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INTRODUCTION

The availability in recent months of research results from two major
fact-finding investigations dealing with small-holder agriculture and rural
society in Tanzania makes it possible to provide valuable summary indications
of crucial aspects of the Scope, outcome and nature of the process of differ-
entiation which over the years has been going on in Tanzanian rural society.
By differentiation is meant the tendency for inequalities to emerge forming
lines of class stratification as peasant subsistence agriculture becomes commer-
cialised and modernised in its production methods, husbandry and marketing.
The process of differentiation has been extensively discussed in recent litera-
ture on African economic development and may be presupposed for the
purpose of our present discussion.!

The first in time of the basic investigations was provided by the 1967
census which included a systematic survey of the economic status or class
alignment and industrial field of all persons gainfully occupied in one out
of five rural enumeration areas. Though the enquiry was relatively simple in
form and did not attempt to measure the magnitude of earnings or income
derived from gainful activity, it had the advantage of a nation-wide
canvass by trained enumerators asking only a few simple questions. The
results for rural areas have been published in the fourth volume of the census,
Economic Statistics.?

The second investigation, the Household Budget Survey (HBS) followed
from the first, almost as a sequel, and was planned and executed by the
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isati onsible for the census, the Bureau of Statistics, administ.ra-
ergeill; lrf)lcl:laotlc]:drierslpthe Ministry of Economic Affairs and Dev?lopment Planning
(Devplan). Shortly after the first census results pecame avall.able, the Burfeasi
in the summer and fall months of 1968, carried out a pilot survey o .
private households in a sample of 258 rural and certain urban enumeration
areas and obtained from each household a summary statement of all.cash
incomes earned or received in the preceding 12 months and expendltl.lres
therefrom. The some 30,000 households surveyed were tl’?el.l grouped into
three broad cash-income groups for rural households of shillings per year—
under Shs. 500/-, Shs. 500/- to Shs. 1,499/-, and Shs. 1,500/- and over.
Though the follow-up investigation disclosed that the summary statements
of income understated income by up to 50% for the aggrf:gate of rural
households, these summary statements would appear to furnish an accept-
able criterion for classifying households into broa.d income groups for purposes
of sampling and more refined data-collection.® Using that Qrocedure the Bureau
of Statistics drew a random sample of nine households.m eac.h of 247 rural
enumeration areas (plus additional urban households with which we are not
now concerned). Processed households were distributed as 'follows among the
three income groups: 966 households in the lowest cash income class fixed
at under Shs. 500/- per year, 811 households in the middle 1r.1come class
between Shs. 500/- and Shs. 1499/- per year and 419 households m‘the upper
income class.* Each class of sampled households was drawp from six b'roadly
grouped zones of the country, each encompassing a considerable variety of
types of soil, elevation and rainfall, modes of land settlement and husbandry
and ethnic background. The sampling adequacy of the Fural survey for ea.ch
income group and zone has never been determined, especially for the upper in-
come group where for four of the zones the number of §§mpled househglds is
less than a hundred. There is much question of the reliab}hty of zonal estimates
spewed out in computer printouts by mechanically blow1'ng up sampled house-
holds for each class into the corresponding proportions fqr the clas§ as
determined by the pilot survey. There is less ground to question the 'valldlty
of the estimates thrown out by the computer for the sum of the six .rural
zones and hence for rural mainland Tanzania, but until the confidence inter-
vals are worked out by use of acceptable statistical methods,. the HBS results
can only be treated as interesting orders of magnitude thh an unknown
margin of error. In our present use of the HBS we are utlllSll:lg (?nl).l rural
mainland totals and, in the main, characteristics with high sampling incidence,

i illi for rural
cash income measured by shillings per household per year

’ ;g?nlr:rfgnwass Shs. 620/- in the 1967/68 pilot survey but Shs. 0%82/- for gllz
calendar year 1969 (see footnote 4)1. S%nzcg} prlcg 1eveéls ﬂ(e)\r/e{:”ll;y pg7 ;cca:é/eg e

ti iods involved rose by omnly 2.2% and wage le | 7% i
;lihmyes‘icz?nagricult‘ural output declined by 8.29% (comparing in these calcl:}lmaen?g?
1967/68 with 1969), we may suppose tzlim ‘t}:e rxset og ilet:r:rL én:glxl'nrge So\i':rthe ilon
‘ i ibutable chiefly to understatement o ! 4 ;
2:‘(;{,13; Sll\)/lairrlxi;fr)?tgf] ];cgncfmic Aéairs and lgevelopment Planning, Economic Survey
[ Plan, 197071 (Tables 1, 4, 25). bt
4 ggg }‘;l.”g’(L.wA. \;\l;iberg (Statigtician), “HBS, 1969 Budget Survey, %7§xpTlngﬁem(1,n %

paper prepared for Economic Research Bureau Seminar, 4 July, > s
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i.e., where most households contribute positively to the group average and
where variability of the characteristic is limited.

The margin of error noted above is, of course, greater for characteristics
of behaviour which are rare or marked by wide variability or for characteristics
which are significantly clustered in a small number of localities. Since only
1.479, of the rural enumeration areas (EAs)—247 out of an estimated
16,800 rural EAs—were covered in the HBS survey, a characteristic
present only in a single EA would have a probability of inclusion in the
tabulated results at full value of only 0.0147, and different samplings of HBS
using the same sampling scheme would yield for the characteristic in question
widely varying non-zero results. Hence any judgement as to the sampling
adequacy of the HBS scheme for any given characteristic would require a
precise estimation of the cluster features of the characteristic in the statistical
universe, ie., the degree of concentration or dilution of the characteristic in
question in the EAs where it is located. For activities which are highly con-
centrated in particular localities and which dominate those localities—like
sisal, tea and sugar cultivation closely associated with processing plants—it
may be expected that the HBS will yield unreliable estimates of the aggregate
nation-wide volume of those activities or any by-product of those activities
such as agricultural employment. Activities such as cotton cultivation, cattle
herding or subsistence food production which are widely scattered or have
a limited variability among households will tend to accurate HBS projection.
In an appendix to the paper, I have listed a representative array of HBS
aggregates together with an alternative estimate of the same aggregate derived
from other sources. It will be seen that the HBS projections are close to the
mark where activities are not clustered or where variability between house-
holds is limited as with household size, subsistence production, household
expenditures, the wages bill, salt consumption and cattle stocks. The projec-
tion is unreliable where the incidence of the activity is very slight and its
variability in value wide, as in household medical expenditures at mission
medical facilities or sisal, tea and sugar production.

We have no objective measures of the cluster features of differentiation
and hence we are unable to estimate with precision the reliability of the HBS
measures of differentiation. If there were in Tanzania 10,000 well-to-do
peasant capitalist farmers with an income from crop or animal husbandry
of more than Shs. 5,000/- yearly and if these farmers were located in only
100 EAs, then different samplings along HBS lines would yield widely varying
results and little confidence could be placed in the reliability of any one

HBS tabulation such as is now before us. If, however, those peasant farmers
were spread over 1,000 EAs (with less than 17,000 rural EAs in the universe)
the reliability of any HBS sampling run would be much greater. It is an
implicit assumption of this paper that agricultural differentiation in Tanzanian
peasant society is by its nature not highly clustered; that side-by-side with
better-off peasant or capitalist farmers will be average or poorer farmers,
many of them doubtless relatives; that the commercial and economic develop-
ment that usually accompanies differentiation will involve some employment
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i ide near their place of work and
o fu”-timebwrk;geof] azz:sf;z g'l(l)cr)n wélciof':i families in the vicinity seeking
. numt iooether with migratory workers who take up tem.porary resi-
employmen r;munity and artisans and shopkeepers, public officials, teachers
s the’I?I(:' assumption of a differentiated community is only presupposed
?nd qtherS- lSnd until it is tested or established by independent ewd;nce,
ltll1 th}llsBLS)aIs):i;vkely can be used to establish only broad orders of magnitude
e
s aI—Itelx:\tge i?lasl:lcsl.lre that basis may be, it is a far better.basisidm rrrllz
jud Oent than the private observations indiv1.dually mac_lc? in fiel 1»lvczh ¢
B s 1 travels or intensive surveys in particular localities. Thoug .
S Calsc;1 . ample was a limited one, it was intensively explorfed with ;6
househ10 'Sits fo each sampled household by a staff of 88 full-time andmﬁ
monﬂ} e terviewers and 36 supervisors and checkers plus a central s
g‘? rts-ltxgle]:vil:ors checkers and qualified statisticians. The nzntls;cﬂ 1e§c:; \‘::ss

" bi rofessional competence a
?irkegai};da b};gglele::slo;fces of Government. Sincc? the HBS volums::sS
aureyalready published, reference can bet madc: hf:r }gI;nSerzlislg:;ﬁ:;tzx;y fusr;):c -
on .

e tpese V(l)cllumesthznsibtjc;csﬁ St\;;e\l;li‘lalnhave some occasion to use the pubhshed‘
f/coTulgaersh;ut (\):e will draw more extensively upon the tables and schedules

from the voluminous printouts.

RAL
THE CENSUS ENUMERATION OF EMPLOYERS AND EMPLOYEES IN RU
TANZANIA, 1967 : .
The census survey of economic status of persons gainfully occupleld t;):ls
conducted in August, 1967, in a one-in-five sample of the il;ral pop:t?emp;
¢ R n
idi i ion-wide coverage. The survey rested on a :

hus providing effective nation-wide €0 ' : ;
to dighotomize the adult population into gainfully occupied or econor;::lciale()j'
active and the non-active population which for census purposes w;xs g szes
Imder four main headings (unemployed, studenti, pomer_nak::;- ;)iléic aged,
income-recipients) and a residual categogy, f‘ otherls ,a é::lc,i]tl;driggmaﬁy océupied'

i izati asily made for male
etc. The dichotomization was easily m RS
with family support activities a
to a greater or lesser degree s e e
i i hool and normally rega

aughters or relatives not 1n schoo . j
(Il:r:ﬁl labour force. It was also quite clear that studer.lts enrolled 1t111 SC:IV%(;L
the siyck or invalids, and aged parents more Or l.ess reure(_i from1 al;: ve iy
were not gainfully occupied and were not to be mctllllldidbm thfc(e) r:e 2:,:5 moré

ithi ithout the labour
istinction between persons within or wi : :

g'lf]g diintnoc tl(;)raw among wives whose household duties gen?rally extend thx:;

; c1uTamzania to active work in the field or sl‘lamba.. B.ut in anyhca:e A
1.urat ent does not affect the role or process of differentiation since t ,? emacx1 v
:xrfcz:nrgers of the rural labour force are rarely hired out as ‘‘employees’ nor
they often take on the character of ‘‘employer”.

o A Ay i HBS Volumes: Vol. 1, Income and Consumption,
Ve gl i Db lishecd Vol 3, Retail Prices (Dar es Salaam, 1972).
ol. 2,
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The next stage in the census analysis was the determination of the
economic status of each person gainfully occupied. For this purpose all

persons classified as gainfully occupied were assigned to the following status
categories :

employer who “operates his own economic enterprise or engages independently
in a profession and hires one or more employees” (excluding domestic servants);

employee who *“work(s) for a public or private employer and receive(s)
remuneration”;

“own account” operating an enterprise with no employees;
“family worker” who “works without any pay in an economic enterprise
operated by another member of his household”.®

Economic status was probably identified by census enumerators and
their respondents in terms of primacy of interest subjectively viewed. A farm
operator who did his own work with family members and hired seasonal
help or special helpers for short periods of time or special tasks probably
was not classified as an employer. Likewise a poor peasant with a small
shamba who worked part-time for short periods on neighbouring farms was
not regarded as an employee. The process of social differentiation in a tradi-
tional farm community undergoing modernisation will be initiated at the
outset by such part-time activities. But it is likewise true that any process
of differentiation which affects any considerable number of persons and has
been carried on very long will tend to secrete a growing number of full-time
employees and full-time employers who specialise in these capacities. It is
the outcome of this process of secretion that is disclosed by the census
enumeration.

The question has been raised whether disclosure of this process of secre-
tion was not impeded by the philosophy and attitude that went along with
the turn to the left embodied in the Arusha Declaration and its dedication
of Tanzania to a socialist course.” This is very much to be doubted so far
as the rural population is concerned. The Arusha Declaration itself is a
sophisticated document that stated a broad philosophy which by August, 1967,
when the census was conducted, had only percolated into the thinking of a
small fraction of the rural adult population. The dramatic acts of nationalisa-
tion which shortly followed the Declaration were aimed entirely at large
plants, banks and estates owned chiefly by Europeans or colonialists. A second
concrete action was taken to screen the top stratum of leaders specifically
enumerated as including national leaders of TANU, Members of Parliament,
senior officials in parastatals, members of District Councils and civil servants
in the high and middle cadres. For these persons the holding of corporate
securities, directorships in any business, the holding of two salaried posts or
receipt of rents from the renting of houses were proscribed. To the humble
run of persons carrying on the ordinary business of life and not seeking or

oriented to these levels of high office, the Arusha Declaration simply had no

6 United Republic of Tanzania, Bureau of Statistics,

{ : anz Economic Statistics, p. XVI.
7 See Raikes, “Differentiation and Progressive Farm

er quicies”, op. cit., pp. 33-34.
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immediate applicability. The renting of houses in the rural areas was, as we
shall see, very uncommon and few rural people owned securities or held
directorships in any privately owned enterprise or received two or more
salaries. The broad philosophy enunciated in the Declaration and in its sequel
declarations would in time come to have more effect on daily life in rural
Tanzania. But in August, 1967—and we might add during 1969 when the
Household Budget Survey was conducted—this effect so far as everyday
consciousness was concerned would hardly impede disclosure of the economic
status of Tanzanians active in the labour force.

Conceding then the validity of the disclosure of economic status sought
by census enumerators in August, 1967, we present herewith the economic
status of the mainland rural Tanzanian labour force active in agriculture and
hence grouped by principal agricultural product types. Of the over five million
persons gainfully occupied in mainland agriculture (5,434,176) only some
14,000 (14,433) or less than 0.39, arc employers and only some 2.6%
(140,359) are employees. Nearly four out of five are self-employed and
slightly less than one out of five are family members.®

Capitalist differentiation is indicated as slight since employer and employee
enumeration in the total labour force shows up as less than 39%. Limited as
this is, it hardly reflects differentiation proceeding with Tanzanian peasant
agriculture. First we must delete from these returns labour force covered
by plantation or estate agriculture utilising agricultural or pastoral land
alienated under German or English colonial rule.® For these estates we have
the results of a detailed survey carried out by the Central Statistical Bureau
in 1964. In that year there were recorded by mail questionnaires followed
up by detailed canvassing, 929 “large-scale commercial farms” encompassing
an area of 2.49 million acres with a median holding of 756 acres. The
holdings were relatively heavy in the Kilimanjaro, Tanga and Morogoro
Regions; cultivated acreage was 709, in sisal. Estates were heavily mechanised
with over 2,300 tractors, 553 locomotives, 211 combine harvesters, and 4,629
other tractor implements. These estates also ranched over 80,000 head of
cattle and were active in dairy, livestock and crop production.’®
While these results apply to 1964, a similar pattern of operations may be
projected for 1967 since acreage controlled by estate agriculture was not
diminished although in the interim a few private estates had been nationalised.
We know from other sources that total employment in estate agriculture for
the census year 1967 totalled 123.887 employees.’* The total number of
employers operating farm estates or plantations is about a thousand, leaving

8 United Republic of Tanzania, Bureau of Statistics, Economic Statistics, Table 314
showing for Tanzania economically active persons engaged in agricultural work,
enumerated by major product classes.

9 Rude W. James, Land Tenure and Policy in Tanzania (Nairobi: East African
Literature Bureau, 1971), pp. 18-27.

10 Central Statistical Bureau, “‘Census of Large Scale Commercial Farming”, October,
1964 (mimeo.), December, 1965.

1 '11\_4i11311i‘str33'20f Economic Affairs and Development Planning, Economic Survey, 1970-71,
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13,400 Tanzanian capitalist farmers. It seems lik
16,000 persons involving altogether some 0.6%, ()eflytlizattoifi:.rzlmlﬂgged i
regularly engaged in mainland agriculture. g g
il \Ze can gain some nc?tlon of the Regional distribution of this capitalist
ponent in the Tanzanian peasant community by co-ordination of
and estate employee estimates on a Regional basis. If we subtract R Lk
estate employment estimates from the corresponding census Regional e:st?glonal
we have a rough measure of Regional differentiation as measured lbmattis’
number c.)f full-time wage labourers employed in peasant agricultureyThe
n.leasufe is rough because: the estate data are derived from a postal. i
tionnaire of establishments as of June while the census estimates are d q'uesci
frox‘n a field enumeration of gainfully occupied persons as of Au us:'n‘;lel
basis of territorial allocation in the “estates” data is place of wori b;lt i
census data place of residence; employees carrying on non-farm activit'm
may be 'co.unted in estate data under agriculture but will not be so countedlfas
our statistical summaries; and finally because of divergent handling of em lom
me'nt of c'flsual labour. Only a considerable divergence of census from :;t )t,
e.stlmates in a Region will be statistically significant and for this reason ive
!1st.only those Regions for which a divergence of at least 1,000 worker s
indicated. On this basis there are seven Regions ranked from’high to lowsbls
number of full-time wage labourers employed in peasant agriculture wherz
Sl:lCh emplqyment seemed material. The Region of fullest peasant wage-labour
1(illllzerentlat.lon had over .8,300 employees, that with least only some 1,200.
Stat;'seti(;::rtment specification is not permitted by the divergent sources of our
Regi . )
agricu;ﬁlrc;n?nra;r;l;;dwt;};ee:stlmated order of capitalist employment in peasant
West Lake
Tabora
.Shinyanga
Arusha
Morogoro
Mwanza
Kilimanjaro
in these seven Regions there were enumerated altogether some 8,754
peasant employers”, excluding both sisal and other estate returns. Of tilese
th? largfast number, 31.19,, were located in the Lake Victoria Region‘s engaged
chiefly in cultivating cotton. Employers specialising in cereals (14.59%,) and
coﬁee or tea (12.79,) are next in order of importance. Some 700 e.mSIO ers
raising tobacco are found exclusively in the Region of Tabora g
Bey_ond this Regional patterning—with a concentration of c;lpita]ist agri-
cullgrc in the Northern Highlands (Arusha-Moshi) and the Lake Victfri
Region—and a very manifest concentrating on coffee and cotton as th:

products around which capitalist development cl
. > usters—
tell us little. the census returns
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E HBS AND SOCIAL STRATIFICATION IN TANZANIAN RURAL SOCIETY AND
TH
SMALL-HOLDER AGRICULTURE

On all the headings on rural stratification where the census is sﬂent;SLt:e
HBS offers an abundance of information, freque{ltly covered in Iclnss-cro g
schedules which usually, though not always, remforf:e each other. o

We commence with the phenomenon of part-time employmen i
the census failed to treat. Each responc%ent household. was ask.ed1 tg.ac L
for produce received in kind as salary' since payment in kind, mcfu u;ngiceS,
meatstuffs and cereals is the predominant me.thod of payment for A
rendered on or around a farm. Each farmer in tu.rn was then rqudes o
account for the share of his harvestefd crop or animal produce paid 0

i ur service rendered on farms. _

kmd’lfgg l:gb;egate value of farm output ‘of crops and anu.na.l produce rr;a;

be estimated on the basis of official national income statistics 1ads nzar ld
billion shillings in 1969.1* The value of crops or animal produce so han l[l)glds
in-kind as production costs was projected by HBS from sample dogsgo/ i
surveyed at 975 and 82 million shillings r.espectlvely or 36.10/? anc .(250‘7)

gross farm output.'* These payments in kind were made up o5 ma.lz;: e e.; e,
paddy (21%), beans (18%), sweet potatoes (109,) and meat ( %);1 l:; s
products were often not distributed as raw pr0(.1uce bu.t were mad'e p(HBS
beer or foodstuffs consumed on the premises amidst fgstwe procee mg: R
TO 405, TO 501, MO 102, TO 102).** Based on e)-([.)encnce in ’I_’anga,d gus $
and Kilimanjaro, 10% of all farm households utlh.sed labour-m-ku;) 1 (:ir(r)ln
of that employment would appear to relate to nelg_hbourhooc.l mj\ i cllsa' e
to erect a building or to carry on a weeding or har.vestmg operation. An tsmCh
not all crops or fields ripen at the same time, ne,lghbours could su%;?or ?Ow
other by turns, now helping in someonejs 'elses harvgst or wlee 1ng1, K
mobilising for one’s own. The extent of this interpenetration of c aTs ;e a rid
ships, where members of a given farm household .would alternatively l::; ulla-
as employees and as employers, is not mc?asured in HBS schedules ;)r pal
tions but the practice is frequently noted in travel accounts, personal me

uct studies.* it

- ;;e?a?;ng;?:e such neighbourly labour excha:nge paid-in-kind there .w‘atls
also reported in HBS schedules detailed informaflon on employmenthacuw y
by 75,492 farm households who reported variously throughout the year

12 Ministry of Economic Affairs and Developlment Planning, National Accounts of
i 1972), 11. Pl
13 T(Hagzsw’lIl‘% 4]1(%??5 tqr(1)9§%1€§3b21 gﬁl’ch sm)aller amouxat_ tor ovnlf1 5614 smglllllfsn 1\s:[h(;lhlr(l)gzs
y i in kind in the expenditure schedules. 5
was reported as salary received in y Expepd o gyl apd e
tary and occasional nature [
Z()ngig%dP;riE;%Ses’tt?:e f.ggi:r:airéing led to their being overlooked or omitted from

i schedules. |
14 ?(hl::zréd;te%re‘:ences are to the computer print-out sheets " Gkl
detailed accounts among the Ndendeuli and Nyamwezi, see .19_.”) Y
LR - and Networks (Berkeley: University of California Press, T a8
yﬁﬁg‘rﬁ‘i?Cooperation”' R. G. Abrahams, “Nelgfhborhggd l(ggggéuzgg?na. it zé =

X Nyamwezi”, Africa, 25, 168-86.
tsx'léggrsnfxtlfms;fn ;gfthte}-:; %??ﬁ%s .Syocio-Economic Study—Final Report (January,

1971), pp. 164-171,
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employment of 199,000 workers residing in the same District and 23,000
workers residing outside the District of employment. Most of the employers
(80%) were small-scale, hiring less than three employees at one time; they
employed, however, only 449, of hired labourers. Only 2,677 households
reported employment of 11 or more labourers but they accounted for an
estimated 31,000 labourers, a significant volume of capitalist employment.
The purposes of employment were indicated chiefly as embracing operations
of the harvest (87%) and work in connection with building or construction
(13%). The duration of employment throughout the year or the balance
between hired and family labour was not tabulated but the part-time or
intermittent employment that seems indicated for the aggregate average
number of paid man-days per month by nearly all employing households was
between four and six man-days or less than a third of one man-month (HBS
TI 301, TI 303, TI 304). In the Tanga-Arusha-Kilimanjaro Regions, employing
farm households hired through the reporting year only 13.1 paid man-days
per reporting employer.

Another mode of rural employment was offered by farm households
carrying on craft industries which play an important part in the rural economy
both on farms and in rural settlements and villages. Income from these acti-
vities was separately tabulated in the income schedules, accounting for 119,
of all farm incomes and 109, of all rural incomes (HBS MO 206) yielding
the rural income earner Shs. 61/- per year. The detailed tabulation for one
month of all craft activities carried on in the surveyed households sheds some
light on tendencies toward differentiation or class formation. The tabulation
showed that in rural mainland Tanzania some 418,000 households involving
altogether 650,000 workers 899, from farm and 119, from non-farm house-
holds, were active in December, 1969, in craft activities, nearly half of them
in pombe brewing the next largest field of activity being pottery (179). HBS
HO 8021. This work force put in a total 5.3 million man-days or a little over
8 days per month per worker, indicating that craft activities were still largely
supplementary to farm work carried on when the demands of crop or animal
husbandry subsided (HBS TO 8022). Only a few housecholds or 4%, of
the total are recorded as primarily dependent upon craft activities for a
livelihood either in crafts proper, the building trades, in transport or service
enterprises (HBS TO 8041). Of this craft labour force, family members made
up 83% of the total but contributed only 77% of the man-days; hired labour
made up the balance (HBS TO 8021-22). There is a clear tendency for
members in smaller size and mostly younger households—either of single
young workers or a newly married pair—to participate in craft activities as
hired employees while the converse is the case for larger families.'* The
hired status may facilitate learning the craft or provide a supplementary
income during the younger work years.

16 Of the total craft labour force coming from single person households 269 con-
tributed to craft work in the capacity of a hired employee while the corresponding
figure for two-person households was 219%. For households of seven to eight and
nine members respectively the corresponding share of labour force as hired
employees was 5%, 7%. HBS TO 8031. .
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For the month of December the total value of output produced by all
the craft enterprises was 19.7 million shillings and net of expenses for purchased
materials and other direct costs, the income available for distribution between
hired labour and family members was 14.3 million shillings. Of this, family
members received 889, while hired employees who contributed 24% of the
man-days only received 129, of the net value product. Family members, of
course, provided tools and facilities and took on the burden of marketing the
product. Their total shilling return from craft activities per engaged household
for the month was some Shs. 30 /- (HBS TO 814). Judgement as to whether
this is excessive in the light of the wage return to hired help must
be made in the light of the overall income status of the respective parties.
Fortunately a tabulation of household income of all workers in craft activities
was prepared separately for hired labour and family members (HBS TO 5081).
Over two-thirds of all family members reside in households in the lower
income group whereas only 39% of the households of hired employees are
in that group. Only 6% of family members reside in households classed in
the upper income group but 159, of the hired workers fall into that category.
The higher household income level of hired over family members is slight for
pombe brewing but it is marked for pottery and is overwhelming in furniture
making, basket making, wood carving and other activities.

In studies of social stratification, arising out of the process of modernis-
ing or commercialisation of traditional rural society, attention has often been
called to the role played by loan-usury and landlord incomes obtained by
renting lands or houses. The very category of “kulak” as archetype of the upper
bourgeois stratum of pre-1917 Russian rural society derived as much out of
loan activities as out of employment or landlord activities. The harsh behaviour
of the well-off lender extracting usury from his needy peasant neighbour
induced the characterisation of that lender as fist (the Russian meaning of

“kulak’). We accordingly extract from HBS their detailed disclosures of
lending and rental—or usury and landlord—activities.

A detailed schedule of new borrowing by survey respondents showed
that non-farm and farm rural households borrowed during 1969, 83 and 271
million shillings respectively, utilising as a basis for estimation of the latter
figure data from five out of six reporting rural zones. Loans were pre-
dominantly (88%) for one year and were, for four zones of the six, free of
interest while for two zones (Mtwara and Lake Victoria Regions) there
was an untabulated fraction of interest-bearing loans with the rates of interest
predominantly (879%) between 7% and 10%. The source of loans was
significantly different for farm and non-farm rural households. Farm loans
were obtained 809, from relatives, 4.5% from public financial institutions
(bank or co-operative), and the balance was provided by employers, traders
or money lenders. A little over half of non-farm household loans were obtained
from relatives and slightly under half from traders and money lenders.
Only 259, of non-farm household loans were by stated purpose to provide for
food and drink, but 429 ‘of the corresponding loans by farm households
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Source of Income
In the Swabhili version this category of income was entitled Faida na Hisa and survey respondents probably entered under this heading all kinds of

miscellaneous receipts involving payments from the co-operative society, profit returns or sharings and loan-interest proper.

Table I—CASH INCOME MAINLAND TANZANIA, SHILLINGS PER HOUSEHOLD AND PER PERSON 1969, BY INCOME SOURCE, INCOME GROUP AND FARM-NON-FARM

STATUS
Source: HBS T1717, 1718, M0209, T0216, M0202.

Other enterprises or profession
Rents (including lodgers)
Interest and dividends*
Remittances and Gifts
Sales and Assets
Total per Household

" Total No. Households

Animal husbandry
Others

Wages-salaries

Crop husbandry
Trade
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se. Both groups of houscholds borrowed frequently for
:gxi?ccfyﬁgu?l:tti\?: rppuorposes, 31'570 and 25020) of all loans for farm and non-farm
‘ i 101-106). .

houSg?gsr;;iie;t;;fslybgHingdent households as disclosed by expend{gllr(:

maller scale than loan receivings, indicating eithe

i}ihfdlgﬁ ::;ilgzt: vrs?elizhnsot reported on expenditure schedules or tha't 1(1;!;
oba;igations were not met. The sch;dutles relpﬁ;t::ehlgmar; ggg):llgynll;g;s ;:1162

iven out by respondent rura 3 | it 16.
f]c:irlrllilorcl)fs}ll(i)ﬁ?nsgsg and loans yrepaid or debt service at only 8.2 million silolglln%
Since the sampling incidence of these loan 9utpayment§ \lilvlas vezemat’ical
loans given out and 32 repayments, the ma%nil:lcllgsarzsh::go m}; :)rr:d iy om._
This fragmentary character of outpaymen . f s b
earlier information about loan incgmmgs_, probably arises tloersr;ed e
places in the survey form. The incomings data was reqh s S

ace 8 of schedule B), under a separate scheaule il
;lel::gigﬁi);n\lwl(lli)cf information was requested about any act of borrozs:;r:)gf ;‘.g:;e
the last interview; the information was reqlflested ’})T):ea(l;r;ot:z; nll):;tp?nfomaﬁor;
source of loan and term and interest rate 1f any. i
d on page 27 of the form near the-end 9f a long ist o ‘
;v(?(; ::i%l;isc;;ure itf:)mgs and it seems likely that 1nte'>rvxew'ers ckd ;o? zc;ll:)h\z
instructions and read the full list of items at each 1ntt?rv1ew. n smr i
more reliable incomings account was not tabulated by income gr;)up oiS =
by size of loan, probably the dominant fact.about the incoming hoans
most of the loans were received from relatives at no 1r.1terest c arlgle.th s
When we turn to landlord relations and rer.ltal incomes, \Zd e erore
money or kind, we deal with the main base of stratlﬁc'atlon eXhlbltf tm;rﬁlca-
“advanced” social orders. All over the world an extensive scheme of stra 21 A
tion emerged in agriculture arising out of lar.ldlord-tenancy r:,lllatlgns :nemry
corresponding exploitation of peasant populat.lons b'y ru‘ral landlords o1 gin i
via collection of rental incomes or rental tribute in kind. Thougphl? ay gan
sizeable role in urban communities and for fgr'ms located ‘.Mt in ur i
jurisdictions, money rental payments are of. minimal prop(?rtxons in liL; o3
Tanzania as is clearly indicated in Table 1 which sh_onS cash mconllles in i
by income source. Even in Ismani Division where it 1s'assumed t athren . (;
of land is a common practice, it turns out upon enquiry that lessvtf ant (;
of the cultivated land acreage is rented and. that of the gross valtlle o 01;1 5;8
less than 19, was paid out in rent.!” Inspection of Table 1, fifth co ;lmn,eil i
that the process of commercial development has clearly .trans o:::de b
urban farm household into a small Er(})fpergﬁhbaizsflﬁniixxnega S'Zd o
iviti nting for over half of the

lclgalf:e;ztlgsl)ue:ngac;?cfvidingg housing services in Swahili-type houses on that

itali in Ismani
& and Capitalism: A Study of Land Tenure in 1ani,
v 'S?I%E:m;om?gsﬁgearch BuI:'eau Paper 71.14). She reported a prevarllltléldg
r;rr?tni:?; of Shs. 20/- per acre and ths,t]4% oftzl'ller surv?rlf)?n atcﬂ':a}%eg ;zva:yr:v N
i i ' ! cre and less ren away
e Yleleds \%tass ezgﬁcgztgr;tggf ?t ris indicated that less than 1% of gross crops
»ll?;c::dr: 1¥unning at between 12-14 million shillings was paid in rent.
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land by renting to tenants or lodgers. The minimal level of cash rents recorded
on the rural income side is matched by the same low level of house rent
payments enumerated in the expenditure schedules, amounting in the aggre-
gate for rural Tanzania to 5.6 million shillings or to Shs. 2/- per household
with a sampling incidence of only 15 for every 1,000 possible respondents.
Similarly the comparable enumeration in the housing schedules of housing
tenure—whether owner-occupied, rented from a landlord or from Govern-
ment or given free by a relative—shows 939, of all rural mainland houses
were owner-occupied and 1.4, were rented from Government or the market
while 112,001 homes or 4.49, of the total were given free by relatives.!®
Of course, in the traditional modes of rural exploitation, rents were
often collected in kind. But so uncommon or strange is the phenomenon of
land rental in rural Tanzania that the HBS designers did not specifically
enquire about rent payments in kind though, of course, the wording of the
farm cost schedule asking for production costs paid in kind was applicable
to transfers of produce paid as rent for using the land and not only as a
method of payment for work. The instructions, however, formally requested
interviewers to ‘‘register here even estimated quantity and value of maize
. used in food or pombe consumed by relatives and friends who are
not household members and who have helped with harvesting or other
farming operations”. (HBS, Instructions for the Fieldwork, page 13.) The
widely pervasive and deeply rooted institution of communal land tenure,
while favouring individual use of farm land, would frown upon and dis-
courage any attempt to collect a payment for land assigned or allocated to
a particular household but given to someone else to cultivate.® It would be
more common for such land to be re-allocated within the family or between
relatives or to be re-assigned by the village authorities. Quite possibly a
fraction of gift transfers to others outside the household, totalling for rural
Tanzania 8.6 million shillings, was used to reward the source of land.2° The
concentration of such gift payments in the upper income groups (for which
Shs. 13/- per household was recorded under this heading) with relatively low
per household gift payments in the lower and middle income groups
(Shs. 2/- and Shs. 4/- respectively) (HBS TO 110, MO 101) may simply
be due to the greater ability to give gifts in the upper income brackets.
I turn now to the HBS findings relative to rural income inequality. Refer-
ence is made to Table 2 which gathers together available information concern-
ing the range of distribution of household incomes. We utilise for this purpose

18 HBS. Housing Conditions, Table TO 703, p. 32.

19 Julius K. Nyerere, Ujamaa Essays on Socialism (Dar es Salaam: O.U.P., 1968),
p. 8 (see also pp. 84-85). For a full treatment, see James, Land Tenure, op. cit.,
pp. 61-66, 261-287.

20 In response to questions about how farmers obtained their land or expected to
obtain additional land desired, farmers did not list renting as a source and only
a few per cent listed purchase, but 99 of the male household heads thought they

would need to make gifts to obtain access to land—apparently an African form of

purchase. Southern Highlands Final Report, op. cit., p. 56. The Chagga peasant was
reported in the 1940s as paying “through the nose” by a “present” “when he gets
a grant of land” from native land-granting authorities. Tanganyika Territory,
Report of the Arusha-Moshi Lands Commission (Dar es. Salaam, 1947), p. 42.
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the distribution by expenditure groups because at. least it provides a clue
as to the relative order of magnitude of the scattering of mqre aﬁfluent rural
households which the higher income group gathers.toget'her in a single figure
while at the same time allowing for income received in kind or produced
and consumed on the farm. The number of households recorded for. the
higher expenditure groups is very problematic but the order of magmtude
is I believe faithfully exhibited. Of the 19,000 rural households who in 1969
consumed goods and services valued at or over Shs._ 8,000/- per year—
and these households may be considered as an upper income group—some
16,000 were farm households. These high expenditures will reflect income
earned from non-farming trade or craft activities and, of course, wages .earned
by household members in non-farm employment. We know from HBS. income
schedules (Table 1) that members of farm rural households earned incomes
from outside wage employment or in craft and trade enterprises which were
709, of the total cash income from crop or animal husbandry._The same
Table shows that the decisive differentiation in the income behaviour of' !:he
upper income group occurs by reason of the escalation of incomes arising
outside farming operations proper. These produce for the upper income

Table 2—NUMBER OF RURAL HOUSEHOLDS, IN THOUSANDS, BY 1969 TOTAL EXPENDITURES,
RANKED BY EXPENDITURE BY HOUSEHOLD SIZE AND FARM, NON-FARM STATUS

By Household Size Self-employed
All 1-2 Member 7 or More Farm Non-Farm
Household = Member
Household
Total expenditure per
ear (thousand shs.)
y0— .(999 804 226 103 735 2
1-1.99 1,048 116 316 952 9
2-3.99 499 32 226 390 17
4-5.99 111 1.5 61 88 1.6
6-7.99 32 1.2 15 22 1.6
8-9.99 9 X 3 8 X
10 and over 11 .8 9 8 1.2
Total 2,514 378 733 2,203 32

Source: HBS, T1717, T1718.

group only Shs. 93/- per household member as compared with Sh§. 89/-
and Shs. 66/- for the middle and lower groups. But all the non-farm income
sources, with outside wage employment playing the major role, account for
Shs. 66/-, Shs. 94/- and Shs. 342/- per household member for the lower,
middle and upper income groups respectively. The upper income rural hoy§e-
hold is lifted above its neighbours not so much by aggrandising opportumne:s
in agriculture but by carrying on a more diversified range of non-farm a.ctn-
vities, including the remunerative salaried posts in Government and education.
This also shows up in the, differentiation of the non-farm rural household
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from the farm rural household. The non-farm rural households earn some
three-fifths as much cash income as farm households from crop and animal
husbandry (Shs. 266/- to Shs. 451/-). The decisive differentiation is salaried
or wage employment. We note in passing that because lower income group
households are more commonly of smaller size than the middle group (see
the differential patterning of one to two and seven or more member households
in Table 2), that on a per household member basis the respective cash income
levels of the lower and middle income groups are very close together (Shs. 132 /-
to Shs. 183/-). Since these two groups account for nine out of ten rural
households (and 94 out of 100 rural farm households), and since the sub-
sistence component of income is more equally distributed among rural house-
holds than cash income, we see here, in fact, a nearly common level of living
for the bulk of the farm population. But again it must be noted that the
mean value for the income groups is made up of widely varying levels of
income and expenditure within the group, running all the way between a
few shillings per head for the poorest rural households to several thousand
shillings per head for the most well-to-do strata of the farm population as
is indicated in Table 2; this gives an inkling of the wide range of variation
between the bottom and top expenditure strata.

We turn now to the disparate levels of real consumption made possible
by disparate levels of income earned or output produced in the rural house-
hold. We look first at the disclosure of variations in rural housing conditions
by income group, spelled out in specifics for cost of building, number of
houses, foundation, floor material, wall material, roof frame, water supply,
toilet system. The enumerators have had a relatively simple task; statistical
variability was very limited for staple housing items and the sample for the
purpose in hand was more than adequate. The results are published elsewhere
SO our presentation is confined only to highlighting a few points (HBS,
Housing Conditions, pages 33-35). The value of the first or main dwelling
unit rises from a mean level .of. Shs. 355 /- for the lowest income group to
Shs. 1,161/- for the upper income group. But in terms of quality and type
of construction the dwellings are much alike. Most of the houses in the
upper income bracket (83%,) have no foundation, have earthen floor materials
(86%) and wall materials of poles, thatch or mud (75%). Improvements in
roofing are more conspicuous with 329, of upper bracket houses using sawn
timber for a roof frame and 379, going in for metal sheet roofs. Correspond-
ing figures for the lowest income groups are 7%, and 59, Upper bracket
families depend with their poorer neighbours mostly on nearby streams
or river beds for water and only a small 109, of their number live at or near a
pipeline connection. If the upper bracket containing the upper 6%, by cash
incomes of Tanzanian rural farm households are a peasant bourgeoisie,
then this bourgeoisie lives in a very proletarian style of home.!

21 “The correlation between wealth and quality of housing is by no means perfect,
...the author has seen a number of larger farmers living in thatched houses and
not even very large ones.” Phil Raikes, “The Historical Development of Wheat
Production in Northern Mbulu District”, Economic Research Bureau Paper 70.11,

p. 3.
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Table 3—ANNUAL CONSUMPTION IN RURAL PRIVATE HOUSEHOLDS, 1969, BY SELECTIVE MAJOR
e

ODUCT CLASSES OR ITEMS AND BY INCOME GROUP, SHS. PER HH PER YEAR
PR

Income Groups gpper dci::::p
Middle Upper Total Xpen
Lower i -y om
Total
Food and drink 787 922 1,248 862 145
milk and dairy
ducts excl.
gfl?tel: 28 52 72 43 167
t
m?rto?;:litrsnea 74 117 165 102 162
alcoholic drinks
and beverages 43 57 87 56 155
Housing (including
, fuel or light
Kﬁfi:hizzs) v 107 131 224 120 187
Clothing 111 154 292 142 206
Medical care 18 29 34 21 162
Personal care (toilet > s A ol
cosmetics, etc.) 11
Education 9 17 55 15 367
Entertainments and : S
recreation X 10 9
Bicycle 5 12 33 8 413
Bus 8 13 40 14 286
Cleaning materials 15 18 34 17 200
16 225
Cigarettes & tobacco 12 12 36
Taxes and Fines 15 29 59 24 246
i t
R‘zul;tt;n;es " 8 12 67 14 479
i ide h hold
Gl:.:dogtt)s»ﬁ; i 7 20 53 11 482
Savings (other than
/ ; h
’ﬁﬁ’!ﬁf;m 3 25 48 173 42 412
t ts (including
Im(l)ev:nnif:use) 10 4 33 10 330
Total expenditure 1,319 1,777 2,931 1,572 186

Source: HBS, MO 101.
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We turn to Table 3 showing annual expenditure from all sources in
shillings per household by key items and classes of consumption expenditures
by income group. The style of life of the upper income group is scaled by
expression as a per cent of the total. Differentiation for food and drink for
the first two income groups is moderate. The 459, step up in food outlays
over the average is accounted for by increased expenditure over a wide range
of items. Expenditure twice as great as the average or more is confined to
outlays for clothing, personal care, education, entertainment, transportation,
remittances to relatives and gifts, bona fide savings, property investment,
cigarettes and tobacco. Of course, it is only on a relative scale—compared
to their poorer neighbours—that upper group rural households seem affluent.
The amounts spent on all these categories is paltry in every sense of the word
so that the income groups sum up expenditure levels that might properly be
denominated bare subsistence, tolerable subsistence and liveable subsistence
for the three income groups respectively.

One interesting aspect of the consumption table is the relative level of
consumption for milk and dairy products by the lower and middle income
groups who probably obtain most of their dairy products and meat from
their own shambas and little by purchase. This is confirmed by the relative
holdings in cattle tended by households classed by income group. The lower
and middle income groups tend 899, of all cattle, 56% for the lower and
33% for the middle, and 91% of all goats tended (HBS TO 909). Households
with large herds of cattle frequently give out cattle to neighbours or relatives
for tending. The offspring of tended animals are usually shared in some fashion
but the milk produced belongs to the tending household. That tends to

equalise opportunities for milk consumption in areas where dairy cattle are
relatively plentiful.22

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION. = &

Summarisation of the argument can be brief because our findings point
to a single conclusion. The evidence indicates only a limited process of
social differentiation or class stratification emerging in Tanzanian peasant
agriculture or rural society. In Tanzanian agriculture there are probably
only about 13,500 peasant farmers who regularly employ one or more helpers.
The number of regular employees who work on farms is only a few thousand
greater. During the harvest season or to aid in major building operations as
many as half a million workers will be hired. Much of this labour which is
paid in kind, often amidst festive proceedings, is provided by families and
relatives in the neighbourhood and often the same family will receive and
give help in the same season as different plantings require harvesting at
different times. Reported compensation paid in kind for this hired labour
amounted to 39, of gross farm produce. Much part-time labour was hired

22 “...an extensive system of loans. .. serves. . . to provide milk for poor people”
among its other effects. Raikes, ibid., p. 3.
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m - i ved
ore commercidl basis but the annual number of man-days invol
on a :

was very limited.

Another major field of rural employment is in cottage industries which

ural incomes in 1969 and in which 418,000
i fzrl‘:lzm;eigoénggﬂcli,r utilising altogether some 650,0Q0 workers,
e hOUSCme and 119, from non-farm households. Though hired labour
o i zlir 17% of tlfe work force it contributed 23% of the man-da_lys
rv?ggl:ec‘ll pbuotnl?leceived only 129, of the value of the prodfuct aft?lr }?educht(l)l;g
i irect costs. In terms of overall house
fexpensesf f(;rrl ;rlliatseor:li]cg)e: I:vi (f’g:lel:lrd dthat the hired workers, who were gengrally
;I:)cxfr:::r :i:d drawn from smaller households, lived in households with higher
i i kers.
mcor”rll“?:n?:s::sie;hétlg fcallzrlrslgystvrv:t?ﬁ;tion arising out of lendin%1 1ctivilties vrv:;;
inized in the light of the important fact dis'cliose ¥ the su
311;[: rslcl:;;n;cl)zlfseholds in 1g969 borrowed 3.54 million shillings chlreef(li); éﬁ; ::trlly
sumption purposes and mostly from relatives (80%) and on a p
i -free basis. | :
mtenlis:lrfcri?ord operations in rural Tanzafnia w;arﬁof;z;ldb;o tgiuwll;itgﬁllgf nrzﬁt
existent by examination of the tenure of rura . ; i i
in expenditure schedules or rental incomes received on in
E:hyelgﬁlll;: }Ir‘lhéeé%sence of rental housing arises i.n part from the:f te?il;ntc)rlufrc:i
income and wealth sharing among relatives as evidenced by th;t ac lahouges
houses given free by relatives were fgur timesfmloril n::rll:lou; \:, e?n r;t(l)l;a; i ;he
arket price. The absence of lan ) ore 1
irr?gtti‘:gtiz:l E:)fn;ommuﬁal land tenure under .v«./hich the r.xghts gf xr'ldllwduals
to control land is contingent upon their ability tq use it productively. o
Rural incomes were found to vary over a W{de range when miasgble
by total expenditures. The higher levels of these incomes \favere z;.:tx:s euhOIds
chiefly to non-farm activities carried out by. members of farm ho e
active in cottage industries or trade or business or the very lrerzil}Jn o
employment in Government service or parastatalls, prf)bably the lea\ ;ng i ngle
source of enrichment in rural Tanzania. Assuming different }eve s 0 1nd rds,
we then searched expenditure patterns for evidence' of the different sta.r;czme
of living and housing associated therewith. Hous.mg for the. uppe;} ;s i
group containing the top 6% of the r}lral farm .mcome-ljecen‘/erls), {15 S
slightly better than their neighbours’ chiefly l?y using framing tim e;l érete e
frequent use of mud bricks for wall material and cement or F‘O e
floor material, but most markedly in a much greatc.:r p.roportlon of st §
metal roofs. The upper stratum spent more in all dlregtlons but' eipecllao)f/
for education, transportation, savings and pers:onal care. Dlﬁerenf:e§ in evctaesins
consumption of meat and dairy products, so 1.mportant for. provxdm% p;gc ause,
were less marked than for most other categories of expe.ndlture par(;.y e
some 909, of all cattle tended-were available for use entirely by tending

1ds in the lower two income groups.
g, sIf all this is true, on what basis has concern developed about the degree
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of social stratification in Tanzanian agriculture and rural society? The con-
cern developed because the inequalities which exist—the relative handful of
capitalist farmers, the some 8,000 Tanzanian farm households with expendi-
tures in 1969 over Shs. 10,000/-—are not scattered uniformly over the
countryside but are concentrated in areas which attract attention because
of their novelty and the marked economic growth often associated therewith.
These areas of capitalist development are very real, e.g., in the Ismani Division
near Iringa. Equally prominent is an area of feudal land tenure lingering
among a few thousand Buhaya near Bukoba and not yet fully liquidated by
reform legislation.?* These areas are very unrepresentative of Tanzanian rural
life which is founded upon a broad distribution of communal tenure in the
basic wealth of the country, its farm lands, its grazing fields, water holes and
streams, and a strong urge to provide mutual help and assistance among
kinfolk and relatives who are important sources of work assistance, of housing
and of loans.

Clearcut lines of socio-economic stratification exist in Tanzanian rural
society but they do not cut through the society in the same way as lines
of social stratification did in advanced European or older Asiatic societies.
Probably the most significant line of inequality runs not between households
but within households with preference in consumption, a lesser share of the
drudgery of field work, high status and esteem and finally disproportionate
amounts of sexual gratification awarded to older males. At the opposite pole
are wives upon whom are concentrated the burdens of psychological sub-
jection, continuous personal service and a never-ceasing round of domestic
and field labour.?* Secondary bearers of burdens are the young sons, deprived
by bride-price of sexual access to their natural sex-mates who are dispropor-
tionately utilised by older adult males, especially those more well-to-do who
are the chief beneficiaries of the system of plural marriage. Neither the census
nor the HBS shed any light. on this line of stratification which must be
investigated from other sourcgs. And in terms of conceptual framework this

’

23 For a detailed analysis of the pocket of feudal land tenure called nyarubanja, see
James, Land Tenure, op. cit., pp. 67-90. For as many as 9,000 tenancies, land was
held from a political and social superior in return for service and tribute. This
became unpopular during the colonial period and the British authorities compiled
a roster of tenancies and restricted and defined rights and duties and scaled down
rents. Some 2,700 tenants were given freehold tenure, half of whom paid Shs. 150/-
as compensation. Acts of complete enfranchisement were put on the statute book
since independence but there is some question whether all incidence of feudal
tenure has been uprooted.

24 Labour input on an average farm (0.84 hectares) was estimated at 866 hours for the
man and 1,621 hours for the woman (excluding animal husbandry and women’s
work in fetching water and domestic work). J. Rald, “Land Use in a Buhaya Village,
A Case Study from Bukoba District”, University of Dar es Salaam BRALUP
Research Paper No. 9 (January, 1969), p. 6. President Nyerere has said of the lot
of women in traditional East African society that it was “to some extent inferior”.
Women did “and still do more than their fair share of the work in the fields and
in the home” and “ill-treatment and enforced subservience could be their lot”.
J. K. Nyerere, Ujamaa Essays on Socialism, op. cit. (1968), p. 109. See for a general
survey and extensive citation of references, Marjorie J. Mbilinyi, “The Participation
of Women in African Economics” (Economic Research Bureau Paper, 71-72); A.

Wipper, “Equal Rights for Women in Kenya”, The Journal of Modern African
SmJies IX (October, 1971), p. 434 ff.
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line of stratification is illuminated more in the writing of Thorstein Veblen

than Karl Marx.?®

A second line of systematic rural inequality runs between the historically
evolved tribal communities some of whom occupied fertile land free of insect
pests and disease carriers and blessed with sufficient rainfall and ample
supplies of surface water throughout the year. Obviously, the people so
favoured were able to develop economically and socially at a faster rate,
achieving higher levels of education, income and a more prosperous agri-
culture. Other peoples were pastoral or practised agriculture on poorer land
less suitable for the cash crops needed for economic development, land devoid
of surface water for many months on end or plagued with insect pests and
disease. To these primary bases for divergent levels of achievement other
bases were added: differential access to choice urban facilities, differential
location of Western industry or estate agriculture, varied access to main roads
or railroads, and finally, to an extent which can only be sensed and intuitively
apprehended (but which many will categorically deny) different degrees in the
intensity of effort and will to develop without which development cannot
proceed.?® Much of the inequality noted in this paper arose because our
statistical methods pooled together households drawn from many regional
communities each with a divergent regional course and level of development.
Some idea of the range of diversity among these communities is communicated
by the startling fact that the mean level of estimated gross domestic product
per inhabitant in 1967 among the 60 some Districts of mainland Tanzania
ran a range (excluding Dar es Salaam) from Shs. 1,186 for Tanga down to
Shs. 177/- for Kasulu.?” Though income and product estimates for Tanzania
have many weaknesses, these estimates faithfully indicate the wide diversity
in mean levels of income and output in different Districts of the country.
But this type of diversity between Districts, like that found within house-

holds, should be investigated in its own right free from prepossessions
associated with more traditional kinds of social stratification.

25 In many writings but especially in his- Theory of the Leisure Class (1899), Veblen
expounded on the theme of the ruling class as a leisure class which had its roots
in the late barbarian culture with woman as its first form of property and with
the dominant males dedicated to the noble pursuits of hunting, warfare and govern-
ment, while women were assigned the drudgery of the field, the household crafts
and domestic duties.

26 See a famous chapter entitled “The Will to Economise”, by W. Arthur Lewis, in
The Theory of Economic Growth (London: Allen and Unwin, 1965).

27 Ministry of Economic Affairs and Development Planning, District Data, 1967,
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SELECTED HBS AGGREGATIVE ESTIMATES TANZANIAN ECONOMIC OR DEMOGRAPHIC ACTIVITY
AND COMPARISON WITH OTHER ESTIMATES (in million units) 2

ITEM VALUE OF ESTIMA
TE SOURC.
HBS Other i
1 No.
0. rural households 2:.52 2.49 HBS TI716; 1967 Population Census

2 Total value subsistence V- 4, Table 321.

production agr. (shs.) 1,435 1,664* HBS v. I, Income and Consumption
App. 11, c. 1; Economic Surve);

3 Marketed agr. output, 1970-1, p. 128,

total (shs.
(shs.) 975 1,430* HBS TO 403, TO 501; Economic
Survey 19701, p. 128.

a. cotton 210 223
b. coffee 75 170
c. sisal 0.6 185
d. cashewnuts 77 107
e. tea 1.3 56
f. sugar X 38
g. pyrethrum 24 14
h. tobacco 24 48
4 Total no. rural
empl ]
ployees 0.142 0.347 HBS T 1718 (only for household

heads); 1967 Population Census,
v. 4, p. 332 (inclusive of all emplo-
yees, not just household heads).

5 Total wages bill (shs.) 1,116 1,385 HBS v. I, App l.a (extended by
total household count, HBS. v. 2,
Housing Conditions, p. 59); Economic
Survey 1970-1, p. 142.

6 Pounds salt consumed (Ibs.) 75.4 71.6 HBS v. I, Income and Consump.
_ tion, p. 220; M. Gottlieb, “The
7 Problem of Goiter. . .and. . .Salt
Iodization in Tanzania” (ERB
Seminar Paper, February 1973),

.

T Pg'ivate household expenditure i
(including subsist.) (shs.) 5,442 6,242 HBS v, 1. Taarifa ya Tarakimu,
. February 1971, p. 4.
8 Estimated no. cattle 11.1 11.7 HBS TO 901 (end 1969); W. Mac-

!cenzie, “Conflicts and Obstacles
in Livestock Development in Tan-
zar'u'a”, ERB, 18.7.72, p. 6 (1970
9 Hshld. expend. mission i e
medical facilities (shs.) 24.5 9.8 HBS v. 1, Income and Consumption,
pp. 66, 210; M. Gottlieb, “Health
Care Financing in Tanzania”,
(ERB Seminar Paper, March, 1973),

*Inclusive of forestry, hunting, fishing. B




