of co—operatives and marketing boards. In the case of coffee for
example, the percentage was 80.7% in 1969/70 (co—operatives period). 1974/75
to 45.5% in 1978/79 crop authorities period. * In cashewnuts the drop was from an

average of 54% in 1966/67-1968/69 (co—operatives period) to 37.4% in 1976/77-

1978/79.7 Some crop authorities even determined the final price to the producer
after deducting their operating costs. This, for example, was the case with the Coffee

Authority of Tanzania, the only export crop authority that made a profitin 1980/81.%
What this means is that in the end crop authorities became unnecessary burdens to

the peasant farmer and the tax payer.

The performance of crop authorities has thus been far from being in line with the
need for increasing agricultural production and raising the standard of living of peas-
ant farmers. The poor quality and inefficienty of services of crop authorities have
become the major bottleneck in maintaining and increasing agricultural production.
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Concequences of the Crisis in the Rural Economy

r consequence of the crisis in the ru.ral economy was the decline and stag-

ion in agricultural production. By law the villages were suppqsed to be multipur-
L imary co—operative societies. But this was just nick-naming villages because
rrap gil:lly they are not co—operatives. A village is an adminstrative/political entity
fysistina village government, everybody residing permanently in it being an automatic
member. The administration of the villages falls within the governments administra-
tion through the districts. One could talk about a co—operative being formed in ayll-
lage but it is hard to imagine how villages could become co-operatives by just decre-
eing so. In any case there was no guarantee that it would be economical to have a co-
operative in each village bacause the village .bou_nda_nes were drawn on admlms_tl.'a-
tive and political criteria and not on economic criteria. Villages and crop authorities
thus failed to provide the services once provided by the co-operatives and this
directly contributed to the decline in the rural economy.

The majo

The consequences of the crisis in the rural economy in turn have had many impli-
cations on the national economy, including the decline of the qrban economy decline
in industrial production and the transport sector; all of which heavily depend on
foreign exchange earned through agricultural production. It is not my intention,
however, to deal with all the consequences of the crisis in the rural economy. I will
only deal with the consequences on the rural areas themselves.

The overall consequences has been the growth of rural poverty. Rpral poverty has
increased as peasants have failed to make a breakthrough in production, and as their
terms of trade have deteriorated. It is this rural poverty which has greatly caused the
high level of migration noted earlier in the introduction.

For the period 1964-77 the peasants terms of trade declined by over 24 per cent at
the average rate of just over 2 per cent per annum.” Since real farm incomes have
drastically gone down, and inputs and consumer goods more expensive, many peas-
ants have been forced to abandon their plots and try their luck somewhere else. The
result has been further shortage of labour in rural areas. One can easily notice aban-
doned or unattended farms in rural areas.* The food crisis in the country was directly
related to the rural (and drban) poverty, and is a result of the low prices offered to
food producers, and failure to supply them with inputs. Food producers resorted to
producing only enough to feed their families, and others continued to proc'iuce but
sold in the parallel market. The co—operatives were very effective in purchasing small
surpluses of food all over the country. One crop authority (NMC) could not be
expected to do this job efficiently and economically. As a result sometimes there are
food shortages in some parts of the country when there are surpluses rotting in other
parts.

Rural poverty has increased due to food becoming more expensive. Wher grain
and inputs were cheap some parts of the country had specialized in producing grain
V_Vhllle others specialized in animal products, vegetables, or export erops. This special-
'zation was abandoned as peasants felt they had to grow their own food for fear of
hunger. and malnutrition. Many have also tried animal husbandry due to/the same
:ear, Sln'Cc the mid 1970s the country have — had to import large amounts of grain
ome of it was bought in the international market and some given as aid.

The crisis in the rural economy has accelerated differentiation in rural area. Poor
Peasants have been the most adversely affected as they have failed to reproduce as
Peasants and to send children to secondary, and even primary schools. Many have

€D 1o the rank of labourers hired by others or have become migrants. On their part
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many middle peasants have fallen to the rank of poor peasants as their real incomes
have gone down. Similarly, many better—off peasants have dropped to middle peas-
ants. However, the crisis have also strenghthened those better—off peasants who
have managed to produce more and utilise the shortages of food in the market to
charge higher prices. Commercial farmers have also benefited by the hiking prices of

farm products.

Rural poverty has also greatly contributed to the very high population growth rate
as poor people are more likely to have more children on the hope that these will later
provide labour and financial help. The abolishment of the Department of Commu-
nity Development was abolished even before the co—operatives-contributed to the
crisis in the sense that there was no educational campaigns against for example
unnecessary rural-urban migration.

Re-introduction of Co—operatives

By 1980 it had become obvious that the present structure of marketing and supply
inputs was a bottleneck to increased agricultural production and improvement of the
rural (and national) economy. Peasants started to complain openly and asked the
government to re-establish co-operatives as a way of improving their lives. In early
1980s the then Prime Minister selected a commission to inquire into the possibility of
re—establishing co-operatives.” In its report, the Committee informed that people
had recommended the re—establishment of co-operatives immediatly, and that once
re—established co-operative unions should handle all matters handled by those dis-
solved in 1976 A very important recommendation made by those interviewed was
that co—operatives should break up the monopoly of the regional economic institu-
tions formed to replace unions after their abolishment in 1976. The commission
further reported the recommendation that the co-operative movement should be
formed voluntary, and co—operatives should be economically viable.*

The government acted quickly on the issue. By 1984 the co—operative movement
was re—established. The NMC surrendered its operations in the districts to co—opera-
tive unions, and confined itself to regional headquarters. The RTCs also surrendered
shops below district level back to unions although some of these were established by
the RTCs themselves, and not inherited from unions. Crop authorities now have to
buy from unions and not villages, and the government has started changing crop
authorities to marketing boards. The co-operative unions have taken their old func-
tion of buying from primary co-operatives and supplying inputs. Primary co-opera-
tive societies have also been registering with several villages, and sometimes some
villages have been registering as primary co—operatives. Here however, there is still
a policy problem and the government will have to clearly clarify the role of primary
co-operative societies vis-a-vis villages otherwise there may develop conflicts
between the two.

Since the return of co-operatives in 1984 the peasants now have a forum in dealing
with other institutions (including the government). Through the unions, primary co—
operative societies can express the views and demands of their members. For exam-
ple, in 1986 peasants in three districts in Kilimanjaro region (Hai, Moshi and
Rombo) rejected an offer of Sh. 3/ price increase for a kilogramme of coffee and
instead demanded Sh. 6/= . 6/=.* This demand was made to the Tanzania Coffee
Marketing Board (TCMB) which replaced the Tanzania Coffee Authority. The
demand was made by the co—operative union in the area - the Kilimanjaro Native
Co—operative Union (KNCU). The KNCU neted that whereas peasants were being
paid Sh. 28/20 per kilo, the coffee was sold for shs. 58/35 per kilo at the world market.

The KNCU also complained about the increasing operation costs incurred by the
board which it found as too high and a burden to the coffee farmers.

This example is from an area where co—operatives were quite easy to re—establish
because of its long history of co-operatives dating way back in 1925. Since co-opera-
tives are taking off now with full knowledge of their earlier problems, together with
the knowledge of the problems and mistakes of crop authorities, it my hope that the
future of co-operatives and the rural economy they serve will be brighter.

Conlusions ’
It is not yet possible to evaluate the impact of the new co-operatives on crop produc-

tion and marketing. However, there are signs that the peasant have responded well
in re-establishing co-operatives. Crop broms have recently been recorded in crops

like cotton in Mwanza and shinyanga regions. We can not yet attribute the increase
to co—operatives before detailed studies are made. But the two are also areas where
co-operatives were strong before they wereabolished and the re~introduction could
have stimulated peasants. It will take at as least about ten years or ten crop seasons
before we can produce a concrete evaluation,of the new co-operatives. The spirit and
hope of the peasants and co-operative scholars are howerver high.
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The Effects of Insensitivity in Planning Land for Urban
Development in Tanzania: The Case of Dar es Salaam

W.F. Banyikwa*
Introduction

The proclamation of socialism and self-reliance in Tanzania in 1967 has not been able
to liberate the country’s urban planning framework from the shackles of foreign
dependence and elitism. Master planning concepts, methodology, projects, control
ordinances, regulations and projected overall structure of urban centres in the coun-
try have tended to further more elitist interests than egalitarian ones. This perverse
town planning practice has persisted due to three mutually anhansing forces, namely,
elitist town planning educational milieu; dependence on foreign town planning con-
sulting firms; and attempts by an indigenous elite to preserve privilege.

The effects of the three have ranged from an application of perverse town planning .
terms of reference; perpetuation of anarchronistic town and country planning ordi-
nances, imported land development codes and regulations, emergence and
internsification of inner city squatter settlements to invasion of open spaces and pub-
lic land by unauthorised land uses; land use mixups and an unprecedented urban
sprawl.

This paper attempts to unveil the origins and interdependence of the three forces
and, in particular, elucidates on their effects in shaping the internal structure of
urban centres in Tanzania using the Dar es Salaam city as a case study.

The Origins and Interdependence of Forces of Insensitivity in Modern Town—Plan-
ning.

There are three forces of insensitivity in modern town planning practice in Tan-
zania: (1) significant inadequacies imbibed in town planning educational milieu; (2)
negative impacts of dependence of foreign capitalist town planning consulting firms;
and (3) (and most important) the machinations of an indigenous politico-technocra-
tic and bureaucratic elite to preserve privilege in the planned urban environment.
While furthering elitist goals these forces remain completely insensitive to problems
affliting the majority of urbanites in urban centres as the case of Dar es Salaam will
demonstrate.

Town Planner’s Educational Milieu

Developments in natural and social sciences have had great influences on town plan-
ning models and their justification. This has been demonstrated by the way town
plapners educational milieu has influenced their planning methodology and interpre-
tation of important space forming elements. Within a capitalist educational system,
town planning is regarded as a technical exercise which translates already stated
terms of reference into physical plans. There is, deliberately, nothing in the planner’s
training which demands a questioning of the suitability of policies, goals, and terms
of reference of the master plan as an integral part of the physical master plan formu-
lation exercise. This myopia is acquired through a superficial interpretation of exist-
ing urban growth and planning models. Four models—zonal, sectoral, multiple nuc-
lei and additive have —— provided the basic reference material for this endeavour.

*Senior Lecturer,Department of Geography, University of Dar es Salaam.




