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Economic Differentiation in Ismani, Iringa
Region: A Critical Assessment of Peasants’

Response to the Ujamaa Vijijini
Programme

ADHU AWITI*

PREFACE

My assessment of class differentiation and class struggle in Ismani Division
begins in the 1950s when the capitalist mode of production was already
established in the arca as elsewhere in the country. I discuss neither the
hitherto existing mode of production prior to colonial conquest and occupa-
tion nor the colonial historical process of establishing the capitalist mode of
production. A study of the pre-colonial mode of production of African
society, and why such societies were defeated by the colonial forces would
be, to say the least, an important scientific contribution towards a correct
understanding of present African society and its contradictions. Such a task—
I dare say—is the fundamental duty of the African revolutionary intellectuals.

I have not, however, addressed myself to such a monumental and cardinal
question in this report which is still in its preliminary stage. I have instead,
addressed myself to the current pressing problems of rural development
strategy in Ismani Division, Iringa Region. In attempting to analyse such
problems, I have avoided the purely technical aspects of rural development.
Nearly all the research studies of rural communities have concentrated on the
study of rather technical subjects such as livestock development, rural water
supply, the uses of extension service, co-operative movements, financing rural
development programmes and so on. Those who have carried out such research
studies have, to say the least, carefully and wittingly written their reports within
the purview of bourgeois liberalism. 1 object to such an approach and pre-
sentation because I consider it to be unscientific.

I have instead attempted—notwithstanding my own theoretical confusion
which arises mainly from my petty bourgeois background—to raise what I
believe to be fundamental questions facing the rural development strategy
in Iringa.

The material used in this report was collected from four ujamaa villages
in Ismani, Iringa. Some comrades have made useful comments on the mate-
rial collected and the method of presentation; friends have also offered useful
comments and criticism, and I would welcome more of them for without
such discussions and debate it is impossible for anybody to arrive at a correct

*At the time of writing, Adhu Awiti was a Research Fellow in the Economic Research
Bureau, University of Dar es Salaam. This paper was first presented to an ERB Seminar.
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understanding of the continuously unfolding socio-economic formation of a

given society.

INTRODUCTION
Ismani Division is located in the middle zone of Iringa District between
the highland zone of Dabaga and the lower zone of Pawaga and Idodi. In

Ismani the altitude ranges between 4,000 and 5,000 feet. This is the most

important area of Iringa District at present since most of the economic acti-

vities are concentrated in this zone. The climate is tropical savannah with a
fairly high temperature and rainfall lasting from late November/early Decem-
ber until late April/early May. The rainfall, averaging about 25-30 inches
annually, is unevenly distributed and is followed by several months of dry
weather. Ismani Division is located 10-30 miles north of Iringa town along
the Dodoma/Iringa road. It covers approximately 200-300 square miles
with a population of about 26,000 during the dry period and 52,000 people
during the wet season (1967). The Division is further divided into four ad-
ministrative units or wards, namely Nduli, Kihorogota, Mazazi and Malenga
Makali. The whole area covers approximately 250,000 acres of arable land.
Sunflower, beans, cassava and groundnuts are grown but maize is the main
crop and encompasses Over 809% of the farm economic activities in the area.

Ismani is populated by peasants from many ethnic groups, for example,
Wahehe, Wabena, Wakinga, Wangoni, Wagogo and Wanyakyusa. They are
settled together as Tanzanians. Swahili is the language commonly used by
the entire farming population, Government workers and rural petty traders.
There is no dominant culture of one ethnic community, but a mixture of the

varied social backgrounds.

ISMANI SETTLEMENT IN THE 1950S AND 1960s

Ismani was an area of new settlement with many migrant farmers coming
from all over the country to farm there. Most of them, however, came from
the Southern Highlands. Prior to the Second World War, Ismani was sparsely
populated by the Wahehe people. In the period prior to early 1950s, before
the settlement of migrants in the area, the whole of Ismani was bush inhabited
only by wild animals such as elephants, lions, giraffes and antelopes. The
reasons why people did not settle in the area before the late 1940s and early
1950s are not quite clear yet, but the following have been suggested by several
people we interviewed. First, people did not settle in Ismani because there
was no perennial water source for human and animal use. Second, Wahehe
peasants occupied land available elsewhere in Uhehe. Third, quite a number
of peasants were forced to work on European farms, the Lupa Goldfield
and road construction, so there was no immediate cash need to increase the
farm size in the native occupied areas. Fourth, livestock keeping was the
most important economic activity, but this was mainly concentrated in the
Pawaga and Idodi areas which were not thick bush, and where water was
available for animal and human use. The perennial water source was supplied
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by rivers,'including the Little Ruaha and some parts of the Great Ruah
The area is generally very favourable to livestock, so that even now the n? in
concentration of livestock in Iringa District is in the Pawaga, Idodi and I el
areas. Apart from the above, one could add that lack of kr’lowledge of l?aZl
good the soi! of Ismani was for maize farming and the general fear 0(‘;
dangerous animals in the area could have been possible factors preventin
many peasants from elsewhere in the District from settling there. i

Settlement in Ismani began on a major scale only after the Second World
War when the colonial policy started to persuade African peasants to ear
money through their own agriculture. In the early part of 1949 some Afric .
migrants, chiefly those resident in Iringa Township (lorry drivers, former sisaari
worke:rs, former mining workers, shop-owners, shop assistants ar;d mechanics
for bicycle repairs), successfully applied to the Jumbe' of Ismani area for
land. In aqdition to those migrants coming from Iringa town, there were also
a .substantlal number of migrant peasants coming from the’ Rungemba and
Kiponzelo areas. The new migrant peasants and workers typically asked for
an area of land ranging from five to ten acres. Their requests were granted
by the Jumbe of Ismani. Similarly, there were Government officials workin
for the Uhehe Native Authority in Iringa who also applied for and were ivergl
land. The people who came to Ismani did so mainly because they wantgd to
farm on a.commercial basis. Those who lived in Iringa came to Ismani with
money which they had saved from salaries or from trade. When they started
farmm_g around 1951 or 1952, they needed labour to work on the farms. At
that time there was famine in the central part of the country inclu&in
Dodoma, and so they were able to hire Wagogo to work on the }arms Thi
Wagogo workers were sometimes paid wages, but most of the time they.were
given only food. This also applied to some Wabena and Wakinga workers
;I}‘l};eret: wals1 no ceiling on the amount of land one could use and frorr;
i ; :rttot] :rsgeepfc:;[r)rllz V\iho had some money were able to clear and establish
: .After the formality of obtaining land was completed, the migrants could
egin to work on the farms. The method of farming used was relativel
simple. Trees and bushes were cut down and then burned during the d |
season. .In the process nothing was left except charred tree stumps andre}l’
rich re51du<? of wood ash. There was no tilling of land and seeds were broad-
cast .whe_n it started raining. The Agricultural Field Assistants reported that
fermmatlon was naturally good as the land had benefited for many years
rom the growth and decay of grass and leaves, and the potash residue of
woodT 1ilelped to improve further the fertility of the top soil

e same practice was carried out the followin ¢

burned and seeds again broadcast without any pretfnzza;f c?ﬁlii:tsi;ijksmwtelfg

o L ST A O ST
1 The history of the Waheh
t e people shows that the whol i
:‘l:;drule of fa hsmglp feudal King. Under the King, tl::a:':e }f::?se trrllztlggmvgas_upclller
i 1?::3 ?hist Seanlfénlg{.e;[;he cotlomatll adr;:iniﬁ\tration, through the method ofeingligect:;
, UsS [ehe system to rule the Wahehe. Und iti
e D ] er traditional rule, the
dplp et y who allocated land. This method of land allocation was
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soil began to harden it became more difficult
ivation. At this point, because the tree stumps
and the roots which had been left made cultivation difficult, the land was
usually abandoned and new areas were cleared for farming. This method was
preferred because it yielded better results; for example, at that period one
acre produced about 12 bags of maize. This was profitable because there was
no expenditure on cultivation and the farmers weeded only once and not
two or three times as became necessary in the years that followed. The method
of shifting cultivation began to make land scarce because those who moved
to farm in new areas, abandoning the previous areas where they had started,
considered such new areas to be theirs, while it was accepted that nobody
could claim the previous areas they had temporarily left. This meant that
they could come back to the previous farms while at the same time maintain-
ing the new areas. This is why most of the well-to-do farmers in Ismani owned
several plots of land in several villages in the area. But these well-to-do did
not reside in the area. As we have indicated, the majority of farmers were
migrants from other parts of the District. There were, for example, complaints
from the Ismani Jumbe that the new migrants paid labourers to work on
their farms, but they did not own a house or cattle and did not pay taxes
to the Jumbe. Because of rapid acquisition of huge land areas without the
use of modern methods of farming, and the farmers’ method of evading tax
payments to the Jumbe, the colonial Government was forced to consider intro-
ducing more effective measures to control land acquisition in the area.
Specifically, the Native Authority, working together with the District
Commissioner and the Department of Agriculture, decided to assert some
control over land acquisition. They argued that if there were no controls the
widespread practice of grabbing Jand would lead to severe soil erosion and
a rapid decrease in production. The measures to be taken to control cultiva-
tion in Ismani were spelt out in a circular Jetter, written by the District
Commissioner to the Provincial Agricultural Officer on 9 June, 1951.
A. Existing cultivators . . . with plough [are to be allowed] a maximum acreage
[of] 50 acres per plough [and] a maximum acreage per family/household

[of] 100 acres, which may be extended subject to permission of the Native
Authority being obtained after consultation by the latter with District Com-

missioner and Agricultural Assistant.
B. Existing cultivators with hoes [are to
30 acres per hoe [and] a maximum acreage per

acres.?

third or fourth year as the top
to broadcast seeds without cult

be allowed] a maximum acreage [of]
family/household [of] 50

new as well as old migrant farmers. In order to
sures a Field Officer (Agriculturey was seconded to
the settlement “scheme” in 1955. The Native Authority worked out a Five-
Year Development Plan® for the Ismani settlement; the actual expenditure
incurred over the period 1953-55 was Shs. 85,336/-. This money was spent

These limits applied to
carry out the above mea

2 From the records of the Ismani African Maize Growers’ Co-operative Society.
3 1 was unable to find the plan document itself. 1 saw instead secondary references

which were unfortunately not complete.
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mostly on salary, transport and i i
7 official travelling expense i
Officer and on a demonstration farm in Ismani. o 1A R
g (ﬁ;te:'n;t)ts to contr}cl)l land-holding and to introduce modern ways of farm
ot meet with any success in Ismani. Th i -
! o . The migrants who
cultivate maize in the area did not i it
plan to reside there, so considered
’ t
?:ﬁzwmerely z;]s : ter}r:porary place to stay and did not have any interest l:::
: ing methods which would have maintained soil fertili
i lity. It was b
they considered that the area did n A L i
ot belong to them (since they di
legal rights of land ownershi (g il
p and land use as such) that th
from considered long-term inves i " T S
tment in the area. They were i i
short-term investment that i i . g
generated immediate surpluse:
the well-to-do farmers who ow ARG
ned more than 100 acres duri
1950s applied for commercial b, R
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refused by the District Loan Commi i o S
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after the sales of crops (the i it i o g
e ps (the surplus itself, it is worth noting, generated by
I plis
. factr;r;h?ne;rilgg ;9205, a(fiter thg milling company Unga Limited established
. , @ good number of Asians and Arabs in th
Interested in buying maize from th por: iy ML
¢ e farmers. There
N were cases where the
faiizrér;ne’?;lhants made secret cgntracts and agreements with some influential
- fulﬁ.lled efy t;greed on certain prices but these arrangements were often
i wl ere had been good yields because the merchants would argue
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" s. This system lastefl for one or two seasons only. The richer
abandone:a&t'ed to sell their produce to the highest bidder, so they
At Wxsds.ystem as soon as they were able to pay and feed labourers
P ,ee Ing periods from their own resources. The Asians, despite
v air:ls Fefusal to have contracts with them, still were able to dominate
s toymg "‘luthe whole Ismani area because they had transport facilities
i boughteav;ailg(e c;eg(t)re;. They were making huge profits. For example
o g of maize at Shs. 25/- it
W it i . 25/- on the farm and sold it
! . ga Town at Shs. 30/- to 35/-. S i
maize directly to millers in Dar ehviampiraragiane e
es Salaam fo i
the transport cost h_ad been deducted. gy oyl
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There were very large price fluctuations at the market centres in the

villages. For example, in the morning farmers would receive 20 cents per kg,

at mid-day 22 cents, and in the late afternoon 5 cents. The following day,

the figures would be reversed so that those people who sold maize in the
morning would get higher prices than those who came at mid-day or later in
the afternoon. In addition, the clerks at the buying posts understated the
actual weight of the produce. The buying clerks were sometimes given money
either by Unga Limited or individual merchants to buy maize. The clerks
were corrupt to the core. They hired guards who instead of protecting the
stocks from being stolen were used mainly to harass people who were com-
plaining that they were underpaid because the scales used were faulty or the
officials played tricks with the machines. A lot of people hated the clerks,

Asians and others, who exploited the farmers. The peasants said that the
d the clerks and the Indians to exploit them

colonial Government allowe
through corruption and harassment. But since their trade was highly

profitable, such practices were considered in high circles in Tringa Township
as necessary evils to pay for the cost of development in the area. After TANU
was started many farmers in the area became members as a sign of protest
against the practices of the clerks at the buying posts. In addition, some
of the farmers became members of TANU as a more general protest against
colonial rule. They wanted Tanganyika kujitawala (self-rule for Tanganyika).
The overwhelming majority of farmers soon agreed to form their own
co-operative society that would buy their produce and would not treat them
as the clerks had done. In 1952, fifty well-to-do African farmers in
the area formed the Ismani African Maize Growers’ Co-operative Society.
When the news of the society’s registration was announced, it was greeted
with widespread approval in Ismani. People thought that they had found the
way to their liberation, and so became members of the co-operative.
 The aim of the society was to gain both primary as well as secondary
trade margins by buying produce from the farmers and selling it to Unga
Limited in Iringa Township. The profit thus secured would be used for the
development of the area instead of going into the pockets of individual
merchants. The well-to-do farmers also mobilised the entire area to contribute
funds for a water development project. They collected one bag of maize from
ecach household as a contribution toward the construction of dams and bore-
holes to provide water for both human and animal consumption. The leader-
ship for the fund-raising came from the rich farmers who were resident in
Iringa Township (indeed it is still the case that all the rich farmers in Ismani,
without exception, live in town). They themselves could not know the real
water problems which the poorer peasants were experiencing during the dry
season.
The water development project was not a Success (nor was the co-
operative, as we shall see below). The reason for the failure of the water
project was said to be lack of funds. There are those who contend that the
leadership of the co-operative (1952/53) took some of the money which was
raised for the water project and used it to buy their own lorries and tractors.
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?:;l;ntirargl?l}::rz uf;;lll;tlzsf v::;te pa;tly us}::d to carry water from Iringa Town to
{ : er by rich farmers durin
&rg\:z;ilatzsbea'a 1(;1crat1ve t.radc.a from which the well-tgo-iih: s(rj;)allls;:i?nl al§0
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good throughout the 1950s compared with later years. During the early 1950s
the yield per acre was higher than in the late 1960s. For example, one acre
produced 15 bags of maize, whereas in the late 1960s one acre produced only
five bags of maize. Overall, during the 1950s the cost of production was
Shs. 60/- per acre whereas in the late 1960s the production costs on an
average came to Shs. 120/- per acre. The prices in the late 1940s, and early
1950s were relatively high as compared to the 1960s. In the early 1950s the
producer price for maize was about Shs. 35/- per bag of 90 kilograms; in
the 1960s prices steadily declined to a low level of Shs. 23/40 per bag.
Throughout the 1950s there was a great demand for maize because there
was famine in the central part of the country and also internationally as a
result of the Korean war.

The rough comparison of the cost of production, yield per acre, and
producer prices in the late 1940s and early 1950s on the one hand, and the
1960s on the other, shows clearly that the income of the poor farmers has
decreased while the costs of production have been increasing, mainly because
of the deterioration of soil fertility and the small scale of the production
units. But the few rich and well-to-do farmers who had already amassed a
huge land area, employed a large labour force to work on their farms, had
access to loans after independence and applied modern methods of cultivation,
have constantly increased their income. In general, the development of Ismani
as we have outlined it from the time when the large-scale settlement began
until 1967 when the Arusha Declaration was adopted (its implementation
began in Ismani in the early part of 1970), shows a clear class differentiation
between the poor and rich farmers emerging out of the social relations of
production in the area. These relations were basically capitalist and not
feudalist or communal in character as we shall show in the next section. At
this point, we can say that the process of capitalist development in the area
embodied three basic classes—migrant workers and poor peasants on the
one hand, and rural and petty capitalists on the other.

CLASS DIFFERENTIATION

In the first section T outlined, using such Government reports as were
available and field interviews with elders in Iringa, how the socio-economic
formation under colonial rule began, and paved the way for the development
of rural capitalism in the whole area. The achievement of what Mwalimu has
correctly called Uhuru wa Bendera (flag independence) did not fundamentally
change the general development of rural capitalism. On the contrary, the
capitalist strategy of rural development went on until 1967 when Azimio la
Arusha (Arusha Declaration) was adopted.

In this section I want to show, by using our own field data (still incom-
pletely processed) the magnitude of class differentiation in the Ismani area.
My interest in attempting to study and analyse such a cardinal question is
to assess the extent of class differentiation and class struggle in the area and
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to explore its relation to the goal of socialism and self-reliance which has
been chartered by the Party.

For the purpose of such a study we chose four villages—Mkungugu,
Kihorogota, Igula and Mangawe—as a representative sample of Ismani villages.
The choice of these four villages was determined by such factors as location,
population, land ownership patterns, levels of education and the general level
of class differentiation. The selection of the four villages to be studied
intensively was made after a general survey of 29 villages over a period
of two months in Ismani Division.

The first method of collecting information was informal. There were no
formal questionnaires, as it was thought these would make communication
with the peasants difficult. We instead arranged to talk to small groups and
discuss the general history of the village. We asked general questions such
as: How did people first come to settle in the village and why did they
choose that particular site for the village? What were the methods of acquir-
ing land in the area? Where did most of the people who settled in the village
come from? Why did some people possess large farms while others had small
farms or sometimes no farms at all? We participated in the manual activities
of the villages and regarded this as a necessary method of collecting informa-
tion from the farmers. Indeed it was through this that most of the people
in the village became acquainted with us and were later willing to discuss
with us many problems, including those of a political nature. Besides, our
research was designed in such a way that in every village we chose for
intensive study there was a research assistant who lived in the village for
52 weeks. After we had gathered such general information in the four villages,
we then took a stratified sample of households in each village. When that
was completed, we started collecting information daily from this household
sample in a systematic fashion (the data so collected has not yet been
processed).

We studied the four villages for nearly two years, 1970-1972. Two of them,
Mkungugu and Kihorogota, were among the oldest villages in Ismani,
situated along the Dodoma-Iringa road. Mkungugu* was the last village among
the old villages situated along the road to become a kijiji cha ujamaa (ujamaa
village). This was because the rich farmers holding land in Mkungugu area
were vigorously opposed to any ujamaa in the village. But Kihorogota, because
of its dynamic character, was one of the first villages to begin ujamaa, even
bc_efore 11 May, 1971, when land in Ismani was officially expropriated by the
ujamaa villages. The last two villages, Igula and Mangawe, were new ones
which were settled after the land in the central part of Ismani along the
Dodoma-Iringa road was already occupied. Igula was the first village to
b.ecome a kijiji cha ujamaa, doing so in March, 1970. It is known as the
pioneer village for ujamaa in the area. Mangawe on the other hand was
selected mainly because it is situated in the upper hill area far from the main
road and, above all, because it did not possess water at the time we started

—_—
4 This is the village where the former Regional Commissioner of Iringa, Dr W.
Klerruu, was shot and killed by a rich farmer on 25 December, 1971.
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our study. But now, due to the efforts of the Party and Government, this
village has been supplied with water, to the great satisfaction of the villagers.

The sociological model used here for our analysis of rural class formation
is based on the Marxist revolutionary theory of social classes and class
struggle. The question basic to our analysis derives from the proposition that
the concentration of the major means of production (land, capital equipment,
livestock and non-agricultural means of production) in the hands of the rich
farmers determines ultimately the social relations in rural society. Thus our
division of the producers into three major classes—capitalist and petty capi-
talist, poor farmers and migrant workers as defined in the text—is based on
the analysis of the above variables with land ownership being the most
important variable in the overall context of rural society.

Our concern in what follows is, therefore, to measure more precisely
the extent of class differentiation in relation to the ownership of the major
means of production in the four villages.

We shall start with a discussion of the general data on the economic
categories of the Ismani farmers. From the data, it is clear that the distribu-
tion of land under crop cultivation in the four villages in relation to the
different classes was uneven by any method of measurement. The capitalist
farmers are divided into three strata as can be seen from Table 1. The
stratum owning from 40 to 99.9 acres constitutes 6% of the total households
and cultivates 13% of the land under crop cultivation. Those owning and
cultivating between 100 and 349 acres cultivated 19% of the land and
constituted 3% of the households. Those who owned over 350 acres consti-
tuted 0.01% of the total households and cultivated 21% of the total land
under crop cultivation. These three strata represented about 9% of the
households, but held 539% of the total land under cultivation. If we consider
the purchased land (Table 2) they owned 889, of this, in addition to 28%
of the allotted land. Of the existing capital equipment (Table 3) 96% was
owned by this group; and they also owned 479% of the cattle and 51% of
the sheep and goats. The large-scale nature of farming by these strata leaves
no doubt as to its commercial character. They hired a huge labour force on
their farms (Table 4); they had credit facilities both from the commercial
banks and the National Development Credit Agency (now legally reorganised
into the Rural Development Bank); and they owned a good proportion of
the vehicles; they used these to transport maize and other crops directly to
the National Agricultural Products Board’s godown in Iringa Town, thereby
getting 35 cents per kilogram of maize, while the poor farmers and petty
capitalists sold their maize to the Board through a long chain of Societies
and Co-operative Unions, receiving “on the farm” only 26 cents per Kilo-
gram. Besides obtaining vast profits from labour exploitation on the farms,
these strata also received income from their vehicle transport. During the
harvesting the Iringa Co-operative Union hired their vehicles to transport
produce from all over the area to the Board’s godowns. They reaped enormous
incomes from such activities, as some of them told me personally when I
interviewed them after the Co-operative Union had convinced the ujamaa
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villages (now registered as producer co-operatives) in Ismani to belong to it.
(This registration meant that the individual private owners of lorries would
no longer be able to transport the produce from the villages which previously
had not had a link with the Co-operative Union. But the situation now is
that those who are committee members of the Union will still be able to

.....

produce.)
These farmers adopted more modern agricultural methods. Some of them

applied manure and others used fertilizers. They started cultivation at the
appropriate times in October, and when the first rains of late November/
carly December began they planted maize. Maize was planted with 16 inches
space between seeds. They started weeding two weeks after planting. Some
of them had planting and weeding machines. In general, the yields were
comparatively higher than those of the poor farmers who could not manage
to farm in the modern way. This first group can be categorised as a capitalist
class. The income they generated from labour exploitation through their
monopoly of capital (land, farm equipment, livestock) in Ismani was very
large. They were not feudal lords; they earned their living basically from
labour exploitation, not from ground-rent. The average annual gross income
from farming for those in this group cultivating up to 349 acres was about
Shs. 38,248 /- whereas those owning over 350 acres earned an average annual
gross income of about Shs. 189,000/-. In addition, they received enormous
incomes from the ownership of non-agricultural means of production in Iringa
Town in the form of restaurants, bars, houses for rent, milling machines,
taxis, etc. This wealthy and prosperous class establishment was, as was the
admitted aim of the colonial overlords, a factor of political stability in rural
areas of immense importance to the future of this country! As a senior
colonial official in the Government wrote:

I want to see the emergence from our hitherto undifferentiated African society
of a substantial number of rich men.... I would like to see them in suffi-
ciently strong financial position to be able to send their sons overseas for
education, to afford motor cars, good houses and the like, and I believe that
the emergence of such relatively wealthy individuals in the community will
provide a stabilising factor of immense importance to the future of this
country.b
Because of the concentration of ownership of means of production within
these upper strata of the capitalist farmer class, their influence in Iringa among
the‘people is also great. This influence is not confined to the rank of the
ordinary people whom they mislead, but unfortunately it penetrates into the
organs of government, parastatal organisations, the co-operative movement—
not even the Party is altogether free from it.
 The petty capitalist strata, cultivating between 15 and 39.9 acres, con-
Stituted 23% of the households, 30% of the labour force and 299, of the
total population, but cultivated only about 287, of land under crops. However,

SRR -
5 Tak.en from J. Iliffe, Agricultural Change in Modern Tanganyika (Nairobi: East
African Publishing House, 1971), p. 37.
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they owned 459, of land alloted by the Jumbe. The majority in these strata
lacked important farm implements, though in general they owned a good
proportion of the ox-ploughs. None of the households in this group owned
a tractor. Because they lacked important capital equipment, a substantial
proportion of them were forced to let out some of their land to the poor
farmers who paid them Shs. 20/- per acre. Typically, the income they
received from rent was less than the income received from family and hired
labour. Their main interest was to cultivate the land they owned, but because
they possessed few farm implements and could not readily get access to
credit facilities, they were forced to rent a certain proportion of their land
to the poor farmers.

Similarly, a part of their land was generally cultivated by tractors owned
by the rich farmers. They made agreements with the owners of the tractors.
These agreements were made with the understanding that the land cultivated
should be divided in such a way that the owner could use one-third and the
tractor owner could use two-thirds as payment for the use of the tractor.
The transaction was for only one season, but could be repeated if necessary
the following season. The expenditure on production for the petty capitalist
farmers was higher than that for the rich who owned their own farm imple-
ments. But compared to the poor farmers their expenditure was less since
they did not pay rent on land. The annual gross income in a good crop year,
for example, for those who cultivated from 15 to 24.9 acres was Shs. 1,901/,
whereas those cultivating from 25 to 39.9 acres earned an average annual
gross income of about Shs. 3,004/-. Farmers in this group generally covered
their annual family expenditure from their farm income. Besides, a good
number of them were engaged in petty trade, such as butchery, retailing,
milling and bars, from which they derived some income. The poorer stratum
of petty capitalists experienced some difficulties at certain periods of the
year in covering their daily necessities from the income they earned from
farming. They were actively engaged in productive efforts of their own. They
did not in general sell their labour power to the richer farmers. A certain
proportion of them, especially those with the largest land-holdings (i.e.,
30-39.9 acres) hired labour. About two-thirds of their income was earned
by the household labour force, the remaining one-third was earned from
labour exploitation. Since there was an average of four people contributing
to the family labour force, those households cultivating up to 20 acres of
land usually earned their income from the labour of their own family. They
did not hire labour, nor did they sell their labour power to the rich peasants.
But those owning and cultivating greater acreages hired a good proportion
of their labour force, and a good part of their income was received from the
exploitation of labour. These strata can be categorised as mabepari wa kitamaa
(petty capitalists). Their main aspiration was to become richer, but the reality
of the social structure that existed worked against them. Hence, their main
source of income was from family labour. Their influence among the people
was not as widely spread as that of the rich strata. But the seeds of ubinafsi
(individualism) had penetrated deeply throughout the entire strata.

ECONOMIC DIFFERENTIATION IN ISMANI

The farmers cultivating 1-5.9 and 6-14.9 acres constituted 689, of the
households, 56% of the total labour force and 549, of the total population,
but cultivated only 209, of the total acreage under crops (excluding work as
hired labourers) and not all this land was their own. They rented land at
Shs. 20/- per acre from the petty capitalists, who owned about 459, of the
Jand alloted, but as already noted did not have sufficient farming equipment
to utilise it fully so they let it out annually to the poor farmers. Of
the total land cultivated under rent in the 1970/71 season, for example,
about 949, was rented by the poor farmers. Because they had to pay Shs. 20/-
per acre for rent, their production expenditure was higher than that of the
well-to-do who owned not only their own lands but also owned capital equip-
ment. After renting small pieces of land at Shs. 20/- per acre, they hired
tractors to cultivate at Shs. 40/- per acre. Most of the time they hired
tractors because tractors cultivated deeper and faster, and they preferred
this as they always cultivated late in the season. They applied neither manure
nor fertilizers because they could not afford them, and because of this
land fertility was declining with every passing season. In addition, they
cultivated late and could not benefit from the first rain of late November
or early December. It is believed from long experience in Ismani that generally
those who start cultivating as early as late November and plant before or
immediately with the first rain get better results than those who start late
as is the case with this class. Therefore, their maize yields average little more
than four bags per acre. They sold their produce to the co-operative society
at 26 cents per kilogram. The average annual gross income for those culti-
vating 1-5.9 acres was only Shs. 354/- and those cultivating 6-14.9 acres
received an annual gross income of Shs. 945/- only. From their small income
from farming, which could not cover the basic material necessities in the
household with an average of four persons per family, they were forced to
sell their labour power in order to earn their subsistence. They are the class
of poor farmers and part‘time workers. It is this class which forms the bastion
of the revolutionary forces living permanently in the area. Their interest lies
with socialism and not with capitalism.

THE METHODS OF LAND ACQUISITION AND OWNERSHIP

An examination of the extent of class differentiation brought about through
land acquisition and land ownership in the four villages in Ismani necessarily
entails an investigation of the land tenure system (see Table 2). There were
four methods of acquiring land in Ismani. The first was land acquired through
Government allotment by the Jumbe (sub-chief) in the period prior to 1962
when the system of chief’s rule was in operation. After 1962, the chief’s rule
was abolished and the Village Development Committee became responsible
fpr allocating land to people in the area. The second method of land acquisi-
tion was through inheritance. Thirdly, land was acquired by renting. Fourthly,
land was acquired by purchase. A study of the ownership of land under crop
Cultivation, as shown by the data in Table 2, indicates clearly that land was
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unevenly distributed between and within the two main landholding classes.
- This explains the fact that there was, prior to ujamaa, a relative land scarcity
§; o I~ SR G R L TR i § in Ismani as a whole. i
S The rich farmers took the lion’s share of the total land under
o e Y BR S RN e g crop cultivation. For example, out of 7,230 acres they cultivated 3,806
8= R 3% & &8 & & &s « 529, of the total land under crop cultivation. In other words, the
o 0 —_ — — - ~ acres, (o] )
< rich farmers who were only 169 of the total population used and owned
uivalent to 529, of the total under crop cultivation. In examin-
) land eq e g 3 :
"62 ing each method of land acquisition the picture is even more glaring.
o o0 B A SO e V) - AR N For example, of the 3,109 acres acquired through commercial purchase the
e rich owned 2,722 acres, 889, of the total. This was the chief method for
o 5 oiR8 LB Vi B e ohi B § this element to acquire land. There were two ways of purchasing land. .'ljhe
Eg e ‘i i n first was to pay Shs. 45/- per acre; the second method was through hiring
pil i out tractors. For example, the petty capitalist land-owner, who did not want
- to let some part of his farm to the owner of the tractor, would make an
5 2 agreement that he (the land-owner) would pay the cost of cultivation at the
o el i eyl i et ST Silroa 17 e ) :
2 g I R M o A e a end of the season. But sometimes he would be unable to pay because of low
" yields or lack of sufficient rain. What they did in that case was to pay for
- — [\ L] [= > 3 1 h
QE E § g % 2% 3 ¢ § 58 the tractor by surrendering part of the' land. The arrangen}ents were made
3z - - between the two people concerned, without any legal basis. Because land
< purchase and land sales were transacted commercially in a country where
= land was assumed to be owned by the state, the actual prices of land in
“w O . y 4
% ; N AT % o te X o® 9B 8 Ismani were claimed to be.a compensation for the work done to clear the
bt = bush from the land. The price was kurudisha gharama ya ufyekaji, to return
= the cost of clearing land. This is what they said during the period before
g g g 58 8 2 g - E a8 2 ujamaa.’ But after ujamaa, they (the capitalist rich farmers) said they actually
2 g - bought the land and did not just pay compensation.
a Of (he total land allotment by the Jumbe or Village Development Com-
e mittee, the rich owned quite a big portion. Of 3,350 acres of land under
% 2 I 9% ™ ©m o o om g allotrpent, they owned 913 acres, 289, of the total. Thus the two major ways
4 g = the rich acquired land were purchase and allotment. The other two methods—
& ot oMY inheritance and land rent—were relatively insignificant.
83 = IBRM i 9q The petty capitalist strata owned 1,990 acres, or 289 of the total land
b § under crop cultivation. Unlike the rich farmers, the main method they used
z to acquire land was through land allotment. Of 3,350 acres of land cultivated
5 under allotment, this stratum owned 1,545 acres, 459, of the total. They
2 A0 owned only 252 acres, 89, of the land purchased. Land cultivated under
ol 2y @ g :'::f g 2 g 2 g .y § " % rent was a negligible proportion of the total, though, as might be expected
e g § g g g8 4 g ?—; - -§ 25~ g of some importance to the poorer farmers.
3 2 = 2 2 b Z xl % 2z % R % g % E " g _ The poor farmers cultivated 1,434 acres of land, 209, of the total. Of
= 398128234328 238383 & this 892 acres were held under allotment. Renting was also a major method
§ 5 of acquiring land and of 255 acres of land under rent, this stratum occupied
; K @ 238 acres or 94% of the total. The rent was always Shs. 20/- per acre
o
& % Z —
& E .§ é 6 Our findings about land purchase agree with the findings of Rayah Feldman in her
Y 5 2 = | paper, Custom and Capitalism: A Study of Land Tenure in Ismani, Tanzania,
E & 2s S (E.R.B. Paper 71.14, Economic Research Bureau, University of Dar es Salaam).
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without any consideration of soil fertility or distance from the village. There -
were, however, a few cases where they could pay after they sold their EE 3 Jid wdeuols
produce, but these were exceptions to the general rule. By paying rent, their LA =2 = K% & = °5 8
production expenditure was increased, and this made it difficult for them >3
to gain more income. 3 g 2 88 8 28 8 2 2 Bovit
ge%5 aroileobi e o Ludk ® %
TRACTOR, OX-PLOUGH, AND LIVESTOCK OWNERSHIP oz = &
The ownership of farm implements among the farmers also follows the g e o bl Ly b o g i
same pattern (see Table 3). That is to say, the rich farmers owned more of @ o oh). 2 2
the capital equipment than the others. Of 207 ox-ploughs, they owned 56. P
They owned 24 tractors worth Shs. 578,400/ indeed it was this class alone % § o | SURTEE TR °om 3
that owned tractors—the other farmers could not afford to buy them. The g Tolbd 1 ¥ Vg
rich farmers as a whole owned 969, by value of the capital equipment, and % B“s E
this consisted mainly of tractors and ox-ploughs. (We are not including other Né 3 RO g D DR ial e a5 8
capital equipment owned by them as this will be discussed in later reports. > 8 i
I;:::, vv: are concern?d with farm machinery and e_:quxpment only.) Tractors Bl g 88 8 88 8 8
y important in the central parts of Ismani where land was hard to &5 %5 R e e § g § =
till during the dry season. Only tractors could easily cultivate deep enough. o # g w2 & ©B& R & 25 §
The ox-ploughs were used but they could not effect deep cultivation. Also, A >
ox-ploughs could not cultivate fast enough, and, as we have noted, since 2 - 23 8 88 @ @ g ad]
most of the cultivation began relatively late, tractors were thus preferred. ad e SN T o 8 &
Those who owned tractors, besides cultivating their own farm first, also P
cultivated for the poor and petty capitalist farmers at Shs. 40/- per acre. A 2 & 83 & & 2 8 F 2z =
few of the rich farmers had started to fully mechanise farming operations = N
(e.g., in weeding and harvesting), but this was still insignificant, as most used 2B = Lol
cheap labour power instead. However, over three-quarters of the land used i e\cé’; p B o e - :
was cultivated by tractors and the remaining one-quarter was cultivated by 8 S3 g w8 8
ox-plough. The capitalist farmers originally acquired tractors and ox-ploughs § q = hiting
by paying cash. This was true of the period before independence when not a i :E, § 54 Q@ § 5@“ 8% § 8 g § 2
single farmer in Ismani was provided with credit. But after independence, 2 § o 2 gi. ne v we B8 % % >
some rich farmers bought tractors and other machinery through credit facili- z _g 5 - I
ties from the commercial banks as well as from the National Development % g § | [ | 1] < =« o
Credit Agency. In 1970/71, a new tractor cost Shs. 45,000/- while some A r & 8
of the secondhand machines cost an average Shs. 15,000/~ each. z
In addition, these farmers owned a considerable number of cattle. Of é é? A Q® o To »
1,665 cattle in the four villages they owned 791. This was equivalent to 47% s = B 10 aa @ a b3 )
of the value of existing livestock. They also owned 519 by value of the i
goats and sheep. They used cattle both for beef and milk. In every village, . E 9 8 8 g g o4
they owned at least one butchery. They used to slaughter cattle for sale in ' g g g g8-8383 L2852 ) L
the villages. They also sold some of their cattle to the Arabs who owned 3 g 25a §§ @ § a3 3 > .§ ?, .§ g g
butcheries in Iringa Town. Still others, who themselves owned butcheries i g9 é i 2595743 %‘ LY S b
in Iringa Town, slaughtered their cattle for their own butcheries. They »L g is 20208a0020a8348 &
gained substantial income from the sales of meat until the Iringa District @ 5 %‘
Development Corporation took over the butcheries in Iringa Township. g § 5 E 3:§ =1
(338 -] L8 5s 8

s milk was concerned, they generally supplied local Govern-
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ment workers and some few petty capitalists who owned dukas (shops) in
the villages. Bulls were used to pull ploughs, but this was the practice of the 5 2~
petty capitalists rather than the rich farmers who normally used tractors. The 528 %j TRANgARLSTn =
local market prices for the cattle were relatively high. The bulls cost Shs. 300/- § 'EE g 8 NP A 0 A %I t'\*ll
on the average, cows about Shs. 200/-, goats Shs. 40/- each, and sheep =@ Hea
Shs. 50/-. (We obtained the price in the local market at Igula village where 5
cattle are sold at the end of every month.) 5872 8
The petty capitalist stratum owned 93 out of 207 ox-ploughs worth 2835 JD emedon—noa ®
. . . . . L 803 ~A|lmm=O0woO <Tvoaon o
Shs. 13,950 but little else in the way of production tools. This was equivalent LR 8=
to 2.5% of the value of capital equipment held in the villages. They also e ol Wi P sl i”
owned by value 329, of the cattle and 349, of the sheep and goats. Most 82 T4
of this property was concentrated in Mangawe and Igula villages. This is not 8 E 5 g ? B | ravonn®®ond = s
surprising, because these were the villages that were settled later and where 5 % :‘"_» 5 ; | SRR IEREG ge 3 5 §
some of these farmers still owned land. But in the old villages, hardly any % g °gs” % E g
possessed ox-ploughs or cattle. They hired tractors or ox-ploughs to cultivate = 'g .
for them. Hoes were generally not used in preparing the land for planting, ¥ g
so we did not consider these important as instruments of labour to be included g 3 2322888 288 g f: 'FE‘ %
in our calculations of capital equipment. <8 bl v B 2o B g5
The measurement of labour requirements’ in the four villages in Ismani 8 %‘f;
shows the extent to which each class and stratum earned their living either w8 gg’f
through their own toil or through wage labour (see Table 4). The poor farmers, E S PRt ol v 'E, g §
who cultivated a total of 1,434 acres with an adult household labour force £ 5 o e T g = 2 % g
of 665, did not need any additional labour to weed their farms. In fact, when A ] W el
we take five acres as representing one labour unit for the whole weeding EE“‘:
season we see that there is a surplus labour force of 379 in this class. In other S8 g% §
words, these farmers would require an additional 1,895 acres of land to culti- 8 .E) RIZIARIONR & g g é.
vate if their entire family labour force was to be productively utilised. But g ] i 5 s %""
_because of the existing social relations of production, they could not hope i % g's
to acquire for themselves additional acreage. In the first place, they only owned §§ £
49, of the total land purchased, and rented 94% of the land under lease. 5 <35
Since the small income they received from their farms was grossly inade- 8 3 g §§
quate to meet their material needs, they were forced to use their excess g 8 8 g g g E 5o 8
labour power on the large capitalist farms. They thus earned much of their g s E b - 2'2 3
living through the sale of their labour power. They did not exploit anybody, 2 ; T &3 K ; 3
but were mercilessly exploited by the owners of capital. 17 4w g _% 2 g%
The petty capitalists cultivated 1,990 acres of land that required a labour g 8- 8 'E:‘DE pow 288
force of 398 persons, but since they only had 346 persons making up the g 2 § g § § e § 5E g iy LR g
household labour force, they were forced to hire an additional 52 persons. E ZELE3455528 £ >E g
The additional labour they required amounted to 0.7 persons per household. <1 PRelon it 4 I 'E I
They earned their living from their labour power and from exploitation of = % 8 B’IS
others. But the income they received from the family labour force was 2 8 i §§§
generally greater than the income from exploitation. § g 2 4 - g %
= Al g =
7 Weeding of maize is the most labour consuming factor in maize production; the 2 % E § é E EE
measurement of labour requirements is, therefore, based on the number of people ] E 8 5 2 B grg 2
P | C £ sl Bieind 8¢

needed for weeding in the area.
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The rich farmers cultivated 3,806 acres of land that required 761 labourers
to weed the whole area productively. But the total family labour force
amounted to only 164. Therefore, they hired an additional 597 labourers
from the poor stratum and from places outside Ismani. On an average each
household in this group hired 20 persons to weed on their farms, with the
two largest farms hiring 142 labourers each. Considering the fact that these
farmers do not in general participate in the productive activities on their
farms except when supervising the work, the labour force attributed in our
calculations to family labour is in practice to some extent hired labour. Our
figures on the labour force required by the rich farmers are, therefore, if
anything an underestimation. Further, besides hiring a huge labour force on
the farm, they also needed additional workers for their butcheries, milling
machines, cattle-keeping, buses and lorries, etc.

The conditions of employment were very poor. The workers laboured
for long hours each day for a mere Shs. 1/33 and were subjected to harsh
discipline by wanyapara (supervisors) on the farms. These workers were
divided into two categories, the vibarua (daily paid) and the seasonal semi-
permanent workers. The vibarua, who were mostly local poor farmers, were
paid in goods such as maize flour, grains, meat and some pombe (drinks), or
in cash on the day of work if they finished the task given to them on a given
day, a task which was customarily equivalent to one-fifth of an acre.

The semi-permanent workers, generally migrants from outside Ismani,
were paid Shs. 480/- at the end of the season. In addition, they were given
posho (maize flour) for their daily subsistence. The rest of the food, they had
to get by themselves. They ate mostly mboga za majani (vegetables). Besides
this the rich sometimes slaughtered cows, bulls, sheep or goats for the workers
during the weeding period. The workers had to take the meat on credit which
was to be repaid at the end of the season and this arrangement was also
made with respect to pombe.

The prices of anything a worker took on credit were not known to the
worker until the end of the season. Only the rich farmers knew at what price
they sold meat, pombe, blankets, shirts, shoes or other things to the workers.
The rich were the ones who kept the records. As a result of such arrange-
ments, some of the workers, in order to pay their debt to the master, ended
up with huge deductions from their wages. Others, after paying their
debts, remained with only enough money for transport back home. Those
who were left with something more than the fare home were sometimes paid
only half the amount and were told that they would be paid the rest at the
end of the following season. Such was the fate of the workers in Ismani. But
since there were no better alternative job opportunities elsewhere, they were
forced to work for the Ismani mabepari.

Those in the migrant worker class who came to Ismani were recruited
from several places in the south such as Njombe and Mbeya. In the areas
where the workers were available, the rich farmers made arrangements with
certain people to become agents for labour recruitment. Those agents were
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g:(l)c:) 1: commission. The majority of the workers so recruited were young

Despite such arrangements, labour was scarce. The mabepari of Ismani
expanded their acreage with every passing season and the total number
of workers needed each season was very large. The poor earned on
the average only Shs. 562/- per year followed by the petty capitalist
stratum which earned Shs. 2,328/- per year. The income earned by the poor
farmers was not sufficient to cover their ever-rising costs of living. They
therefore, had to sell their labour power in order to keep body and soui
toget.her. The petty capitalists, however, did live on their income from
farming. Some of them experienced difficulties getting enough food during
the weeding period, but in general they easily complemented their income
fl:om trade. They also received income from the ox-ploughs when they were
hlrcq .for cultivation by the poor farmers. The capitalists did not themselves
participate in productive labour, but enjoyed life from income earned through
labour exploitation. They lived well. The figures on production also show
the same trend, the rich registering up to 699 of the total production, and
the poor 139, of the total production, with the middle stratum contributing
the remaining 189,.

In summing up, we can say firstly that the means of production were
concer?trated in the hands of the rich farmers and the capitalist class of
Ismani; through this, they controlled the socio-economic relations and moulded
the general political thought of the entire rural community. For the rich not
only monopolised more than half of the land under crop cultivation, they
also monopolised the ownership of capital equipment and livestock.

Secondly, they made use of and applied, to a great extent, scientific
methods of farming. This was possible mainly because larger scale farming
more easily allowed application of modern farming methods. There is also
the possibility that, with the larger operation, the cost of production declined.
Neither the poor farmers nor the middle (petty capitalist) stratum could
aﬂc?rd to make use of modern scientific methods of production. This was
mainly (in the case of poor farmers) because of lack of sufficient land as
w<.311 as equipment. But the petty capitalists were not able to use modern
scientific techniques because of lack of capital.

Thirdly, the rich farmers had access to credit and loans from the banks,
especially after independence. They sold their maize produce directly to the
Board and received higher prices than the poor and petty capitalist farmers
who sold their produce to the Board through the long chain of marketing
co-operatives which meant larger deductions from their income. These farmers
f:ould neither obtain credit loans nor sell their produce directly to the Board
In order to get higher prices for the maize produce.

Fastly, the rich farmers earned their living solely from income generated
by hired labour. They did not participate in production. They were the
mabepari (capitalists) not makabaila (landlords) as is generally assumed by




232 233 ECONOMIC DIFFERENTIATION IN ISMANI
ADHU AWITI

both the political leadership and some political writers and commentators.
23 s i The rich farmers did not lease out any part of their farm for rent. In short,
23573 3 3% 3 a ¥ §S 8 the mode of production (though containing within its fold certain elements
:‘%'; 8 ) N i L of precapitalist social formationsy was basically that of capitalism under an
gbfg export-oriented regime. It is a capitalism of the neo-colonial type that is
generally found in underdeveloped countries whose economic structures are
3 T o o e (U £ o ag 2 appendages of the imperialist world system.
828 A Rt g METRIN R 4 Precisely because the Tanzanian economy, as elsewhere in the “third
g % world”, is an appendage of the imperialist world economic system, the
Z & capitalist and petty capitalist in Tanzania cannot really develop into a full-
fledged national bourgeoisie as such. The international bourgeoisie cannot
?g 23 i allow them to construct an independent national capitalist system since that
< $% e i, TR TR R WSS e will not serve the interest of international monopoly capital. Thus the
L % capitalists and petty capitalists in Tanzania are in the international context
simply elements of the petty bourgeoisie. If the internal class contradictions
-~ 8 in the rural areas are to be analysed fully, this understanding of the overall
£ 2 5 § 8 8 :‘é § § §§ % position of the Tanzanian economy in relation to international monopoly
3 : o ot |G AR § § § 2 2 capital must not be forgotten. Nevertheless, since our focus is upon the nature
S g I L - of the class struggle within Ismani, particularly as it affects the application
of the policy of ujamaa vijijini, a treatment of the implications of this broader
q8T perspective has been explicitly put aside for presentation in a later study.
E E‘g "g 72 o o (=) o\ ®© L Q R 2 §
% é 8 THE FORMATION OF VIIJI VYA UJAMAA
¥ A very important day for the exploited poor farmers and agricultural
o workers in Ismani was 11 May, 1971. This was the occasion on which Mwalimu
8 3 2 g2 88 § = § % §‘ § §_ § Nyerere, at Igula kijiji cha ujamaa, declared that the land in Ismani belonged
S3& ?':, g -} § A 2 8 BF E. to the people of the area as a whole. This declaration was greeted with
> ey general approval and support by those oppressed sections of the people. They
said that they had been redeemed from the clutches of capitalism. From then
3t e =z 5 § § § § § § § 5, ?nwards, they declared, the}; would follow the Party an.d M’walimu through
35 = it SR e SR, o the end of the struggle. That they approved of the President’s speech cannot
g Yl be doubted, for earlier that day the ujamaa villages memorandum which they
8 read to Mwalimu complained bitterly against the mabepari and makabaila
& who opposed ujamaa. These latter argued that ujamaa was not for them.
2 e They had nothing to gain from it and declared that their land could not be
z 3 g taken fro.m then.l by uja.maa villages. The:y said then that those who wanted
z 5 8 B 8 5 m'% to start ujamaa in Ismani were day-dreaming, because Ismani belonged to the
R 2825 4 2988 £ 28E0E p= wenyeji (inhabitants). The idea of ujamaa was foreign to them. By implication
g g ;«’{ ‘25 3 E 2 :g; 28 :‘% 2 E 2 i § L this meant that if some people wanted to start an ujamaa village, they
é é E 31 g 34 34 -é 3o g % ::): 2 -(% é had to start on lanq which did not belong to anybody.
2 That is how things generally stood throughout Ismani before 11 May,
E o 1971. In this struggle between the possessing and dispossessed classes the
| 8 X < z poor farmers and workers already scored some victories over the rural
3 % = . o =8 fé_ bourgeoisie by founding seven vijiji vya ujamaa in Ismani. But none of these
-E g g § E K §' S villages had sufficient land to cultivate because the rich who owned land were
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bitterly opposed to the policy of wujamaa vijijini and to the mobilisation
efforts. In Kihorogota kijiji cha ujamaa, for example, there were 126
registered members who did not possess any land but were interested
in working and living together. Because they did not possess any land
in the village, they were forced to look for a place to cultivate, and so
they asked the ward executive officer to provide them with a farm. The ward
executive officer took the wajamaa to a piece of land five miles away from
the village. This land was not owned by anybody. The wajamaa cleared
the bush for about seven days. The people started complaining about the
distance. They said that it took them three hours to walk to the farm and
back to the village. Women among them complained that it was impossible
to walk as much as five miles and still be able to perform their daily domestic
activities, including caring for children. They wanted ujamaa right in their
village. In Mangawe Kkijiji cha ujamaa, there were about 175 registered
members, but they were only provided with 15 acres of land and the same
situation applied to Myanjaro, Chamdindi and the other three ujamaa villages.

Towards the end of 1970 and the beginning of 1971, it was already clear
that the overwhelming majority of poor farmers and workers, together with
a good proportion of petty capitalist farmers, wanted to start ujamaa villages,
but the principal problem then was where to get land on which to farm
collectively. As we have indicated already, none of the seven ujamaa villages
which had started before 11 May possessed enough land to cultivate. The
wajamaa waited anxiously for a decision on the day when they would have
access to the land in Ismani. When Mwalimu visited Igula kijiji cha ujamaa,
the pioneer village for the ujamaa movement in Ismani, on 11 May and gave
a timely explanation of TANU and Government policy on land, he said that
where a kijiji cha ujamaa existed, it must be given enough land before any
could be made available to private individuals. He further emphasised that
ujamaa villages would be mapped out and given enough land for the follow-
ing season. He concluded by declaring that anyone on the land so measured
would either have to join the ujamaa villages or leave and settle wherever
he wished to open new lands.® This statement was made at a public meeting
which was attended by members of all the rural strata in the area, and the
Regional and District Party and Government cadres.

From that day onwards, the class struggle in Ismani entered a decisive
stage, a struggle between the wajamaa flushed with this victory and the rich
farmers who were defeated in their aims on that day. These capitalists
opposed the policy of having their land taken by the wajamaa. But the latter,
who lost nothing by joining the villages, supported the policy of collective
farming, collective living and collective distribution of output according to
amount of labour power exerted productively. By July, 1971, there were
already 21 new vijiji vya ujamaa formed making a total of 29 in Ismani
Division. Why was it possible for such a rapid development of the ujamaa
movement to take place in Ismani where capitalism had gained such strong
roots in the socio-economic structure of the rural society?

8 The Standard (Dar es Salaam), 12 May, 1971.
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The fundamental factors that contributed to a relatively rapid develop-
ment of the ujamaa movement were two-fold. First, the nature of the social
structur.e Yvhich embodied within its fold class differentiation and class struggle
for socialist transformation of rural society where the material conditions of
the poor and middle strata would be improved and developed further.

TT}e'second factor was the dynamic leadership of the former Regional
Commissioner, Dr Klerruu, a man (though not a Marxist) who feared neither
death nor intimidation by the Ismani mabepari, as was the case with other
Gove{nment cadres at both Regional and District levels. His example of
exposing Phe capitalist exploitation of labour at the mass village meetings, his
Partxcxpatjon in the physical labour with wajamaa, were revolutionary ;hin-
ing examples that are not easily equalled by other leaders of equal status
Through his participation in physical labour he aroused and mobiliseci
the wquers and poor and middle peasants around the ujamaa programme
In addition, he disclosed the evil nature and structure of Government bureau-.
cracy l?y exposing some bureaucrats who were not only unsympathetic to the
aspl'ratlons of the poor and middle strata but who were openly hostile to the
feelu?gs and aspirations of the workers and peasants. In waging and spear-
heading such a struggle, he managed to win an overwhelming number of poor
and middle strata for the vijiji vya ujamaa movement.

To this extent the ujamaa village movement is not only a movement of
the poor peasants to work and live collectively and share their products
facc'ordmg to the amount of labour productively invested, but to a great extent
it is a movement of the poor people struggling for democratic rights and

socialism based on the concept of self-reliance.

But can it be said, given the present nature, structure and leadership
and .t.he Party and Government in the whole Region, and the ways of
mobilisation efforts, that the vijiji vya ujamaa movement will be able to

transform the capitalist mode of production to that of a socialist mode of
production? T

The Mobilisation for Ujamaa

T.he mobilisation efforts for the formation of a vijiji vya ujamaa move-
ment in t%le whole area was spearheaded by Party and Government cadres at
both Regional and District levels. The methods used to implement the Party
programme of ujamaa vijijini took the following form. First, the Regional
and Area Commissioners with the help of Regional and District Chairmen
Qf the Party, M.P.s and other Party functionaries took the leading position
in the mobilisation of the people to start ujamaa villages. Secondly, the Part
and Government leadership used various forms of persuasion ex;,)lainin t())]
the farmers the advantages of collective working and living on’ the one hfnd
and the disadvantages of individual working and living on the other Thé
most impqrtant and essential method of persuasion used by the leadérshi
was promising Government material aid once the people decided to start ag
ujamaa village. Such Government aid, they said, consisted of tractors, ox-
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ploughs, livestock, fertilizer and food. In addition, each member would be
guaranteed about three acres of land to use for producing foodstuffs. The
leadership also promised essential services such as an extension officer, a
medical aide and a community development officer, and improved water,
roads. a hospital, schools and even electricity. Other political, economic and
technical services in the form of help to members in drawing up farm
production plans were promised during the mobilisation campaign.

Third, the mobilisation campaign took the form of promising farmers
that, once they started vijiji vya ujamaa, they would be able to sell their
produce directly to the National Agricultural Products Board and not through
the marketing co-operative movement, since the latter was a middleman
and existed only to exploit the producers. This was repeated at every meeting
during the mobilisation campaign and attracted the attention of the people.

Fourth, a new and vigorous campaign has lately been launched to register
the villages as producer co-operative societies, so that they can gain legal
ground for access to credit facilities from the Rural Development Bank. The
whole mobilisation campaign was carried out with the aim of implementing
socialism and self-reliance.

We now turn to the reaction of each strata of the rural producers to the
mobilisation campaign. The view of the rich farmers towards the Party policy
of ujamaa vijijini has all along been negative. They are, from the material
and ideological point of view, opposed to the policy. They say ujamaa is for
the poor, lazy, and crippled who need welfare programmes. Ujamaa is not
for those ambao waliotangulia kushika ardhi (the first people who owned
land). They openly opposed the policy at the outset. But after 11 May, 1971,
they changed their strategy. They now vainly peddle the idea that they support
the Party but do not want to be forced to join ujamaa villages, and in fact,
the majority of this group have not joined. At present, they live in Iringa
Town. If one meets them in private, they seriously express their feelings about
their farms which were taken by the villages. They are not reconciled to the
fact and still seriously hope to get their farms back. Some of this group left
some of their wives to stay in Ismani to work with the wajamaa; others have
joined the villages but do not work themselves, instead they pay money for
the day’s work or send some people to work for them so that they get their
labour day recorded accordingly. At the time of weeding, they said that the
wajamaa would not weed well because they are lazy and ignorant but on the
contrary, this did not prove true. At present (May, 1972), they say that before
the maize is harvested they will burn it while it is still in the farm, but this
threat is now well-known and necessary measures have been taken to deal
with it. For example, in every village there are five guns. The wajamaa have
been trained by the police to use them to protect their property. So even this
threat is not likely to be carried out. The rich tell the poor peasants that the
ujamaa farms are not the property of the people but that of the Government.
They say that the Government could not spend so much money on the villages
if it did not own the farms. This is one of the more serious allegations that
the capitalists have made against the Government. Some less well-to-do farmers
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vw.lho have heard of such charges raise some doubts about the ultimate int
f‘lon of the Government. At the present time, the rich farmers want Isman'elt]-
walk on two feet next season”. That is to say, they want the private seéto(;
of. farming to go hand in hand with that of ujamaa collective farming. This
will be yet another test. But it should be added here that a good prop;)rtion
of the Government technical cadres at the Regional and District level
favour the idea that Ismani should walk on two feet. In short, the rich
fanpers are opposed to the Party policy because they see no matérial gains
:g .lt for tl@m. Like the upper stratum of the petty capitalist farmers,
gaczll:er(j)[f)gic_)smon has been lately expressed not in the open, but in secret
In general, even before the active mobilisation campaign was launched
they rarely attended mass meetings in the villages. But if by chance they did’
.attend meetings called by Party and Government cadres, they did not speak;
instead they hired poor farmers or petty capitalists to say something whicl;
they wanted said. They could not say it themselves because they were afraid
of revealing their stand openly before the people. They complain against the
Government by saying that the Government these days is one which con-
fiscates property and also makes a lot of propaganda in the schools, news-
papers and radio programmes. They listen to radio programmes from ’certain
neighbouring countries and say that Radio Tanzania is full of propaganda
but they also say they like to listen to its programme Mazungumzo Baadc;
ya Habari (Discussion after the News) because it gives them some ideas of
what to expect and think next. When I interviewed two of the rich farmers
about their view of ujamaa, one of them looked at me and said: ‘“You are
a young man, go and talk to my sons about ujamaa and not to me.”” Ujamaa to
him was for the young people not the wazee (old people). When I asked him
why he said that, he replied honestly by saying: ‘‘Sisi wazee, tumeonja

the fruits of exploitation. ' We do not want to join an ujamaa village. We
do not ?vant to be forced to join an ujamaa village.) This statement expresses
the feeling of the majority of farmers in this group. This also shows clearly

are mixeq anq confused. There are those who support the policy but doubt
whether it will really succeed. There are those who oppose the policy
but do not dare to express their views in the open. They secretly oppose the

cha ujamaa kinarudisha maendeleo ya nyuma”. (The ujamaa village is taking
us backwards.) But, at the same time, when they see some Party cadres at

Siasa ya Ujamaa Hoyee! Azimio la Arusha Hoyee!” in support of ujamaa
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Also, when they are among poor farmers and workers at public meetings
they appear to be revolutionary. But at private houses and at bars they
oppose the poor farmers for accepting the idea of equality saying it is
impossible for people to be equal. But then they add, ‘“Unyonyaji sio kitu
kizuri”. (Exploitation is not a good thing) Their political views which cor-
respond to their economic position show that under the capitalist system,
their lot was steadily sinking and disintegrating, with the majority of them
entering into the class of poor farmers. The economic decline of their strata
was inevitable under the capitalist system, as we have noted elsewhere. In
political terms, the petty capitalist farmers are less revolutionary as compared
to workers and poor farmers, but they are revolutionary relative to the richer
capitalist strata. It is important that their political position be studied and
clearly understood by the Party if ujamaa is to succeed in Ismani. The
majority of the leadership in the villages in Ismani come from this group. It
should be understood too that individualism is still strong. A carefully planned
political method of agitation, propaganda and organisation based on the
contradictions in the area is necessary in the implementation of the Party
policy. This group has to be mobilised still more, ideologically, politically
and organisationally together with the workers and poor farmers for the
successful implementation of ujamaa.

The political view of the workers and poor farmers about the Party policy
is quite clear. They wholeheartedly support the President, Party and ujamaa.
They say that if other Party and Government leaders were as committed to
socialism in practical terms as Mwalimu then Tanzania could easily become
taifa la ujamaa (a socialist nation). They say that they are opposed to ubepari na
ukabaila (capitalism and feudalism) and wataalam who use their office
to order the people about in the villages. They make up the truly revolutionary
classes as compared with the petty capitalists. They demand a complete change
of the present economic base and the Government and administrative structure.
They feel that the present structure of society has given more madaraka
(statusy to men in the offices who are not themselves producing any material
wealth. They add that, such madaraka ndiyo fimbo ya kupiga wanyonge
(officials use their office as the stick for beating poor people). In short, the
poor farmers and workers struggle against two basic contradictions, the con-
tradiction between the poor and rich farmers on the one hand and the
contradiction between the poor farmers and the present Government struc-
ture on the other hand. But the struggle they wage against the mabepari and
the establishment has been, to say the least, unscientifically guided by the
Party. The whole vijiji vya ujamaa movement in Iringa can be said to be a
reform movement for spontaneous change. The Party needs to think seriously
about the political methods of guiding the vijiji vya ujamaa movement in
Ismani area. Without the Party’s political support for the poor farmers and
workers, it will be impossible for them to forge ahead with the struggle for
socialism and lay its material foundation in Ismani. To sum up, the political
stand of each stratum of rural producers in relation to the Party and Govern-
ment mobilization campaign is clear. The capitalist strata are stubbornly
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;Lpep(;sridg to the %'logramme while the poor classes wholeheartedly support
ramme. lhe petty capitalist strata falling in b
also be mobilised for ujamaa. i

CONCLUSION

' Thc? ﬁ.rst question which arises is whether the transformation of the village
'mto soc1f1hst villages where there is no exploitation of man by man can ke
its .materlal base without confronting the rich capitalist farmers. The ositgie(l)m
Yvhlc.h the rich strata hold in institutions such as the co-operat'ive mgvem nt
is still very strategic for their continued success. Similarly, because they si?ll
own certfnn other important means of production (tractors, milling machines
and lorries) they will exercise a very powerful influence among the poor
farmer's and workers. This is so because the latter are politically Jnconsc[;ous
of their class strength as producers of the material wealth.

The §econd question which arises is whether the ujamaa villages can
reall.y~attam socialism and self-reliance when the Party and Government cadres’
mobilisation campaign mainly stressed the material incentive in the form of
Goverm.nent aid. This has led most of the poor peasants to regard their own
productive efforts as ineffective and, therefore, to rely on Government aid for
almost eve.rything. This means that the Party and Government cadres, far
from carrying out an ideological and political mobilisation campaign to ,raise
the political consciousness of the Ismani farmers, have in effect fallen back
on the easy way out, promising material incentives as the sole basis for
transforming the villages into socialist units.

The _transformation to socialism of the rural capitalist economy of Ismani
requires, in our view, a clear understanding from the standpoint of the socialist
world putlook of what socialism and self-reliance means. For the development
of. §001alism through the methods of self-reliance presupposes the maximum
utlll§ation of existing local resources, both material as well as human, and the
realisation of their potentialities: If such methods were to be follo»\,/ed then
the ﬁfst question is that of changing the economic base and its roots of ’social
exploitation, and the institutions dominated by the rich strata. If such a radical
steg were to be taken, then concomitantly the poor classes and the pett
cgpltalists have to be liberated from economic exploitation, political suppres)-l
sion and social backwardness into a conscious political force for the socli)alist
development of the entire rural society.




