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ABSTRACT
This study applies a qualitative approach in examining the stakeholder
perspectives on the causes and impacts of, and responses to, the farmerpastoralist conflicts. The study is primarily a response to the broader
stakeholder concerns surrounding the farmer-pastoralist conflicts in the Kilosa
district of Tanzania. The interdisciplinary approach and, more importantly, the
environmental security and political ecology theories, were used for conflict
analysis in a bid to determine the gaps in the existing body of the literature.
Specifically, the study aimed at determining: first, the causes of the conflicts in
question driven by the growing concern around the increasing land conflicts
between farmers and pastoralists in the district; second, the impacts of the
conflicts and respective implications to the causes and conflict management
mechanisms; third, the relevance of the conflict management mechanisms in
place. The study adopted a case study design drawing from a range of
qualitative methods involving semi-structured interviews and thematic analysis
for collecting and analysing the stakeholder perspectives obtained from the
field. The study then reveals that farmer-pastoralist conflicts in Kilosa district are
mainly grounded in the broader domestic and external socio-political forces.
The escalation into violence, however, depends mostly on resource scarcity
driven by climate change manifesting as drought. In this regard, the lone
environmental scarcity-conflict nexus is found to be less significant in causing
farmer-pastoralist conflicts in Kilosa, a finding underpinning the political
ecology’s structural influence. The study finds that the use of multistakeholder
bricolage institutions is more relevant for addressing these conflicts in Kilosa
district.
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CHAPTER ONE
INTRODUCTION OF THE THESIS
1.0. Overview
This study aims to assess the dynamics surrounding the farmer-pastoralist
conflicts in Kilosa district with a particular focus on their causes, impacts and
responses. In particular, the study seeks to determine the general causes of
these conflicts and how they lead to conflicts between these two land-user
groups. It then seeks to establish their impact on the socio-economic life of
farmers and pastoralists. More importantly, however, the study seeks to
determine the current responses with particular attention on the analysis of their
respective strengths and weaknesses in conflict management. In general, the
study seeks to find out the relevant conflict-handling mechanisms that can best
be applied to resolve the conflicts in question sustainably.
1.1. The genesis of the research
The idea to conduct this study originates from my personal experience of the
conflict between farmers and pastoralists over land in Kilosa district from 2011
to 2014.

I was among the researchers in the project titled: “Enhancing

sunflower production for poverty alleviation in Mvomero and Kilosa districts,
Morogoro region”. The project’s main activities were to promote sustainable
sunflower production through the dissemination of improved technologies and
strengthening the sunflower value chain in four villages each of Kilosa and
Mvomero districts. This required an expansion of farmland. It is at this juncture
that I realised internecine conflicts between farmers and pastoralists in Kilosa
district were occurring to such an extent that the project was affected. I realised
this through personal observation and interaction with farmers, and several
interviews we conducted as part of the evaluation of the performance of the
project. I came to learn that one of the challenges for the project was the risks
and uncertainties associated with farmer-pastoralist conflicts. Nevertheless, I
also realised that there were several interventions by different formal and nonformal stakeholders to try to bring these conflicts to an end.

Despite these interventions made by the government agencies, traditional
institutions and community-based organizations, conflicts continued to escalate
1

throughout the year with notable intensification during the dry seasons. This
situation raises questions about the appropriateness of the conflict-handling
mechanisms currently applied to find solutions to these conflicts. In particular,
the following questions need to be answered: Why do these conflicts keep on
escalating amid the various mechanisms to contain them? Is it because the root
causes are not well defined? Or is it because the resolution mechanisms
address the wrong cause of the problem? Or is it because of the multifaceted
nature of factors contributing to conflicts? Or is it because the conflict-resolution
mechanisms used are inappropriate? From there, I developed an interest in
finding answers to these questions and hence decided to focus my research
around farmer-pastoralist conflicts in the Kilosa district with particular interest in
the stakeholders’ perspectives on the causes, impacts and responses.
1.2. Problem statement
Tanzania is endowed with a large area of land resources amounting to 95.5
million hectares (ha), with nearly 44 million hectares of which are suitable for
both agriculture and livestock keeping (URT 2010; IFAD 2014). Despite this
abundance, many parts of the country, particularly Kilosa district (with
approximately 1,426,500 ha) (Benjaminsen et al. 2009), have been the victims
of land conflicts involving farmers and pastoralists. One of the recent conflicts
involving farmers and pastoralists claimed the life of 38 people while others
were subjected to loss of properties and displacement (Benjaminsen et al.
2009; IWGIA 2015a). This situation has persistently left the socio-economic
development and food security of the people of Kilosa district at a crossroads
among other consequences. While there is significant literature accounting for
these conflicts in other cases, there is hardly sufficient literature on the
peculiarity of Tanzania and the Kilosa district case in particular about the
dynamics of these conflicts and related handling mechanisms. The need to
address this gap is very important if we are to overcome the associated
consequences, especially due to the unique socio-political environment as
opposed to the rest of the East African countries (Van Arkadie 2016). In this
country, the legacy of socialism policies adopted in the 1960s has had an
influence on land policy reforms and therefore impact uniquely on the systems
of land use, access and ownership (Greco 2016).
2

1.3. Objectives of the study
The major objective for conducting this study is to assess the stakeholder
perspectives on causes, impacts and response to the farmer-pastoralist
conflicts in the Kilosa district of Tanzania. Specifically, the study intends to
achieve four specific objectives:

One of these is to explore the causes of land conflicts and their contribution to
the understanding of farmer-pastoralist conflicts in Tanzania. This objective has
been motivated by the growing concern that conflicts associated with land use
and governance have seen a tremendous increase since the 1980s (Abdallah et
al. 2014). The multifaceted general reasons highlighted in the literature may not
provide a direct answer to the nature of these conflicts in the contextualised
political, ecological and social dynamics of Tanzania and Kilosa in particular.
While some reasons are linked to the environmental and climatic variability such
as drought, degradation and population pressure, others are linked to dynamics
surrounding land regime changes from the colonial to the post-independent
villagisation and liberalised policies. Many of these changes were instituted in
order to – among other aims – address earlier problems created by the previous
land tenure regimes. Unfortunately, and perhaps this is where debates
surrounding land conflicts have been focusing their attention on, there is the fact
that periodic change of tenure regimes and rights have precipitated even more
land conflicts affecting farmers and pastoralists among other actors (Matondi et
al. 2011; Abdallah et al. 2014; Greco 2016). However, the multitude of causes
claimed to underlie these conflicts have been generalised across contexts to the
extent that the way they manifest in a particular context of Kilosa district has not
adequately been addressed in the literature. This research, therefore, aims to
establish empirical evidence from the Kilosa district perspective that would
address the existing gap.
The second specific objective for undertaking this study is to examine the
impacts of the conflicts on the socio-economic life of farmers and pastoralists of
Kilosa district. The objective for such undertaking is motivated by the widely
acknowledged argument that land conflicts between farmers and pastoralists
contribute to the poor socio-economic development among rural people in many
African countries (Fabusoro and Sodiya 2011: 54). Todorovski et al. (2016)
3

suggest that land conflicts often lead to killings, and the displacement and
damage of properties. However, literature suggesting the nature and extent to
which these effects impact the socio-economic development of the people of
Tanzania and the Kilosa case, in particular, is scantly available. Filling in this
gap using empirical evidence is very important in devising relevant mechanisms
that would address the conflicts.
The third specific objective for undertaking this study is to investigate various
responses/mechanisms employed for addressing conflicts between farmers and
pastoralists. Particular attention is paid to the examination of their strengths and
weaknesses in addressing conflicts and their potential for preventing future
escalation. The need for this undertaking arises from the fact that there have
been parallel responses/conflict management mechanisms by formal and nonformal stakeholders to avoid or resolve these conflicts in amicable ways. Some
of these mechanisms include a series of reforms that have been taking place
since independence in order to address shortcomings associated with land use
and management during and after the colonial era. The earliest move was the
implementation of villagisation policies in the 1960s aimed at settling farmers
and pastoralists in Ujamaa villages (Benjaminsen et al. 2009). This involved
appropriation of land previously possessed by indigenous people for
resettlement purposes (Greco 2016).

Additionally, the emergence of neoliberal reforms in the 1980s that saw the
implementation of new forms of land use and ownership among other things,
aimed at rectifying land problems existed before the 1980s (Abdallah et al.
2014). Following a series of these reforms, the 1999 Land Act and Village Land
Act of 1999 that define new terms of land formalisation were enacted. In a more
direct way of handling emerging conflicts concerning land use and ownership,
new legislation of 2002 that instituted the Land Dispute Courts Act, and other
land conflict resolution machinery including the Village Land Council and Village
Land Committee, was enacted (Greco 2016). Despite these formal and informal
(traditional and non-formal) initiatives that have equally been handling land
conflicts involving farmers and pastoralists in Kilosa district, evidence shows
that these conflicts keep on escalating. This state of affairs raises questions
about

whether

the

current

handling
4

mechanisms

being

applied

are

commensurate with the nature of the conflicts at hand and therefore implying
the existence of the mismatch (gap) between the exact causes of the conflict at
hand and the available handling mechanisms. Understanding this mismatch
(gap) will be a crucial step towards realisation of the sustainable solution for
these conflicts.

The fourth specific objective for undertaking this case study is to explore the
application and limits of existing theories surrounding farmer-pastoralist
conflicts. There have been theoretical claims that these conflicts are complex
and cannot be easily explained by a single phenomenon (Boone 2013a). This
means that they have multiple causes which implies that several factors need to
be considered to enhance better understanding. This reality has divided
scholars into several camps, including environmental security theorists
(Malthusians) and political-ecological theorists (Cornucopians). While the first
camp portrays natural resource scarcity as the leading cause of the conflicts
(Homer-Dixon 1999; Schilling et al. 2010; Gaston and Dang 2015), the second
camp believes that conflicts are caused by the underlying structural-based
factors that create scarcity through the unequal distribution of the resources.
The latter goes further to argue that resources scarcity cannot be the exact
cause of conflicts as the society is full of technologies and ingenuity for
optimising the efficient management of the resources. However, this debate
seems to address these issues in a more general way without paying attention
to specific contexts. Therefore, understanding these conflicts from the Kilosa
district perspective will be a crucial step in examining the relevance of the
related responses/conflict management mechanisms.
1.4. Why the Kilosa case and Tanzania in particular
This study focuses on the Kilosa district case mainly because of the uniqueness
of the district in terms of its dynamics surrounding land conflicts, particularly
between farmers and pastoralists, as compared to other districts in Tanzania
(Map Appendix IV). Conflicts in this area have been persistent and recurrent,
and have a history that dates back to the era of land alienation by colonial
administrators in favour of settler plantations and the Mikumi Game Reserve
(Benjaminsen et al. 2009). Alongside this idea is the fact that Tanzania’s
political economy of land conflicts differs from the rest of the East African
5

countries, such as Kenya, as a result of the legacies of the Arusha Declaration
and Ujamaa policies adopted a few years after independence. This state of
affairs means the influencing power of these legacies has contributed to the
peculiarity in reforming land policies (Greco 2016). Therefore, while there is
sufficient literature on several cases about land conflicts involving farmers and
pastoralists in Kenya for example, where land is private property (Van Arkadie
2016), there are only a few about Tanzania where the land is government
property. Therefore, the focus of this study in Tanzania and Kilosa, in particular,
has the potential for minimising this gap in the literature.
1.5. Contribution
Generally, this study will contribute to the natural resource conflicts and conflict
resolution literature through empirical evidence on the mismatch between the
current land conflicts and conflict-handling mechanisms in developing countries.
Additionally, the study will add value to the existing literature on the best way
land conflict between farmers and pastoralists could be handled. The study may
also be the source of empirical evidence that can be used by the state and nonstate actors of Tanzania in peacebuilding initiatives that could lead to a longlasting solution to farmer-pastoralist conflicts.
1.6. Summary
In general, this study seeks to answer four specific questions, including:
i.

What are the causes of the natural resource conflicts? How do they
contribute to land conflicts between farmers and pastoralists in the Kilosa
context?

ii.

How do these conflicts affect the socio-economic life of farmers and
pastoralists?

iii.

What are the responses/mechanisms often employed to address farmerpastoralist conflicts? How relevant are these responses/mechanisms in
addressing conflict among key stakeholder groups? How do they
address the potential for the escalation?

iv.

What are the implications of the study for understanding farmerpastoralist conflicts dynamics?
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1.7. Methodology
This research adopts the social constructionism philosophy as the primary
interpretive framework. The reason behind this adoption stems from an
assumption put forward by ethnographic research philosophers that knowledge
about a particular phenomenon lies within people’s lived experience.

This

means “subjective evidence is assembled based on individual views” (Creswell
2013: 20). Based on this assumption, the researcher sought to collect
information

through

engaging

farmers

and

pastoralists,

among

other

stakeholders assumed to have sufficient lived experience of these conflicts.
This was followed by the deconstruction, analysis and interpretation of the
collected perspectives in order to get the insightful reality of what causes these
conflicts, their impacts on the society and the gaps that exist between the
causes and the available conflict management mechanisms.
Design-wise, this research draws on a range of data and existing literature on
farmer-pastoralist conflicts and conflict resolution. The research design includes
a fieldwork case study aimed at gaining an insight into the farmer-pastoralist
conflicts in Kilosa district and the long-term adopted interventions to try to
resolve them. The decision to adopt a case study design is based on the fact
that farmer-pastoralist conflicts have multifaceted causes, some of which are
deep rooted into the societal history, culture and tradition. The study is of a
qualitative design by nature and therefore adopted a range of qualitative data
collection approaches including: first, landscape mapping (one of the PRA
techniques) – which involves collaborative drawing of the village map showing
all essential features of the landscape within the village boundaries, in-depth
semi-structured interviews, focus group discussion, key informant interviews,
field observation and documentary reviews.
1.8. Description of the terms
For sake of this study, stakeholders refers to the farmers, pastoralists,
institutions and officials who in one way or another have got explicit or implicit
interests in the farmer-pastoralist conflict; be it from lived experience, policy
perspectives or conflict management. Impacts refers to the consequences of
the farmer-pastoralist conflict and their positive or negative influences on
farmer-pastoralist livelihood systems, social relations, human security, food
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security and stakeholder land-use policies. Responses: this has synonymously
been used with terms like approaches, mechanisms and interventions geared at
managing conflicts between farmers and pastoralists. Ujamaa villagisation: a
form of African socialism adopted by the post-independent Tanzania for the
purpose of resettling the rural population in the collectivised villages while
working collectively in order to consolidate political control and enhance socioeconomic development.
1.9. Summary of the thesis
This thesis consists of ten chapters. Chapter one covers the introduction of the
research, which provides a brief description of what this research is all about.
Chapter two covers the theoretical literature review about farmer-pastoralist
conflicts. It focuses explicitly on causal mechanisms surrounding farmerpastoralist conflicts in various countries and contexts, and how they have
impacted the socio-economic conditions of the communities. Chapter three
covers the critical review of the existing literature on the available land-conflict
management mechanisms with a particular focus on the dynamics surrounding
these mechanisms in relation to the changing contexts and times. Chapter four
unveils the political ecology of land tenure regimes in the Tanzanian context
with particular attention paid to how they contribute to the fuelling or the
management of farmer-pastoralist conflicts. This has been done based on the
understanding that land is a key attribute of livelihood for farmers and
pastoralists, which if its tenure and governance system is changed, will produce
significant implications for farmers and pastoralists. Chapter five is a full chapter
detailing the methodology used in this study.

It mainly describes how the

research was carried out from the design to fieldwork and empirical findings and
inferences made. The reason for having a full chapter covering this stems from
the qualitative nature of the study which entails the detailed fieldwork activities.
Chapter six covers empirical findings on the nature of farmer-pastoralist conflict
in the Kilosa district. It unveils the perceived factors behind these conflicts with
a detailed analysis of how they cause the conflicts in question. Chapter seven
narrates empirical findings on the socio-economic impacts of these conflicts to
individual farmers and pastoralists, and Kilosa district community as a whole.
Chapter eight covers the empirical findings of the mechanisms employed to
manage the farmer-pastoralist conflicts in Kilosa district. Attention has been
8

paid to the relevance (potentials and limitations) in addressing or avoiding
conflicts. Chapter nine details the discussion and conclusion of the whole study.
It summarises explicitly the critical findings of all the chapters and how they
correlate or contrast with the theories and literature, with the view of filling in the
gaps between the causes and the available conflict management mechanisms.
Chapter ten contains the conclusion of the thesis. It mainly summarises critical
aspects discussed in the chapters. More importantly, it narrates the key
contributions and suggestion for further research.
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CHAPTER TWO
LAND RESOURCE CONFLICTS AND SOCIO-ECONOMIC IMPACTS
2.0. Introduction
This chapter provides a critical review of the causal mechanisms surrounding
farmer-pastoralist conflicts in various countries and contexts. In particular, the
chapter focus on: first, reviewing the existing research on scarcity debates in
order to develop: a)

theoretical understanding of how the scarcity of key

resources become aspects for competition and conflicts between farmers and
pastoralists, b) the insights into how this scarcity has been produced within a
particular environment and social context. Second, reviewing various
perspectives on structural inequalities and the way they influence resource
access and distribution. In particular, the attention is on the dynamics
surrounding cultural identities, power relations, domestic policies and global
development focus with regard to resource access and distribution. More
importantly, how they contribute to scarcity, competition and potential for
escalation of conflicts between farmers and pastoralists. Third, current debates
on cognitive factors such as beliefs, values, perceptions and their roles in
framing certain narratives on scarcity and conflicts. Particular attention has
been paid to how such factors articulate with structural aspects of the society
such as ethnic identities and culture to cause conflicts.

Fourth, a relevant

integrative framework that can: a) reflect the complexity of this type of conflict,
and b) inform the development and analysis of primary research in the case
study, and c) generate understanding that can inform the assessment of
existing mechanisms for conflict management in the next chapter. Fifth, to
clarify key areas of discussion and further inquiry to which this study might
usefully contribute. This arrangement will enable a systematic investigation of
how causes/dynamics are categorised and theorised in the research literature,
and what these different theories contribute to understanding.
2.1. Survey of causal explanations
2.1.1. The environmental security perspectives
There is a significant body of literature within the field of conflict studies that
examines the relationship between environmental factors and violent conflict –
environmental security theory (Homer-Dixon 1999; Peluso and Watts 2001; Van
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Leeuwen and Van Der Haar 2016). This literature has apparent potential
relevance for the study of farmer-pastoralist conflicts because it seeks to
explain the circumstances in which social groups come to compete violently for
key resources, such as land or water. Since farmer-pastoralist conflicts are
ostensibly about access to land, it makes sense to consider what this literature
contributes to our understanding.

The core assumption, especially in the early iterations of environmental security
theory, is that conflicts are driven by competition over scarce resources (HomerDixon 1999). For example, when two or more social groups depend on access
to a local water supply for their livelihoods, pressures on the availability of that
water may affect a group’s ability to meet key needs, creating a dynamic of
competition that can, under certain circumstances, precipitate violence. The
particular contribution of environmental security theory lies in its explanation of
this scarcity and the dynamics of a competition linked to it. A review of the
literature shows a useful evolution of this explanation. Early theorists – referred
to as new Malthusians – explained scarcity in terms of simple mechanisms such
as increasing population numbers (Homer-Dixon 1999; Akov 2017). Population
increases can have different causes (such as high birth rates or migration) and
effects – for example, degradation of land due to over-intensive farming, or
merely reducing access to (quality) land for local populations. This has an
intuitive appeal in relation to farmer-pastoralist conflicts – we can see, for
example, that if the population of settled farmers increases, then these groups
might seek to extend their land into areas used by pastoralists, leading to
tensions. Or, if the land used by pastoralists for grazing cattle becomes
degraded, pastoralists might in turn seek access to more fertile lands,
potentially bringing them into conflict with local farmers. Studies by (HomerDixon 1999; Kahl 2001; Bernauer et al. 2012; Akov 2017) reflect this approach.

However, later theorists recognised that resource scarcity was a more complex
phenomenon, in several respects (Kahl 2001; Peluso and Watts 2001; Bernauer
et al. 2012). First of all, they suggested that there can be multiple and
interacting causes of resource scarcity which include both social and
environmental factors. For example, Boone (2015b) and Kalabamu (2019)
argue that changes to patterns of land ownership and tenure associated with
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colonisation led to the increased insecurity of the customary tenure in two ways.
First, a large proportion of customary land was treated as idle and therefore
became subjected to the alienations to pave the way for colonial-settler
agricultural investment. Second, a large proportion of the so-called vacant
customary land predominantly treated as commons was converted into game
reserves or protected land.

Whereas Kalabamu’s account reports a high

degree of appropriation in countries such as Zimbabwe, South Africa, Ivory
Coast and Namibia, which were under direct colonial control, the situation was
slightly more lenient in protectorate countries such as Tanzania. In other words,
scarcity experienced in the latter country could be associated with many more
other factors apart from just land takeover.

Regardless of this difference in severity which is deep-rooted in colonial history,
studies show that there has been a relatively similar implication on the local
farming and grazing activities in respective countries (Neumann 1995). These
implications can be put into two categories. First, the size of the land used for
farming and livestock keeping was significantly reduced. Being the vital source
of livelihood for farmers and pastoralists, competition for it became inevitable,
quite often resulting in migration and potential conflicts. Equally, the reduced
land size may also lead to land degradation resulting from the intensification of
farming and livestock keeping. As Akov (2017) argues, this may prompt the
movement of farmers or pastoralists in other fertile places while creating
avenues for violent clashes between farmers and pastoralists. Second, the
customary rights became less enforceable in courts, unlike the statutory rights
that were open for claims in the courts (Boone 2015b). This state of affairs
resulted in an inevitable loss of security for rural farmers and pastoralists, and
this has been evidenced by periodic evictions and migration that has often
resulted in clashes between these two land-user groups (Cleaver et al. 2013;
Beyene 2016).

On the other hand, poverty has proved to play a significant role in influencing
how communities use the land, leading to degradation. Studies by (HomerDixon 1999; Swinton et al. 2003) show that people in poverty-stricken rural
areas have an inevitable tendency of utilising resources in what is seen as an
unsustainable manner. Swinton, in particular, has documented evidence of
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Latin America whereby the impoverished “densely populated areas around Lake
Titicaca, soil degradation is reducing crop yields. At higher, drier altitudes where
range-fed livestock prevails, overgrazing is robbing common pastures of
preferred forage species, and cutting fuelwood steadily diminishes the
remaining shrub forest cover. Because investment poverty is endemic, financial
and physical assets influence natural resource degradation in only two cases:
Herders with more animals caused more pasture species loss, while poor
households cut more firewood for sale” (Swinton et al. 2003: 1868), while poor
farmers are also forced to expand land cultivation in prospect of maximising
yields due to the inability to purchase and apply inputs (O’Bannon 2006).
Therefore, the seeming increased motivation for resource degradation and
depletion is what is seen as intensifiers of scarcity, migration and competition
for resources which may at times turn violent.

Second, later, theorists recognised that social ingenuity could often mitigate
scarcity or the threat of scarcity (Homer-Dixon 1999; Soysa 2002; Bernauer et
al. 2012). For example, humans have developed more efficient methods of food
production, enabling higher yields per parcel of land. Equally, deep-water
wells/open water dams for livestock drinking can be dug to supplement river
waters which are often susceptible to climate change (drought) or minimising
clashes with other users (the farmers). Most importantly, part of social ingenuity,
as argued by some scholars, is the management aspect of resource utilisation
(Homer-Dixon 1999). Homer-Dixon particularly argues that maintaining reliable
and sustainable institutions for management and regulation of resource
utilisation is vital for avoiding potential conflicts among actors.

In the case of water resources, for example, research evidence has shown that
improvisation and empowerment of the community-based initiatives for
sustainable land and water utilisation are increasingly becoming the focus of
many development projects in Africa, as one of the vital strategies for alleviating
the conflict between farmers and pastoralists. Though not directly related to
farmers and pastoralists, Cleaver (2012) case study of community initiatives
(bricolage institutions) can justify this.

The case reports some appreciable

levels of conflict avoidance through the collaborative setting of rules and
regulations governing the utilisation of the village water in Zimbabwe and one of
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the state owned nature reserves in Sweden. She notes however that, this is not
a justification for the inexistence of power inequalities among actors that can
favour the socially connected individuals, though it is expected that the well
instituted rules and regulations may be key to the alleviation of this inequalities.
More specifically, some peace and conflicts studies account that several
potentials of conflict escalation between farmers and pastoralists can and have
been avoided through collaborative efforts between the two groups in
demarcating grazing zones, livestock routes and water points for livestock
drinking, while highlighting discrepancies being addressed in the same manner
(Gbaka 2014; Haan et al. 2016; Weesie and Kronenburg García 2018).

While this is an essential corrective to simplistic assumptions about resource
scarcity, it is also important to recognise limitations with the social ingenuity
idea. For example, it has been argued that the abundance of natural resources
can be a cause for the poor ingenuity (innovativeness) (Neumayer 2000; Soysa
2002). Contenders of this perspective relate it to the lack of urgency to innovate,
because of the ready availability of the resources they want for their livelihood.
The case of the commons land being predominantly free for anyone in the
community to access and use could be located in this context. By the commons
land concept, farmers and pastoralists would cultivate crops and graze livestock
respectively without restrictions as, in principle, the land belongs to no particular
individual or group but is available for use by every community member in need.
However, the occurrence of unprecedented factors such as drought and land
tenure changes which encourage more land enclosures/registration may make
the abundance phenomena obsolete, leaving farmers and pastoralists exposed
to scarcity, competition, migration and conflicts between them (Akov 2017).

Nevertheless, social ingenuity in Africa is claimed to be hampered by poverty in
many developing countries, unlike the developed ones (Barbier and HomerDixon 1996; Safriel and Adeel 2008). In most of these countries, farmers and
pastoralists do not have sufficient capital for modern farming (with mechanised
tools, fertilisers and quality seeds) and livestock keeping (growing hay/forage,
veterinary services and digging private water dams) (O’Bannon 2006). The
clear implication for this is for the farmers to cultivate on extensive fragmented
holdings with the prospect of maximising yields and pastoralists to keep large
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sums of livestock as a buffer against unprecedented losses (Niamir 1991;
Safriel and Adeel 2008). In particular Niamir argues that “large animals (cattle
and camels) are raised not so much for their meat as for their milk, but they are
also the ‘bank account’ and ‘security deposit’ of the pastoralist” (Niamir 1991:
2). For example, the extra large numbers of livestock1 kept in the developing
countries according to the Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO (2014), with
notable concerns in Ethiopia with 56,706,389, Sudan with 30,191,000, Tanzania
with 25,000,000, Nigeria with 19,450,000, Kenya with 17,811,845 and Uganda
with 13,623,000 has made it difficult for local improvisations and institutions to
manage, resulting in the ultimate reciprocal encroachments of each other’s
land.

Other studies have indicated that social ingenuity could be hindered by the
scarcity of vital resources (land and water) which the groups in the community
are depending on just because it limits growth in social investment (Soysa
2002). In such a situation, it means that in the event of land, pasture and water
shortages farmers and pastoralists’ enterprises are not able to produce enough
for livelihood and capital for investment in water infrastructure, extensions
services, veterinary services and even fodder/forage cropping. This situation
may prompt both farmers and pastoralists to intensify their activities in wetland
areas or migrate into each other’s supposedly fertile land where they may enter
into violence due to the competition (Safriel and Adeel 2008). In a broader
context, where population pressures intermingle with environmental changes,
the pressure on the state institutions becomes so high to the extent of failure to
improvise a credible mechanism for managing contested resources (Akov 2017:
290) while leaving an open ground for tense competition and conflicts between
farmers and pastoralists among other actors.

Third, later theorists recognise that scarcity is not necessarily an objective fact
and that perceived scarcity can be as important as a driver of conflict (Kahl
2001; Peluso and Watts 2001; Adano et al. 2012). Much of their works have
expressed concerns over the overestimated scarcity-conflict causality while
perhaps the most underlying causal variables are being neglected. Adano et al.
1

The mentioned numbers include only cattle, irrespective of other livestock such as goats, sheep and
pigs.
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(2012) for example argue that what is simplistically seen as a scarcity causal
variable in the conflicts involving farmers and pastoralists may be a reflection of
the institutional failure and some external interference in the allocation and
distribution of the commons. Part of Adano’s justification is based on the
northern part of Kenya where conflicts occur even during the abundant season
during which there is sufficient water and pasture for livestock. He indeed
acknowledges that scarcity, particularly the one caused by drought, poses a risk
for the conflicts. Nevertheless, this could only trigger conflict where there is a
vacuum created by the institutional and political unpreparedness to put in place
alternative water sources, grazing land, and inclusive rules and regulations for
mutual governance of land and water, the vital resources needed by both
farmers and pastoralists for their enhanced livelihood.

Perhaps one of the most significant contributions to the negation of these
simplistic ideas of scarcity comes from Gareth Hardin and his theory of the
tragedy of the commons.

According to his theory, it is unsustainable

management of the common pool resources (e.g. water, land and forest) that
provides an opportunity for one party to exploit resources without restrictive
rules while causing detrimental effects to the other part (Ostrom et al. 1999).
Hardin, in (Moritz et al. 2013: 351), iterates that the urge for economic motive by
an individual or groups of pastoralists to increase the size of their herds beyond
repair on the same commonly held pasture land, will be as equal as sharing the
associated detrimental impacts of overexploitation with the rest of the commons
users (pastoralists and farmers who also rely on the same commons).
Detrimental impacts in this regard refer to the depletion and degradation of
renewable resources (land, pasture and water) while creating a tragedy for all.
As perceived in the Homer-Dixon’s environmental security thesis, degradation
would, in turn, inhibit sufficient crop production, pasture and water leading to the
demand and encroachment on each other’s territory (farmers or pastoralists).
As suggested by several scholarly articles, this has often triggered
transhumance into new areas,

competition and ultimately violent clashes

between these two important land-use groups (Shettima and Tar 2008; Akov
2017; Tall 2018). This theoretical enlightenment, therefore, contributes to the
understanding of the insights of the underlying farmer-pastoralists causality as
opposed to mere scarcity framings.
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2.1.2. Climate change perspectives
In recent years, more significant attention has been paid to the role of climate
change in relation to environmental security, particularly in Africa. Part of the
reason for this particular attention is the nature of the African economy, which is
said to have been climate-dependent over the decades, the alteration of which
exposes the continent to the disruption of production systems (sedentary
farming and pastoralism) and the risk of violent resource conflicts (Adano et al.
2012). As iterated in various scholarly works, climate change is caused by
global warming (following the destruction of the ozone layer by human-induced
activities) which has consequently led to the drop in the amount of precipitation,
change in rainfall patterns and prolonged droughts in some countries (Schilling
et al. 2010; Adano et al. 2012; Chasek et al. 2014). While coupled with
population pressure-induced degradation, change in rainfall patterns and
extensive drought coverage are increasingly being considered as causes of
scarcity and depletion of vital livelihood resources (pasture, cropland and
water). As evidenced by Adano et al. (2012) and (Haan et al. 2016), such
impacts have been experienced in the Sahel (e.g. Niger, Chad, Mali and
Mauritania), Horn of Africa (e.g. Sudan and Ethiopia) and East Africa (e.g.
northern Kenya bordering South Sudan and Ethiopia) where there have been
cross-border farmer-pastoralist conflicts while struggling to share the fewer
resources available.

What is causing more attention, particularly among scholars, is the recent global
communities’ expressed concern over climate change and scarcity as risk
factors for conflicts and poverty, particularly in the Darfur and Sahel regions of
Africa. Specific cases widely cited in peace and conflict literature include: first,
the United Nations Economic Commission for Africa’s (UNECA) linkage of
climate change and conflicts in highly natural resources dependent countries
(Onyekuru

and

Marchant

2014).

Second,

the

action

by

the

2007

Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change’s (IPCC) recognition of the conflict
between Arab pastoralists and non-Arab farmers in Darfur as drought-driven
(Benjaminsen et al. 2009; Benjaminsen et al. 2012). Third, the adoption of the
United Nations Convention to Combat Desertification (UNCCD) in 1994 in the
African Sahel (Andersson et al. (2011: 300). Fourth, the United Nations
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Environmental Program’s (UNEP) report of 2007 on a sharp decrease in rainfall
to as much as 34% or below between 1946–2005, causing aggravation of
desertification, poverty and conflicts in Darfur (Benjaminsen et al. 2012). One
of the reasons for these moves as referred to in those studies is that the regions
in question have had experience of widespread droughts over an extended
period while negatively impacting the availability of pasture, water and cultivable
land. This situation has increasingly been considered as the driver for
competition and conflicts between farmers and pastoralists, a remarkable
decrease in crop production, as well as starvation of people and livestock,
causing poverty and an increased level of insecurity following the paradigm shift
of the resource conflicts into other forms involving religion, ethnic identities and
radicalism.

However, some studies suggest that the connection of climate change to
scarcity and then to farmer-pastoralist conflicts has been overestimated
(Shettima and Tar 2008; Haan et al. 2016), though it is widely accepted that it
does aggravate the state of the conflicts (Haan et al. 2016). This perspective is
increasingly gaining prominence in peace and conflict literature, particularly
after the continuing revelation of evidence indicating the proliferation of these
conflicts despite such worldwide interventions. The changing dynamics of these
conflicts, particularly in the Western Africa Sahel, such as Cameroon, Nigeria
and Mali, that have seen the increasing revelation of new dimensions as stated
above, have added more weight to this push (Moritz 2006). Elsewhere, in
regions such as Darfur, the active wars that have led to political destabilisation
and poverty are said to have started as mere climate-driven farmer-pastoralist
conflicts, but the severity of the conflict has raised more concerns over the need
to establish more underlying causes (Raleigh 2010). Although scholars like
(Scheffran et al. 2014: 380) have associated it with drought, they equally
acknowledge that immigration of the pastoralists from the north to the south has
added to the severity of the competition over fresh pasture and water with
farmers. In general, the increasing state favouritisms on agricultural expansion
are equally being seen as another aggravating factor for conflict beyond climate
change as this blocks transhumance routes and also encroaches on the grazing
areas (Shettima and Tar 2008; Benjaminsen et al. 2009).
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More studies have equally shown that, despite the strained situation on the
environmental resources caused by climate change, issues of insecurity and
population surges of the farming communities are causing livelihood resilience
more difficulty (Shettima and Tar 2008; Khadiagala and Mati 2011; Weesie and
Kronenburg García 2018). For instance, the armed Sudanese Peoples’
Liberation Movement (SPLM) against the government-backed Janjaweed militia
in Sudan has caused migration of either farmers or pastoralists to new
destinations where they add pressure on the already climate-affected livelihood
resources while leading to another parallel conflict in the name of farmerpastoralist resource conflicts (Scheffran et al. 2014). In this situation, it is very
difficult to generalise that these conflicts are caused by climate change but
rather a trigger of the already existing tension. The World Bank commissioned
report on the Sahelian region has also revealed that, as opposed to climate
change, the exponentially increasing rate of farming communities and
insecurity, for instance in Mali, has caused cross-border migration into
Mauritania’s pastoralists’ land who – unlike farmers – are increasing at a
relatively lower rate (Haan et al. 2016). What happens after this is the taking
over of the once commons grazing land into farming and settlement land, a
situation which has been revealed to increase scarcity and competition in
parallel with the drought-driven degradation and diminishing of water and green
rangelands.

Similarly, in the northern part of Kenya, the mutation into weaponised cattle
rustling of the once-perceived drought-driven farmer-pastoralist conflicts has
raised more concerns over whether climatic variables could be the standalone
contributor despite acknowledgement of its role in scarcity (Adano et al. 2012).
These revelations have increasingly raised concerns over whether climate
change and scarcity are sufficient explanatory variables for the nature of the
conflicts involving farmers and pastoralists across different countries (Gleditsch
and Urdal 2002). Nevertheless, examining climate change perspectives
provides us with insightful analysis of the hows and conditions by which climate
change may lead to scarcity, competition and conflicts between farmers and
pastoralists.
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In summary, aspects of environmental security theory remain a relevant
reference point for the study of farmer-pastoralist conflicts. They highlight what
is undoubtedly a key causal mechanism for competition over resources – that
could be found in many cases across the literature. However, this approach has
been criticised for being simplistic, too linear and inconsiderate of the changing
social, structural and political conditions, the analysis of which may give more
insights into the underlying issues behind farmer-pastoralist conflicts in a given
context. Some of these issues will, therefore, be highlighted in order to
supplement this apparent theoretical gap in environmental security – causal
conflict narrative in order to get broader theoretical insights into how scarcity is
created or interacts with other variables of the social structures in causing
conflicts between farmers and pastoralists in different countries and contexts.
2.1.3. Structural inequalities
2.1.3.1. The social structures and conflict nexus
As opposed to simple scarcity and the conflicts nexus there is another rich body
of literature which examines how social structures contribute to the inequalities
in land resource access and ultimately to increased risk of conflicts between
farmers and pastoralists. The reason behind this examination is the increased
concerns among scholars of various disciplines over what they perceive as an
insufficient explanation by the environmental scarcity narratives over what
causes resource conflicts (Van Leeuwen and Van Der Haar 2016; LeBillon and
Duffy 2018) and more so farmer-pastoralist conflicts. For example, while the
scarcity narratives have focused on population increase and degradation as the
source of the conflicts (Homer-Dixon 1999; Kahl 2001), they have hardly
accounted for how subsistence

farmers and pastoralists are deprived of their

rights to the access to sufficient land and water by the structural aspects such
as governance systems, social classes, identities and power relations. The
main assumption by the theorists has been that these aspects have an obvious
contribution to how resources are controlled and shared within the social
systems, the examination of which enhances our understanding of the relevant
dynamics that contribute to inequality and conflict over land resources between
farmers and pastoralists.
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Some of the recent theorists have centred their perspectives in the discipline of
political ecology which has recently gained prominence as an alternative
explanation of these conflicts. Some argue that conflicts occur because access
to livelihood resources are mediated in whole or part by the structural conditions
which are characterised by political and social inequalities (LeBillon and Duffy
2018).

In

other

words,

such

characteristics

become

a

source

of

exclusion/marginalisation of the weak groups from certain rights to resource
access while creating conditions for induced scarcity and grievances among the
weaker groups (Moritz 2010; Van Leeuwen and Van Der Haar 2016: 94; Walwa
2019). If we are to borrow this idea, we can, therefore, see that scarcity is a
result of the underlying issues in the governance and access rights to land that
is caused by the changing dynamics in the political and social relations across
changing periods and contexts. This revelation is echoed by Homer-Dixon
(1999) recent study which acknowledges political aspects of the societal as the
contributing factors for inequality and grievances in land access rights due to
resource capture by the elites while marginalising the poor, who are in this case
farmers and pastoralists. Although this latter perspective seems to depart from
earlier simplistic discourse of scarcity-conflict causality on the one hand, it
enriches our understanding of how environmental aspects like climate change
and drought interact with land access politics to produce scarcity, grievances
and conflicts (Kahl 2001; Le Meur and Hochet 2010; Van Leeuwen and Van Der
Haar 2016; Akov 2017).
More insightful discourses in the political ecology discipline have gone as far as
de-constructing the scarcity-conflict linkage as one of the several manifestations
of the identities, patronage and unequal power relations in the societal systems
of resource access and control (Shettima and Tar 2008; Khadiagala and Mati
2011). Many studies have described these aspects as the contributing elements
for injustices and inequalities in the access of resources between farmers and
pastoralists. Such evidence is iterated in (Moritz 2010) study where pastoral
ethnic identities (e.g. the Fulani) were given preferential treatment over farmers
just because the government benefited much from livestock taxes and tributes.
As this study further accounts, this move led to even more influx of the Fulani
pastoralists from Nigeria to Cameroon in the 20th century, while being given
more power in terms of bargaining for the grazing commons at the expense of
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the poor farming ethnic identities. This situation where one ethnic identity is
promoted over the other just because of differences in their liquidation
capacities is what (Onyekuru and Marchant 2014; Walwa 2019)

call social

injustices and exclusion politics which they see as potential proliferators of
grievances and escalation of the violent conflicts, particularly when the weaker
groups have fewer opportunities to access livelihood resources. As argued in
Moritz’s case, promotion of the Fulani pastoralists in Cameroon led to the
increased immigration of livestock and expansion of the grazing land which
intensified competition with the native farmers.
Examination of further literature reveals that such types of conflicts are
numerous across countries and contexts. Le Meur and Hochet (2010) for
example, report a case in Sudan where farmer-Arab herders in Sudan are
treated as a superior identity over the non-Arab farmers, probably because of
their identity lineage with the ruling regime, a situation which gives them more
privileged power in accessing environmental resources. Akov (2017), on the
other hand, gives an example of a

case where the underlying issues of

resource conflict between Fulani pastoralists and farmers are often motivated
by contested religious and ethnic issues between Muslims who are mainly
pastoralists and Christians who are, in most cases, farming communities in
Nigeria. In another case the recent land conflicts in Zimbabwe where white
farmers were violently displaced from their farms has been described as
politically motivated by the ruling regime’s quest for popularity and patronage
among its people (Onyekuru and Marchant 2014). Nevertheless, it has been
argued that the increasing need for the African governments to collect tax and
enhance economic development, has led to the governments’ move of crafting
policies favouring agricultural investments and expansion. The ultimate
implications are the increased encroachment of the grazing land, a situation
which facilitates the pastoralists’ migration into croplands. These cases
therefore contribute to our broadened understanding that while analysing
climatic variables of conflict causality, we need to also take into consideration
the social and structural variables of the society, which in this case are
considered as the underlying factors of the conflicts.
Having been built on Marxist and some post-colonial conflict theories that draw
from the social structures as influencing factors for the governance and
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distribution of the earth’s environmental resources, political ecology enhances
our understanding of how unequal power relations in those structures culminate
in inequalities in resources access (Pichler and Brad 2016). It particularly
seems to provide insightful analysis of land conflicts, particularly in the African
context. This assumption comes from its increasing prominence in peace and
conflict studies as an approach in the analysis of the power and social relations
concerning the use of environmental resources(Schubert 2005); more
importantly, how the social structure contributes to the unfair distribution of
burdens and benefits of the environmental changes, a situation which
precipitates grievances and mobilisation for conflicts. One of the examples
presented by LeBillon and Duffy (2018) focuses on the recent privatisation and
enclosures of land that have led to the decrease of the customary commons
land used for subsistence farming and pastoralism. According to them, this is an
indication where powerful land actors benefit at the expense of the weaker
groups, more so under the favouritism of the state structural policies. Political
ecology in this regard is seen as a useful approach in entangling the insights of
the farmer-pastoralist conflicts as it gives a rich body of literature on how
farmers or pastoralists – or both groups – are deprived of rights to land.
However, despite this acknowledgement, emerging critics suggest that it
focuses more on structural aspects of the society while paying insignificant
attention to their direct contribution to conflicts (Van Leeuwen and Van Der Haar
2016) and the role of the environmental factors (LeBillon and Duffy 2018).
These critics seem to have been backed up by the following two pieces of
evidence. First, major conflicts involving farmers and pastoralists that have
occasionally mutated into political, religious and ethnic violence have been
reported to occur in areas/countries that are seriously affected by the climate
change-induced drought such, as the Sahel and Darfur regions (Bromwich
2018). Second, the majority of the recent studies have failed to establish
sufficient evidence showing the direct linkage of aspects such as inequalities
and exclusion to violent conflicts, despite the evidence that they can lead to
grievances which manifest into some forms of tolerable resistance (Le Meur and
Hochet 2010). This state of affairs provides new insights into farmer-pastoralist
conflict dynamics particularly, because there is empirical evidence suggesting
that even if there is drought-induced scarcity, suitable mechanisms for sharing
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land and water resources can be put in place to reduce the impact and potential
for the conflicts. Equally, the abundance of the environmental resources
(grassland and water) without good societal utilisation mechanisms is not a
therapy for scarcity and potential for conflicts between farmers and pastoralists
(Adano et al. 2012).
2.1.3.2 Power relations and social identities
The growing literature in peace and conflicts studies have equally shown that
there has been an increasing attempt to analyse the farmer-pastoralist conflicts
through power relations and social inequalities. Power in this context has been
defined by Pichler and Brad (2016) as the capacity of certain actors, be it an
individual, group or state, to control not only the access and distribution of
natural resources but also to control the access of the other actors to the
resources in question. More succinctly, power has been perceived as the
central acting variable in shaping dynamics surrounding the access, distribution
and consumption of resources among actors in a particular context (Pichler and
Brad 2016). With this understanding, several studies have suggested that
conflicts among land actors and between farmers and pastoralists, in particular,
occur due to the inequalities created by the power imbalance within the
dynamics of the social relations of ownership among groups of actors
(Bromwich 2018). One would, however, ask how power imbalance comes into
being.
According to the political economy’s body of literature, power imbalance in
social relations of land use, draws from the broader role of both colonial and
post-colonial land administration systems. Lund and Boone (2013) highlights
that the state’s exclusive powers (exhibited by both systems) over land matters
have had a significant impact on the powers of other actors, most importantly,
those who owns the land under customary principles (the farmers and
pastoralists). In other words, in such land use relations, the state emerges as a
powerful actor who can expunge the customary rights for the sake of settlers’
investments, tourism, settlements or any other state interests regardless of the
concerns by communities. This state of power imbalance which is often skewed
to the states’ side does not just occur haphazardly. As Lund and Boone put it,
the state oversees the change of policies,
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institutional setup and changes of

individuals responsible for land allocation and

management of the related

conflicts, while opening up the potentials for destabilization of existing power
balances and land disputes among actors(Lund and Boone 2013). While this is
the case in many African countries the state and private property rights are
heavily protected by legal provisions/liberal rights laws (Shivji 1998; Doyle
2012). Though this arrangement sounds promising for ensuring the security of
the individual property rights, it disempowers the customary tenure security
while subjecting the victims to the significant land losses(Boone 2015b). In this
regard,

power imbalance becomes the source

of

deprivation of tenure

rights, scarcity, competition and potentially conflicts, and hence the need to
investigate how this manifests in the case study.
While the changing power balances are increasingly being accounted in the
literature, some studies suggest that there have been efforts by the African
governments and the World Bank to rectify the situation through land law
reforms in the 1990s(Shivji 1998; Collins and Mitchell 2018a; Boone 2019).
These studies have shown that the newly formulated land and village land acts
in a country like Tanzania were part of the process (URT 1999b). While some
scholars have written extensively about the contribution of these acts to the
protection of the local people from being landlessness, they have equally failed
to account adequately on why the deprivation of the communities’ power over
land governance has continued to exist despite such changes (Boone 2017;
Boone 2019).

These critical perspectives are built around the increasing

attention of various scholars on land grabbing and recurrence of farmerpastoralist conflicts in places such as Tanzania (Peters 2013) Ghana(Aha and
Ayitey 2017) and Eastern Africa (Galaty 2013)

amid the newly instituted

changes. Arguably, this shows that there is more behind power imbalance
between the state and local government actors that need to be further
investigated.
Nonetheless, there are few studies which have attempted to provide contesting
narratives on power imbalance and social relations nexus and ultimately
conflicts among actors. Referring to the cases of Cameroon and Burkina Faso,
Dafinger and Pelican (2006) provide an account that most of the land
legislations enhance government hegemony over land and production systems
while subtly making the farmers and pastoralists landless (tenants). They argue
25

that in the state of being dwellers on subtly rented land resources, farmers and
pastoralists are automatically deprived power to make decisions over their
tenure rights and also on their desirable production systems. They cite a case of
the government’s unilateral move to separate farmers’ and pastoralists’ lands
(e.g. villagization in Tanzania) in response to development theories as an
indicator of state’s hegemony on the two production systems.

Despite the

strategy sounding appealing for alleviating farmer-pastoralist conflicts, the
state’s overarching powers leave unanswered questions on the fulfilment and
sustainability of the groups’ interests.
Dafinger and Pelican see this increasing shift of power balance as the cause for
straining relations between farmers and pastoralists, while impacting negatively
on their long-existing mutual negotiations (over land-use rights and conflicts).
Moreover, the increasing deprivation of the negotiation power within groups of
farmers, pastoralists and customary authorities is argued in political ecology
literature as the trigger of the recurring hostilities between these two land-user
groups. Dafinger and Pelican (2006), for example, cite Burkina Faso as a
country where pastoralists are seen as the most powerless group, a situation
prompting them to rely on the state for protection against hostilities from
farmers. Along the same line of thinking, Moritz (2006) argues that farmers’
favouritism stems from land-user legislations which state clearly the farmers’
usufruct rights while ignoring those of the pastoralists. While it is argued that
this is partly contributed to by the sedentary type of production exhibited by
farmers since the colonial era, some studies have shown that it has not been in
the interest of the colonial and post-colonial policies to protect the pastoralists’
land interests (Galaty 2013), despite evidence showing that they contribute
significantly to the economies of the respective countries (Behnke 2008).
One of the impacts of this

policy-based power imbalance is pointed out to be

the resistance from the seeming powerless group (Moritz 2006).

As Moritz

argues, the powerless group (pastoralists) who are less favoured by most state
policies in Africa does exhibit a form of resistance against such inequality, often
shaped by ethnic sentiments in demanding their rights through protest,
litigations and in most cases violence. However, in some countries, the situation
appears to be different. A study by (Fratkin 2014) highlights the case of DarfurSudan where there is vivid evidence showing the government’s favouritism of
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the Arab pastoralists through legislation and institutions that enable them to
have a great say over the land. Bromwich (2018) underpins this sentiment that
it is quite common for the government in that region to support the Arab herders
in the quest for swaths of land from farming communities. This situation
suggests that the ethnic affiliation of the Arab pastoralists to the ruling political
elites plays a substantial contribution to this favouritism. This means the nature
of power relations among actors, is context-specific, in the sense that who is
powerful against who depends on the socio-political context of the place.
2.1.3.3. Institutions and land governance narratives
Later theorists focused more on the institutional role and land governance
nexus in the analysis of the farmer-pastoralist conflicts. Much of the contributing
perspectives come from the discipline of legal anthropology, a subset of political
ecology credited by (Van Leeuwen and Van Der Haar 2016) as an insightful
perspective on the analysis of the conflicts. Slightly different from the whole sum
of the political ecology, this perspective focuses on the institutional dynamics of
the land governance as the centre of the conflicts as opposed to the actual land
conflicts. In particular, the nexus of land conflicts and institutional governance
has been stated as: “contestations about the way land is being governed,
conflict about the authority

and legitimacy of leadership, about normative

framework or games of the rules, and in more recent analysis – the power and
politics at play in land allocation and conflict resolution” (Van Leeuwen and Van
Der Haar 2016: 97). In their view, therefore, any changes in regulations in land
access and utilisation have consequential implications on the other governing
institutions, while causing disruptions to the normative frameworks of land
access. One of the examples is the replacement of traditional institutions in
land governance in Tanzania in 1964 that brought even more contradictions in
land tenure security among the rural farmers and pastoralists (Greco 2016).
While it is widely argued that land in rural Africa has been accessed and
secured under the customary arrangement, its tenure security is increasingly
being jeopardised by the changing dynamics in land-governing institutions
(Cotula 2007; Delville 2007). In Tanzania, for example, the land acts of 1999 do
recognise the customary arrangement (URT 1999a; URT 1999b). In this case,
the acts grant power to the village administrations to manage and allocate the
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village land under such an arrangement, and ensure that a transaction to any
outsider should first engage the village administration (URT 1999a; URT 1999b;
Greco 2016). The reason for this is well documented, as among other things, to
protect the village priorities and interests concerning land use before consenting
to any other outward transfer of tenure. Surprisingly, the same acts empower
the Minister of Lands to exclusively decide over all matters related to land
management on behalf of the president, meaning that he can revoke tenure
rights without involving the village administration. In the case of Malawi, Peters
(2013) observes such contradictions exist in the land acts of 1965 and 1967.
Similar to the Tanzanian case, the acts are said to grant exclusive powers to the
minister responsible for agricultural matters to alienate any land occupied by
customary means whenever it was deemed to be needed for particular public
interests or agricultural investments. One of the notable implications that has
equally been noted by Delville (2007) is the increased disruption over who has
what rights and recognised by which authority. Arguably, this state of affairs
does inevitably contribute to the competing rights between farmers and
pastoralists on the one hand and farmers or pastoralists and other stakeholders,
such as the state agencies, conservationists and investors.

Perhaps the typical implications towards the ongoing farmer-pastoralist conflicts
are best learned from the Nigerians. According to Akov (2017), the enactment
of similar acts has made the matter even worse in cases of land administration
despite the pledge aiming at alleviating the earlier confusion. He reports that the
act led to the facilitation of more land grabbing and speculative transfers while
increasing the number of landless local people. In other words, this has been
the reason for the loss of the vast amount of village lands which has been
taking place ever since the colonial period while impacting negatively on the
farmers and pastoralists who have been the main user of the commons under
customary arrangements. For instance, a land that has been demarcated for
grazing or subsistence farming by the village authorities under the customary
arrangement can easily be allocated to private investors, urban speculators,
conservationists or new settlements by the statist agencies simply because of
the lack of legal strength. While this has been considered to cause scarcity and
competition, it may equally lead to violent conflicts as the two groups struggle to
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survive on a reduced land size or as a result of being relocated to marginalised
spaces with fewer land resources (Robbins 2012; Akov 2017).

Echoing similar scenarios for the Ugandan case, Van Leeuwen (2014) observes
that in what is seen to be even more contradictory, land governance reform has
added more confusion and overriding jurisdiction between the customary and
statutory authorities. Although his study acknowledges its contribution to some
forms of hybridity in land governance, it still highlights the confusion the reform
has created, particularly over who possesses the ultimate jurisdiction over the
land rights acquired through the customary arrangement. In other words, there
have been some forms of competition within the seemingly created hybrid
framework that integrates both customary and statutory principles. This state of
affairs is said to be the cause for, first, contradictions between state legislations
and traditional norms/rules, a situation hypothesised to cultivate the loss of
legitimacy among communities (Van Leeuwen and Van Der Haar 2016).
Second, the increasing loss of the customary rights due to the fact that even
with the existing arrangement, customary landowners are only offered the user
rights that can easily be superseded by the statutory rights (Van Leeuwen
2014). Because of this, the rights of the weaker side of the groups that the
farmers and pastoralists fall in become exposed to land-rights deprivation.

As other theorists suggest, the situation is further complicated by the existence
of a further plurality of institutions operating in parallel or opposite at different
levels of land administration (Delville 2007). Some literature indicates that these
institutions are across the different levels of land administration involving the
central government (e.g. land administration offices and the court) and the local
government authorities (the district council, ward authorities, village authorities
and traditional institutions) (Delville 2007; Collins et al. 2018b). Although these
institutions may mean to safeguard the customary tenure rights through check
and balance, as has been suggested by Peters (2013), recent empirical studies
have shown that their jurisdictions contradict each other, while also causing
contradictions to who has what rights and under which governing authority. For
example, a particular piece of land may be recognised by the district authorities
to be the grazing commons for the pastoralists while the village or traditional
authorities recognise it as land for farmers (empirical evidence has justified this
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in chapter six for the case of Mabwegere and Mfuru villages). This state of
affairs contributes to the competing rights, interests and then conflicts between
the involved parties, and more so between the farmers and pastoralists who are
the most prominent rural dwellers.

Another contradiction has been documented to exist between the village land
administration and game reserve authorities. This contradiction stems from
who has what powers on the so-called protected land (an idle land considered
as the buffer zone between village land boundaries and the national parks)
(Neumann 1997). While the village authorities have been perceiving it as
commons land that could be used for farming, grazing or accessing forest
resources, for the game reserve authorities it is a buffer zone that is to be
protected against any potential encroachment (Neumann 1997). Because of
this, Neumann holds that the game reserve authorities possess the outright
power to govern the land, and where necessary, to evict the adjacent
communities perceived to threaten its sustainability. Perhaps a worse scenario
for the native farmers and pastoralists is that these authorities are capable of
extending the boundaries of the protected land up to 10 kilometres deep into the
villages, the powers which are said to have been influenced by the global
conservation forces including the International Union for Conservation of Nature
(IUCN) and World Wide Fund for Nature (WWF) under the financial sponsorship
of the World Bank and the EU (Neumann 1997). This means therefore that the
powers the village administrative authorities have over the customary village
land become redundant, a situation implying the high level of insecurity of
customary tenure rights that has been exposing natives to landlessness and
displacement.
Hilhorst and Nelen (2013: 147) have equally noted that there have been
increasing

contradictions

between

customary

authorities

and

central

government, particularly over the control of the commons which include the
forest and grazing lands. This situation is said to always be the case in many
African countries simply because of the overriding powers the central
governments possess, which enable them to have final decisions over how land
should be used, allocated to whom and for what purpose. As a result, there
have been some government-backed displacements in order to pave the way
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for privatisation and conservation, a situation which has contributed to the
increasing farmer-pastoralist conflict among other stakeholders (Hilhorst and
Nelen 2013).
However, there are also theoretical arguments contending that even the current
customary tenure regime has created an opportunity for groups that are
politically and economically influential individuals to have unrestricted access to
land at the expense of the local farmers and pastoralists (Kuusaana and Bukari
2015). Evidence shows that this is enabled through the following mechanisms
(Alao 2007; Havnevik et al. 2011; Hilhorst and Nelen 2013). They present them
as, first, taking part directly or playing an influencing role in the changing of
land-use policies at various levels of land administration such as traditional,
village, ward, district and government authorities in order to serve their interests
(to ease transactions, confiscation and evictions). Second, use of their financial
muscles to buy customary and legally insecure lands from natives (local
authorities) under the customary arrangement and then register them quickly for
legal protection. Third, by acting as facilitators of massive land acquisitions by
the private firms/individuals and urban speculators through tricky deals such as
land rent-seeking and corruption. Peters (2013), on his side, cites the legal
insecurity of customary tenure holdings as the significant factor for such deals.
It is argued that while such overlapping inland jurisdictions have inflicted
evictions and conflict in Ghana, Mali and Benin (Le Meur and Hochet (2010);
(Hilhorst and Nelen 2013; Kuusaana and Bukari 2015), the powerlessness of
the customary principles has subjected the pastoralists to the surrendering of
their commons land through court litigations lawsuits in Tanzania (Askew et al.
2013). Le Meur and Hochet (2010: 654) on the other hand stress that the
situation is often aggravated by assignment of non-mutual exclusive rights to
individuals or groups leading to multiple registers which consequently cause
stranded relationships between farmers and pastoralists. Therefore, while most
of these studies cover how one’s tenure rights are jeopardised, they have not
adequately addressed how the conflicts between farmers and pastoralists are
created.
Further emerging perspectives in the political ecology literature point out that
the current uncertainties originate from the colonial era, which was
characterised by state hegemonic powers over the customary authorities on
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land tenure matters. Although scholarly evidence shows that customary rights
were maintained under the indirect rule (Boone 2019), such rights were only
permissive as they could be revoked by the government whenever land was
needed for other activities(Shivji 1998). This state of affairs means land
ownership, particularly in rural areas, was subjected to overlapping state and
customary laws, causing a contradiction which was a threat to land access and
control (Lund and Boone 2013). Scholars like Hilhorst and Nelen (2013) have
attempted to discuss the repercussions of this contradiction on land access and
control. They further account that most of the lands targeted were those
perceived as unused lands (treated as “commons land”), thereby depriving
communities’ access rights to agricultural and grazing lands. While this may be
the case, research evidence shows the pastoralists as the most affected
communities due to the nature of their production system, as they have often
been subjected to increased tenure insecurity, confinement, migration and
eventually conflicts with farmers (Spear 1997; Hodgson 2000; Mesaki 2013).
2.1.3.4. Perspectives on the decentralisation programmes and their
linkage to conflicts
Other theorists argue that as a way of rectifying discrepancies and conflicts in
land governance and distribution, decentralisation came into force in the 1990s
and beyond, though it has hardly brought desired fruits in terms of local
governments’ empowerment in land governance and control (Peters 2013). This
sentiment is contrary to the earlier prediction suggesting that decentralisation
would, among other things, strengthen natural resource governance which
would, among other things, help to reduce conflicts at the local authority level
(Lecoutere 2011). This view has been echoed and pioneered by the various
commissioned researches and the World Bank (Shivji 1998; Hilhorst and Nelen
2013; Boone 2019). Hilhorst and Nelen (2013: 149), for example, have argued
that the decentralised land governance system is crucial for the protection of the
local tenure rights and natural resources in general.
In contrast, critical views suggest that this has not been the case in several
African countries, partly because of the following reasons. First, it is argued that
the implementation has often been overridden by the statist land laws and
government officials, thereby making communities’ powers redundant (Shivji
1998). What could probably be the implication for this is the interference of the
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village land-use priorities, and allocation plans by the state or district authorities,
prompting more inequality in land access among the local population. Askew et
al. (2013) give cases of periodic evictions of pastoralists or farmers from the
commons land in Kenya and Tanzania when such land is needed for private
investment, government interest or powerful elites. The imminent result is the
increased inequality, marginalisation and conflicts between these two important
land-user groups.
Second, the strengthened tenure rights resulting from decentralised policies has
fast-tracked the willing land transactions (due to the increased land
marketability) by the local people, leading to the decline of farming and grazing
land in rural areas (Boone 2019). This raises confusion, particularly because the
decentralised land governance came in as a way of rectifying the earlier land
tenure conflicts experienced after the implementation of the land reforms of the
1980s (Shivji 1998). While some studies associated this confusion with the
growing unaccountability within the local governance to the community, others
have blamed the rent seeking behaviour, lack of transparency, and political will
as the leading causes (Pedersen 2012; Collins et al. 2018b). However, there is
hardly adequate literature covering the real reasons for the ineffectiveness of
the decentralised structures, a move that has probably prompted development
organizations to rely on bricolage institutions for natural resource management
and conflict resolution (Lecoutere 2011).
Stressing the seeming imbalance of power between the centralised structures
and statist hegemony over land-control matters, scholars like (Askew et al.
2013) argue that it contributes to the increasing structural inequality. Moreover,
Askew views this structural inequality as increasingly maturing into institutional
forms of legislation and litigations which undermine tenure rights accorded by
the customary principles (under the decentralised governance system). Specific
cases given in this regard include the increasing deprivation of pastoralists’ land
through lost litigations in the Maasai land of Kenya in 1913 and LoriondoTanzania in 2010 (Askew et al. 2013). A similar case is said to exist in
Cameroon where Peters (2008: 633) views conflicts as the confusion over “how
different resources should be managed, who has what responsibilities and
duties, and who has what authority to locate rights and resolve conflicts”. To
him, any land conflict is about competition over the authorities that govern land
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allocation through different types of machinery. Therefore, understanding land
conflicts between farmers and pastoralists needs a precise examination of the
competing jurisdiction between the decentralised and state authorities over land
matters.
2.1.4. Developmental perspectives and land conflict nexus
2.1.4.1. Development theories and land reforms
In recent decades, some theorists have focused their attention on what are
called post-colonial development interventions in a bid to get insights into land
conflicts across Africa (Thomas 2002; Badru 2018). The reasons for this
attention being widely reported in the literature are based on the impacts the
adoption of the development theories in countries’ development plans has
contributed to land scarcity, competition and conflicts between diverse actors
and more so between farmers and pastoralists. Earlier assumptions held that
post-independent

states

needed

to

adopt

agricultural

modernisation

programmes if they were to achieve economic growth and social wellbeing
(Thomas 2002; Badru 2018). One of the parallel initiatives considered by these
theorists as a success factor was the implementation of the land reform
programmes that would strengthen individual tenure rights, build the trust of the
prospective investors and attract external capital as well as technology for
viable agricultural expansion and modernisation (Badru 2018).
Indeed, studies show that this assumption and the push from the international
aid providers (e.g. the World Bank) played a significant role in land reforms with
major aim of strengthening individual tenure security (Shivji 1998). It has been
reported that these reforms have been taking place since the 1960s and notably
in the 1980s when many African countries were forced into major reforms to
revamp their weak economies and also to boost the global food and energy
crisis(Shivji 1998; Hilhorst and Nelen 2013). With such changes, as highlighted
in these studies,

large areas of land were acquired for establishing massive

plantations for food crops and biofuel production in various African countries
(Peters 2013).

Although this move may have appeared positive for

policymakers, ruling elites and international development partners in terms of
achieving progressive economic development, on the other hand, there has
been overwhelming debate on its implication on the intended economic growth
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(Thomas 2002; Badru 2018) and more so on the ongoing farmer-pastoralist
conflicts across Africa. The reasons for this, and particularly the implications for
the farmer-pastoralist conflicts, are well documented below.
First, some studies have documented that the introduction of new policies
aimed at modernising agriculture has increasingly led to the loss of customary
land, a land predominantly treated as the commons for both peasantry and
pastoralism activities (Shivji 1998; Peters 2013; Maganga et al. 2016).
Unsurprisingly, this is why the increasing land scarcity, landlessness and
insecurity of customary land tenure are broadly highlighted in African literature,
while also the situation has been increasingly worsened by the increasing rural
population, implying the need for more land for farming and grazing. Until
recently, as Peters (2013) put it, a total of 1.4 million hectares of land have been
put under private investments in Mozambique with 36 million more set aside for
further potential investors. In Zambia, 30 million hectares of land have either
been put under private food and biofuels production or set aside for potential
investors. Equally, Peters and other scholars have documented similar massive
land acquisitions in other countries such as Tanzania, Kenya, Uganda, Ghana,
Ethiopia and Sudan as causes for massive displacement and marginalisation of
the customary landholders (Anseeuw et al. 2013).
With a substantial amount of literature reporting these lands being targeted as
those with fertile soils, along the transportation lines, close to the bodies of
water (e.g. Ethiopia and Sudan Nile river basins), close to settlements for easier
access to labour and the seemingly idle commons (in most cases these are
grazing lands as pastoralism by nature leaves no signs indicating that the land
has been developed) (Anseeuw et al. 2013), there have equally been concerns
that there has been increasing scarcity of land potential for farming and
livestock keeping. In this regard, local farmers and pastoralists are forced into
marginalised places where there is not sufficient grassland and water for
meeting their diverse needs. A number of studies have suggested this to be the
source of competition and conflicts between farmers and pastoralists, though
this may still raise concerns particularly given that half of Britain’s land is
claimed to be owned by less than 1% of the population and yet, conflicts are
not as rampant as those in the developing countries (Karasz 2019).
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However, more scholarly evidence reveals the continued initiatives by the
African governments to promote massive land grabbing under the guise of
benefiting in terms of tax revenues, technology transfer and employment
opportunities. Much of this literature has accounted on this rent-seeking
behaviour by the governments as the precursor for ignoring indigenous interests
on land access and ownership rights (Matondi et al. 2011: 14; Nelson 2012);
more remarkably, as the motivator for land transactions between indigenous
people and speculators, such as ruling elites, employees and urban dwellers
while leading to scarcity and migration (Hilhorst and Nelen 2013). However,
most of this literature has not been able to provide an adequate account of how
land acquisition policies lead to conflicts between farmers and pastoralists. This
is because there has been an increasing amount of literature citing increasing
involvement of pastoralist communities in land acquisitions for alternative
investments (e.g. agriculture and commercial buildings) which may also mean
reduced reliance on mobile pastoralism.
2.1.4.2. Sustainable development and farmer-pastoralist conflict nexus
2.1.4.2.1. The context of farmers’ and pastoralists’ access to livelihood
resources
Second, later theoretical perspectives focus on the ideas of sustainable
development and the way diverse interpretations have contributed to conflicts
between farmers and pastoralists among other actors. Studies have shown that
in the same bid for enhancing economic development as discussed above, but
in a sustainable manner, in this case adoption of sustainable development
concepts and approaches in various livelihood and development projects in the
community become more prominent in post-independent African countries
(Fratkin 1997; Fratkin 2014). Most of these studies suggest that the major
purpose is, among other things, to reduce reliance on natural resource
abundance through the transformation of traditional agriculture and livestock
keeping into the modern and market-based economy on the one hand, and also
to preserve the natural environment on the other hand. Although pro-modernist
scholars and development planners echo this as an appropriate approach to
livelihood and economic development (Badru 2018), concerns over the diverse
interpretations which seem to spark conflict over land resources between
farmers and pastoralists in particular remains to be contested.
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For instance, Fratkin and Mearns (2003) report that while for the farmers,
sustainable development means improved livelihood through sufficient access
to productive assets (land) and improved productivity, to the pastoralists it
means access to sustainable livelihoods through access to sufficient water and
grazing pasture in a secured socio-economic environment. This may, therefore,
mean that farmers have often been striving to expand their cultivated lands in
order to meet the needs of the increasing population while pastoralists are also
doing the same to get enough pasture land for their increasing livestock
numbers. As many studies have accounted, farmers may, along the way,
encroach on the pastoralists’ land and block the traditional livestock routes
while leaving no option for the pastoralists other than to encroach on their
cultivated fields and vice versa (Tonah 2006). With pastoralism being
increasingly accounted by some anthropological studies as a livelihood system
which must involve flexibility and mobility with access to water and pasture amid
the current context of privatisation and commoditisation of land resources, the
livelihood system of these two groups has become subjected to inevitable
competition and conflicts due to the shrinkage of land space (FernandezGimenez et al. 2006). Sustainable development in this regard, therefore,
provides insight into how the different meanings attached to it by diverse
resource interest groups may create confusion and conflicts among resource
users and more particularly between farmers and pastoralists.
2.1.4.2.2. The context of environmental protection
Third, the dynamism surrounding the interpretation of sustainable development
policies and projects on natural resources has equally received attention among
environmentalists across the world. One of the reasons for this attention is
claimed to be based on their interests in preserving the natural environment
from degradation and depletion. In this regard, environmentalists view
development policies and initiatives as those intending to further the
sustainability of natural resources through protection from stretched exploitation
and degradation (Fratkin and Mearns 2003). This is a situation that contrasts
the livelihood interests of the farmers and pastoralists, and environmentalists
have often facilitated the implementation of development policies that seek to
create national parks and forest reserves at the expense of the local population
whose livelihood depends on natural resources (land, grazing pasture, water,
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fish and forests). One of the effects reported by (Fratkin and Mearns 2003: 113)
is the widely shared views among governments that “pastoralists are irrational,
wasteful and short-sighted”. In this regard, many of their development policies
have intentionally or unintentionally been focused on “curtailing the mobile
nature of livestock (pastoralism)
private

ranches,

environmental

through alienation of land for agriculture,
conservation

and

game

parks,

and

establishment of ethnically based grazing areas” (Fratkin and Mearns 2003:
114). Quite often, some of the measures have involved eviction of pastoralists
or local subsistence farmers leaving behind these two land-user groups to
struggle for their livelihood in marginalised or shrinkage spaces (Fratkin and
Mearns 2003), leaving them vulnerable to competition from rivals.
2.1.5. Perspectives on the role of international intervention
Recently, however, the focus has been on the direct or indirect role of the
multinational organizations in environmental protection and its potential impacts
on the farmer-pastoralist conflicts. Some of the widely reported organizations
which are believed to have supported sustainable environmental programmes,
both financially and technically, include the United Nations Environmental
Program (UNEP), United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural
Organization (UNESCO), World Wide Fund for Nature (WWF), United States
Agency for International Development (USAID), United Nations Development
Program (UNDP) and Food and Agricultural Organization (FAO) (Chasek et al.
2014). Studies show that the central focus of these organizations in achieving
the purported environmental sustainability has been, on reducing global
warming through various programmes such as Reduced Emissions from
Deforestation and Forest Degradation programmes (REDD) (Chasek et al.
2014). Second, supporting what is called sustainable land utilisation through
different projects (farming or livestock keeping) (UNDP-Sudan 2006; Fratkin
2014) and community empowerment on customary tenure rights (this has led to
the

creation

of

more

plurality

of

institutions

for

natural

resource

governance)(Peters 2013; Collins and Mitchell 2018a). While many of the
strategies employed involve influencing land policy changes to meet the needs
for environmental conservation and economic growth(Chasek et al. 2014),
critical perspectives reveal that the move has led to the expropriation of
massive swaths of lands for forest, water and animal protection with little regard
38

to the customary rights over the commons land used for pastoralism and
subsistence practices (Neumann 1997; Robbins 2012) . This suggests
increased land scarcity and subsequently, potential conflicts between local
people (farmers and pastoralists with conservation authorities) as they try to
access the protected lands, or between farmers and pastoralists when their
common space for livelihood access has been diminished.
The evidence for such cases of conflicts has been widely documented in many
peace and natural resource conflict studies across Africa. Le Meur and Hochet
(2010: 647) cite the case of Mali in which they view normative frames created
by the plurality of local regulations and international development projects as
underlying factors for existing farmer-pastoralist tensions despite coexistence
and complementarity. They also cite the dry land farmer-pastoralist conflict in
Benin as a function of multistakeholder interactions including “state actors, nongovernmental organizations (NGOs) and international donors in the recently
intensified

conservation

policy”.

Equally,

the

displacement

of

Maasai

pastoralists from the Serengeti, Meru plains in Tanzania and Maasai Mara and
Amboseli plains in Kenya to pave the way for conservation of national parks and
major agricultural investments have caused conflicts with farmers in their new
areas of destination (Fratkin 1997; Robbins 2012). In what is seen as a worse
scenario, emerging evidence indicates that most of these projects and
programmes are imposed (top-down approaches) without prior involvement of
the affected population. As literature further suggests, the imposed approaches
are coupled with new implementation frameworks (“financial, technical, political
or symbolic”) which cause a further contradiction with a stream of overlapping
local regulations responsible for governance, control and distribution of
resources (Le Meur and Hochet 2010). While this may be the source of
resistance and conflicts (Robbins 2012), we still need to examine how such
interventions influence farmer-pastoralist conflict in the context of the Kilosa
district.
2.1.6. Cultural cognitive factors and conflicts
Other theorists have asserted that what causes conflict can be embedded in the
cultural cognitive factors of the communities in question. Cognitive factors in this
regard mean “the shared conception of the real world and frames through which
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meaning is given” (De la Torre-Castro and Lindström 2010: 77). The main
elements in cultural cognition have been described as the shared values, beliefs
and interests which bind communities or groups together while also playing a
great role in shaping their perception towards how resources are accessed and
controlled (Moritz 2006; Cook-Huffman 2009; Bromwich 2018). While
embedded in a number of social institutions, such as identities, these elements
have been described as the unifying forces towards perceived interests or rights
by the group in question, regardless of whether such interests may be against
certain normative and institutional frameworks of accessibility (De la TorreCastro and Lindström 2010). In this regard, conflict causality is believed to be
embedded in the potential of these elements to forge a sense of solidarity
(mobilisation) or shape certain behaviours among the groups/communities
towards the demand or protection of certain interests, particularly over access
to resources. In the case of farmer-pastoralist causality, studies have shown
that these elements interact with groups’ identities (uniquely defined features of
farmers and pastoralists) and the need to have access to livelihood resources
to create potentiality for conflicts, particularly when there is a sense of inequality
despite that there still being contrasting views on how they may actually lead to
conflicts (Alao 2007; Ofuoku and Isife 2009: 48; Bromwich 2018).
Despite this controversy, a significant body of literature seems to suggest that
there are cases which have led to violence, particularly when respective
demands are not met or the groups’ interests are threatened. One of the cases
referred to in the literature is the Darfur conflict involving Arab pastoralists and
black farming communities (Mamdani 2009; Adisa and Adekunle 2010;
Bromwich 2018). This conflict, which was claimed to be a mere scarce
resource-driven conflict formally but later mutated into ethnic violence, cost the
lives of over 200,000 people (Mamdani 2009; Adisa and Adekunle 2010).
Studies have associated the inherent nature of this conflict with cultural
cognitive elements that shape behaviours towards access to resources such as
land, water and pasture believed to be essential for the livelihood wellbeing of a
particular group. Bromwich (2018: 7) put it that each distinct group (farmers or
pastoralists) shares some interests/sentiments attached to their production
systems which, when it is subjected to infringements, may trigger violent
conflict. For instance, in the case of the Arab-pastoralists mentioned above,
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pastoralism is regarded as their main form of production which makes them
believe that it is their right to practise mobile grazing without being restricted
while searching for water and pasture. Being their long-believed and highly
valued traditional form of production in connection with ethnic homogeneity, any
threat towards it will inevitably trigger solidarity against farmers or other interest
groups attempting to protect their interests over the scarce resources.
2.1.6.1. The role of social-cultural identities in framings and conflicts
Further theorists seem to believe that cognitive factors are intertwined with
social and cultural identities. Bromwich’s account regarding these entities
reveals that such embeddedness may be one of the causes of farmerpastoralist conflicts simply because of the power of framing that the shared
cultural norms, values, beliefs and production systems can produce. While
referring to the Darfur case above, he views an individual’s cultural assimilation
across generations into respective Arab pastoralist and non-Arab subsistencefarming communities as strengthening factors for collective actions against
perceived contested rights. However, some studies have shown that this may
not always be the case as the nexus ethnic identity, cultural affiliation and
violent conflicts over land resources among groups are the contested entities
which are subjected to changes according to time-scale and context (Bromwich
2018: 7). For instance, in a situation where scarcity of land and water are
affecting certain groups in the context where institutions are not strong enough
to leverage the distribution and control, cases have been reported where
specific individuals (such as politicians) utilise their affiliations for framing and
mobilisation for violent demands.
Most of these literatures, however, fail to account on how this mobilisation
occurs and how it causes conflicts between parties of diverse interests (see
details in section 2.1.6). However, the growing literature on the land rights
movement by groups of farmers, and more so the pastoralists, appears to
provide a different explanation (Upton 2014). With the increasing perceived
inequities in land access and control, these movements have led to the
formation of the pastoralist and farmer organizations, each attempting to protect
their respective interests. However, in certain circumstances, these groups can
serve as platforms for mobilised groups to demand their rights through violence,
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particularly when their repeated demands are not addressed by the authorities
(Upton 2014). One of the examples given in Upton’s study is the World Alliance
of Mobile Indigenous Peoples (WAMIP) which has played a remarkable role in
Kenya and Mongolia towards struggles against injustices surrounding pastoral
land rights. In a worse situation, a study by (Moritz 2006) shows how particular
mobilisation may grow into the broader context of religious conflicts, such as
those of Nigeria, which prompted President Obasanjo’s intervention after
claiming the lives of 20,000 innocent people which included Christian farmers
and Muslim pastoralists. What is probably not evident in the literature is the
context in which ethnic identities play a part in conflicts between farmers and
pastoralists especially because these conflicts have been documented to occur
in different parts of Africa (Bromwich 2018). Regardless of this, however, the
examination of how mobilisation creates the potential for conflict helps us in the
understanding of what lies behind the apparent farmer-pastoralist conflicts, the
understanding of which may set grounds for relevant approaches for their
redresses.
2.1.6.2. Cultural identities, production systems and conflict nexus
Further perspectives have attempted to link the occurrence of farmer-pastoralist
conflicts with the seeming integration of cultural identities and respective
production systems. Alao (2007), in this regard, narrates that conflict between
farmers and pastoralists stems from different views of the world around them,
and more so from respective use and control of the land resources which he
believes is shaped by the shared cultural values, beliefs and interests. He
clarifies that: “Across Africa, agriculturalists have a more settled perception of
land they perceive as a place of abode and a source of livelihood. The
pastoralists see the functionality of land as transient, due to their nomadic
lifestyle. They, therefore, do not have the kind of ownership mentality that the
agriculturalists have. The land is seen as a place where animals can graze as
they proceed with their journey” (Alao 2007: 102). We can, therefore, see that
this contrasting perception creates contradiction and competition for the interest
which may lead to crashes when the resources in question are not sufficient to
accommodate the distinct production systems.
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This distinct view and the value each distinct group attaches to the land are
what some scholars consider as triggers of the sense of “feeling of
belongingness that is extant among the members of the group focused around
their economic interest and the protection of values, culture and power of the
group” (Ofuoku and Isife 2009: 48). Moritz (2006: 10), in this regard, tells us that
the farmer-pastoralist conflicts over land resources we see are just superficial,
but the real underlying causes emanate from “competition between different
social-cultural groups”. This state of affairs means that conflicts over scarce
resources between these two groups often reflect the values and beliefs
shaping their production systems. It should be remembered that crop farmers
follow a sedentary mode of production while pastoralists believe in a free,
nomadic mode of production. Understanding the nature of these conflicts,
therefore, would inevitably require a thorough analysis of the distinct production
systems,

i.e.

subsistence

farming

and

pastoralism

while

taking

into

consideration the respective social and political contexts.
2.2. Conclusion
This chapter adopted an interdisciplinary theoretical framework approach in the
critical analysis of the broader causes of the farmer –pastoralist conflicts in the
developing countries. Specifically, environmental security and political ecology
theories have been used for this purpose. A critical analysis suggests that the
causality of the farmer-pastoralist conflicts is never straightforward in the sense
that getting the insight needs the unpacking of its multidimensional nature. In
other words, there is a need for critical analysis of the contested issues in the
environmental and sociopolitical structures of the nation and global land access
dynamics. For instance, in this review, the environmental security theory
portrays farmer-pastoralist conflicts as environmental scarcity-driven, by
referring to issues such as land degradation, population increase and climate
change. However, the examination of this portrayal in the context of the social
and political structures as per political ecology framework has led to the
controversy in getting the insight of these conflicts. Notably, this other
framework portrays structural inequalities (attributed by, e.g. social structures,
power relations, institutions, development interventions and cultural factors) as
having more influence over the environmental scarcities in causing conflicts.
This controversy is what calls into the need to critically examine the various
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contested issues in the environment and the socio-political context of the
conflicts in order to get the insight of what causes these conflicts in the Kilosa
district. Most importantly, in setting the grounds for the critical examination of
the relevance of the conflict management mechanisms being employed.
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CHAPTER THREE
THEORETICAL PERSPECTIVES ON LAND CONFLICT-MANAGEMENT
MECHANISMS
3.0. Introduction
In parallel with the increasing debates about the underlying causes of farmerpastoralist conflicts in Africa, there has been an equal emergence of the
debates over how best these conflicts could be managed or addressed.
Reviewing these debates is very important to understand how different conflict
management mechanisms have been used to address various resource
conflicts in different social and political contexts. With the farmer-pastoralist
conflict over land resources being one typical case of resource conflicts
involving farmers and pastoralists, engaging with the broader context of such
literature makes a noticeable contribution to the understanding of the different
mechanisms in place and their relevance in respect to what underlies the nature
of these conflicts.
This chapter, therefore, provides a critical review of the different theoretical
perspectives on the existing conflict management mechanisms. Particular focus
has been paid on the dynamics surrounding these mechanisms in relation to the
changing contexts and times in order to: first, identify what is already known
about the available conflict-management mechanisms for handling farmerpastoralist conflicts including the current direction of the research. Second,
develop a relevant synthesis/integrative framework that can: a) reflect the
strengths and pitfalls of the available conflict management mechanisms in
relation to the changing nature of the conflicts, b) inform the development and
analysis of this case study research on the relevance of the existing
mechanisms for conflict management in relation to the nature of the conflicts.
Third, clarify key areas of discussion and further inquiry on conflict management
mechanisms to which this study might usefully contribute. To achieve this the
discussion has centred around answering the question on what is known about
mechanisms being employed to address conflicts involving farmers and
pastoralists across varying contexts and times.
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This chapter mainly consists of two sections. Section 3.1 focuses on the survey
about varying perspectives on different mechanisms for farmer-pastoralist
conflict management to uncover their potentials and pitfalls. Particular focus has
been paid on traditional mechanisms, collective actions, decentralisation of
authorities, policies and programmes, statutory procedures, and external
organizations and NGOs.
The last section, section 3.2, concludes this chapter. This section has
synthesised the various perspectives given in the chapter regarding the
available mechanisms for farmer-pastoralist conflict management. In particular,
the section has attempted to synthesise how different perspectives have
contributed to the understanding of the different mechanisms for conflict
management, their relevance based on the nature and context, capacity to
address the potential for conflicts as well as areas of contentions and
consensus in the current debates that form a basis for forthcoming empirical
chapters.
3.1. Varying perspectives on conflict management typologies
A survey of the various peace and conflict literature reveals that there are
diverse perspectives on different mechanisms perceived to have played a role
in the management of natural resource conflicts (Cousins 1996). Many of these
perspectives have centred on the roles of traditional mechanisms (Cousins
1996; Adjei and Adebayo 2014), community initiatives/collective action (Fisher
2014; Ratner et al. 2017), statutory mechanisms (Doyle 2012; Sarpong-Anane
2014), policies and decentralisation programmes (Fisher 2014; Ratner et al.
2017), and the role played by multilateral organizations (Fratkin 2014; Badru
2018; Collins et al. 2018b). Despite some research evidence in the literature
indicating that some of these mechanisms have either been applied in isolation
or a combination of two or more in different farmer-pastoralist conflict
management undertakings, a growing concern is that such conflicts have
continued to persist, which is perhaps one of the reasons why there have been
debates sparked over their relevance depending on the nature of the conflicts in
question.

46

3.1.1. Perspectives on the role of traditional mechanisms
One of the recent overarching debates has been over the application and
relevance of the traditional approaches to conflict management and resolution.
For the sake of this study, the traditional conflict management mechanisms are
referred to as those defined by Boege (2006: 5) as those “institutions and
processes that developed independently in the context of pre-modern societal
structures in the global south and have been practiced in that context over a
considerable period of time”. In other words, communities have often developed
their processes for managing conflict at the local level, often based around the
authority of clan leaders and exercised through traditional courts or community
meetings. Within the context of this definition, some scholars argue that
traditional approaches have played a remarkable role in addressing various
social- and resources-related conflicts dating back to the pre-colonial stage
(Adjei and Adebayo 2014). Why the development of such mechanisms and
processes? The apparent truth is that communities live in constant conflicts
among themselves as individuals or one group and another due to, among
many other things, the incompatibility of interests on the use of environmental
resources (LeBillon and Duffy 2018). In this context, the maintenance of
peaceful coexistence and social harmony needed contextualised mechanisms
and processes of conflict management and resolution. Boege (2006), in this
regard, considers them as context-specific due to what he posits as their nature,
processes and practices differing from one place to another across the whole
Global South. This state of affairs creates a sharp contrast from the
modern/western approaches, as according to him, they have been relying on
adversarial systems and also operates in a standardised format across the
world.
The function of traditional conflict management can be grounded in social
capital and solidarity theories. According to Ostrom et al. (2009) theorisation of
social capital, it is the societal ties and networks that bind communities together
towards the pursuit of common interests. He identifies key attributes in
achieving this as investing in trustworthiness, functioning networking and
formation of informal rules that control the group behaviours. What does this
imply for the traditional conflict management mechanisms? It means that being
traditional by nature, they operate within the context of socially shared values,
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beliefs, culture and norms that no single individual would want to be
excommunicated from. These are the binding glues of the community. In this
regard, traditional conflict management elders work towards the protection of
this social bondage against breakage or towards the maintenance of the broken
ties by individuals or groups committing acts that are against the norms, culture
or attributes that establish trust or bind the community together. In a context like
this, compensation for the affected can be decided on or sanctions against
wrongdoers offered only to heal the affected party and maintenance of the
distorted relations and not with the intention of harming the offender (Faure
2000).
While explicitly or implicitly guided by ideas from the theory above and the Emil
Durkheim’s theory of social solidarity, which portrays society as a social order
within which individuals are restrained Hawkins (1979: 156-159), several
scholars have written that traditional mechanisms have focused on setting
rules/norms that govern the smooth utilisation of the commons resources in
order to enhance sustainable utilisation on the one hand and prevent
unnecessary conflicts between users (Chikaire U.J 2018; Khadiagala and Mati
2011). Giving an example of Nigeria, (Khadiagala and Mati 2011) argue that
among the applied methods are hospitality meetings where the traditional head
of families, clans, communities, neighbours and/or traditional healers act as
mediators in the negotiation for peaceful coexistence and reaching agreement
on resource utilisation between farmers and pastoralists.

Notably, where

conflicts between farmers and pastoralists erupt, with crop damage and injuries
being some of the outcomes, conflicting parties are mediated and where
possible compensations are awarded to the deserving party, not because of the
need to punish, but to make sure that the social order and relations are
maintained (Faure 2000; Boege 2006).
Elsewhere, in some parts of Sudan, Khadiagala and Mati (2011) have reported
on how the “Goodiya” system plays a crucial role in handling farmer-pastoralist
conflicts locally through a series of local and Islamic religious doctrines. They
also report on a Nigerian case where similar farmer-pastoralist conflicts have
been managed by traditional mediators, who are in most cases chiefs or
respected elders, while guided by the customary doctrines believed to be
shared among the local communities. In the case of punishment, a social
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sanction is applied to ensure that disputants comply with the decisions of the
mediators in fear of being excommunicated from the social community activities
or in fear of hazards that might plague the family particulars when the traditional
healers and diviners are involved (Faure 2000).
Some researchers consider that traditional approaches remain relevant in the
present day because they build on established cultural rules/norms which
regulate the governance and utilisation of the commons such as land, water and
forests to enhance sustainability but also prevent potential conflict among users
(Chikaire J.U. 2018). These attributes enable the local leaders/communities to
manage conflict effectively because they provide the framework within which
individuals are expected to behave in order to maintain what the social capital
and social solidarity theories contend to be social ties and order. In other words,
traditional conflict-management practices are built on the shared values,
assumptions and commitments regarding equitable utilisation of the commons
(land sharing), the breach of which is subject to punishment or social sanctions.
The primary custodians of these rules/norms as suggested in various studies
may be family heads, chiefs, a given local community or whichever has been
improvised as traditional institutions concerning which level of the institution the
land belongs to (Sarpong-Anane 2014; Chikaire J.U. 2018).
In what can be seen as a form of traditional land-use plans aiming at coping
with scarcities and conflicts, communities have been improvising their local
systems that separate grazing land from farming land (Moyo et al. 2008). For
instance, if a particular village consists of both pastoralists/agro-pastoralists and
farmers, a particular piece of land in a particular direction would be designated
for communal grazing only without allowing any farming activities. Equally,
another piece of land in a different direction would be designated for
subsistence farming activities only, and the livestock would not be allowed to
access it.

As the literature further suggests, even within the allocated

communal rangeland/grazing zones, traditional institutions have been ensuring
that they are utilised in a selective manner/rotational grazing under the
organization of traditional pastoral rules in order to give space for vegetative
growth for serving the livestock during the stress seasons (Niamir 1991; Adams
et al. 2003; Moyo et al. 2008). By so doing it becomes apparent that traditional
conflict management mechanisms have been playing a significant role in the
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management of scarcity and potential conflict that might arise out of
unregulated farming and grazing practices.
Niamir gives a typical case of Zaghawa pastoralists in Chad where there has
been a collective agreement to alter grazing between the north and south of
Sahara in different seasons for the same purpose of maintaining grazing
reserves. He also highlights a case where the Maasai of Kenya and Tanzania
possess out of the modern regulations that guide them to graze outwardly,
particularly during wet seasons, while preserving conducive grazing areas
during the dry season. Although this may contribute to the lesser encroachment
of the croplands and ultimately conflicts, Adams raises some questions over its
effectiveness as according to his views the extraordinary vast numbers of
livestock kept may affect the arrangement. In other words there is barely any
adequate literature showing the extent to which this arrangement has been
successful given the overambitious urge to increase the number of herds.
This state of affairs means that traditional mechanisms are increasingly
becoming ineffective for dealing with more current circumstances and
challenges (where actors are managing much larger herds over larger areas of
land). In other words, based on the nature of the traditional institutions of being
built on family hoods, clan hoods, chiefdoms and community hoods (Faure
2000), they are suiting the localised and small-scale conflicts. Nevertheless, this
knowledge makes a positive contribution to our examination of the potential of
various traditional practices in preventing potential conflict between farmers and
pastoralists.
The second approach, as argued by various theorists, is the actual application
of the community rules/norms/beliefs/values to solve the actual conflicts
emanating from the actual utilisation of resources (Abe and Ouma 2017).
Regarding this, studies have shown that this often occurs when the rules
governing the utilisation of the commons (grassland, water and forests) are
violated or when there is a direct livestock-crop damage conflict (Adjei and
Adebayo 2014; Sarpong-Anane 2014).
For instance, when farmers have encroached a communally recognised grazing
land or where the livestock have damaged crop fields, the disputing parties may
often be called before community meetings or respective traditional authority
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chiefs or respected village elders where their conflicting interests will be
reviewed. Involvement of the community members through meetings underpins
what Faure (2000) accounts, that, by nature, these kinds of approaches aim at
transparently solving the conflicts in order to win the trust and legitimacy of the
community towards the maintenance of the societal order/solidarity. This step is
often followed by mediated negotiations where the side found to violate the
norms/order of the community become subject to sanctions or punishments that
are often in the form of reparations or compensation for the damages (Adjei and
Adebayo 2014). Although in most cases these compensations do not suffice the
loss/damage incurred (Akov (2017), the agreement is reached in a mutual
consensus that ensures the continued relationship between the disputing
parties (Sarpong-Anane 2014), which in my view is a positive move towards
sustainable peacebuilding.
Most recent theorists, however, have expressed concerns about the relevance
of these approaches in a situation where the nature and context of the conflicts
keep on changing (Buckles and Gerett 1999). For example, Shettima and Tar
(2008) argue that the current farmer-pastoralist conflicts are caused by many
structural

factors

including

environmental

changes,

political

exclusion,

population increases and power differences among resource-user actors, a
situation they believe has reduced the viability of traditional mechanisms.
Instead, these mechanisms are increasingly seen as only capable of addressing
petty and superficial conflicts such as those involving livestock-crop damages
while not being able to address what is really behind such conflicts (Adjei and
Adebayo 2014).
In a situation that appears to have raised further scrutiny among actors is the
fairness of the decisions that have been made when dealing with conflicting
parties. This is due to the evidence that most of the decisions reached in, for
example, crop-damage cases, have often prompted pastoralists to pay for
compensation even when such damage has been prompted by the blockage of
the livestock paths or expansion of crop fields into the traditional grazing areas
(Shettima and Tar 2008). For example, in the case of Niger, “the pastoralists
need to pass through the passage on their way to river Niger especially in the
dry season, but irrigated market gardening and cultivation on the banks of the
river has blocked such passages” (Shettima and Tar 2008: 177). It is thus
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apparent that destruction of crops on one of the farms would amount to the
value of compensation when the case is taken to the traditional conflict
management institutions or even the formal institutions. This situation raises
questions about the power of the pastoralists in the traditional conflict
management on the one hand but also indicates the increased dominancy of
the biased policies on agriculture that seem to have equally affected how the
traditional institutions work. Despite these criticisms, this review has a potential
contribution to the understanding of how these approaches could prevent what
is seen as lower-level conflicts/proximate from escalating into major and
extensive ones.
Using the conflict in the Darfur region of Sudan as a case, Sen et al. say that
peace between the Arab-speaking pastoralists and non-Arab farmers who were
involved in periodic conflicts over land, water and grazing rights was possible
because of the role played by traditional authorities in the 1970s. However, it
has been argued that the restructuring programmes adopted by the Sudan
government after that made the traditional approaches powerless amid the
newly empowered statist approaches. In other words, the literature suggests
that restructuring programmes had paved the way for liberalised land tenure
rights that are recognised and protected by liberal policies and laws while
undermining the role played by the traditional structures. According to Sen et al.
(2014), this move has in part contributed to the escalation of the deadly farmerpastoralist conflict, which also mutated into political and religious sentiments.
Although it is difficult to establish the distinguishing line between the
undermining of the traditional conflict approaches and other conflict-causing
factors such as climate change, particularly in the Darfur region, this review
helps us understand the contribution and weakness of traditional approaches
with the view of setting out the grounds for much more relevant approaches in
handling conflict involving farmers and pastoralists.
More insightful analysis of the literature, however, reveals that amid the
increasingly divided opinions over what causes traditional conflict management
mechanisms to seem powerless, many scholars seem to point to the increasing
modern resource tenure regimes and the dominance of the western property
right protection systems as partly contributing factors (Tyler 1999). Evidence
shows that in countries such as Nigeria, Kenya and Tanzania, local farmers and
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pastoralists have failed to protect their commons land through traditional
approaches, following the registration of the grabbed lands by private
firms/individuals (Homewood et al. 2004). This means that decisions made by
traditional authorities are non-legally binding, therefore leaving behind looming
tenure insecurities among the poor farmers and pastoralist commons land
users; situations which have paved the way for the increasing scarcity,
competition and ultimately conflict between them.
Still, however, as suggested in the previous paragraph, this is not a sufficient
reason for undermining the role the customary approaches play in the
peacebuilding process in conflict-prone areas as they are capable of addressing
cultural sentiments associated with the conflicts at hand (Sarpong-Anane 2014;
Sen et al. 2014). For example, to make pastoralists get rid of the long-held
culture of keeping large herds of cattle (for prestige, the symbol of wealth and
respect) may need an equivalent intervention of the traditional authorities that
are part and parcel of that culture. However, how this potentiality is being
exploited/capitalised by other mechanisms in addressing farmer-pastoralist
conflict, particularly in Tanzania, is something that forms part of this
investigation.
More generally, traditional mechanisms are increasingly considered by some
studies and development actors as mechanisms that are rich in several critical
success factors in resource conflict management. Some of the highlighted
factors include the wisdom, experience and diligence of the traditional
institutions (elders, chiefs, clan heads and priests) which are increasingly being
perceived as core values for carrying out negotiation and mediation within the
framework that guarantee consensus and continued relationship among
disputants (Faure 2000; Khadiagala and Mati 2011). Despite this, however, their
low level of ability to address much more deep-rooted structural causes of the
conflicts, as already highlighted in the previous paragraph, still raises questions
among scholars. Many studies show that they are instead being linked to crop
damage-related and family land conflicts, where compensation for the loss
becomes the much-anticipated outcome of the conflict management process
(Shettima and Tar 2008). Nevertheless, unveiling their potential in the
management of the perceived lower level conflicts could contribute to the
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understating of how best they could be used to address the much more
protracted farmer-pastoralist conflicts.
3.1.2. Collective action approaches perspectives
Perhaps, one of the pieces of available evidence in the literature signifying the
collapse of traditional mediation and conciliation is the emerging attention paid
to the use of the collective actions in the resource governance and
management of related conflicts. Collective action approaches have their
background in what Ostrom et al. (2009: 20) call collective actions theories of
the second and third generations that are built on the three critical attributes of
the social capital theory, namely: “trustworthiness, networks and formal and
informal rules of institutions”. The core assumption behind these theories is
based on the cooperation among individuals and various networks while
regulated by the self-established institutions/rules in pursuit of shared interests
that could not be pursued independently by individual actors without causing
conflicts with the rest of the interested actors. Based on these theoretical lines
of thinking and for this study, collective action approaches have been
considered to be the deliberate creation of institutions or mechanisms for
organising and managing interests and conflicts. In most cases, they are ad
hoc-based and they differ from the traditional and state institutions in the sense
that they are the integrated processes that may involve actors and processes
from traditional, civil and state institutions.
Based on this assumption, many scholars who have written extensively in this
area agree that collective action approaches emerged as an alternative
approach for containing resource-use conflicts (Ratner et al. 2013; Ratner et al.
2017). In other words, such conflicts need similar integrative approaches which
involve a wide range of benefiting stakeholders, the success of which, however,
depends on the key attribute of the social capital advanced by (Ostrom et al.
2009) as trustworthiness among actors. Thus, from Fisher (2014) and Ratner et
al. (2017), viewpoint collective actions are integrative approaches that bring
together diverse stakeholders from the community, traditional institutions,
government institutions, and interest groups from domestic and/or external
organizations

in

the

management

of

natural

resources

and

conflict

management. In her perspective, Cleaver (2012) credited these approaches as
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more grassroots-focused, integrated planned approaches which bring on board
the inherent social values and connectedness to form a collective action
approach she calls bricolage institutions2.
Why is collective action considered viable, and what differentiates it from the
traditional approaches? A critical examination of the literature shows that the
collective actions have a wide range of legitimacy from the community which
results from equivalent broad representation and collaboration (Ratner et al.
2017). Perhaps what differentiates it from traditional approaches is its richness
in the broad representation of actors from grassroots levels, formal and informal
institutions, and the applicability of the combined formal and informal rules in
the pursuit of a conflict of interest, be it resource sharing or conflict
management. Because of this, Buckles and Gerett (1999) view them as unique
and enabling features in conflict management as they appear to be best
positioned in facilitating the harmonisation of competing interests among
resource-use actors. For instance, it is evident in the literature that farmers,
pastoralists and conservation authorities possess varying interests when it
comes to the use of land, water and forest resources.
Based on collective action theorists, therefore, the three groups may sit down,
discuss and agree on the best way and rules to govern the use of the resources
without jeopardising each other’s interests (e.g. agree on the livestock routes,
livestock drinking water points and/or adjust the boundaries of the protected
land to alleviate the grazing land scarcity the pastoralists experience). Most
importantly,

representation and collaboration, which are critical features in

collective actions, have been acknowledged by various scholars as entities
comprising of multiple actors with a variety of skills, experience and expertise in
negotiation but also the long-held sense of social neighbourhood and
cooperation in resource governance which are vital in conflict prevention or
management (Cleaver 2012; Fisher 2014).
A few studies have attempted to examine the usefulness of collective action
approaches in resource governance and related conflict management. The first
2

“The term institutional bricolage refers to the processes in which people draw on existing components
(practices, rules, norms, relationships, symbols) to piece together new or adapted arrangements in
response to changing situations. The institutions produced through these processes are dynamic hybrids
of ‘modern’ and ‘traditional’ formal and informal elements quite often operating on an ad hoc basis”
(Bergius 2018).
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case, as reported by Cleaver (2012), involves the collective governance
initiative of 5,000 hectares of the government’s reserved land involving reindeer
keepers and nearby settled communities in Sweden. Her account insists that in
a village with a history of conflicts over property rights among different actors,
the collective action approaches in managing the land resource appeared to be
a suitable form of conflict management. For her what was behind this success
and sustainability was the formation of bricolage institutions which borrowed
principles of formal governance but, more importantly, the native cultural
traditions of social togetherness, spiritual attachment to the environmental
resources and a sense of neighbourhood in the past.
Reporting on the second case, Cleaver also refers to the Zimbabwean scenario
of village community water management. Her study seems to acknowledge the
communities’ improvised institutions (bricolage institutions) for village water
management as being successful because of a broader representation of
different water user groups. Similar to the Swedish case, Cleaver also reports
the community norms regulating the use and maintenance of the nature reserve
as features behind the success. This viewpoint has equally been emphasised
by (Atlger 2003) whose study acknowledges that collective action has often
shown positive gains in the management of natural resources many actors have
an interest with, and that this has often been enabled by the social networking
of local actors, civil societies and state institutions in the improvisation of rules
that regulates the behaviour of actors towards the use of the resources in
question. Most importantly, as Atlger further argues, collective actions enable
communities to adapt to climate change, scarcity and therefore reducing the
potential for the escalation of the conflict over scarce resources through
collective governance and improved access. Despite the acknowledgement of
these mechanisms which involve the collaboration of actors with diverse
interests, there are concerns over how social inequalities (in terms of the
decision-making power and actor representation) are being managed in order to
achieve the desired results.
Detailing the concerns above, several scholars argue that the level of
inequalities in terms of power among actors has been one of the main
hindrances for the success of many collective action approaches in resource
governance and conflict management. In other words, actors with more powers
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in terms of material possession and political representation can drag down the
weaker actors in terms of decisions (Cleaver 2012), a situation which erodes
the critical pillars of the social capital (trustworthiness and meaningful
networking) that are essential for any meaningful collaborative initiatives
(Ostrom et al. 2009). In this regard, Ostrom et al. (2009) continue to argue that,
in typical collective action, there is a risk of a segment of actors using the social
capital to collude over particular interests that benefit them at the expense of
the rest of the actors, a situation which would fuel inevitable grievances and
conflicts.
Other scholars argue that in certain circumstances collective actions do incite
even more resource-related conflicts, particularly when they come with
decisions or rules that favour the stronger party’s interests while undermining
those of weaker and marginalised groups (Suliman 1999; Tyler 1999). Suliman
(1999) gives a case of the eruption of armed conflict between the Nuba farmers
and Baggara Arab pastoralists in the Kordofan state of Sudan. According to his
study, the conflict was incited by the government’s action to back the invasion of
the Nuba farmland by the Arab pastoralists and agricultural investors, while
doing little to enable the opposing groups to cooperate in finding a joint and
sustainable solution. Apparently, in a situation like this, collective action can be
counteractive in the sense that it can facilitate the seemingly deprived groups
(the marginalised pastoralists) to mobilise themselves through their lines of
identities and production systems to revolt against such bias or resort to
violence as an alternative way of winning back their interests. Echoing a similar
sentiment, (Ostrom et al. 2009) iterate that, if not carefully managed, the
collective undertaking can lead to grievances and conflicts when a few actors
use it for their gain against the interests of the majority of the less powerful
actors. Despite these pitfalls collective action theories remain relevant in the
understanding

of

the

dynamics

surrounding

farmer-pastoralist

conflict

management in Kilosa district.
Although most studies seem to acknowledge the use of collective action
theories as the most appropriate way of managing resources and conflicts, the
insight into how this is being enhanced has not adequately been provided.
However, referring to particular cases, Ratner et al. (2017: 883) argue that:
“Collective action initiatives such as water user associations, community
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forestry organizations, and farmer cooperatives provide rules and norms to
guide behaviour regarding resource access, use and benefits”. For Ratner et
al., therefore, such institutions need to be valued and nurtured by respective
stakeholders as they view them as the most appropriate institutions for
managing resources, behaviour and conflicts. However, still, this account does
not reveal why conflicts between resource user groups have continued to exist
even in areas where such institutions are being implemented.
3.1.3. Perspective on decentralisation of natural resource governance
Most scholars possess a shared view linking decentralisation of natural
resource governance with effectiveness in related conflict management. Such
views are based on the policy narrative that decentralisation shifts decision
powers to local leaders and beneficiary groups at the grassroots level (Collins
and Mitchell 2018a).

According to (Pedersen 2012; Ratner et al. 2017),

communities with such powers can make or amend rules that regulate the
access and use of natural resources, and manage related conflicts in their
locality without relying much on the state. Both works reiterate that, while
developing countries have been decentralising such powers, they have, on the
other hand, failed to disburse sufficient resources to enable full implementation
(Collins et al. 2018b).
This state of affairs suggests that there are neither sufficient budget allocations
nor enough empowered local leaders and community members to be able to
turn paper-based decentralised authority into practical reality. Decentralisation
is not embraced to enhance effective natural resource governance and
management of related conflicts but to pass off budgetary costs from the central
government (Ratner et al. 2017).

This implies that important decisions

regarding rural land governance and conflict management are still being
influenced by state/district officials in principle while, in reality, they do not
accord with the underlying values and cultural dynamics of the grassroots
communities (Pedersen 2012). Regarding this, (Collins et al. 2018b) Tanzanian
case observation reveals that, until recently, village leaders have been relying
on directives from the district state authorities over land governance issues,
sometimes contrary to what the land acts of 1999 would require them to do.
This is a clear indication of the lack of capacity or resources to get the reforms
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implemented according to the law. Therefore, rural farmers and pastoralists are
denied sufficient opportunities to exercise powers over their culturally suited
land use and control, a situation which may contribute to the perpetuation of
conflict.
However, proponents of decentralisation as a tool for effective conflict
management argue that, when power is sufficiently devolved, sufficient financial
resources are disbursed and community members are empowered accordingly,
the potential for minimisation of resource-related conflict improves (Pedersen
2012; Ratner et al. 2017). Perhaps in a stronger tone, Ratner et al. (2017: 892)
emphasise that “delegation of conflict resolution authority or official recognition
of the legitimacy of local institutions can similarly enable positive collective
action at the local level to seek out negotiated solutions to resource conflicts”.
This study therefore tries to determine whether local leaders or community
members at the grassroots level possess such authority in handling land conflict
involving farmers and pastoralists.
3.1.4. The policies and programme mechanism
Empirical evidence seems to show that government policies and programmes
are essential tools for the management of natural resource conflicts (Tyler 1999;
Ratner et al. 2017; Collins et al. 2018b). Several policies have been formulated
for such purposes whenever the need arises. Their purpose is to regulate how
resources are being accessed, used and controlled in a bid to enhance
sustainability on the one hand and prevent or reduce conflicts among users on
the other hand (Castro and Nielsen 2003), for example, in an attempt to curb
the unsustainable land use and conflicts among actors, many of the postindependent governments are under the influence of Gareth Hardin’s thesis on
the tragedy of the commons-instituted pastoral development policies for
modernisation of livestock keeping (Fratkin 1997; Pavanello and Scott-Villiers
2013; Fratkin 2014). The main focus as further iterated by these scholars was
on the development of the rangelands and livestock infrastructures such as
roads and water dams in order to curtail the unrestricted use of the commons
resources/mobility and also to indirectly prevent the pastoralists from
maintaining the large size of the herds.
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Pavanello and Scott-Villiers (2013) emphasise furthermore that with such
policies as above in place, the land degradation and potential desertification
would be controlled. Subsequently, as a result of this, the scarcity of the natural
resources would be controlled; a situation which seems to be an essential step
in preventing competition and potential conflict with other natural resource
users, particularly the subsistence farmers. Equally, in countries like Tanzania,
several policies have been formulated aiming at maintaining sustainable land
use and curb land-related conflicts among actors including farmers and
pastoralists. Examples of these policies include the Land Policy of 1997 (URT
1997; Shivji 1998) and the national livestock policy (URT 2006), and the
decentralisation policies empowering those at local authority level to be able to
govern the land and manage related conflicts (Pedersen 2016).
While there may be no doubt about their contribution to prevention and
reduction of resource-related conflicts, concerns have been raised as to their
potential to exacerbate more conflicts or revive the dormant ones (Tyler 1999;
Castro and Nielsen 2003). Tyler suggested that one factor leading to this
counterproductive behaviour is the unilateral process that ignores the broader
involvement of farmers’ and pastoralists’ interests. He argues that the
government and its technocrats assume they have all the information about the
local situation for particular policy changes while in reality, people at the
receiving end are not thoroughly involved. This viewpoint is evidenced by an
extensive body of literature addressing how the implementation of such policies
has contradicted local people’s interests while proliferating conflict (Tyler 1999;
Pedersen 2012). For example, Pavanello and Scott-Villiers (2013) argue that,
while Hardin’s idea of establishing sedentary pastoralism is unquestionably
viable in the prevention of degradation, scarcity and conflicts, it has been widely
resisted because it contradicted the indigenous culture and tradition. Above all,
because they are under a government established structure as they further
argue, this implies the crippling of the traditional arrangement of transhumance
systems that were important in the management of the commons and in coping
with climate change/drought. Thus, in respect of these sentiments and Tyler’s
argument, policies have failed to bear the intended fruits because of the lack of
involvement of the target beneficiary from the inception to the implementation
stage.
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However, there are cases such as demarcating lands for environmental
conservation or protection of water sources where the government’s unilateral
actions may be justified and may receive international actors’ endorsement
(Tyler 1999; Walsh 2012). Nevertheless, despite the probable contribution of
such measures to reduce water scarcity for both farmers and pastoralists in the
future, legitimacy from the affected groups is still paramount to ensure
sustainability. In other words, while implementing such policies, responsible
institutions need to create awareness among the surrounding communities or
even provide them with alternative sources such as allocation of new grazing
lands or digging water dams.
According to Tyler, considering and addressing alternative communities’
interests improves legitimacy, which may reduce the counterproductive effects
of such policies. In contrast, the evidence shows that most implementations
have been carried out unilaterally in many developing countries. For example,
the action of the Tanzanian government to forcibly evict hundreds of Sukuma
pastoralists and more than 300,000 livestock from Ihefu wetland in 2006, under
the guise of protecting the Ruaha River and Usangu Game Reserve
ecosystems, did not go by without reciprocation (Walsh 2012). Such
unprecedented eviction led to conflicts in their new destinations such as
Morogoro, Lindi and Coast regions despite the seemingly good intentions of the
policy. Whether this is the case in Kilosa district, is a matter which is
investigated and presented in the forthcoming chapters.
Further evidence shows that, in a situation where policy changes aim to redress
realised discrepancies and local resource users’ needs and interests, the
inequality gap between the marginalised and favoured groups widens (Buckles
and Gerett 1999). One of the reasons given in the literature centres around the
idea that quite often policies are made in order to explicitly or implicitly favour
some groups’ interests while excluding those of others (Tyler 1999). As views
from various scholars suggest, this is the source of many grievances and
conflicts among actors with diverse interests, particularly when the contested
resources are increasingly becoming scarce. For instance, while Tanzania’s
agricultural and livestock policy changes seem to aim at promoting agricultural
expansion and modernised livestock keeping respectively, they have on the
other hand downplayed the transhumant mode of production (URT 1997; URT
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2006; Benjaminsen et al. 2009), a practice some scholars claim to be credible
(transhumant) for the management of the commons and adaption to climate
change led-scarcities (Pavanello and Scott-Villiers 2013). This means therefore
that this policy vision brings about the subsequent impacts to the customary
access rights to the commons grazing land, a situation (Homer-Dixon 1999)
calls structurally created scarcity, perhaps due to the fact that

while such

policies aim to address potential conflicts they end up diverting the rights to
resources away from the marginalised pastoral communities.
Moreover, it is an inevitable fact that among many other aims, the adoption of
new land laws and policies in the 1990s in Tanzania aimed to solve land-use
and tenure conflicts among rural communities, including both farmers and
pastoralists (Shivji 1998). Although there may be some detectable levels of
appreciation and most of the customarily owned land has been formalised, the
truth of the matter is that the changes have led to even more conflicts, after
turning land into a commercial and marketable entity (Collins et al. 2018b).
Such a state of affairs jeopardises the existence of the communities’ lands while
subjecting farmers and pastoralists to competition for the little available land
and ultimately to the violence and conflict. In Ratner et al. (2017) viewpoint and
in what may guide the assessment of the case study, the approaches that
undermine the fundamental interests of the target beneficiaries in the first place,
precipitate more conflicts among diverse actors rather than help to manage
them.
Although not directly related to farmer-pastoralist conflicts, some other
examples may widen our understanding of the contribution of the policy
changes to natural resource conflict management and the unintended
consequences they may bring. In Nepal, while the government instituted
policies to regulate water utilisation in a bid to avoid conflicts, the move
contradicted customary water utilisation practices and interests, a situation
which precipitated conflicts after failure to secure people’s legitimacy (Ratner et
al. 2017). Moreover, Ratner et al. argue further that, while the move to formalise
land tenure in post-genocide Rwanda aimed to reduce conflict between settled
communities and returnees from exile, and also improve agricultural
productivity, it created grievances because of the disrupted ancestry line of
tenure inheritance. Elsewhere, in Myanmar, the move to register community62

owned forests aimed at protecting them against human activities such as largescale agricultural investments led to the deprivation of the communities’
customary rights over access and use of the forest and forest products (Woods
2010). This state of affairs led to the conflict between forest conservation
authorities and the surrounding communities who are the immediate
beneficiaries of the neighbouring resources. These revelations underscore
previous assertions that any policy change regarding the use of particular
resources has implications on the prevention or management of the farmerpastoralist related conflicts. Perhaps what contributes to the understanding of
the case being studied is how such anticipated externalities are managed in
order to lead the changes to the desired outcomes – a state of peace between
farmers and pastoralists.
3.1.5. The national statutory and procedural mechanisms
As already discussed in the previous chapter, farmer-pastoralist land conflicts
are complex and multidimensional by nature (Boone 2013b). Such complexity is
believed by (Fisher 2014) to be caused by the social, policy, political or
administrative context in which the conflicts occur. Thus, while some may be
easily managed through local means, or merely through negotiation and
mediation, many of them according to Fisher require equivalent administrative
or statutory procedures. His line of argument is centred on the claim that the
governance, use and allocation of a particular resource, and land resources, in
particular, is often subject to the overlapping laws or administrative procedures,
management of which may require the appropriate hierarchical administrative
level of a particular institution (Fisher 2014). He gives an example where, “the
governance of public lands in the western United States typically involves
overlapping jurisdictions at the municipal, county, state and federal levels, with
multiple intersecting bureaus and department at each” (Fisher 2014: 8). In this
regard, managing any related land conflicts would inevitably require a thorough
consultation and review of such overlaps. However, it is Fisher’s concern that
sustainability of peace obtained through these approaches is subject to
contestation because legal or administrative procedures give little room for the
parties to effectively take part in or influence the anticipated resolution.
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These forms of conflict management are claimed to originate from the western
liberal ideologies which allow standardised law procedures to decide upon who
has the right and who has not (Doyle 2012). In particular, these are government
institutions such as the local government offices, land tribunals and courts
accompanied by their respective law-enforcing institutions such as the local
militia, the police and the prisons. In their view, (Fisher 2014; Sarpong-Anane
2014: 5) characterise them as institutions which use litigation/legal procedures
to get the conflict solved with little regard to the impact on the future relationship
between opposing parties on the one hand, and also social cohesiveness. In
most cases, decisions made by these institutions are mutually exclusive,
meaning that the legal system adopted allows a clear demarcation between
who has rights and who has not, while at the same time accompanied by the
punishment/sanction for the loser and reward for the winner. While decisions
based on these approaches are based on substantial evidence presented by
the accuser, they still need to leave no reasonable doubt in implicating the
accuser in committing a particular offence (clear legal procedures) (Fisher 2014;
Sarpong-Anane 2014).
In this regard, there is much scepticism over the fairness of the decisions formal
approaches would take when dealing with conflicts based on tenure rights in a
context where the vast majority of African rural land is not registered. This
scepticism is underscored by what many suggest as overreliance on the
documented and statutory evidence, such as title deeds, while disregarding the
fact that the vast majority of rural land is not registered(Askew et al. 2013;
Peters 2013). While it is evident that farmers and pastoralists own a significant
proportion of this land through customary means (Peters 2013), it is highly likely
that a state-centric model of conflict management poses a threat to tenure rights
when farmers and pastoralists try to defend themselves against any form of
appropriation. In one of the court rulings in Tanzania for example, the Barbaig
pastoralists of Hanang district lost swaths of acres of traditional grazing land to
the National Agriculture and Food Cooperation (NAFCO) for wheat cultivation in
what appeared to be the undermining of the customary mode of land tenure
(Mwaikusa 1993). While the ruling recognised the rights to property ownership
according to the Tanzanian constitution, which prevents any deprivation without
appropriate compensation (Mwaikusa 1993), the same court held that one is
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entitled to compensation when there is evidence of physical development such
as bush clearing and cultivation (Lobulu 1998).
Furthermore, Askew reiterates that “discrimination against and ridicule of
pastoralists and other indigenous minorities by the authorities and the press is
taking institutional form in legislation and judicial precedents that undermine and
devalue the livelihood, human rights and economic contributions of indigenous
communities who are viewed as backward by many in positions of power”
(Askew et al. 2013: 123). He emphasises that their lawsuits against deprivation
of land rights always end up in failure and disappointment. Some examples are
the Maasai pastoralists of Kenya who lost a lawsuit of 1913 in the high court
and the 2010 lawsuit against the eviction of Maasai pastoralists from LoliondoNorthern Tanzania which they lost (Askew et al. 2013). As such, according to
Askew, a sense of paranoia is created among pastoralists against demanding
their rights through courts. Although courts have been credited for the protection
of individual tenure rights, the current state of affairs suggests that under the
current context of increasing land liberalisation it is highly likely that farmers and
pastoralists will continue to lose their land before the statutory structures
(Maganga et al. 2016). The result is land scarcity which culminates in
competition and conflicts between the two land-user groups.
3.1.6. The role of multilateral organizations
The role played by multilateral organizations in conflict management has
increasingly attracted attention from different scholars; some seeming
supportive while others are critical of their successes.

While those with

supportive perspectives credit them as useful, particularly in aspects of
community, financial and technical empowerment (Fratkin 1997; Collins et al.
2018b), those with critical perspectives appear to raise concerns about their
sustainability because of two significant aspects. First, the phasing out of the
project phase which goes away with the direct financial incentives the
participants used to enjoy. Second, the approaches used are considered topdown by nature or give little room for local engagement and improvisation; a
situation signifying that the project lacks a sense of ownership due to the
neglect of cultural aspects regarding resource utilisation.
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As reported in the literature, the main actors in various interventions aiming at
addressing the land conflict between farmer-pastoralists in different countries
include the World Bank, USAID and United Nations Development among others
(Fratkin 1997; UNDP-Sudan 2006; Fratkin 2014; Collins et al. 2018b). Most of
those interventions, particularly those facilitated by the World Bank, were
implemented in the broader framework of the modernisation programmes
launched in the 1960s, which among others focused on the displacement and
resettlement of the African rural population (Thomas 2002; Badru 2018). For
instance, (Fratkin 2014) reports that as an attempt to modernise livestock
keeping and curb drought-induced conflicts between farmers and pastoralists in
Ethiopia, the government – in collaboration with the World Bank – invested 500
million US dollars in establishing permanent water sources for pastoralists in
drought-affected areas.
However, following the increasing policy focus on agriculture, pastoralists were
never given priority in those areas but rather were further displaced into drought
areas to pave the way for resettled agriculturalists (Thomas 2002; Fratkin 2014;
Badru 2018). For example, Badru (2018) has reported how the displacement of
56,000 pastoralists led to the disruption of their long-held livelihood system
while causing unanticipated land pressure in their new destinations. More
surprisingly, the seemingly biased approaches in addressing land conflicts have
witnessed a further 3.6 million hectares in Ethiopia being put under investors’
possession by 2011, often at the expense of the pastoralists’ rangelands
(Fratkin 2014). However, as these arguments seem to suggest, and based on
the inherent culture of pastoral mobility and the vast herds being kept, it is hard
to be sure that the pastoralists would settle down just because they have a
permanent water source without the guarantee of extensive pastureland.
Elsewhere in Africa, developmental theory perspectives continued to state that
livestock mobility and consequently conflicts with other land users could be
curbed through empowerment on rangeland management and livestock
commercialisation programmes (Fratkin 1997; Fratkin 2014). This viewpoint
means enabling pastoralists to make use of the grazing land more sustainably
by adopting several recommended husbandry practices, such as farrowing
some grazing areas to allow grass rejuvenation, keeping reasonably few
livestock, using recommended husbandry practices and selling in order to invest
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in other businesses.

Emerging perspectives have suggested that such

narratives became dominant in many development interventions, particularly
after the emergence of Gareth Harding’s the popular tragedy of the commons
thesis (Pavanello and Scott-Villiers 2013).
While this has been the basis for several governments’ and development
partners’

(e.g.

World

Bank

and

USAID)-led

livestock

empowerment

programmes during both the colonial and post-colonial era in Africa, evidence
shows that the impact has often not been as expected. For instance, in a bid to
curb land conflicts and integrate livestock in the national economy through
commercialisation, some ranching programmes were established in Kenya and
Tanzania’s Maasai land in the 1960s and 1970s (Fratkin 1997). Accompanying
these programmes – as studies further suggest – were the establishment of
water dams, cattle dips, slaughter hubs, butchers, markets, feeder roads to
ease transportation and associated education programmes for sustainable
resource management (Fratkin 1997). Similar evidence has been documented
in Senegal where, according to Fratkin (1997), 1.3 million hectares were
demarcated for such programmes where approximately 4,000 were involved in
training programmes. As stated above, the contribution of these programmes to
anticipated reduced conflict between farmers and pastoralists has hardly been
realised, probably because of some of the aspects below, among others.
The first aspect could be the nature of the political economy inherited by
respective countries after independence. For instance, while the Word Bank
and USAID’s supported group ranches seemed to be relatively successful in
Kenya after Maasai pastoralists’ acceptance of the project, the situation was the
opposite in neighbouring Tanzania (Fratkin 1997; Homewood et al. 2004).
Evidence shows that Kenya adopted a capitalist mode of economy where the
privatised model of the economy was well integrated with its land policies and
practices, and therefore simplified the adoption process (Van Arkadie 2016). In
other words, there was hardly any free land for the livestock as the majority of it
was under private ownership, hence the introduction of group/individual ranches
could, therefore, have been an opportunity for the pastoralists to own land
which was increasingly becoming scarce.
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Whereas in Tanzania, research evidence shows that the Ujamaa policies
discouraged privatisation of land and encouraged collectivised governance and
utilisation of resources (Homewood et al. 2004; Lal 2015). Attempting to curb
pastoral mobility and conflicts between farmers and pastoralists through
ranches and promote commercialised livestock keeping implies going against
this policy and a seemingly favouring a situation for utilising the land as a
shared resource for all. In other words, studies show that pastoralist mobility in
Tanzania was more guaranteed due to the ready availability of land as common
property and a public entity (Fratkin 1997). This viewpoint means that the
encroachment of grazing or farming land was never halted by this programme,
and conflicts have continued to escalate instead. Nevertheless, this contributes
to our understanding that the effectiveness of the particular intervention is
dependent on the nature of the political economy in place.
Second, it appears that the well-established infrastructures such as roads,
markets and water dams became even less beneficial to the pastoral mode of
economy contrary to being part of the sustainable solution. Some studies claim
that these infrastructures attracted farmers and other migrants who started
agricultural activities and settlement in the pastoralists’ designated areas
(Fratkin 1997). While favoured by the increasing focus of the government’s
policies on agricultural expansion and investment, the new migrants have been
purported to cause a further increase in proximity between livestock and
cultivated crops on the one hand and also to further marginalisation of the
pastoralists (Fratkin 1997; Fratkin 2014). These circumstances are being looked
upon by many scholars as precipitators of the conflicts rather than solvers.
However, still, analysing conflict management from development programmes’
perspectives at this stage is very important for the understanding of how
selective interventions (aimed at farmers or pastoralists alone) may fail to
contribute immensely to the alleviation of the conflicts between them.
Further literature has shown that foreign interventions have also featured in the
quest for land policy changes with the assumption that some of the land
conflicts including those involving farmers and pastoralists could be managed
through adjustment of policies; in particular, anticipated reforms aimed at
protecting the security of customary tenure through amendment of the existing
legislation in order to eliminate earlier reforms-led inequalities and exclusions
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(Boone 2017; Collins and Mitchell 2018a; Boone 2019). In what has been
credited as a success, the 1990s Ghana and Tanzania reforms are said to have
evidenced the protection of the customary tenure rights through new land acts
that give power to local authorities for control and distribution of the land
according to local priorities (URT 1999a; URT 1999b; Collins and Mitchell
2018a). Most importantly, some studies stress that this seemingly decentralised
land governance has contributed notably to the securitisation of the smallholder
farmers’ and pastoralists’ land tenure through legal means and have since been
perceived to reduce evictions and displacement (Boone 2017; Collins and
Mitchell 2018a).
However, some studies show that there have been increasing concerns about
the evidence of increasing conflicts between farmers and pastoralists in
different countries despite the reforms in place. Some express their scepticism
whether the associated customary land legislation, which allows land titling and
registration, could reduce conflicts, as according to their views, they have
instead exposed land to market predation and therefore contributed to its
increasing scarcity (Boone 2017). They argue that registration of the customary
land encourages self-willing transactions because of the increased market value
and legal transferability. For example, in a case where a farmer decides to sell
the land while he still has some family members depending on him, he may
often decide to open a new farm in a pastoralist’s occupied land which is often
perceived to be idle due to the transhumance nature of livestock keeping. This
situation may have implications on the size of the pastoralists’ land and the
livestock-crop proximity, a situation which creates tension and conflicts between
farmers and pastoralists. In a broad context, (Boone 2019) put it that willing
land transactions implies that more village land continues to shrink as the
involved farmers, coupled with their increasing population, seek alternative
pieces of land for farming. In his view, this has widely contributed to the
proximity of these two groups, competition, fierce interactions and conflicts as
they struggle to exploit land resources for the furtherance of their livelihood
wellbeing (Boone 2017).
The truth about this sentiment may need further empirical evidence as
contrasting perspectives have associated this poor implementation and
interference of the village decisions by the district authorities in respective
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countries. In Tanzania for example, under the village land acts of 1999, any
land to be allocated to an individual or firm from outside the village must be
agreed upon by the village authorities and the village general assembly (URT
1999b). This power enables them to put their priorities into consideration,
including the assurance that there is enough land for farming and livestock
keeping before they make decisions. However, studies

show that some

directives have been coming directly from higher authorities (district or state) on
the size and particular land to allocate and to who it should be allocated, a
situation which has been perceived to infringe the rights of the local peoples
over farming or grazing land (Pedersen 2012; Collins et al. 2018b). This
scenario triggers questions like: are communities empowered enough in their
powers and roles in land governance?

Has there been sufficient budget

allocation for the implementation of the suggested reforms? Has it been
disbursed timely and adequately? Is there any contradiction between the laws
that protect the customary tenure and the parent land laws? What are the
implications of all these to the farmer-pastoralist conflicts? Thus, answering
such questions would help us to understand areas in which these reforms have
been successful and where they have shown weaknesses and therefore be in
an excellent position to devise relevant mechanisms for redress.
While the World Bank pioneered these recent reforms, studies show that other
organizations run parallel initiatives aimed at empowering communities on
inclusive land governance as one of the perceived therapies for conflict
alleviation (Pedersen 2012; Collins et al. 2018b). In essence, assumptions were
put forward that community governance of land resources would provide an
opportunity for all land users to participate in decision-making regarding how the
resource should be distributed to serve parties’ interests without causing conflict
or where conflicts are involved they could be managed amicably. For example,
referring to a case in Darfur in the 2000s, UNDP-Sudan (2006) reported the
involvement of UNDP and Canadian International Development Agency (CIDA)
in various programmes to facilitate local institutions’ capacities in lobbying and
advocacy for the change of the policies perceived to be a source of inequalities
and conflicts between farmers and Arab pastoralists (UNDP-Sudan 2006).
However, studies suggest that the realisation of the intended objectives has
often faced some difficulties as follows.
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First, is the raised concern that the nomadic style of the pastoralists hampers
successes because they keep on migrating from one place to another,
particularly during the dry season, in search of water and pasture (Mwaikusa
1993; Elhadary and Planning 2010). In such circumstances these interventions
appear to be more biased to farmers’ sedentary production which, unlike, the
pastoral production, it gives them ample opportunity not only to participate but
also to take part in various administrative structures. Thus while the above
strategies may lead to inclusive decisions on better management and utilisation
of land resources, the truth is that the interests of the pastoralists are rarely
reflected because of the nature of their mobility production system that denies
them such an opportunity particularly in Sudan (Elhadary and Planning 2010).
From Elhadary’s viewpoint, this is the pretext of poverty and subsequently
conflicts.
Second, is the new, widely shared perspective that empowerment programmes,
particularly on customary land security in the rural areas (land formalization),
contribute immensely to the loss and therefore prompt even more scarcity
(Elhadary and Planning 2010; Maganga et al. 2016). A scholar with such a
perspective has argued that many of these external interventions have ended
up contributing to the registration of the customary lands, marking them as
slightly formal and recognised by law (UNDP-Sudan 2006). While this may be
regarded as a positive achievement towards solving the land tenure problem
and ultimately associated conflicts, concerns have been raised that such
registration has contributed to the rise of land value and marketability(Boone
2019), things considered to encourage fast-tracking land grabbing (Elhadary
and Planning 2010; Maganga et al. 2016). Moreover, land registration appears
to be incompatible with the pastoralist culture of mobility in search of the
grassland and water they perceive as shared resources that can be accessed
without restrictions.
Third, the evidence further suggests that, while the international actors’
interventions are valuable for addressing farmer-pastoralist conflicts over land
resources, there are cases where government priorities act as setbacks. This is
mainly because particular interventions are often based on an agreement with
the respective government, which is arguably based on national priority as it
was in the case of the soil conservation project in the northern Sudanese state
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in the 1970s (UNDP-Sudan 2006). In this country, as the UNDP-Sudan further
suggests, the UNDP-led soil conservation project focused more on improving
smallholder agricultural production just because it was one of the development
priorities of the country. Among reasons different studies have noted as the
setbacks in bringing peace between farmers and pastoralists, is the increasing
habit of many governments in Africa to frame pastoralism as a primitive and
environmental destructive kind of production which does not require special
attention in government priorities (Berger 2003; Benjaminsen et al. 2009).
According to the literature, widespread cases are showing the impact of such
selective intervention. Collins et al. (2018b) for example have argued that in
Tanzania, most of the development programmes focus on agricultural sector
improvement while paying little attention to the livestock sector as was the case
for the Kilimo Kwanza (agriculture first) programme which aimed at increasing
productivity for both small-, medium- and large-scale producers (Collins et al.
2018b). Equally, in neighbouring Kenya, Berger (2003) argued that the
increasing isolation of the pastoralists’ interests in the country’s development
has resulted in the progressive loss of grazing land (for agriculture and nature
protection particularly in Samburu) while prompting the interpastoralist group
competition and conflict but also migration that has resulted in conflicts with
other sedentary crop producers. In this regard, therefore, one can conclude
that interventions that focus on the interests of farmers while neglecting those of
the pastoralists have little chance of avoiding conflicts between the two groups.
3.2. Conclusion
This chapter examined the various theoretical perspectives on the farmerpastoralist conflict management mechanisms in various contexts across Africa.
Particular attention has been paid on the relevance of a particular mechanism in
relation to the nature of the farmer-pastoralist conflicts. Much as the causality of
the conflicts is multidimensional as per the previous chapter, the review of the
conflict management mechanisms reveals several gaps in addressing this
multidimensionality. In other words, while one mechanism appears relevant in
addressing specific causes of the conflicts in a given context, it appears
inappropriate for a different cause and context. For example, while traditional
mechanisms are portrayed as relevant for addressing cultural causes, they are
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seen as only capable of lower level conflicts including crop damages, and more
so considered insignificant in the current resource conflict dynamics. Others
such as policies and programs, decentralisation programs, and collective action
mechanisms appear to be relevant for addressing some structural aspects such
as inequitable land access rules affecting farmers and pastoralists. However,
the unilateral nature, actors’ power differences and rare involvement of the
grassroots actors (farmers and pastoralists) appear to limit their effectiveness.
The statutory mechanism, on the other hand, appears relevant for addressing
conflicts through legal and administrative frameworks. However, their litigation
process appears to undermine the cultural and customary rights tied with the
nature of the farmer- pastoralist conflicts.

External interventions with key

players such as the NGOs and the World Bank are portrayed as empowering in
terms of customary tenure rights, development projects and natural resource
governance. However, many of their approaches have attracted even more
land transactions, while explicitly or implicitly depriving the poor (farmers and
pastoralists) of their land ownership rights. This concludes that there is no
single mechanism capable of addressing the different causes of the farmer –
pastoralist conflicts and more so in varying contexts and time. This situation
suggests complementarily as perhaps a relevant approach for meaningful
farmer-pastoralist conflicts management. This general understanding provides
the basis for analysing the Kilosa case study in the forthcoming chapters with
particular attention paid to the influence of the contextual factors.
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CHAPTER FOUR
POLITICAL ECOLOGY OF LAND TENURE REGIMES, CONFLICTS AND
MANAGEMENT APPROACHES IN THE TANZANIAN CONTEXT
4.0. Introduction
This chapter covers the Tanzanian context regarding the political and ecological
evolution of different forms of land tenure rights starting from the pre-colonial
era. Particular attention is paid to how changes have affected customary
collective user rights and the dynamics surrounding the management of related
conflicts. According to (Seter et al. 2018: 172), understanding “land tenure is
critical because the livelihood of farmers and herders depends on access to
renewable resources, in particular, arable land, pasture and water sources”.
Therefore “moves to alter the legal, regulatory, and political status of the land
rights are thus matters of immediate and vital importance to the lives and
livelihood of some of the world’s poorest populations” including Tanzania
(Boone 2017; Boone 2019: 385).
Particular attention has been paid to the way land tenure regimes at different
stages have affected the security of customary rights among the indigenous
population, subjecting them to displacement and marginalised settlements, and
contributing to migration, encroachment and conflicts between farmers and
pastoralists. This chapter explores how different local, policy and legislative
measures have determined tenure rights at different stages and their effect on
related conflicts. Kilosa district has been used as a case study in this regard.
Particular focus has been paid to the factors that perpetuate conflicts between
farmers and pastoralists in the district and the different mechanisms that have
been used to manage them over time. In general, the key issues highlighted in
the chapter have served as the basis for the analysis and interpretation of the
field data in the forthcoming empirical chapters.
The chapter is generally divided into five major sections. Section 4.1 covers
land governance and conflicts in pre-colonial Tanzania. Section 4.2 accounts for
land tenure and conflict during the colonial era of 1885–1961. Section 4.3
discusses the post-independence land tenure and conflicts from 1961, section
4.4 focuses on the analysis of the Kilosa district case and farmer-pastoralist
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conflicts nexus, while section 4.5 concludes by summarising key concepts of
the chapter.
4.1. Land governance and conflicts in pre-colonial Tanzania
The history of land tenure and ownership in Tanzania dates back to the era
prior to the introduction of colonial rule in Tanganyika in 1885. During that era,
indigenous communities considered land as a precious good by which
agricultural production and people’s livelihoods were enhanced (Rwegasira
2012). Its importance to the indigenous population was based on their
perception of “homelands, ancestral places, community lands and territories”
(Rwegasira 2012: 2). Control, distribution and ownership of land was
communally based whereby all community members had equal rights according
to universally accepted norms that made it a common pool resource (Spear
1997; Rwegasira 2012; John and Kabote 2017). According to these norms,
individuals were considered to be owners of a particular piece of land provided
that they had cleared it and farmed it for a considerable length of time (Spear
1997; URT 1997; Rwegasira 2012). In other words, a relatively small level of
physical development was enough to show that a particular piece of land
belongs to a particular individual.
Despite being a communal property, the power to govern and allocate land
rested with traditional leaders, community elders and clan heads (URT 1997;
Rwegasira 2012; Mesaki 2013; John and Kabote 2017). Much as the power to
allocate land was vested in these leaders, they were equally conferred with
powers to resolve or arbitrate associated conflicts (Mesaki 2013). In other
words, land conflicts were managed under customary norms and regulations
responsible for the maintenance of social order and justice in the community,
and were overseen by chiefs and elders (Spear 1997; Abe and Ouma 2017;
Boone 2017; John and Kabote 2017).
Many of the mechanisms employed for conflict resolution in Tanzania were
reminiscent of those used elsewhere in pre-colonial Africa. The central
characteristic value of these mechanisms was the restoration of relationships
through approaches that would ensure “forgiveness, the prevalence of truth,
attainment of social justice, and mutual respect” between parties (Abe and
Ouma 2017: 5). Mediation or arbitration of conflicts, therefore, focused on
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building cohesion among community members rather than disintegration.
Decisions were based on a preference for a win-win situation rather than the
colonial and post-colonial instruments that allowed both winners and losers. In
this regard, the elders or traditional elders involved were those whose honesty,
respect, integrity, wisdom, conduct and trust in the community were unwavering
(Abe and Ouma 2017). The central rationale behind involving elders with such
qualities was based on the perception that their judgements were respected and
feared by the disputants. Thus, failure to honour their decisions was regarded
as a breach of societal values and norms, and was therefore liable to sanctions
by society. It was, therefore, a broad shared belief among community members
that parties were obliged to “comply with the judgment meted as a set of
injunctions, enjoinment, and taboos handed down orally from generation, which
dominated the consciousness of every member of the collective from birth to
death” (Abe and Ouma 2017: 1).
4.2. Land tenure rights and conflicts during the colonial era 1885–1961
Factually, land reforms in Tanzania started after the introduction of German
colonial rule in 1885. This was the beginning of the gradual introduction of the
liberal ideas that advocate much on the security of individual property rights,
protected heavily by the state through legislation and law-enforcing institutions.
Liberalism among other things advocates “the right to hold, and therefore to
exchange property without fear of the arbitrary seizure” (Doyle 2012: 4). In this
regard, the occupation of Tanganyika by Germany from 1885–1919 marked the
beginning of the weakening of customary land governance, particularly after
enacting the 1895 land decree that saw all unused land put under the control of
the German empire (Spear 1997; Lange 2008; Rwegasira 2012; Mesaki 2013).
New systems of land tenure were introduced under which individuals would hold
statutory evidence indicating that they had the right of occupancy of a particular
piece of land.
An exception was made to enable the survival of the natives in cases where a
particular area of land had been occupied or used consistently, and the
beneficiary was able to prove this without reasonable doubt (Shivji 1998). Such
a piece of land as Shivji further emphasises, was considered occupied but
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remained under the indirect radical title of the state/crown.3 This implies that
vast tracks of common land, which lacked evidence of physical development,
were explicitly declared as the crown land under the jurisdiction of the colonial
state. This meant that communities such as pastoralists, with their pastoral
mode of production, were unable to show physical evidence of consistent use
and were deprived of most of their grazing lands. A good example was the
Barbaig pastoralists’ land amounting to 500 hectares in Hanang district that was
taken in the 1950s for the sake of the well-to-do African farmers engaged in
commercial agriculture (Boone and Nyeme 2015), and that of the Maasai
pastoralists and farmers of Meru handed over to colonial settlers in 1897
(Hodgson 2000; Mesaki 2013). These decisions and many others across the
country left many pastoralists struggling for grazing land and water points.
While this meagre form of customary arrangement was retained in order to
enhance the survival of the indigenous population, it was mainly meant for
maintaining control of people through traditional leaders as custodians of land
(Boone 2019). This meant that, as in colonial approaches elsewhere in Africa,
continuing some forms of customary tenure autonomy (neo-customary in this
sense) aimed to maintain the long-held synergies within families, tribes and
communities, considered important for control and power over the population
(Boone 2017; Boone 2019). More importantly, as Boone emphasises, the idea
was to discourage people from leaving the rural areas, where they would be
productive for the colonial economy, to squat in urban areas where they had no
right to land access and use. Traditional institutions such as chiefs, clan and
tribal heads were therefore allowed to exercise their limited powers to allocate
land based on African norms and values.
Much as they possessed this power, they were also responsible for limited landconflict resolution within their jurisdiction. As Boone and Nyeme (2015: 78)
stress, “clan elders, whose positions were recognized by the colonial state as
representing customary authority, had residual land-adjudication authority”.
Therefore, the customary arrangements on land tenure and decision-making
powers of the traditional leaders were actually serving the interests of the

3

Crown land means an occupied land that was “vested in the German empire” during the then
Tanganyika territory (Rwegasira 2012:53).
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colonial administrative structures rather than the interests of indigenous farmers
and pastoralists.
In a bid to strengthen individual property rights of ownership, perhaps to favour
the colonial settlers who were interested in the plantation economy, a new
ordinance recognising and registering land entitlements was enacted in 1903
(Rwegasira 2012). However, although the major aim was to ensure the security
of individual property tenure rights, it also allowed identification and
documentation of the remaining unoccupied land for conversion into crown land.
This step enabled the acquisition of one million hectares of land, mainly in the
northern regions of Tanga and Kilimanjaro (Rwegasira 2012), and Morogoro
(Benjaminsen et al. 2009). A significant proportion of this land was made
available to white settlers who used it for cash crop farming, particularly sisal
plantations4 (Benjaminsen et al. 2009). For example, in the Kilosa district of the
Morogoro region, such plantations were established in the 1890s after
appropriation of land previously belonging to the indigenous population
(Benjaminsen et al. 2009).
Tenure rights under liberalised colonial land reforms, therefore, meant insecurity
for customary rights of tenure while the tenure of the settlers was heavily
protected by the state machinery and law-enforcing institutions. The implication
of this was displacement of the natives from much of the productive land to
pave the way for the liberalised colonial economy, leaving them with areas of
land much of which were marginalised and unproductive.
The end of German rule in Tanganyika in 1919, as a result of the defeat in
WWI, marked the beginning of British rule in the same year (Rwegasira 2012).
Transitionally, the British colonial government retained many of the provisions of
land decrees issued by the then German colonial government where lands were
under the jurisdiction of the state until at least the 1920s. However, following the
need to protect the customary tenure rights of the indigenous landholders and
while under the influence of the League of Nations 1923 many of the
predecessors’ decrees were officially repealed, and a new land ordinance of
1923 was put in place by the new colonial master (Rwegasira 2012). While the
4

Sisal “is a little-known sword-shaped, drought-resistant tropical plant (Agave sisalana) the leaves of
which, once decorticated and brushed, give a strong natural fibre widely employed to produce naval
cordage, ropes and twines” (Greco 2017: 168).
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new ordinance had provisions claiming to grant rights for the natives to have
access to the benefits of land across the territory, there was little provision that
aimed to protect those rights (Rwegasira 2012). In other words, such laws had
no power to grant the right of occupancy for the land occupied by the natives
through the customary arrangement; instead it would only be granted according
to the laid down statutory procedures (Shivji 1998). This had severe implications
for the security of tenure of the land acquired through customary means. In
essence, the ordinance left many of the indigenous communities’ rights to land
unsecured and therefore they were vulnerable to eviction without compensation
whenever the government deemed it right to do so or when the land was to be
used for other purposes.
Literature suggests vulnerability to eviction in favour of the alienation of land
precipitated grievances among native communities and later criticisms from the
League of Nations (Rwegasira 2012). This pressure caused the British colonial
government to reform its land legislation (Land Ordinance of 1928) which
appeared to protect the land tenure rights acquired through native laws and
customs in order to satisfy the international community, but it was not effective
(Mvungi and Mwakyembe 1994). The approach of this regime of land control
was more of an indirect approach in which chiefs and traditional leaders were
given the power to control community and tribal lands in rural areas on behalf of
the state as opposed to the German’s era (Boone, 2019). It appears that this
approach aimed to settle the native Africans in their tribal lands in a bid to
reduce imminent resistance and discourage natives from moving into the urban
areas due to insecurity of tenure rights (Boone 2019). By this amendment, an
individual holding land through the customary laws was considered legitimate
and therefore entitled to the customary right of occupancy but not granted the
statutory right of occupancy (Shivji 1998).
Therefore the new changes emphasised “the important role of the colonial state
and indirect colonial rule in restructuring and codifying land rights in much of
Africa” including Tanzania (Boone 2019: 386). Although the amendment
improved the security of tenure among native landholders, its strength against
the granted right of occupancy (statutory right) in courts of law remained
questionable as no deeds were provided and therefore it was difficult to prove
ownership before the court (Shivji 1998; Rwegasira 2012). In line with this, as
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(Shivji 1998: 4) put it: “in academic writings, judicial interpretation and
administrative practice of customary tenure came to be identified and treated as
inferior to statutory or common law tenure”. In this context, therefore massive
alienation of native lands that the colonialists considered of high potential for
settler agricultural investments or forest nature conservation took place without
any legal implications in the 1950s (Hodgson 2000).
Shivji (1998) states that the period between 1949 to 1957 alone saw the
appropriation of almost 2.3 million acres of native lands for the interests of the
government, foreign investors and speculators. These lands included the
Serengeti National Park and Ngorongoro Crater for conservation, and more
than 20,000 hectares in Ardai and Olmolog for post-WWI wheat-farming
schemes. Hodgson mentions the alienation of 300,000 hectares of Essimingor’s
Maasai grazing land, only to be handed over to European settlers for farming
and the establishment of ranches (Hodgson 2000).
A lawsuit involving Muhena Bin Said (customary holder) and Registrar of Titles
in 1949 witnessed the former losing it because, although the law seemed to
recognise customary land tenure rights, it was not strong enough to protect
those rights (Shivji,1998). Also, despite internal mechanisms, such as the
District Commissioner’s office and courts on the one hand and international
mechanisms such as the Trusteeship Council of the United Nations in 1952, the
indigenous farmers and pastoralists of Meru in northern Tanganyika could not
regain their confiscated land (Spear 1997; Hodgson 2000; Mesaki 2013). This
underscored the supremacy of liberal ideas that emphasise the protection of
rights acquired through statutory means (Doyle 2012), while undermining
communal land-use practices, therefore affecting many of the crop farmers and
pastoralists in rural areas.
The introduction of colonial rule in Africa marked the introduction of state
approaches safeguarding individual property rights. The approaches draw
heavily from the liberal agenda which put much emphasis on exclusive
individual property rights and the role of the state in ensuring relevant securities,
a dominant form of governance in the liberal western countries (Doyle 2012). In
instilling the western liberal ideas about the security of property rights,
particularly for land tenure, a series of land legislations were enacted. To
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enforce these legislations, colonial regimes used administrative structures such
as district commissioners, police and courts. This, therefore, means that
disputes related to land tenure were resolved through the relevant
administrative structures or court systems, unlike in the pre-colonial era. Based
on the growing dominance of the newly acquired colonial state, conflict
resolution based on individual property rights undermined the culturally
dominated collective/communal ownership of property based on negotiation,
reparations and family inheritances (Spear 1997; Mesaki 2013).
Under reparations, ownership of land was acquired mainly through symbolic
interactionism, such as handing over calabashes of local brews, marriage or
gathering of witnesses. Equally, under family inheritance norms, the whole
community was against any violation by any individual, regardless of family
allegiance (Spear 1997). In general, as Spear insists, the land was readily
available for anyone who would want it, and the only means to have control
over it was through clearing and cultivation.

Once owned and controlled

through this visible evidence, the land became the property of a particular family
lineage from generation to generation and was recognised and respected by all
members of the community (Spear 1997). This means that any conflicts related
to land ownership rights were managed through norms, taboos and values of
the community, under the patriarchy of the family members, clan heads, elders
or chiefs.
Following the emergence of colonial rule in the then Tanganyika, from 1885 and
beyond, liberal peace became the dominant form of adjudication of ownership
and property rights and all its associated benefits (Doyle 2012). Liberal peace in
this regard therefore played two competing key roles. While the first role
emanates from its capability to build peace through laws, courts, police, prisons
and other state institutions in the first place, the second role was embedded in
its capacity to

undermine

peace, particularly among

the

indigenous

communities through disregarding collective/communal property rights. It
therefore appears that, for the colonialists, peace meant – among other things –
protection of individual property rights whereas, for the indigenous population, it
meant equal customary access to a bundle of community land rights.
Undoubtedly, such contradictory perceptions would inevitably result in
contradicting interests culminating in land conflicts. With the state machinery in
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place for protecting such rights, it, therefore, implies that rights to tribal lands
belonging to the indigenous crop farmers and pastoralists in some parts of the
country were constantly in jeopardy as their customarily defined rights appeared
to be inferior before state legislative instruments.
4.3. Post-independence land tenure and conflicts from 1961
After gaining its independence from the British colonial government in 1961,
Tanganyika, which later formed a union with Zanzibar to become Tanzania,
implemented several reforms aimed to address land problems experienced
during the colonial period. During the independence struggles in many African
states, political leaders received strong backing from farmers and pastoralists in
the hope that they would be formally entitled to the lands they were holding (Lal
2015). However, many countries, including Tanzania, appeared to have
maintained much of the land legislation of the past colonial administration they
protested against during the independence struggles (Boone 2019). Although
some amendments were made, many appeared not to be in favour of the poor
farmers and pastoralists.
First, the central government maintained the absolute title of the land as
stipulated in the land legislation of 1965 (Rwegasira 2012). Most of the land
legislation for the post-independence African states, including Tanzania, was a
replica of that of the respective past colonial states (Boone 2019). Perhaps one
of the subsidiary amendments was to strengthen government dominance in all
matters related to land acquisitions, tenure and administration by converting
freehold land titles into leasehold with tenure limits and some form of
development required on it to minimise land acquisition for speculative
purposes (Rwegasira 2012). This means therefore that in a situation where the
development conditions were not met, the land would be leased to somebody
else, be it an individual or institution. This was a threat to the customary rights
of local farmers and pastoralists who did not have enough capacity to develop
the land they would be holding, and also to the pastoralists’ nomadic
livelihoods, as, based on its nature, it was difficult to show development
conditions.
Second, contrary to expectations, many new African governments, including
Tanzania, implemented resettlement programmes in order to extend their
82

political influence in areas that were directly controlled by the state and without
title deeds for the settlers (Boone 2019). Examples are the resettlement
programmes of the rural population in the Kenya rift valley areas (Boone 2019)
and the villagisation programme in Tanzania (Ergas 1980; Boone and Nyeme
2015; Lal 2015; Wakota 2016). While this was done under the guise of rural life
modernisation by enhancing economies of scale in service provision,
governments also wanted to ease control of the people and therefore
consolidate their political power (Lal 2015: 216). Much of the postindependence reforms focused on implicit or explicit consolidation of political
power, especially in nations following socialist policies like Tanzania (Lal 2015).
As a result, many of the tenure rights insecurities experienced during the
colonial era remained in place or even increased, particularly after the adoption
of the nationalisation and villagisation policies. Nevertheless, this was just the
beginning of various post-independence reforms regarding land-use policies
and legislation that impacted profoundly on the livelihoods of farmers and
pastoralists through the creation of natural resource scarcities.

The most

notable ones include Ujamaa and villagisation policies, post Ujamaa and the
emergence of neoliberal policies in the recent land legislation.
4.3.1. Ujamaa and villagisation policies from 1967–1975
One of the first initiatives of Julius Kambarage Nyerere during the early days of
independence in the 1960s was to make the scattered rural population live
together in well-arranged settlements called villages. Villagisation in this case
therefore can easily be conceptualised as the process of resettling people into
villages (Lal 2015; Wakota 2016). While this was perceived by many as
Nyerere’s initiative for modernising the rural population (Greco 2016), the reality
was that the idea emerged from the broader global modernisation agenda
supported by the World Bank in the 1960s (Shivji 1998; Rwegasira 2012).
Perhaps the only feature differentiating this broader concept from Tanzanian
villagisation was the implementation of the latter in an African socialism
framework that appeared to be the development agenda among some newly
independent African countries and the broader socialist world by then (Lal
2015). In Tanzania, Ujamaa policies (a form of African socialism meaning
togetherness) started to be implemented from 1967 onwards, following the
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Arusha declaration that suggested a new vision of the country, among others,
requiring people to live together while working collectively in community farms
(Lal 2015).
While debates on the linkage of Ujamaa villages (collectivisation policies) to
modernisation in Tanzania continue among scholars, many have focused on the
socio-political dynamics behind the failure of these policies to bring the
promised changes in specific countries (Greco 2016). Referring to Tanzania in
particular, (Lal 2015; Bjerk 2016; Greco 2016) argue that Tanzania is one of
those countries whose success or failure in rural modernisation through
collective settlement in Ujamaa villages has been debated for the past three
decades. It is, however, not the interest of this study to focus on details
surrounding the whole concept of modernisation, but rather on the contribution
of villagisation to the ongoing land conflicts between farmers and pastoralists.
As narrated above, the villagisation ideas in Tanzania started in the late 1960s
and effectively were implemented in the 1970s. Much has been reported about
the relocation of people in collective Ujamaa villages where they had to live and
work together in community farms (Ergas 1980; Ndagala 1982; O'Neill 1990;
Lobulu 1998; Wakota 2016). Part of what has been reported covers the reasons
for the initiative as the need to transform the then scattered systems of farming
and pastoralism into a sedentary system as a pathway to agricultural
modernisation (Benjaminsen et al. 2009). The assumption was that, when rural
people are settled together, provision of social services could be enhanced
through economies of scale (Lobulu 1998). Such services include capacity
building for improved farming and husbandry practices, as Kawawa put it: “to
replace the existing patterns of shifting cultivation and living in scattered villages
by the introduction of improved farming techniques and the provision of the
essential services” (Jacob 1972: 188).
The other part tries to question the essence of the compulsory resettlement that
drew criticisms from different angles, as an exercise that led to the loss of rights
of the people with regard to land ownership (Lobulu 1998; Rwegasira 2012). To
them, the programme was implemented in a way that hampered the land tenure
rights of the local population and therefore affected the traditional farming and
livestock-keeping systems despite its aims of modernisation. It meant that large
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swaths of land previously used by subsistence farmers for crop production, and
pastoralists for livestock keeping, were confiscated for resettlement purposes.
The people most affected, however, appear to have been pastoralists, as
(Lobulu 1998) reports that much of their communally owned land was taken for
village formation.
Further critics suggest that the villagisation programme itself was legally
illegitimate as its planning and implementation appears to have been done
without a clear legal framework (Lobulu 1998; Rwegasira 2012). As a result,
many farmers and pastoralists were subjected to the uncompensated loss of the
customarily owned land they previously used for crop farming and livestock
keeping respectively. In particular, this initiative meant a more remarkable
change in pastoral life than it did for farmers. According to Mwaikusa (1993:
150), the changes led to the impoverishment of the pastoralist communities
through reduction of the community grazing lands “by simply forcing them to
confine their activities within their designated village areas irrespective of the
grazing capacity of the village land. In practice all such settlements, grazing
lands were inadequate and often unsuitable, prompting forced destocking as a
policy decision in almost all areas”. However, while destocking was the
dominant narrative for addressing the created land scarcity, the situation
appeared to be different for crop cultivators. They were instead encouraged to
expand their farms as one way of improving agricultural production, and this has
continued to receive policy support up to the present time. In this regard,
villagisation created a sense of inequality with regard to land access and use
between farmers and pastoralists.
However, following the envisaged effects on livelihoods and experience gained
from other places, many communities, particularly the pastoralists, showed
some forms of resistance (Mustafa 1990). As a result, the government decided
to use force to resettle some of the resisting communities, “including the Maasai
pastoralists who turned out to be more deeply allergic to such settlement than
the government had expected. For them, the policy of creating Ujamaa villages
was nothing but a trick to get hold of the lands on which they had been grazing
their herds for centuries” (Ergas 1980: 399). Echoing this argument, Mustafa
(1990) has gone further, labelling it as a latent (undisclosed) policy for
marginalising pastoralists and their traditional ways of transhumance. For
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Mustafa, this was a policy which aimed at extinguishing the transhumance form
of livestock keeping by gradually converting pastoralists into sedentary agropastoralists or proletarians. Perhaps the burning question here is: amid the
claims for land scarcity in the confined villages, why should the pastoralist
production system be a scapegoat compared to the crop-farming production
system? Any seemingly preferential treatment of one production system at the
expense of the other in the course of the implementation of the resettlement
programme had consequential implications and hence resistance.
The villagisation policy, therefore, seemed to be discriminatory in terms of land
tenure rights as they seemed to benefit sedentary farmers at the expense of a
remarkable loss of the common land that pastoralists depended on for livestock
grazing. Bagamoyo district has been cited widely as a good example where the
implementation of the programme involved the eviction of the Maasai
pastoralists from fertile land to a marginalized settlement while leaving it for
farmers and government-driven ranches (Mustafa 1990; Mwaikusa 1993). For
them, “the idea of permanent settlement without the necessary infrastructural
development of water and grazing to support their cattle was too suicidal to
contemplate” (Mustafa 1990: 108; Mwaikusa 1993). Equally, in Hanang district,
villagisation policies led to the appropriation of a large proportion of the
Barbaig’s common grazing land in favour of large-scale agricultural investments
(Mwaikusa 1993; Benjaminsen et al. 2009). It is estimated that nearly 100,000
hectares of the Barbaig native land were appropriated by the government to
pave the way for the state-led corporation’s (NAFCO) large-scale wheat
production in the 1970s (Mwaikusa 1993; Boone and Nyeme 2015). This step
and many other incidences of encroachment of grazing land by large- and
small-scale farmers increased pressure and the uncertainties of land tenure
security among the pastoral communities across the country. Pastoralists had to
look for alternative survival mechanisms which, among others, involved trekking
into new areas in search of grazing land. The implication of this was creation of
a favourable environment for clashes with other land users.
Further literature suggests that, in a situation where farmers and pastoralists
were settled together in the same village, frequent conflicts were inevitable
(Mustafa 1990). This emanates from the fact that the two groups differ
significantly in terms of their modes of production. While the farmers practise
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sedentary agriculture, striving to expand their cultivated lands, pastoralists, on
the other hand, practise transhumance, striving to increase the number of their
cattle. In this regard life confined in the village would not serve the varying
interests of the two essential land-user groups as the size of the land would not
be enough for all of them. A good example in this regard is the Bagamoyo
district where literature has suggested evidence of frequent clashes between
farmers and pastoralists in the 1970s following the villagisation programme
(O'Neill and Mustafa 1990).
Having experienced frequent clashes between farmers and pastoralists living
together in the same villages, the government came up with a different strategy.
They planned to separate the two groups with varied land interests, particularly
in Bagamoyo district, by moving them into distinct villages – one belonging to
the farmers and the other to the pastoralists (Mustafa 1990). However, literature
shows that this could not serve as a sustainable solution for the conflicts
between them. This is because the sedentary cultivating practices by the
farmers had an implication of depletion of soil nutrients and this led to the
encroachment into pastoral village land to start new farms (Mustafa 1990;
Mattee and Shem 2006). On the other hand, pastoralists found themselves
failing to cope with the confined size of the land due to the growing herds of
cattle, their transhumance grazing system and encroachment on their cleared
land by the farmers.
Despite the formation of 8 out of 164 villages in Kilosa district by the 1990s,
pastoralists have continued to move out of their village boundaries because of
the lack of essential services such as pasture and water sources (Benjaminsen
et al. 2009).

In this regard, conflicts over land between these two groups

continued to occur despite being settled into villages. In order to enhance our
insight into the implications of villagisation for land tenure, land scarcity and
eventually conflicts we need to ask: what happened to the idle lands within or
outside the village boundaries? Wouldn’t this land be used for pasture to lessen
the intensity of the land scarcity within the village boundaries? Or wouldn’t this
land be used by farmers who wished to expand their cultivated lands? The next
paragraph tries to unveil these paradoxes.
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As we have seen in the previous paragraphs, although villagisation was
imposed as a means of modernising farming and pastoralism through improved
service provision, it also paved the way for the alienation of the vast hectares of
land left behind by farmers and pastoralists (Mustafa 1990; Mwaikusa 1993;
Lobulu 1998; Greco 2016). Part of this land was used for starting government
ranches or expanding the existing ones while the rest was used for public and
private agricultural investments. Some state-owned ranches were introduced in
Ruvu-Ruvu ranch (Mwaikusa 1993) and Kilosa-Mkata ranch (Benjaminsen et al.
2009). Although some literature claims the latter to have been started in 1956,
according to (Benjaminsen et al. 2009), it is the villagisation programme that
appears to have paved the way for its expansion through the allocation of more
land space. The eviction of the pastoralists and then the appropriation of their
grazing land, particularly in the coastal region, for state-led ranches, did not end
there. It was extended to Ngerengere and Ubena Zomozi close to Morogoro
region (Mwaikusa 1993).

Other areas included the Barbaig community land of nearly 66 villages of
Hanang district (belonging to small-scale farmers and pastoralists) where largescale agricultural investments under NAFCO were started (Lobulu 1998). As a
result, contradictions between these diverse land users loomed, i.e. pastoralists
and large-scale farmers, pastoralists and ranchers, small-scale farmers and
large-scale farmers, and notably pastoralists and small-scale farmers (Massoi
2015). This dilemma prompted a series of successful and unsuccessful court
litigations trying to reclaim back the appropriated lands with the pastoralists and
small-scale farmers finding themselves as the more unsuccessful side (Mustafa
1990; Lobulu 1998).
4.3.2 The end of Ujamaa and emergence of neoliberal land reforms in the
1980s
Towards the end of the 1980s, Tanzania’s political economy agenda, that puts
much emphasis on socialism and collectivisation policies, was under heavy
criticism by the Bretton Woods Institutions, i.e. the World Bank and the
International Monetary Fund (IMF). These criticisms are said to have been
prompted by the worldwide neoliberal agenda that put much emphasis on the
governments’ lesser control over land but promotion of privatisation instead
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(Greco 2016). More importantly, criticisms were based on two major claims.
First, the Ujamaa policies were impeding the socio-economic development of
the country as they were a source of “weak property rights, insecurity of tenure
and land disputes” (Greco 2016: 28). Second, collectivisation policies had failed
miserably towards the mid-1970s, and the country was experiencing poor living
conditions and increasing national debts (Lal 2015).
Following these criticisms and pressure from the Bretton Woods Institutions
Tanzania undertook significant reforms to welcome land formalisation in a bid to
first cope with economic liberalisation movement (Homewood et al. 2004) while
addressing the issues of tenure insecurity and conflicts brought about by earlier
socialism and villagisation policies (Greco 2016). This was based on the fact
that “in some regions villagization had dramatically disrupted land access,
expropriating and resettling people often without any compensation; and that
arbitrary character of land allocation and expropriations gave way to land
disputes, many of which had emerged in the 1980s” (Greco 2016: 28). It is
therefore apparent that the neoliberal reforms aiming to remedy these problems
would be welcomed by different actors, particularly farmers and pastoralists
who had been on the losing end.

In contrast, however, the adoption of the neoliberal agenda (land reforms) in the
1980s that placed much emphasis on land commercialisation seemed not to be
a viable solution to the tenure security and land conflicts among rural citizens.
This is because the reforms seemed to create a more favourable environment
for the private investments which “repeatedly led to the alienation of more
village land to investors, under the guise of supposedly joint ventures for
tourism, mining, ranching or cash crops” (Homewood et al. 2004: 572). This
situation had an increasing contribution to citizens’ landlessness or confinement
to smaller portions of land that could not suffice for the diverse needs among
different land-user groups. Shivji states that:
“A number of controversial alienations have been justified over the past
few years in terms of promoting investments and attracting foreign
investors. Land has been alienated to hoteliers for the purpose of tourism
in or around national parks and on prime beach sites. There have also
been examples of exclusive hunting rights granted to foreign investors.
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Land has also been alienated to breeders of exotic birds, cultivators of
flowers and miners of gems. There have been proposals for projects for
game ranching, game cropping and cattle ranches. A number of these
projects have run into controversy giving rise to conflicts” (Shivji 1998: 35).
According to Shivji, there are several typical examples of land alienations that
were made under the umbrella of private investments.

One of the many

examples of these alienations he cites is in Magu district in Mwanza region
where there was a conflict involving villagers and a private investor in a game
reserve after appropriating a significant portion of village land which led to
subsequent land pressure between farmers and pastoralists in the area.
Another example is the Loriondo case where Maasai pastoralists have been
continuously evicted in favour of the safari tour and hunting companies, and
particularly the Arab-based Otterlo Business Corporations (Shivji 1998; Askew
et al. 2013; Watts 2018). This company is said to have been given exclusive
hunting rights over a significant proportion of land at the expense of the
symbiotic relationship between the wildlife and Maasai pastoralists that had
existed for centuries. Recently, new conflicts escalated following the
government’s grip on the eviction of the pastoralists from this area under the
guise of conservation of the Ngorongoro and Serengeti ecosystem (Watts
2018). In this regard, conservation is used to mask the deprived rights of the
pastoralists while in actual sense the government does it for the purpose of
boosting tax incomes through tourism and hunting concessions.
Perhaps in a situation that leaves the pastoralists more devastated and
exposed to famine, Watts put it that the process has involved the burning of
houses while also blocking livestock from accessing water points in the socalled conserved areas. Between 2015 and 2017 alone a total of 299 Maasai
pastoralists’ huts are said to have been burnt by rangers responsible for
guarding the Serengeti National Park, prompting the displacement of 20,000
people (Watts 2018). Despite the steps taken by the Minister of Tourism in late
2017 to temporarily evoke the hunting companies’ licences in order to launch an
investigation following the international and domestic concerns over the matter,
evidence from the local citizens suggests that tour and hunting activities have
continued to be in place (Watts 2018). This is a typical scenario indicating the
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supremacy of neoliberal land rights over customary rights. Because of this the
pastoralists and farmers have continually been exposed to the state
landlessness, fragile tenure security, migration and conflicts between them.
According to (Shivji 1998), a further situation seeming to question the role of
liberalised land policies of security of tenure is the attempt to privatise 200,000
acres in Kiteto district in favour of a local investor whose interest was to invest
in improved cattle keeping. The native Maasai pastoralists vigorously resisted
this step as it would have implications for the land accessibility which was
paramount for their traditional grazing and water access. Equally, the alienation
of 381,000 acres of land in favour of the Rift Valley Seed Company in areas
extending from Monduli to Kiteto districts in the early 1980s, which were
previously used by farmers and pastoralists, led to a land shortage for these two
land-user groups (Shivji 1998). It is therefore apparent that these alienations
have been a source of land scarcity, displacement, marginalisation and
therefore increasing conflicts between the villagers (farmers and pastoralists)
and investors on the one hand and between farmers and pastoralists on the
other hand.
Another juncture was the role played by the adoption of neoliberal policies to
replace the earlier Ujamaa policies in land reclamation in the 1980s. A number
of individuals whose land had been alienated in favour of nationalisation and
villagisation, started to claim for compensation or to get their land back,
particularly in the 1990s (Shivji 1998; Boone and Nyeme 2015). The reason
behind this attempt was the adoption of the liberalisation policies that, among
other things, promoted private land ownership, increased land marketability and
eventually led to the increase in land value (Shivji 1998). In this context, there
were a significant number of claims related to land matters, particularly village
lands, through formal and informal channels that were too extensive for the
government to accommodate (Shivji 1998; Boone and Nyeme 2015; Greco
2017). In Babati district, for example, farmers and pastoralists tried to reclaim
portions of large-scale NAFCO farms which had been privatised to the private
sugar investors in the early 1990s without success. At times, as the literature
suggests, the claims have been used in a reciprocating manner. This means,
while local farmers and pastoralists struggled to regain their ancestral land
appropriated by colonial settlers and later by private investors in order to meet
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the needs of their expanding population, the investors on the other hand have
been pushing them away by expropriating more land after the new legislation
backed their reclaims in 1992 (Boone and Nyeme 2015). They argue that
“today’s large landowners combat encroachment by smallholders and their
livestock, sometimes using force to evict them and enclose their plantations. In
reciprocation, smallholder farmers, workers and the landless have attacked the
investors and vandalised their properties, burning sugar plantations and killing
farm owners in the early and mid-1990s, and a sugar estate manager in 2011.
Through violence, protests, civil disobedience and the multiparty system, they
continue to demand that the government terminate the commercial leases and
allocate land to them. The state backs the investors but has not responded
forcefully to repress the violence and threats against them or to prevent
encroachment on plantations” (Boone and Nyeme 2015: 75).
In this regard, the tenure security of land used by pastoralists and farmers has
often been in limbo. In a more profound argument, (Homewood et al. 2004)
suggest that the allocation of land during the post-Ujamaa era (during the
booming stage of land liberalisation) overrode the natives’ customary land
rights. Therefore, the question about how these policies could be adopted in a
manner that would protect the land access rights and tenure security of the
natives remains unanswered.
Equally, in the coastal areas of Tanga region, particularly Korogwe district, the
neoliberal agenda fueled the villagers to reclaim parts of the larger sisal
plantations that were not performing on the world market following competition
from synthetic fibres (Greco 2017). Although their claims enabled some
redistribution of the land, most villagers were allocated to unproductive lands
that were only suitable for pasture. In a more tantalising situation, the
redistribution of land was made without any legal backing as the title deeds
were retained by the original owner of the estates (Greco 2017).

While

emphasising this argument, (Greco 2017: 183) points out that “in the mid1980s, the political legacy of the Ujamaa socialist philosophy assured political
support for land claimants on state sisal farms but resulted in political land
redistributions by the local authorities, unsupported by the government and not
defended by the law”. (Lobulu 1998: 2) argues that, “because of the oppressive
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atmosphere at that time, no one tested the legal validity of the program in
court”.
This, therefore, means that, after the failure of the Ujamaa policies, new
occupants (natives) became particularly vulnerable to evictions following the
reclamation of the land by the real title holders. This situation aggravated a
sense of tenure right insecurity as, of recently, farmers and pastoralists have
increasingly been evicted from the lands they were allocated during the grip of
the Ujamaa policies. In Korogwe district, for example, farmers and pastoralists
are said to have been vulnerable to such evictions as original owners started to
reclaim their former sisal plantations (Greco 2017).
The wave of collective claims for the lands expropriated during the Ujamaa
policy era did not only occur in Korogwe district but also many other parts of the
country. In Hanang district, for example, several attempts have been made by
the Barabaig pastoralists to regain their 100,000 hectares of the then NAFCO
wheat plantation which was privatised to the private Canadian Wheat Farming
Company (Homewood et al. 2004; Boone and Nyeme 2015).
In Kilosa district, competing claims between some villages such as Twatwatwa
(pastoralists’ village) and National Ranching Company (NARCO) ranches are
evident. “While the NARCO holds a title deed issued in 1969 to this land, the
village holds a village certificate to some of the same land dated 1994”
(Benjaminsen et al. 2009: 433). Boone and Nyeme (2015) have also argued
that many of these attempts have, in many circumstances, involved political
movements, demonstrations and court litigations. Despite all those attempts,
the claimants who were, in many cases, farmers and pastoralists, have often
been on the losing side, a situation implying the supremacy of neoliberal rights
over customary rights over land. Undoubtedly, therefore, the reciprocal
implication has been the encroachment of the farmers on pastoralists’ land and
vice versa, causing competition and conflicts.
However, the government of Tanzania enacted the Land Tenure Act of 1992
that extinguished all former customary rights to land (Lobulu 1998; Boone and
Nyeme 2015). In that manner, claims of the former customary landowners and
any compensation related to the same were officially halted; even lawsuits
registered in various courts suffered a loss of legality and therefore were
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officially dropped (Lobulu 1998; Boone and Nyeme 2015). Although this step
was taken in the name of reducing the magnitude of land conflicts, it took away
the customary rights of farmers and pastoralists over the respective farming and
grazing lands they initially possessed while favouring major owners with title
deeds, some of whom were said to be government and party leaders (Lobulu
1998). In this context, conflicts between farmers and pastoralists became
inevitable due to the created structural scarcity, which, according to (HomerDixon 1999), is caused by skewed rules and policies to favour the haves while
marginalising the have-nots.
4.3.3 Land tenure rights and conflicts under the new land acts
Structural reforms championed by the World Bank in the 1980s led to massive
acquisitions of land for agricultural investment by individuals and private firms
while posing a threat to customary rights (Collins et al. 2018b). It is estimated
that nearly 343,000 hectares of land have been acquired by private firms for
large-scale farming, with food crops, such as maize and rice, and cash crops,
such as sugarcane and jatropha (a biofuel crop) being the most cultivated crops
(Collins et al. 2018b). While overwhelmed by the speed of land acquisitions,
which culminated in an increasing loss of customary rights and land conflicts,
the government of Tanzania has revisited land tenure matters through Shivji’s
commission of inquiry in the 1990s (Shivji 1998; Pedersen 2016; Greco 2017).
The commission’s report unveiled a number of overarching tenure issues and
proposed the best way for the government to move forward to address them.
Many of the land tenure problems, as reported by the commission, had their
origins in the contradictions brought about by the earlier adopted Ujamaa and
post-Ujamaa policies, and the highly centralised power of land governance
(Shivji 1998; Bjerk 2013; Greco 2016; Pedersen 2016). While the postindependent Ujamaa policies were behind the nationalisation of private lands
(both statutory and customary owned) and expropriation of lands for
villagisation, the post-Ujamaa policies promoted land privatisation following the
global wave of the neoliberal structural reforms (Greco 2017; Collins et al.
2018b). It is therefore in this context where there have been contradictions
between former owners struggling to regain their expropriated lands and the
new owners or those attempting to get lands under the then-popular narrative of
94

investments. This contradictory situation created a favourable environment for
rent seeking by and through the elite class, and corrupt officials and courts
while ignoring the customary land tenure rights of the have-nots, particularly
smallholder farmers and pastoralists.
While drawing heavily on Shivji’s report of the inquiry, a number of scholars
have suggested the corrupt administrative and court systems as subsequent
factors that were also contributing to the land tenure question (Bjerk 2013;
Greco 2016; Pedersen 2016). In essence, one of the major concerns of the
people in the areas visited by Shivji’s commission was not about statutory
tenure of the land as the means to ensure land accessibility and security of
tenure, “but rather advocating the protection of access to commons – that is, to
commonly held village land” (Greco 2016: 28). This means that the rights of
access by the farmers and pastoralists to the customary agricultural and grazing
lands they respectively used to enjoy were seriously infringed, and Shivji’s
report indicated they wanted them (rights) to be protected.
Following the findings and recommendations of Shivji’s commission of inquiry
and the World Bank consultants, the government of Tanzania embarked on land
reforms in order to address these internecine land conflicts. Many of these
reforms were preceded by the land policy of 1995 and later amended by the
new land policy of 1997 (URT 1997). Although the policy put much emphasis on
the devolution of more powers to the village land administrations (Pedersen
2016) in a bid to protect the customary rights of the farmers and pastoralists
(Mattee and Shem 2006), it also recognises land as a marketable entity and
therefore causes another wound to the remnants of the Ujamaa legacy (URT
1997; Greco 2017).

Therefore, the fact that the policy declares land as a

commercial entity raises its value and therefore poses a threat to the customary
village lands accessible by farmers and pastoralists. In other words, the policy
provides loopholes for rent-seeking by the haves while causing land pressure
for the poor farmers and pastoralists who are politically and financially
disadvantaged. This is evidenced by Collins’s suggestion that, quite often, the
officials at the district level collude with investors to influence decisions on land
transfers at the village level without necessarily observing the required
procedures according to the law. In particular, “village authorities continue to act
as they had previously, imposing directives as village elites or following orders
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from the district councils, with the village assembly meetings not organized with
sufficient notice and generally under-attended” (Collins et al. 2018b: 5).
However, despite the apparent loopholes and criticisms of the policy in ensuring
the security of tenure for the rural farmers and pastoralists, it has served
significantly as a roadmap for the land law reforms towards the end of the
1990s. Its guidance, together with Shivji’s land commission report and the
technical assistance from the World Bank, facilitated the drafting and enactment
of two important pieces of land legislation: the 1999 Land Act and the Village
Land Act of 1999 (Greco 2016; Greco 2017). However, despite the promising
hope for these new land legislations to safeguard customary tenure rights, their
practicability in many cases has raised concerns among scholars. Collins et al.
(2018b) for example raise suspicion on the complete decentralisation of power
to the grassroots level which, according to them, caused a constrained budget
and lack of commitment from the political elite. Thus, leaders and community
members at the village levels are not informed enough on matters related to
land governance under the new acts, some of which are registration and
certification of land rights. The outcome of this is a lack of inclusiveness of the
marginalised farmers and pastoralists in decision-making regarding various land
transaction deals, a situation which has jeopardised their tenure rights.
Further challenges in the implementation of the land acts seem to evolve from
the definition of the acts themselves. According to Mattee and Shem (2006: 2122), “the Land Act of 1999 is the basic law in relation to land other than the
village land, the management of land, settlement of disputes and related
matters. The Village Land Act of 1999 is an act to provide for the management
and administration of land in villages, and related matters”. They further argue
that the land act of 1999 considers land as a public entity under the trusteeship
of the President and appears in three main categories: the first category is the
village land, which falls under the jurisdiction of the village authorities, as
stipulated in the village land act of 1999. The second category is the reserved
land which means “all that land set aside for the special purpose in accordance
with the already existing laws” such as the land reserved for national parks,
forests, roads, recreational spaces and settlement planning. The third category
is the general land which includes “all public land which is not reserved land or
village land and includes unoccupied or unused village land”.
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Therefore, from the definitions of the three categories of land, many
discrepancies can be detected, paving the way to the insecurity of tenure of the
common land (customary land) used by pastoralists in particular. For instance,
the inclusion of the unoccupied or unused village lands as general land, which
is not under the village administration, may lead to controversies as to where
the pastoralists’ land would belong. This is because the pastoral lands may
sometimes look like idle or unoccupied lands as pastoralists by nature do not
develop or add value to the land they hold or use. This situation often makes
the pastoralists vulnerable to eviction without any form of compensation should
the government need the land for other uses or for selling to the
investors(Peters 2013). In other words, even with the new laws in place,
contradictions over the tenure rights have been the order of the day as,
according to (Massoi 2015: 110), “the same laws that allow local communities
to hold land under the customary system are also used to push them away for
investors” and other state undertakings. In this context, most of the pastoral
lands fall in this category and have already affected many pastoralist
communities. Some of the existing scenarios include: first, the Barbaig ancestral
pastoral lands, lost to NAFCO, which later privatised it to the private Canadian
Wheat Company (Lobulu 1998; Mattee and Shem 2006; Benjaminsen et al.
2009); second, the Maasai pastoralists’ land of Serengeti and Loriondo lost to
the Arab tour and hunting companies under the guise of environmental
conservation (Watts 2018); and third, the tenure rights contracts between
Maasai pastoralists and the investors over Mkata ranch situated in Kilosa
district (Massoi 2015).
However, perhaps some of the most critical aspects of these legislations are the
provisions on the resolution of conflicts regarding land matters. The power to
resolve conflicts, particularly under the village land act, rests with the village
councils which comprise of five to seven members. According to this act, the
council mediates conflicts between parties while guided by either of the three
main aspects, which are: “any customary principles mediation, natural justice in
so far as any customary principles of mediation do not already provide for them,
or any principles and practices of mediation in which the members may have
received training to mediate conflicts” (URT 1999b: 74).
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Yet, in a manner seeming to ensure that justice prevails, the act provides
arrangements for referral in case disputants are not satisfied with the council’s
mediation (Boone and Nyeme 2015). In this regard, disputes may be referred
to the courts in the following hierarchical order: the village land council, the ward
tribunal, the district land and housing tribunal, the land division of high court
and the court of appeal (URT 1999b: 75; Boone and Nyeme 2015). Despite this,
however, most of these bodies, “lacks the authority to require disputants to
appear before it and lacks the power of enforcement; its function is primarily
mediation. Like the village land council, the ward tribunal (next level) lacks the
power of enforcement” (Askew et al. 2013: 124-125). More worse, the land act
of 1999 grants excessive powers to the Commissioner for Lands over various
matters related to land (URT 1999a). As a result, the priorities that would have
been made by the local government or the village land administrators over the
allocation and use of a particular land area could be easily superseded by the
Commissioner as, according to the laws, they do not have powers to grant the
right of occupancy. Worse, various court interpretations of tenure rights are
based on the earlier colonial legacy that instilled a legal system that undermined
the security of the customary tenure rights (Shivji 1998). It is in this context that
we may find that village land or other land set aside by the local authorities for
agriculture or pastoralism may be annulled by the powers of the Commissioner
or courts in favour of the investors or other governments’ interests.
Msigwa and Mvena (2014) and Askew et al. (2013) give a vivid scenario of the
exercise of the powers of the government in land matters whereby, in the
2000s, approximately 1,000 pastoralists were forcibly evicted from the wetlands
of Usangu and Ihefu in Mbeya region after the government had gazetted the
lands as conservation areas in 1998. The two studies identify these pastoralists
as the Sukuma and the Parakuyo Maasai who had settled in the area for more
than three decades under customary traditions. Askew et al. (2013), for
example, note one of the courts of appeal rulings against pastoralists’ tenure
rights establishing that, regardless of the length of occupancy, the interests of
the government supersede the rights of farmers and pastoralists using the land
under customary arrangement. Although the environmentalists could second
the government action as a positive move towards protecting nature, the
resettlement of these pastoralists in other areas of Lindi, Ruvuma, Coast,
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Mbeya and Mtwara region would undoubtedly create a new sphere of land
conflicts with the encounters (Walwa 2019). Therefore, even with the new 1999
Land Act and the village land act of 1999, the land conflicts particularly involving
farmers and pastoralists have remained unsolved.
4.3.4. Pastoral policies and pastoral tenure security rights
Since the colonial period, the need to modernise the livestock sector has been
one of the main justifications for the formulation and adoption of the related
tenure policies (Hodgson 2000; Benjaminsen et al. 2009). The assumption
behind this was based on the popularised narrative portraying the pastoralist
mode of production as primitive and economically unviable. Under the
modernisation agenda, pastoral policies focused on development programmes
aiming to resettle pastoralists in designated areas in order to ease the provision
of services such as water dams, dips and veterinary services, and more
importantly reduce the number of stock per individual pastoralist (Fratkin 1997).
One of the colonial undertakings was the five-year Maasai Development Plan
(MDP) of 1951 which, according to the colonial administration, aimed at
modernising the then perceived primitive pastoral system of livestock keeping
(Hodgson 2000). While this was a popularised narrative among the pastoralists,
it appears that the central agenda was to make the Maasai pastoralists flee
from more land by practising sedentary livestock keeping on the one hand, but
also to enhance the colonial economy which was in crisis following the end of
WWII. As part of the implementation of the plan, a Maasai district was formed in
the then northern province of Tanganyika, with the main aim of restricting the
movement of the Maasai pastoralists, while also emphasising a cull on the
livestock (through selling) in order to conserve the available grazing land.
However, while the colonial policies put much emphasis on confinement and
stock reduction as essential measures for improving livestock production, it was
not the case for small-scale and plantation agriculture.
Policies instead insisted on plantation agriculture expansion in a bid to improve
the colonial economy, which was struggling because of the impacts of WWII
(Hodgson 2000). In other words, the same policies that discouraged pastoralism
and overstocking encouraged alienation of the land left behind by the
pastoralists

for

agricultural

expansion.
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This,

therefore,

suggests

that

pastoralists’ land tenure rights were continuously put in jeopardy, forcing them
to migrate to the marginalised areas or opening up new grazing lands where
they would encounter other land interest actors, culminating in competition and
conflicts.
While also seemingly being driven by a similar livestock sector improvement
agenda and management of land conflicts between farmers and pastoralists
among other actors, post-colonial livestock and agricultural policies seem to
follow a similar trend. First, colonial land policies that categorised all
undeveloped land as unoccupied and therefore considered as public lands were
retained (Shivji 1998; Boone 2019). This means that customary tenure rights of
the community grazing lands became increasingly insecure.
The villagisation policies adopted in 1967 also seemed to aim at confining
livestock keepers into sedentary villages, a model which was not compatible
with the long-held pastoral mode of production (Mwaikusa 1993; Shivji 1998).
Enforcement of these policies meant the reduction of the livestock numbers in
order to cope with the grazing space in the confined villages, a situation which
in Mwaikusa’s view did not seem to work as pastoralists started to meander
about in search of suitable grazing lands. While this was the case for the
pastoralists, community grazing land from which they were evicted was used for
agricultural expansion or other activities such as environmental conservation
and private ranches (Mwaikusa 1993). Equally, the recent livestock policy of
2006 has consistently continued to label the pastoral system of livestock
keeping as primitive and not contributing enough to the national GDP while
referring to a 5.9% contribution in 2005 (URT 2006). Its main emphasis is
therefore to adopt modernisation strategies that emphasise improved livestock
that would compete commercially in domestic and international markets (URT
2006).
To achieve this aim, the policy focuses on issues like destocking,
sedentarisation, titling of grazing lands and use of improved breeds, while
discouraging the use of the customary nomadic system which allows communal
grazing on common land (URT 2006; Benjaminsen et al. 2009). Yet, the
structural adjustment policies of the 1980s, the recent 1995 Land Policy and the
respective 1999 Land and Village Land Legislations seem to have set up
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policies for privatisation of the common land through titling and boundary
enclosures (Benjaminsen et al. 2009: 438; Boone and Nyeme 2015). This has
created a threat to the free pastoral mode of livestock production that the
pastoralists used to enjoy in previous times.
Equally, while many of the recent policies, legislations and rural development
programmes such as Kilimo Kwanza (Agriculture First) and Agricultural Sector
Development Strategies (ASDP) put much emphasis on improving productivity
through modernised agricultural expansion, they appear to put less emphasis
on the state of livestock sector development (URT 2017; Collins et al. 2018b).
However, the dominant narrative among policymakers and implementers is the
portrayal of pastoralism and overstocking as primitive and a source of
environmental degradation (Walwa 2019). This creates a context of pastoral
land right deprivation, a situation which probably contributes to its scarcity and
culminates in the encroachment of farmers’ and government-protected lands.
4.4. The Kilosa case and farmer-pastoralist conflicts
Kilosa is one of the eight districts of the Morogoro region of Tanzania (See
Appendix IV). Other districts are Morogoro Urban, Morogoro Rural, Malinyi,
Gairo, Ulanga, Mvomero and Kilombero. Kilosa district is characteristic of the
savanna climatic condition with a relatively sufficient amount of rainfall, the
lowest of which being 800mm and the optimum being 1,300mm, depending on
the topography (Odgaard et al. 2007; KDC 2016). The district has a wide range
of undulating topographical features including the flood plains in low land areas
and escarpments reaching as high as 2,200m above sea level (Odgaard et al.
2007; Benjaminsen et al. 2009). More importantly, the district has many
beautiful wet valleys hosting permanent rivers such as the Wami, Mkata,
Msowero and Myombo that flow throughout the year. In general, these features
make it a district with high agro-ecological potential which has made it
favourable for agriculture and livestock keeping, two of the major notable
sources of rural livelihoods and economic growth. Because of these features,
Kilosa district is an area that has attracted a substantial number of actors with
diverse interests in land.
Pre-colonial history suggests that the earliest occupiers of Kilosa district were
Kaguru and Pogoro people, ethnicities which were dominant in the Morogoro
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region by then. Towards the end of the 19th century, more people of other
ethnic tribes, such as the Gogo and Sagara, moved in, partly due to the
changing livelihood patterns on the one hand, and territorial, tribal wars that
were said to occur in neighbouring places (Odgaard et al. 2007). The focus
group discussion during the fieldwork confirms this: “before villagisation there
were Maasai and Gogo people here. The number of community members kept
on increasing as there were Kaguru and Sukuma as well.”
Being along the caravan route for the earliest Arab slave traders and the
increasing Germany colonial activities in the late 19th century and beyond,
Kilosa grew into a prosperous town and trading centre (Odgaard et al. 2007;
Benjaminsen et al. 2009). The Arab slave traders used it as a resting centre for
the route to and from Bagamoyo and Coast region, Mpwapwa-Dodoma and
Ujiji-Kigoma (Benjaminsen et al. 2009). The Germans, on the other hand,
appeared to make it one of the colonial economic hubs of the then Tanganyika
territory by introducing sisal plantations. With the central railway line built by the
German colonialists in the 19th century running from Dar Es Salaam to Kigoma
on the shores of Lake Tanganyika, Kilosa became even more prosperous and
strategic for the colonial economy and transport. The railway line facilitated the
transportation of voluntary and forced labourers from the interior of the country
to work in those plantations. This was the beginning of the wage economy
which attracted more people to migrate to the area to seek job opportunities or
to get involved in trade (Benjaminsen et al. 2009). This means therefore that
Kilosa was increasingly becoming the home to many people of diverse ethnic
backgrounds, a scenario which seems to also contribute to the increase in
population, ultimately causing pressure on land resources.
The population of Kilosa continued to increase towards the end of the 19th
century and beyond as further new migrations continued. Apart from the need
for jobs and trade exhibited by earlier migrants (Odgaard et al. 2007), later ones
were prompted by drought and famines that plagued the central and northern
parts of Tanganyika. Among these migrants as suggested by Benjaminsen and
Odgaard include the Maasai pastoralists who were on course to the southern
regions of Tanzania, some of whom decided to settle in Gogo land of central
Tanzania, while others (crop farmers) came to the Kaguru and Sagara lands in
Kilosa district. This was the beginning of the intermingling of ethnic identities
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with completely diverse interests on land aggravated by their distinct production
systems. This suggests that farmers and pastoralists started living together in
this district in the 1800s with reciprocity as the main form of coexistence.
However, some literature suggests that some colonial and post-colonial
intervention policies on commercial agricultural expansion and conservation in
many parts of the country, such as Meru, Kilimanjaro, Kiteto and Serengeti,
triggered further migration of pastoralists to Kilosa (Spear 1997; Benjaminsen et
al. 2009). According to the field work, other migrants included the Sukuma agropastoralists from Mwanza and Shinyanga regions whose migration was also
prompted by population and drought-induced scarcity, scenarios that posed
threats to the survival of their livestock and livelihoods at large.
Further migration was found to be caused by conservation initiatives in the postcolonial era that saw the conversion of the 3,230km2 of Mikumi land,
predominantly occupied by the Maasai pastoralists, into a national park in 1964
(Benjaminsen et al. 2009). The continued expansion of the forest protected
areas prompted another wave of migration into other parts of the district,
including Kiduhi, Parakuiyo, Tindiga, Mabwegere, Mfilisi and

Ludewa

(Benjaminsen et al. 2009). The implication of this is the continued increase in
population and increasing pressure over land resources.
The national population census suggests that in recent times there has been a
remarkable increase in population. For example, in the year 2002, the
population size was reported to be 219,797 and was found to have increased to
438,175 by 2012, an increase of almost 100% between population census
intervals (URT 2013; NBS 2018).
While a significant increase in population has increasingly been reported,
district official documents suggest that Kilosa district has only 417,210 hectares
of land suitable for agricultural activities. Approximately 50% of those, however,
are said to be occupied by the so-called investors who have consistently been
blamed for not developing the lands but opted to keep them for speculative
purposes (KDC 2016). The implication for this is the continued shrinkage of the
land that could be used for crop farming and livestock keeping.
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Despite the pressure and recurring conflicts over land, rural farming
communities have continued with agricultural activities on the one hand, while
the pastoralists continue with livestock keeping on the other hand. The most
important food crops grown in the district include maize, beans, peas, rice,
cassava and vegetables while the cash crops are sisal, sunflower and the
recently introduced sugarcane farming (KDC 2016). However, rice farming
taking place in specially designated irrigation schemes covering a total of 8,189
hectares is said to have faced a major setback following the frequent
destruction of irrigation structures by livestock. The most affected schemes, in
this case, are reported to be the Mvumi, Kilangali, Ilonga and Chanzuru
schemes (KDC 2016).
Of the total district land size, as the reviewed documents show, 225,149
hectares have been allocated for livestock keeping, among which, the specially
designated pastoralists’ villages of Mfilisi, Kwambe, Twatwatwa, Mabwegere,
Kiduhi, Mbwade and Msowero occupy a total of 126,436 hectares, while other
villages occupy the remaining 98,713 hectares under the recently promoted
village land use plans. Despite the seemingly vast majority of hectares of land
available for livestock keeping, the number of livestock is said to have
surpassed the capacity of those. A review of the official documents shows that
the district had a total of 208,195 livestock by 2016 including cattle, goats,
sheep and donkeys requiring a total of 416,390 hectares of grazing land.
However, the likelihood of this number being more than that is great because of
the tendency of not declaring the exact number due to annual council levies
imposed per unit of livestock (see section 8.3.3). This, therefore, suggests that
with only 225,149 hectares of land available for livestock keeping, the rest, i.e.
191,241 livestock or more wanders elsewhere in order to find places for grazing
and drinking. With the rest of the district land according to the official documents
being occupied by the national park (323,000 hectares), rivers and ponds
(1,370 hectares) and village protected/conserved areas (272,640 hectares), the
excessive livestock have no option other than wandering into areas occupied by
crop farmers.
Today conflicts have been the subject of a talk in Kilosa district and
neighbouring areas of Mvomero district. Being one of the districts portrayed as
leading in the livestock numbers in the whole of the Morogoro region, it has
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survived on the transhumance form of livestock keeping (Odgaard et al. 2007).
This means that there have been seasonal movements of livestock depending
on where and in which season they would have access to sufficient pasture and
water while giving chances for rejuvenation of pasture in the temporary fallow
areas. While this has been a practice in many of the African semi-arid savanna
lands (Odgaard et al. 2007), the practices have recently met several obstacles,
and for this case in Kilosa district as a whole.
The presence of the large sisal plantations (operating and abandoned) which
have continued to be owned under the registered private title deeds, and also
the recent massive introduction of sugarcane plantations in Mbigiri ward, have
made a contribution to the limitation of this movement. Additionally, the world’s
initiatives on environmental conservation seem to have not spared the
prosperity of the pastoral transhumance and crop-farming economies. Various
conventions such as the IPCC of 2007 and UNEP of 1972 have continued to
influence policies regarding climate change mitigations and environmental
conservation respectively (Chasek et al. 2014). These policies, in turn, produce
multiplier effects for the local farmers’ and pastoralists’ land use and tenure
rights. This is evidenced by the increasing expansion of the protected lands
and boundaries of the national parks (Odgaard et al. 2007; IWGIA 2013). One
of the outcomes of these policies is the Wildlife Act of 2009 granting exclusive
powers to the minister to decide which land should be categorised as a
protected area and also where boundaries of conserved areas should be
extended to, sometimes without regarding the local people’s customary rights of
ownership (IWGIA 2013; IWGIA 2015b). This has increasingly been one of the
contributing factors to land scarcity, therefore triggering rivalry and competition
among various land-user groups, notably between farmers and pastoralists.
Yet, in the 1960s, the government confiscated much of the land occupied by the
pastoralist communities in Kilosa district and nearby Movemero district, only to
convert it into national ranches (IWGIA 2013). IWGIA highlights some of these
ranches to include Dakawa ranch, which borders Mvomero and Kilosa district
and NARCO present in Ngaiti village of Kilosa district. This means that the
pastoralists, particularly of Maasai and Barbaig origin, were displaced.
Although evidence of the pressure on the grazing land was evident in the
1980s, the period in which the government underwent massive land reforms,
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the ranches ended up being handed over to private investors, who imposed
even stronger restrictions against trespassing livestock (IWGIA 2013). With
official reports showing the surging number of livestock beyond the carrying
capacity of the grazing land, coupled with the reluctance to sell the livestock
despite the availability of several auction centres, there has been increasing
pressure on the land (Odgaard et al. 2007; KDC 2016). The situation of not
easily buying into the idea of selling the livestock is said to relate to the
traditional deadlock symbolising ownership of large herds as sources of wealth
and prestige (Odgaard et al. 2007). This, with the natural increase through birth
and new migrations as discussed in previous chapters, makes the pressure of
livestock numbers even worse and puts even more pressure on the
transhumant system of livestock keeping and consequently the agricultural
lands.
A number of reviewed documents show that the interaction of those factors
suggested above have left Kilosa and the neighbouring areas with numerous
conflicts (Odgaard et al. 2007; Benjaminsen et al. 2009). In particular, these
conflicts have been occurring between farmers and pastoralists, pastoralists
and the conservation authority (Tanzania National Parks Authority – TANAPA)
and between pastoralists and private land investors. Of notable concern,
however, seems to be that involving farmers and pastoralists, because
numerous sources show that this has impacted severely on the security and
livelihoods of the rural communities in the areas concerned. For instance, the
conflicts that occurred in Ludewa village, situated in the neighbourhood of the
main road from Dumila to Kilosa township, claimed the lives of 30 people in the
year 2000 (Odgaard et al. 2007). Several reasons documented in various
sources suggest reasons such as grazing on croplands, revenge and
negligence (part of which is said to be caused by the corruption of responsible
authorities) (Odgaard et al. 2007).
Further literature and reports suggest that conflicts involving farmers and
pastoralists have continued to occur, causing more killings, loss of property and
displacement (Benjaminsen et al. 2009). In a deadly conflict which occurred in
Mabwegere village in 2015, approximately 6 to 15 deaths were reported as
occurring, while six women were raped and approximately 38 shelters
belonging to Maasai pastoralists were set ablaze irreparably (IWGIA 2015b). In
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that village alone, the International Work Group for Indigenous Affairs (IWGIA)
reports that that conflict alone led to the temporary displacement of 266 Maasai
pastoralists together with their wives and children, while approximately 160
livestock were confiscated, although some were said to be returned when the
tension had cooled down. Concerns have been raised that the conflicts have
recently taken a new direction of organised violence which may culminate in a
broader context of interethnic conflicts. Supporters of this view draw on the
recent 2015 conflicts involving farmers and pastoralists which seemed to grow
out of proportion as they started to extend to Dumila town, Morogoro town, bars
and bus stations (IWGIA 2015b). In these places, as IWGIA argues, people of
Maasai origin were the target after they were perceived to have been involved
in the killing of a young man in one of the skirmishes which occurred in
Kambala village. As revenge, farmers launched several assaults targeting
Maasai pastoralists and their businesses in different places, as stated above,
which ended in fatality and injuries.
4.5. Conclusion
This chapter has explored the political ecology of land conflicts in Tanzania and
Kilosa district in particular. The chapter has analysed the successive land-policy
changes from pre-colonial to post-colonial eras and their implications on farmerpastoralist conflicts and conflict management. On the one hand, these changes
appear to have been introduced in order to consolidate political control of the
rural population and also to mainstream local communities into modern
agricultural economies. On the other hand, these changes appear to have been
introduced in order to rectify tenure inequalities and conflicts caused by the
preceding

land

tenure

regimes

(e.g.

Ujamaa

villagisation

and

land

liberalisation). However, while many of these changes aimed at rectifying
previous discrepancies linked to tenure inequalities and conflicts, they led to the
emergence of new forms of the conflicts. Arguably, this state of affairs led to the
disruption of the farmers’ and pastoralists’ production systems, as many of the
reforms jeopardised their customary tenure rights. In combination with the
climate change/drought the deprived tenure security became the source of
displacement, scarcity/migration and ultimately farmer-pastoralist conflicts
among other stakeholders. Therefore, this succession of policies towards land
reform is very significant in relation to the analysis of land conflicts, and also
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helps to explain why many mechanisms for managing these conflicts might be
doomed to failure.
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CHAPTER FIVE
CASE STUDY METHODOLOGY
5.0. Introduction
This chapter aims to uncover approaches used to study the stakeholder
perspectives on the farmer-pastoralist conflicts dynamics in the Kilosa district.
By stakeholders, the study refers to farmers, pastoralists and officials who are
familiar with the farmer-pastoralist conflicts dynamics from lived experience or
policy perspective. The methodology itself is a qualitative and case-studybased, where interviewing the stakeholders and reviewing the secondary
information were the main means of inquiry. In essence, the decision to seek
stakeholder perspectives through interviewing farmers and pastoralists among
others, aimed at: first, testing the validity of the research literature (i.e. whether
there was any fit between what academics explain and how people on the
ground understood their situation with regard to the conflict dynamics). Second,
to discover any different dimensions (e.g. aggressiveness/emotions) and their
contribution to the conflict dynamics. More generally, the chapter provides a
roadmap from the design of the research to the analysis and interpretation of
the perspectives within the research ethical framework of the University of
Bradford. The aim was to have a nuanced conclusion and contribution to the
broader farmer-pastoralist conflicts research/theories and conflict management
policy debates.

To ensure the coherence of ideas, the chapter has been

divided into eight sections. These include: section 5.1 – philosophical
assumption, section 5.2 – research design, section 5.3 – sampling strategy,
section 5.4 – data collection methods, section 5.5 – data analysis technique,
section 5.6 – ethical issues, section 5.7 – limitation of the study and lastly,
section 5.8 – about the credibility of data and data collection instruments.
5.1. Philosophical assumption
From an ontological viewpoint, “this study assumes that multiple realities are
constructed through our lived experiences and interactions with others”
(Creswell 2013: 36). This means that the reality about farmer-pastoralist
conflicts can be understood by observing the interaction between people
(farmers, pastoralists and other actors) and the environment (social, economic,
cultural and political context) in which they live.
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From an epistemological

viewpoint, this study assumes that “the reality is constructed between the
researcher and the researched and shaped by the individual experiences”
(Creswell 2013: 36). This implies that it is people who know the reality of the
particular phenomena which may be subjective based on how they separately
view and interpret the society around them; meaning will be created through the
mutual interpretation of subjective experience.

Based on these assumptions, this study, therefore, adopted the social
constructionism philosophy as the main interpretive framework.

The

assumption behind adopting the social constructionism paradigm is that
knowledge about a particular phenomenon lies within people’s lived experience
and as such, “subjective evidence is assembled based on individual views”
(Creswell 2013: 20). At the same time, Goldkuhl (2012: 138) stresses that “the
society is full of subjective meanings”; access to these meanings demands us
“to acknowledge their existence, to reconstruct them, to understand them, to
avoid distorting them, and to use them as building blocks in theorizing”.

In this regard, people become aware of the dynamics surrounding their
environment through assigning meaning to the subjective evidence about
certain phenomena. Therefore, the researcher needs to integrate a number of
varying views in order to develop subjective meanings that are comprehensive.
Much emphasis on this framework has been placed on the way participants
perceive a particular phenomenon within their environment. However, the
meanings they assign to these views are not of their own creation, but are a
result of the interaction with the socio-political factors (Creswell 2013). This
means “subjective meanings are negotiated socially and historically” (Creswell
2013: 25).

This justified the rationale for examining the influence of socio-political factors
on these conflicts and related handling mechanisms. As Moritz (2006) put it:
“the conflicts between farmers and pastoralists over the land we see are just
superficial symptoms, the underlying causes can best be uncovered by
analysing the historical, cultural, social and political context in which these
conflicts occur. The best way to enhance this based on the researcher’s
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philosophical stance is through consultation with people and institutions found in
the study area”.

This philosophy therefore tells us that the task of assigning meaning to the
phenomena is twofold: in the first place it is the participants who construct
meaning during interaction; and in the second place, is the researcher who
(assisted with personal experience and background) interprets the subjective
meaning expressed by the participants to let other people know how they
perceive the world around them.
5.2. Research design
This section covers the research design adopted in this study. By definition,
research design refers to “the plan, structure and strategy of investigation
conceived to obtain answers to research questions and to control variance”
(Blaikie 2010: 37). Equally, Creswell (2009: 3) defines research designs as
“plans and the procedures for research that span the decisions from broad
assumptions to detailed methods of data collection and analysis”. However,
Creswell has made it clear that in deciding on one particular research design,
one must consider the nature of the problem to be investigated, the
underpinning philosophical assumptions and whether the design to be adopted
will lead to the valid conclusion. Therefore, based on the understanding that
land conflicts involving farmers and pastoralists are complex and are interwoven
with a number of contextual factors that may be historical, cultural, social and
political, a case study design which was mainly qualitative was adopted.
5.2.1. Case study design
The research as a whole drew on a range of data and existing literature on
farmer-pastoralist land conflicts and conflict resolution. The research design
includes a fieldwork case study aimed at gaining the insight of the farmerpastoralist land conflicts in Kilosa district and the long-term adopted
interventions to try to resolve them. The decision to adopt a case study design
was based on the fact that farmer-pastoralist conflicts have multifaceted
causes, some of which are deep-rooted in the societal history, culture and
tradition. Therefore case study design allows ample time and opportunity to be
immersed in the insights of these facets in order to enhance a clear
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understanding of these conflicts (Bryman 2012; Creswell 2013). The case study
has been carefully chosen based on its popularity about land conflicts between
farmers and pastoralists. In particular, it was a case study with higher
incidences of farmer-pastoralist conflicts among the many districts of Tanzania.
More importantly, the case study was of high ecological potential and therefore
had been a centre of attraction for various actors with diverse land interests.
This had consistently made it vulnerable to land conflicts. The study was of a
qualitative design by nature and therefore required a range of qualitative data
collection approaches that are explained in the following sections.

In this regard, Kilosa district was selected as a case study. It occupies a land
area of 14,265km2 sprouted with savanna vegetation. A significant proportion of
this land comprises of sisal estates that were established during German
colonialism and later nurtured by British colonialism and the post-colonial
independent government of Tanzania. By definition, “sisal is a little known
sword-shaped, drought-resistant tropical plant (Agave sisalana) the leaves of
which, once decorticated and brushed give a strong natural fibre widely
employed to produce naval cordage, ropes and twines” (Greco 2017: 168). At
the same time, nearly 30.1% of the land of the district comprises of the Mikumi
National Park (22.7%) and the reserved land for forest resources (7.4%)
(Benjaminsen et al. 2009). It is a district with high ecological potential and
therefore most vulnerable to conflicts involving land-user groups of diverse
interests. This has built a strong basis for the choice of this district.
5.3. Sampling strategy
In this study, a purposive sampling strategy was adopted to decide the site of
the study as well as the total number and type of participants to be sampled.
According to (Creswell 2013; Bryman 2016), this strategy enables the
researcher to use comparative criteria to choose the site or samples relevant to
the problem he/she intends to research. They also note that a purposive
sampling strategy allows the researcher to sample participants who are rich in
and well informed of the experience of the problem under investigation. More
importantly, purposive sampling is said to be the most convenient way of
selecting the participants in qualitative researches unlike random sampling
because researchers “want to ensure that they gain access to as wide a range
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of individuals relevant to their research questions as possible, so that many
different participant perspectives and ranges of activity are the focus of the
attention” (Bryman 2016: 408).

In this regard, deliberate initiatives were

undertaken to make sure that individuals who were to be selected for the
interviews had enough experience about the dynamics surrounding farmerpastoralist conflicts and their resolution approaches.

Based on this understanding and with the help of the situation analysis
conducted, two wards with higher incidences of farmer-herder conflicts, namely
Kilangali and Kitete, were purposefully selected. The decision about which
wards had higher incidences of farmer-pastoralist conflicts was based on the
earlier official visit I paid to the district headquarters during the situation
analysis. This allowed me to discuss the situation with district agricultural and
livestock officers who were also members of the district’s formulated farmerpastoralist peace committee which was under the leadership of the District
Commissioner. In addition to this, the geographical and ecological location was
used as a criterion for the selection of the two wards. The rationale behind this
was to ensure that a wide range of contextual features, such as remoteness,
closeness to protected lands and proximity to cosmopolitan areas were
captured as they would in one way or another shape the way people view the
world around them. In addition to earlier criteria in this regard, Kilangali ward
was selected based on its remoteness (30km away from the district
headquarters), proximity to Mikumi protected lands and a massive irrigation
scheme along the Myombo River among others. Kitete ward, on the other hand,
was

selected

based

on

additional

features

such

as

proximity

to

cosmopolitanism that allows interaction between people from different cultural
backgrounds. Then, out of those wards, four villages including Kilangali, Kiduhi,
Mfuru and Mabwegere were again purposively selected based on the same
criteria. The decision about which villages to select was also based on the
discussion with the district agricultural officers coupled with the interviews I
carried out with the ward executive officers. This means each ward contributed
two villages, one belonging to the farmers and the other to the pastoralists. In
this regard, Kilangali and Kiduhi villages belonging to farmers and pastoralists
respectively, were selected from Kilangali ward. Equally, Mfuru village –
belonging to the farmers and Mabwegere village – belonging to the pastoralists
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were selected from Kitete ward.

The point behind diversifying wards and

villages was to enhance the gathering of information that would be a true
reflection of the actual situation on the ground.

This process was followed by the selection of individuals for landscape mapping
(PRA), in-depth semi-structured interviews, focus group discussion and key
informant interviews. From the epistemological point of view, the selection was
based on the extent to which individuals were perceived to have accumulated
experience about farmer-pastoralist conflicts and their related interventions. To
enhance this, all adults, preferably those of at least 30 years of age, were
considered for selection. In the first place, at most 16 participants were selected
from each village in order to take part in the participatory landscape mapping.
5.3.1. Sample size determination
In this regard, I initially planned to select 32–64 participants for an in-depth
semi-structured interview from the four villages (8–16 participants from each of
the four villages). Due to the less than 100% turn-up rate and repetition of ideas
by the participants, I was able to interview a total of 34 participants with an
average of eight from each of the four villages. This number was considered
enough for qualitative interviews as what matters is not the sample size but the
depth of the information coming out of the particular sample, regardless of how
small it may be (Dworkin 2012). According to Dworkin, any number of
participants ranging from 5–50 is enough for qualitative interviews. The
appropriateness of the sample size is also supported by the argument that the
focus should not be on the number of participants to be interviewed but on the
point of saturation of the information being collected (Dworkin 2012). The point
of saturation in this regard comes when no more new information can be
revealed as the interview process continues.

Therefore, in each village, at least eight participants – who were either farmers
or pastoralists depending on the nature of the selected village – were
interviewed. These participants were obtained through a snowballing sampling
approach. Bryman (2016: 415) has defined snowballing as “a technique in
which the researcher initially samples a small group of people relevant to the
research questions, and these sampled participants propose other participants
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who have had the experience or characteristics relevant to the researche”. In
this regard, therefore, the researcher purposefully selected the first participant
after consultation with the village leaders. Then the selected participant was
requested to identify the next potential participant based on the designated
characteristics. The second participant was also requested to identify the next,
and a similar trend proceeded like a chain reaction until the required number of
participants was obtained. This technique helped to minimise bias against
selecting participants with similar attributes based on their social cohesiveness.
However, in a bid to minimise such a bias to a greater extent, the snowballing
technique started with two participants in order to generate two discrete chains
in each village until the required sample size was realised.

Likewise, it was planned that 20–32 participants from the four villages would be
selected for the four focus group discussions. Nevertheless, only 24 turned up,
making an average of six participants from each village. Regardless of this, the
number was sufficient for getting the required information through a focus group
discussion based on (Dworkin 2012), who disregards the size of the sample
when it comes to successful interviews, though he suggests a sample size
ranging from 5–50 participants as enough for qualitative interviews. His main
argument, however, is on the continuation of the data collection process until
the point of saturation is reached. In this regard, 24 participants (at least six in
each village) who turned up were enough for successful interviews provided
that they were well planned ahead of time. Therefore, half of those were drawn
from the farmers’ villages and the rest from the pastoralists’ villages. In
essence, the focus group discussions involving these two groups were
conducted separately in respective villages. The rationale for having separate
focus group discussions, particularly between farmers and pastoralists, was
based on the fact that the two groups possess distinct values and interests
attached to their production systems. This avoided unnecessary contradictions
that would arise out of their distinct perceptions towards the nature of the
conflicts between them. As is the case with semi-structured interviews, the
snowballing technique was again used to select potential participants for the
discussion.
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In another case, 12 stakeholders were selected for key informant interviews
based

on

their

roles

and

positions

in

society.

The

list

involved

representatives/heads of the traditional and state institutions in order to gather
their views based on personal, policy and professional perspectives.
Specifically, those who participated in a key informant interview included two
representatives (district agricultural and livestock

officers) from the District

Executive Director’s office, head of criminal investigation department in the
capacity of the District Police Commander (OCD), the magistrate in charge of
the district court, two traditional leaders (respected elders) from two villages
(Kilangali

and

Kiduhi

villages

belonging

to

farmers

and

pastoralists

respectively), a village chairperson from each of the four villages, the
representative of the coordinator of the Tanzania network of farmer group
organizations (National Network of Small-Scale Farmers Groups in Tanzania –
MVIWATA) and a representative of the pastoral organization from Masanze
administrative division.
5.4. Data collection methods
This study adopts multiple sources of data collection in order to: first, adhere to
the principles governing qualitative research in case studies (Creswell 2013);
and second, enhance triangulation of data to strengthen data credibility (Burns
2000). In this regard, a number of qualitative methods of data collection
methods were employed. The methods used include the landscape mapping
(Participatory Rural Appraisal – PRA), the in-depth semi-structured interviews,
the focus group discussions, the key informant interviews, observation, and
documentary reviews.
5.4.1. Why qualitative methods
According to Creswell (2013), qualitative methods of data collection allow
flexibility to enhance access to detailed information about a phenomenon. He
argues that they involve multiple sources of information which are instrumental
in case study designs as they allow complementarity and hence access to more
detailed information about a particular phenomenon. In this study, therefore, the
landscape mapping, the in-depth semi-structured interviews, the focus group
discussion, the key informant interview, the field observation and documentary
reviews were the main means of data collection.
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5.4.1.1. Landscape mapping
Landscape mapping is one of the PRA techniques which involve the
collaborative drawing of the village map showing all essential features of the
landscape within the village boundaries. Some of the essential features that
were mapped include the village boundaries, farming land, grazing land, water
points, houses, institutions available (village offices, churches and mosques in
some villages) and infrastructures (roads, irrigated land and cattle dips) (sample
sketch maps see appendix V). The main purpose of this approach was to
understand the community from a natural resource endowment point of view
and also familiarise myself with the potential participants in order to establish
rapport and trust. Özerdem and Bowd (2016: 135) suggest another rationale of
the landscape mapping approach as “to observe how community members
interact with each other during the mapping process, which is useful for
understanding community dynamics”.

In essence, the use of landscape

mapping in the first place aimed at setting the grounds for other data collection
techniques rather than serving as a stand-alone data-collecting tool. However,
for better results, the participants in the landscape mapping exercise needed to
be empowered about its purpose and processes. Because of this, I had to
conduct a mini training session in each village before the actual mapping
exercise. This is an account of how the exercise took place:

After the potential participants were identified following the earlier snowballing
exercise and consent rendering, we agreed on the day and venue to meet for
the landscape mapping. Across all the villages, the turnout ranged from 13 to
16 participants. That means some villages had ten or more participants who
turned up for the exercise. Using flipcharts, I conducted training in order to
enhance the understanding of what the mapping exercise was all about, what
they were supposed to do and how they should do it. At every stage, questions
were encouraged in order to allow inclusiveness and understanding. After the
training exercise was over, participants were divided into two groups in each
particular village. Then, using flipcharts and marker pens, participants drew the
sketch maps of their respective villages while indicating all essential features
including the boundaries, water points (rivers), sisal estates, cultivated lands,
grazing lands and livestock routes (though crop growers had already blocked
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most of them). Other mapped features included the villages they were
surrounded

by,

water

dams

in

pastoralists’

villages,

livestock

dips,

conserved/protected lands bordering some villages and institutional buildings as
listed above. During the mapping exercise, there were arguments and
discussions among group members before they reached consensus on some
matters to be presented. After the mapping exercise, group presentations were
conducted while allowing contributions and corrections from members of the
other groups. Throughout the presentations and discussions, important notes
were being jotted down in a researcher’s diary. As stated above this mapping
exercise offered an opportunity to get access into the insights of the behaviour,
values and natural resources of the society. Additionally, through interactions
and presented features, I got a breakthrough into some factors causing farmerpastoralist conflicts. Importantly, the exercise set out favourable grounds for
healthy interviews and focus group discussions that followed later. This is
because the exercises helped to create awareness about the purpose of the
study, developed trust/rapport with the

participants, strengthened

the

confidence of the participants and above all served as a data triangulation tool.
5.4.1.2 In-depth semi-structured interview
This was the second and main data collection approach for this study following
the landscaping exercise. This involved interviewing some individuals who had
taken part in the landscape mapping exercise. As opposed to the landscape
mapping which adopted a participatory group work approach, the in-depth semistructured interview was individually administered.

Explaining what in-depth

semi-structured interviewing is all about, (Cridland et al. 2016) have described it
as the purpose guiding the detailed conversation between the interviewer
(researcher) and the interviewee (participant). They also said that although it is
a guided discussion aimed at achieving desired aims or purpose, it is mostly an
interviewee’s centred narration about their lived experience influenced with
context and time. An in-depth interview, therefore, seems to be a kind of liberal
discussion which is usually guided by a set of a few semi-structured questions
administered by the researcher. Based on these features, this method was
chosen to gain insight into the individuals’ subjective construction of the reality
of farmer-pastoralist conflicts and related interventions; in particular, into how
individuals’ constructed views could contribute to the way the whole society
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constructs the reality about the dynamics of these conflicts. Like other data
collection methods adopted by this study, therefore, individuals selected were
those believed to have a sufficient lived experience of farmer-pastoralist
conflicts and their resolution mechanisms. The decision to consider participants
who had taken part in the earlier participatory landscape mapping exercise was
based on the fact that they had already been exposed to the aim of the study
under the assumption that it would be easy for them to link mapped features
during the interview. Importantly, the earlier exercise had enabled the
researcher to build rapport and trust with the participants, and because of this,
some were selected for an interview based on the assumption that the exercise
had strengthened their confidence for fully participation. In order to ensure that
information was collected to the optimum depth, questions were asked in a way
that allowed the participant to express himself freely regarding a particular
phenomenon. The work of the researcher was to only moderate the talks in
order to keep track of the intended objective while using probes for clarification
or soliciting more information. To keep participants away from unnecessary
distractions and also in order to ensure confidentiality, interviews took place in
isolated places, particularly under the tree sheds. Questions asked revolved
around the nature of the conflicts and effects of the conflicts, as well as
resolution mechanisms coupled with their strengths and pitfalls. The reason
being to enhance understanding of the nitty-gritty of the nature of these
conflicts, the effects they have on the community and their resolution
mechanisms from individuals’ perspectives as shaped by their lived experiences
and the environment.
5.4.1.3 Focus group discussion
The third approach in this series was the focus group discussions which
involved some individuals who had also taken part in the landscape mapping
exercise but were not involved in the in-depth semi-structured interviews in
order to avoid duplication. By definition, a focus group discussion refers to a
moderated form of interaction among group members while guided by the
researcher’s guiding questions to attain desired information (Flick 2014). The
informal-like interaction modality in which it occurs has been credited for
enabling attainment of a specific kind of information which can rarely be
attained with a different method (Flick 2014). This is perhaps because the
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informal atmosphere gives room for free expression while also complementing
or correcting each other’s perspective and therefore ending with a more shared
view. With this knowledge in mind, therefore, the decision to use this technique
in addition to others was to make sure that data related to dynamics
surrounding farmer-pastoralist conflict and related handling mechanisms are
explored in the required depth. More importantly, the use of this technique
aimed to supplement the in-depth semi-structured interviews through varying
opinions that helped to unveil the undisclosed societal values and also
understand the group dynamics and the meaning they implied in relation to the
farmer-pastoralist conflicts and related interventions. In this regard, the
participants involved were those believed to have a cumulated experience
based on their age, influencing their ability and particular role in the community.
These were obtained through earlier stakeholder analysis conducted by
involving respective village leaders. Thus, in each of the four villages, one
focus group discussion involving farmers or pastoralists, depending on the
nature of the selected village, was conducted. However, (Mwangi and Mbeche
2004) argue that at times the focus group discussions may result in emotional
contestations which may end up creating hostility among the participants. With
this knowledge I decided to conduct separate focus group discussions – one
involving farmers and the other involving pastoralists depending on the nature
of the village because of the known fact that these groups have competing
interests and values. In a situation where unhealthy debates arose, I applied
Mwangi and Mbeche’s ideas of “negotiation and facilitation” to keep the
discussion focused.

This situation created a conducive environment for a

healthy and participatory discussion which I believe made a contribution to
enriched data credibility.
5.4.1.4 Key informant interviews
The fourth qualitative approach used was the key informant interview.
According to (Flick 2014), key informant interviews are regarded as expert
interviews as they tend to target key people with specific knowledge or
experience about a subject being investigated. Although expert interviews can
occasionally be used as a stand-alone data collection method, as Flick further
suggests, in most cases, they are used in conjunction with other data collection
methods, mainly to complement information that could hardly be obtained from
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other methods. Based on this fact, therefore expert interviews were conducted
in order to complement or validate data collected through the semi-structured
in-depth interviews. Specifically, the aim behind using this technique was to get
information related to the nature of farmer-pastoralist conflicts and related
handling mechanisms from key figures heading various state and non-state
institutions for triangulation purposes. The assumption was that these people
had their unique way of looking at these conflicts or were assuming direct roles
in institutions dealing with these conflicts through experience, policy, legal or
professional frameworks. Institutions whose experts took part in this exercise
include the office of the District Executive Director (DED), the district court, the
district police office, the village government offices, NGOs, community-based
organizations and the traditional institutions (from which the elders or traditional
leaders were involved). While being aware of the busy schedules and red tape
surrounding appointments, the interview questions were designed and asked
directly in order to specifically target a particular piece of information related to
the subject being investigated; the probing technique was used where the
situation dictated to do so. Additionally, the probing technique was also used in
order to moderate the lofty rhetoric that appeared to divert from the intended
objective. The purpose was to make sure that sufficient and relevant information
was collected within the short time given.
5.4.1.5 Field observation
The fifth qualitative approach used was the field observation. The rationale
behind using this approach was based on the fact that observing issues enables
the researcher to uncover underlying values of the particular situation or
behaviour being of a particular phenomenon (Burns 2000). In a more or less
similar view, (Flick 2014) has argued that with observation as a data collection
method researchers have an added advantage of grasping or viewing facts as
they occur or work in the real world. Equally, Nachmias and Nachmias (1996:
206) highlight one of the many advantages of observation as its ability to enable
researchers to understand the behavioural aspects of the phenomena being
studied. This may include how people behave or interact as individuals, and
also when they are in groups. While observation is credited for being a
multisensory approach of data collection (Flick 2014), it has equally been
considered as a technique which serves time that would be used for
121

unnecessary interviews for some issues that could easily be seen and
documented. Based on this understanding of what observation is all about and
its usefulness in data complementation, a list of things was observed. The first
things in a list to be observed (assisted with informal questioning) were
extensive private and public plantations along the Dumila-Kilosa road, KilosaKilangali road and within the target villages. Private plantations observed
include sisal estates, some of which were in use while others were abandoned.
On the other hand, government plantations which include seed farms for
different crop varieties such as peas, maize, sorghum and rice were observed.
The reason that prompted such an observation was based on the literature
chapter which among other things linked land grabs with land scarcity.

The

second issue in the series was the scattered livestock grazing along the roads
and wetland areas which signified that accessibility of water and pasture was
among the problems in the pastoralists’ places of residence. The third issue
was the level of enthusiasm of the participants to take part in the interviews. It
was noted that the level of enthusiasm among the farmers was very high
compared to the pastoralists, i.e. farmers were seen to be more relaxed and
ready to participate right away unlike pastoralists who seemed to be cautious
and sceptical.

Therefore, noting down this observation, I aimed at enhancing critical thinking of
the implications during data analysis while being aware that some of their views
could be overrated or underrated. In support of this, Bazeley (2013) has similar
thoughts that engaging observation as a complement to the primary method of
data collection among other things, helps the moderation process of the
extremism of the participants’ views or perspectives obtained through those
methods considered as primary.

The fourth issue observed was how the

villagers, particularly of the pastoralists’ community, interacted with their elders
or traditional leaders (Laigwanans). Issues paid attention to include the high
level of respect the young Maasai pastoralists gave to their elders/traditional
leaders to the extent that even their participation in the discussion had to be
given the go-ahead by those leaders. The reason for noting this down was
based on the fact that the situation could contribute to the censorship of the
information they give based on the directives from their elders/traditional
leaders. The fifth observation was some of the landscape features including
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pasture, water bodies and forests in both farmers’ and pastoralists’ villages. The
major aim was to see how these features could contribute to the causes of or
solutions to the conflicts between the two groups. Last but not least were the
gestures and behaviours shown by the participants during interviews and the
landscape mapping exercise. This aimed to gauge their reactions towards
questions asked or responses given by fellow participants which helped to
gauge which ones were shared by many and which were to the extremes on the
one hand and the feelings the participants had about these conflicts. As
suggested by some scholars, such as (Burns and Bursn 2000; Creswell 2013;
Flick 2014), all observations were documented in a research diary as field
research notes.
5.4.1.6 Secondary data (documentary review)
The sixth approach in this series was the review of the secondary data.
Secondary data consists of existing information, collected by researchers for
different purposes, from external sources such as documentation, archival
records, magazines and the internet. Like other data collection methods,
secondary data can be used for complementation or as an independent source
of data for particular research (Flick 2014). For the interest of this study,
secondary data were used for supplementation as the study itself adopted
multiple sources of data collection. Based on the nature of the study, most of
the secondary data used were in the form of text or artefacts. Secondary
sources of data for this study, therefore, included official documents collected
from the villages’ and district executive directors’ offices. In particular, these
documents were concerned with the district socio-economic profile and strategic
plan for farmer-pastoralist conflict management. Other sources include official
government documents about policies, regulations and some statistics. More
sources of secondary data were web documents and published magazines, as
well as unpublished PhD dissertations from the University of Bradford website.
The decision to use this approach in addition to others was based on the
methodological advantage of adding value to the data, as suggested by (Flick
2014), who said that documentary reviews make data obtained through
interviews and observation more informative. More importantly, however,
documentary data complemented the gap that could not be filled in by other
methods (for example policies and acts) which consequently helped to make
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data more credible and valid. Overall, however, the rationale behind using a
number of data collection methods was to enhance the triangulation and
credibility of data at its best.
5.5. Data analysis techniques
Data analysis can be referred to as the process of manipulating gathered
information coherently and systematically in such a way that they can be
categorised and compared to generate meaning (Burns 2000). It is equally the
process of reducing the large volume of collected data into a coherent form that
can be manipulated according to procedures laid down to generate meaning
(Bryman 2012). However, this may take different forms depending on whether
the collected data are qualitative or quantitative. For instance, Bryman asserts
that when such data are qualitative, the reduction process aims at generating
themes that would then be interpreted; of course depending on the
philosophical stance of the researcher. He also argues that analysis of
quantitative data aims to present data into tabular and/or graphical forms that
facilitate interpretation to generate implied meaning.
5.5.1 The thematic analysis
In this study, therefore, interview qualitative data were analysed through
thematic analysis. This technique allowed interpretation of generated themes or
phenomena to get an insight into how societies construct meaning about the
world around them. This is why the study adopted a social constructionism
(interpretive) philosophical position. For this case, the process of data analysis
involved several steps as follows: the first step involved the preparation and
organisation of data for transcription. At this stage, the recorded audio files of
the interviews and focus group discussions were organised into separate
folders based on the villages in which they were conducted. This was done in
order to avoid confusion over peculiarity of perceptions among participants
based on the context of a particular village. This stage was followed by sorting
out and deletion of the incomplete audio transcripts because of the failure of the
participants to proceed with the interviews for various reasons. A few of these
reasons include receiving information about sick relatives, which mandated the
participants to pull out of the interview in order to attend the emergency; some,
particularly Maasai pastoralist women, failed to continue talking without giving
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reasons (however, informal field experience denoted that the long-held cultural
barrier restricting women from talking about societal matters was the cause).

The second step was the actual process of data transcription. It should first be
known that the interviews were conducted in Swahili, which is a Tanzanian
national language. Therefore, in order to maintain the originality of the
information, the audio files were first transcribed into the Swahili language.
Then the Swahili transcripts were cleaned up by removing jargon and stories
that were not related to the study but erupted in the course of revitalising the
interview and discussion. The main reasons for doing this were to reduce
unnecessary bulkiness and therefore enhancing coherence in the legibility of
the transcripts. The translation of data from Swahili into English then followed
this stage. The whole process of the fieldwork, transcription and translation of
data took eight months.

The third step was data coding and theme construction. The first step in this
stage was to read all the transcripts repeatedly up to three times in order to first
enhance a clear understanding of the message carried by various phrases.
Bazeley (2013) has emphasised this. Then, phrases that carried messages that
seemed to suggest how the respondents viewed the nature of the farmerpastoralist conflicts, effects of the conflicts and associated resolution
mechanisms were highlighted. Next, out of these phrases, emerging subthemes
around a particular interview question were picked out and listed on a tabular
sheet. Then the list was reviewed in order to identify those subthemes that
seemed to appear less frequently while retaining those with relatively higher
repetition.

The remaining list of subthemes was then reviewed in order to

establish and demarcate patterns according to how they make sense with
regard to the particular research questions. Then subthemes with similar
patterns were combined to form themes. This does not mean that the less
frequently occurring themes were outrightly discarded. Some were used in an
analytical description based on (Bazeley 2013: 195) suggestion that a credible
researcher often seeks how to “integrate discrepancies and contradictions in a
theory”. A good example of the less frequently occurring theme that was
included in the description was “forest pasture management” as observation
showed that the pastoralists lived in forested villages while scholars like (Reid et
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al. 2012) argue that poor forest governance influences forage growth. Overall,
however, theme construction appeared to be simplified because the interview
questions used were constructed in a way that represents themes concerning a
particular research objective.

The last stage in the data analysis was the interpretation of the themes. After
the themes were obtained, I re-read the transcripts, this time based on the
sections carrying the message that builds up a particular theme. I was able to
do it in this way because the themes obtained were coherent to the sequence in
which the interview questions were arranged. The reason for doing this was to
gauge the perception and the meaning the participants attached to the themes
regarding the nature, effects and management of the conflicts involving farmers
and pastoralists. Assisted with participants’ perceptions and meanings,
literature and theories (environmental security and political ecology theory), the
interpretation of the themes was enhanced. At different stages of the
interpretation, the transcripts were read repetitively in order to capture the
participants’ subjective meanings in a detailed and extensive manner. This step
was in line with (Bazeley 2013) who has also emphasised the importance of rereading the transcripts in order to gain a broad view of how different
perspectives in a particular theme interlink.

More importantly, the whole

process of data analysis and interpretation was done within the framework of
research objectives and social construct. Lastly, the outcomes of the analysis
and interpretations were presented in the form of empirical chapters as
presented in this thesis (figure 5.1 below).
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Figure 5. 1: The thematic presentation of the causes, impacts and
management of farmer-pastoralist conflicts in Kilosa district
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5.6. Ethical issues for consideration
In this study, the University of Bradford ethics policy for research involving
human participants, data and tissue of 2010 was used as a guide for foreseeing
ethical issues to take into consideration. The policy emphasises adherence to
moral conduct and impartial behaviour at any stage of seeking knowledge
through research. This emphasis is in line with Creswell (2013) assertion that
ethics consideration should be an ongoing process from the planning stage,
data collection stage and reporting stage in order to avoid unnecessary damage
and insecurity.

It is evident that conducting fieldwork in areas affected by farmer-pastoralist
conflicts might be dangerous to the researcher and the researched as the
opposing groups possess conflicting interests and cultures. In this regard, extra
care is needed as the process involves extracting sensitive information from
people who, in the end, need security and protection from character
assassination. Equally, the process may involve access to sensitive information
and documents from the police, the court and other government offices. This
also needed the realisation of ethics to avoid unnecessary damages and
inconvenience. Creswell, on his side, has identified these issues as: seeking
permission to conduct research in a particular location, explaining the rationale
for conducting the research, seeking informed consent of the participants,
maintaining confidentiality of the information and maintaining anonymity of the
participants, as well as observing the rules and regulations of the area to be
researched. To achieve this, I used the approved ethics application form of the
University of Bradford to explain these issues relative to the anticipated ways
through which I would address them and submitted it to the University of
Bradford research ethics committee for approval before carrying out fieldwork.
Specifically, different issues were dealt with as follows.
5.6.1. Avoiding harm to the participants
Literature suggests that data collection is accompanied by several ethical
issues that need to be taken care of in order to, among others, prevent
unprecedented harm to the participants (Flick 2014). Therefore, in order to
avoid it, the data collection methods need to be carefully planned ahead of time
with particular attention paid to the context in which the study is to be
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conducted. As a starting point, this research was conducted in Tanzania, the
researcher’s home country. The country was politically stable and therefore
guaranteed peace to the researcher to a greater extent. In some ways, being a
Tanzanian made it easier to ensure personal safety and that of the other people
because of the experience I had over the environment.
The fieldwork was conducted during the dry season, i.e. from July to November
2017. Although it was initially thought to be a period when the level of conflicts
in an intended area of study would be low (dormant) because there were no
crops on the dryland farms, the fieldwork data suggest differently. According to
the data, conflict incidences appear to be higher during the dry seasons,
particularly along rivers and irrigated wetlands. One of the reasons given was
the drought that drives pastoralists out of their encampments to places where
they can get access to badly needed pasture and water. Nevertheless, the need
to be very careful when researching in a conflict environment was recognised,
and for this case in a farmer-pastoralist conflicts environment.

In such an environment either of the parties in the conflict could develop some
suspicion of any newcomers in the area, particularly researchers and therefore
there could be potential for jeopardising their security. Equally, there was a risk
of talking to people in a particular village without the approval of the relevant
authorities or community awareness as the act could be regarded as instilling
political sentiments or facilitating advocacy for some issues considered a threat
by those in authority. Such an act would subject the researchers and
participants to arrests by the authorities or police. Also, if the discussion of
sensitive issues is not carefully considered, it may pose a risk to the
researchers and the participants.

In such a situation, participants may be

subjected to character assassination which is dangerous to their safety and
acceptability in the community. Equally, conducting fieldwork in a conflict
environment for an extended period (until dark) may lead to the risk of personal
security and theft. To minimise these risks, a number of issues were taken into
consideration.

First, was to get research approval through all relevant formal gatekeepers
according to the Tanzanian regulations. This step involved the Vice Chancellor
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(VC) of the Sokoine University of Agriculture (my employer) who is entitled to
offer a research permit for all the staff under his jurisdiction, the Morogoro
Regional Administrative Secretary (RAS), Kilosa District Administrative
Secretary (DAS) and then the Village Executive Officer (VEO). The purpose
was to make the authorities aware of the presence of the researcher and the
purpose of the research. The second was to liaise with the local gatekeepers
(heads of traditional institutions) of either side of the conflict who are believed to
have influencing power over the community in which they live. In pastoral
communities,

such

heads

of

traditional

institutions

were

known

as

“Laigwanans”. In farming communities, there were no established traditional
leaders, but the respected elders considered influential and cosmopolitan were
consulted. The purpose was to establish rapport and trust in order to minimise a
sense of suspicion which would compromise safety. As McFadyen and Rankin
(2016) suggest, gatekeepers are individuals who are trusted and have the
power to allow or deny access to potential participants and information. Where
possible, I also collaborated informally with other individuals, including the
spiritual leaders, so that my presence and purpose was known by the broader
part of the community. Equally, caution was taken to make sure that the values
and norms of the community were not compromised in order to avoid further
suspicion and unnecessary confrontations.
5.6.2. Obtaining informed consent
After the potential participants were identified based on the stakeholder analysis
conducted earlier, I had to seek their consent as follows. In the first place I
presented a written consent form with all the details about the nature of the
research, including: self-introduction, the purpose of the research, assurance of
confidentiality and anonymity of data participants, willingness to participate in an
interview or otherwise, voluntary nature of participation as opposed to
participation for compensation (except for lunch and drinks where appropriate),
freedom to withdraw from being interviewed at any time, as well as how audio
or visual tapes would be stored, used and destroyed thereafter. Then I read and
clarified the concepts in a consent form to enhance more understanding. At this
stage, prospective participants were allowed to seek more clarification through
questions and opinions before a formal request for consent was made. This
stage was followed by a mutual discussion on the time they needed to consider
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the request before they could make a decision. One of the emphasised issues
was the voluntary nature of participation and that of responding or not
responding to questions they felt they were not comfortable with. This aimed at
freeing participants from trauma related to forced response to questions they
considered sensitive and annoying. Regarding time for consideration, many
potential participants seemed to agree with a 24-hour length of time for them to
go back, discuss with their spouses, review their schedules and assess any
potential harm or conflicts of interest before they could make a decision. This
was therefore taken as a standard time length except for those who gave some
excuses. After that, those who granted their verbal consent were asked to sign
the consent forms provided to them earlier. Participants who did not grant their
consent were replaced by seeking other potential participants. The same
process was followed in order to obtain their consent before being recruited as
interviewees.
5.6.3. Confidentiality and anonymity
In order to protect the confidentiality and anonymity of the participants, several
measures were undertaken. First, was to avoid nominal identification of the
participants at any stage of the research process and where appropriate
anonymous quotations were used. To avoid the use of names during audio
recording, participants were identified by pseudo names such as participant A1,
A2, B1, B2 etc, where letters represent the folder names while numerals
represent participant names in the series in which they were interviewed. The
reason behind doing this was to give confidence to the participants that the
information they were delivering was confidential and anonymous. The digital
recorder was confidentially handled by a researcher and was only used for
research purposes and not otherwise. This involved uploading of the recorded
files into password-protected computer files and were deleted from the digital
recorder at the end of each day of the interview in order to avoid the risk of theft
and misplacement. Data translation and transcription were done by the
researcher and the hired translator/transcriber, but measures were taken to
make sure that there were no forms of identity associated with a particular
transcript. When the information stored in the password-protected computer
files are no longer in use, they will be deleted in such a manner that they will not
be accessed or used by anybody else, whatever the case. Flick (2014) has
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insisted that anonymising participants is something to be taken care of even at
the analysis and reporting stage. Because of this, extra care was taken to make
sure that reported information is not linked to any easily visible identity. In short,
the Data Protection Act of 1998, as explained in the University of Bradford
Ethics Policy of 2010, provided the leadership on how to protect and destroy
data.
5.6.4. Respecting the culture and values of society
Being a Tanzanian citizen means I am well informed of how to behave in
relation to cultural aspects, including the values and norms of a particular
society in order to avoid unnecessary contradictions and paranoia.

For

instance, it was against the norms and values of the society to proceed with the
field activities while some members of the society were mourning or attending a
burial ceremony for the deceased. When such events occurred, I had to
postpone any of the scheduled activities and had to participate in the event
instead. Observation of norms and values of the society was not limited to
events like death alone but also to other issues such as ceremonies. In the
Kiduhi pastoralist village, for example, there was a traditional marriage
ceremony where all the Maasai pastoralist community members in the village
were invited. I was also one of the members who was invited and was also
asked to help them to transport some crates of beer and soft drinks. I had to
accept, postpone my fieldwork for a day and get involved effectively, as
rejection

would

have

led

to

a

developed

sense

of

paranoia

and

disrespectfulness of the traditional culture. I, therefore, believe that my respect
of societal values and various schedules of village activities such as meetings
made a significant contribution to trust and establishment of rapport with
members of the community. Because of that, the community trusted me and
were ready to give me the support I needed because they felt I was an honest
and safe person. This made them feel safe to render cooperation to someone
who had been accepted by the community as a whole and, for this case, the
elders of the community.
5.7. Limitation of the study
It was difficult to establish rapport and trust with the Maasai community. When I
was reporting and introducing myself to the village government offices, the
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VEOs had to call the traditional leader (Laigwanan) to explain about my
presence and purpose to him. The Laigwanans are the highly respected
traditional leaders in the Maasai community, even more than the village
government leaders are. He interrogated me in order to clarify a number of
issues before he could allow me to proceed with my fieldwork. I had to
repeatedly explain the aim of my fieldwork before they could understand. Even
after we had reached a consensus on what I intended to do, things were not
that straightforward. They had to discuss with the potential participants who
attended the landscape mapping exercise in their dialects which I could not
understand. Finally, they were ready for the exercise after they had received
the go-ahead from their traditional leader (Laigwanan) they respected the most.
After that, I received very cordial cooperation from the participants throughout
my undertakings. This, therefore, implies that the community have been
affected by these conflicts to the extent perhaps of developing a sense of
suspicion of any new undertaking that takes place in their villages. It seems that
the involvement of the Laigwanans in deciding whether to take part in a
particular exercise or otherwise aimed to buffer interventions by different agents
that would jeopardise their values and interests. Perhaps this led to the
censorship of the information they gave during the interviews and focus group
discussion in order to protect their perceived values and interests. In a way, the
information given could have limited the scope of understanding of the nittygritty of these conflicts and their management mechanisms. However, a range
of data collection methods used in this study could have diversified a risk;
therefore, it was a good remedy to the potential shortcomings.

The limitation of this study could also have emanated from the lack of
involvement of women in data contribution. Most of the women, particularly of
the Maasai pastoralist origin, were very hesitant in giving information. Every
time they were asked about sensitive matters regarding the conflicts, they said
that it was the men who were in a good position to give a thorough explanation.
Giving reasons as to why they would not be able to explain thoroughly about
various matters they said their job was to take care of the house, milking cows,
taking care of calves and making sure that the herding boys get meals before
they go out for grazing. Because of that, they were not in a good position to
know many things related to farmer-pastoralist conflicts dynamics. At times the
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researcher was prompted to stop interviewing when the situation dictated that
they were not ready to give further information. This denied the researcher an
opportunity to get sufficient views from pastoralist women’s perspectives.
However, a few of them, particularly the educated ones, were able to cooperate
positively. In order to narrow this gap, therefore, these were probed thoroughly.

The limitation of the study could also have been contributed to by too much
enthusiasm showed by farmers when responding to the questions. Perhaps
being the most affected group of the farmer-pastoralist conflicts, they appeared
to be too ambitious in giving their views, hoping that by doing so, their problems
would come to light and get the appropriate solutions. While this situation
seemed to be favourable when trying to get detailed information regarding a
particular phenomenon, it may, on the other hand, encourage exaggeration with
the intention of capturing the attention of the researcher they perceived was
sent by the government. In order to control this situation, questioning and
probing were done in a manner that unconsciously compelled the participants to
give more clarification about their views. Equally, the effect of this limitation has
probably been minimised by the use of a number of data collection methods
that ensured a check and balance during the analysis.

5.8. The impact of researcher’s positionality
By researcher’s positionality, this study assumes the description put forward by
Muhammad et al. (2014: 1052) referring to it as “both societal ascribed and
achieved identities that confer status on an individual researcher such as
race/ethnicity or level of education attained. It also encompasses the specific
relationships between academics and community members, which are
mediated by personal life experiences, motivations and connections and extent
of commitment and shared values”. Though Moore’s (2012) line of thinking
seems to suggest the impossibility of distancing one’s emotional and intellectual
influences from the phenomenon under study, many studies suggest that there
are potential remedies for checking and balancing (Muhammad 2014; Bourke
2014; Hopkins et al. 2017). They emphasise the continuous reflexivity during
the research process with particular reference to the objectives, framework,
ethics and methodology – aspects considered essential in regulating the
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influence of the researcher’s attributes (emotional, intellectual, behavioural,
career and lived experiences) (Muhammad et al. 2014).

Drawing broadly from these ideas, and having a socially ascribed status of
being a trainee in BSc Agricultural Education and Extension, an academician in
a prominent agricultural institution (Sokoine University of Agriculture) in
Tanzania and PhD student in the UK, I envisaged that if not carefully managed
these attributes would affect my insider-outsider status in the research,
information gathering, and ultimately analysis and findings. While outsider
status has been described as a detachment from interacting with the social
group being studied, insider status has been described as the actual
association and interaction with the social group being studied (Moore 2012). It
could have apparently been difficult to draw a clear distinguishing line between
these roles while I engaged myself with the research process – a sentiment
equally documented by Bourke while highlighting their (roles) changing patterns
at different stages of the research process. Nevertheless, being aware of this
potentiality and then adhering to the principles and ethics of ethnographic
research, as suggested earlier, has helped to minimise this contradiction and
the influences of my ascribed social status as stated at the beginning of this
paragraph. I have no doubt that this has helped to maintain a relatively greater
degree of impartiality of the research process and outcomes as clarified
hereunder.

In the first place, as an outsider to the community of farmers and pastoralists I
was researching, I had to carefully plan my study to make sure that the relevant
study sites and stakeholders were selected. This included a carefully designed
research framework, methodology and a thorough review of the recommended
ethnographic research ethics prior to accessing the field sites. To accomplish
the latter (field entrance) in an ethical way, involved attainment of the entrance
permits from the relevant gatekeepers as explained in section 5.6.1.
Drawing from Mohammed et al.’s conceptualisation of an insider researcher
role as that encompassing the actual interaction with the targeted stakeholders
in a particular community, particularly during the data-collection process, I
became aware that I needed a fully consented acceptance by the community if I
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were to have access to the credible and detailed information on farmerpastoralist conflict dynamics. It is apparent that my identity as an academic
researcher and as a PhD scholar in the UK would hamper accessibility to the
much-needed interaction and disclosure of information because of the apparent
distinct values, interests and lived experience between us.

To bridge the gap above, the following steps were taken: first, to effectively
introduce myself and the aim of the study, including seeking consent for
voluntary participation with the help of the native assistant. This was
accomplished by recognising and respecting the cultural norms and the power
of the traditional leaders (particularly in the Maasai pastoral communities,
section 5.7) in admitting strangers and consent rendering despite having the
permit from the government authorities. I participated in several community
activities/events, including wedding ceremonies and meetings, and had to
postpone some of my schedules following deaths and burial ceremonies. Most
importantly, the landscape mapping exercise (section 5.4.1.1) was conducted in
order to primarily establish rapport and familiarisation between stakeholders
and the researcher. These initiatives were aimed at winning the community’s
trust, confidence and legitimacy, the key aspects I considered useful in enabling
consent rendering and disclosure of detailed/sensitive information about farmerpastoralist conflicts.

On the other hand, my role as an employee in a research and government
agricultural institution prompted me to clarify that I was there not as a
government agent, but a mere scholar who wanted to fulfil the partial
requirement of the PhD study. Equally, where necessary to contribute to the
broader awareness about the farmer-pastoral conflict dynamics in the district,
with the vision that it could help towards attaining a peaceful coexistence
between farmers and pastoralists. This step aimed to reduce the potential
sense of paranoia and enhance greater access to the detailed and sensitive
information instead. It should be noted that any strangers, especially in the
Maasai community, attempting to enquire about land conflicts/matters have
been treated with extra caution. This situation was said to have been driven by
the paranoia/experience that they (strangers) had been interfering with their
land interests in favour of the farming communities or investors in the past.
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I came to realise this through my informal interactions with a few native
stakeholders (especially those I appointed as my assistants) and the traditional
leaders who by then had become my close friends. Apparently, in such a
situation, it becomes difficult for the researcher to have access to detailed and
sensitive information on interests, culture and values surrounding farmerpastoralist conflicts – a sentiment equally echoed by Muhammad et al.’s (2014)
account on participatory ethnographic researches. To further bridge this gap, I
did the following: first, I appointed one individual in each village who would
escort and introduce me to the potential stakeholders; second, I participated in
several informal discussions with individuals or groups out of the actual
interviewing process in order to build rapport and strengthen our social
relations; third, I conducted the interviews in isolated places (mostly under the
tree sheds) to enable the stakeholders to fully express themselves with
confidence without fear of being heard by fellow members of the community.

Moreover, my positionality as a PhD researcher and an academician who also
got involved in a few outreach programmes targeting farmers and pastoralists
could have skewed the impartiality of my study in the following ways. One of
them is the need to achieve the objectives of the study, which could influence
the interviewing protocols, data analysis and reporting the findings. To minimise
this potentiality from maturing into fruition, I had to continuously carry out
reflexivity on the study framework, research methodology and ethical framework
as I was going through the whole research process – an approach which has
equally been suggested by Muhammad et al. (2014). It is highly likely that this
process contributed to the balanced data-collection and analysis procedures by
shunning ambitious expectations and underestimations in the informationgathering and analysis process. The second approach, and perhaps the most
important one, was to unlock myself from adhering to too restrictive interview
guides by allowing free expression – with minimally regulated probing where the
situation dictated. To achieve the best results, this was done by adhering to
Bourke’s advice on probing by referring to what has been said by the
stakeholders in a bid to trigger more clarification – the aim being to facilitate the
disclosure of the insightful information about farmer-pastoralist conflict
dynamics. It is my belief that the totality of these initiatives minimised the
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influence of my positionality (as a PhD scholar and lecturer, lecturer/researcher)
on the research process and findings despite recognising its role in keeping the
researcher focused on his/her study framework. In other words, review of and
reflection on my positionality (both as an outsider and insider) has arguably
contributed to a relatively greater impartiality of the research process and
findings.
5.9. The credibility of data and data collection instruments
In order to ensure the credibility of data, several measures were considered.
First, was to conduct a stakeholder analysis in collaboration with the respected
and knowledgeable village elders to determine the qualities of individuals and/or
institutions they thought had a role in land conflicts involving farmers and
pastoralists. These involved individuals who were directly or indirectly affected
by these conflicts or were directly or indirectly linked to natural resource
management (land governance). The approach used was to include questioning
about the desired qualities of the potential individuals/groups/institutions for the
interviews. Grimble and Chan (1995: 119) call this technique a “reputational
approach which entails asking knowledgeable or important individuals to identify
those groups they believe have a stake in the issue in question”. Regarding this
the list of qualities used for benchmarking included but was not limited to: 1) the
adult individuals whom according to my view had a satisfactory lived experience
of social life and therefore were well informed of the dynamics surrounding
farmer-pastoralist conflicts and their resolution mechanisms, 2) individuals with
lived experience of informal conflict-resolution mechanisms in the village, 3)
individuals who had once faced farmer-pastoralist-related conflicts, 4) actors in
informal and formal institutions whom, according to their positions, experience
and professionalism, had a stake in farmer-pastoralist and conflict management
initiatives. With these qualities, there was no doubt that the information they
gave was credible.

Second, the tools for data collection, i.e. the semi-structured interviews, focus
group discussions and key informant interview schedules were prepared in a
manner seeking to answer the research questions. Then, more work was done
in order to improve them following the comments from my supervisor and the
chair of the University Research Ethics Committee. Later, they were approved
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by the Ethics Committee as credible instruments for data collection. Yet, before
the commencement of the actual data collection, the interview schedules were
piloted. This exercise took place in one of the villages that were selected for the
study, and four participants were involved in this exercise. The rationale for this
exercise was to examine the validity and reliability of the instrument. This
means I wanted to know whether the instruments, particularly the in-depth
interview schedule, were able to measure what they intended to measure on the
one hand and whether participants understood them in the same way. As Noor
and Mohd (2008: 1603) suggest, “piloting aims at identifying ambiguities,
helping to identify the wording of the questions, and permitting early detection of
necessary additions or omissions”. The outcomes of the process as they further
argue provide the way forward on how best to amend the instrument in order to
minimise the realised discrepancies. Having this view in mind, I had to correct
all deviations which were observed during the piloting exercise. During that
stage, I was in constant communication with my supervisor through Skype and
emails to make sure that I had come up with a relatively more improved version.
Third, all the procedures for getting the permit for field access and legitimacy in
the eyes of the targeted community were followed up through all the relevant
gatekeepers. The process started with the VC of Sokoine University (my
employer), , DAS, WEOs, VEOs and finally the respected elders/traditional
leaders of the particular community (approval letters are attached as
appendices).

This helped to strengthen trust and confidence among

interviewees, a situation which enabled them to provide information without
hesitations, which I think contributed to data credibility. More importantly, this
study adopted a multimethod approach of data collection which include semistructured interviews, focus group discussion, key informant interviews, field
observation and secondary data reviews. The approach aimed at enhancing
data triangulation and complementation in a bid to make them more credible.
5.10. Conclusion
This chapter has covered the general methodology used to study the different
perspectives on the farmer-pastoralist conflicts in Kilosa district with particular
reference to the causes, impacts and responses. Stakeholders involved were
mainly farmers and pastoralists because of two main reasons. First, they had
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been directly involved in the conflicts and therefore thought that they possessed
sufficient knowledge and lived experience about the conflicts in question.
Second, they had been affected by the conflicts in one way or another, and
therefore stood in a better position to provide their perspectives on the impacts
and responses of the conflicts. It is generally concluded that carefully planned
research design is paramount for enhancing credible and systematic fieldwork,
data gathering, and ultimately data analysis and interpretation, and more
importantly, detecting gaps and deciding ways of bridging them ahead of time.
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CHAPTER SIX
EMPIRICAL NATURE OF FARMER-PASTORALIST CONFLICTS IN KILOSA
DISTRICT
6.0. Introduction
This chapter covers the empirical findings on the various factors causing
farmer- pastoralist conflicts in the Kilosa district. It particularly seeks to answer
the first research question on the causes of the conflicts in question. The
chapter has been divided into several sections based on themes and
subthemes. Section 6.1 is about the role of migration in conflicts with a
particular focus on drought and villagisation. Section 6.2 is about land scarcity
and tenure insecurities. Section 6.3 covers how population and livestock
increase contributes to the farmer-pastoralist conflicts. Section 6.4 focuses on
land tenure changes and distribution inequalities. Section 6.5 analyses how
decision-making powers and production systems lead to conflicts. Section 6.6
explores the role of political interference in the widening of the social cleavage
and conflicts. Section 6.7 covers institutional lack of commitment and how this
contributes to conflicts. Section 6.8 analyses how the expansion of conservation
activities contributes to the conflicts in question. Section 6.9 analyses crop
destruction and its direct role in farmer-pastoralist conflicts. The chapter
concludes with section 6.10 which summarises the findings of the chapter.
6.1. The role of migration in conflicts
When I asked about the brief history of the village in connection to the farmerpastoralist conflicts, many of the expressed views indicated that the conflicts in
question were mainly caused by migration. Responding to a question on how
and why did this happen, the majority of stakeholders linked it with drought and
the villagisation programme they perceived to have affected the livelihood of
both farmers and pastoralists in the northern parts of Tanzania in the past few
decades. As a result, many people, particularly the pastoralists, were perceived
to migrate to Kilosa district among other areas to look for alternative grazing
areas as detailed below.
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6.1.1. Persistent drought and migration
Following the expressed views pinpointing drought as the cause for migration
and consequently the conflicts, a probing question seeking more details about
how it facilitated migration and conflicts was asked. Many of the stakeholders
were of the view that drought was the cause of the disrupted livelihood systems
in the northern and central regions of Tanzania in past decades (explicitly
referring to Dodoma, Arusha and Manyara). Their view was that drought had
caused land degradation, scarcity of pasture, drying up of water sources and
eventually triggered migration to Kilosa district. As an interview extract
representing the views of the majority states:

Some people came from Arusha, others Dodoma and some more others from
Mbeya. We heard that the severe drought in those areas prompted our parents
and grandparents to migrate towards the coastal regions including the
Morogoro region and Kilosa in particular. When they arrived in Kilosa district,
some of them started living in Kilangali and others in the plain land where the
Mikumi National Park is today5.
Thus, from the stakeholders’ position, scarcity was the cause for the migration,
a perspective aligning with environmental scarcity theories (Homer-Dixon 1999).
However, examining the participants’ views above in connection with the
position

taken by the political ecology framework and according to the

contextual factors in chapter four, the conclusion is reached that this view is
short of the consideration of the structural factors that influence land
distribution.

Further probing shows that a substantial number of participants perceived
drought-driven migration as a traditional method of rangeland management for
the pastoralists. In other words, when drought causes exhaustion of pasture
and water, pastoralists tend to move into farmers’ villages where they find
alternative grazing resources. They argued that this kind of movement occurs
mostly during the dry seasons because it is a period when pastures and waters
in the pastoralists’ villages become degraded and depleted. In particular,
pastoralists were reported to move from their villages (Mabwegere and Kiduhi)
5

These views were provided by elderly male pastoralist perceived to be of 30 years and above who was
considered having a sufficient lived experience on farmer-pastoralist conflicts dynamics.
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to the farmers’ occupied wetlands in Mfuru and Kilangali villages during the dry
seasons. A representative quote of the majority of the pastoralists states:

We have been experiencing a periodic drought in this village. Because of this,
there has been a permanent shortage of water. This challenge has become
persistent from the time we started living here until today. I think this situation is
retarding our level of development. During the dry season we are forced to
temporarily leave from this place and go to other places that we think will be
suitable for the survival of our livestock6.
This movement has several implications for the ongoing farmer-pastoralist
conflicts in Kilosa. First, the destination areas become affected by the increase
in population and livestock, which in turn increases the pressure on the land
resources, and thus the increased potential for competition and conflicts. This is
because the concentration of the livestock into the valleys that the farmers
depend on for crop cultivation increases opportunity for crop damage by the
livestock, the resistance of which by the farmers results in clashes with the
pastoralists. However, this may be attributed to by two main aspects as
discussed in the previous chapters. First, lack of ingenuity among the
pastoralists that has made them rely on the abundance of resources that are
vulnerable to climate change. Second, pastoralists live in less privileged areas
in terms of wetlands and rivers, a circumstance that subjects them to migration
and conflicts in their new destinations.
6.1.2. Villagisation
Further responses to the question about the village history reveal the wide
perception that the villagisation programme of the 1970s made a potential
contribution to migration and then the farmer-pastoralist conflicts. Clarifying how
it contributed to the conflicts, many of the views suggests that villagisation led to
the displacement of people from the comfort zones they used to enjoy spacious,
cultivable and grazing land to the nuclearised village settlements, they
perceived to have disrupted their traditional livelihood systems, as the
representative interview extract reflecting the view of the majority of the
interviewed farmers states:

6

These views were provided by elderly male pastoralist who was perceived to have a sufficient lived
experience about farmer-pastoralists conflicts.
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The village was established in 1974 during the villagisation programme. We
were born and grew up here. In early days the population of this village was
tiny, but as you can see today, many houses are close to each other, which is
an indicator that the population has increased7.
The position of the stakeholders (farmers) in this quotation is that villagisation is
the source of the increased population in the respective villages while causing
the increased competition and conflicts over land resources. This implies that
the survival of the pastoralists or farmers depends on the encroachment of each
other’s land (i.e. pastoralists’ encroachment on the farmers’ land for pasture and
water, and farmers’ encroachment of the designated grazing land for
cultivation). This type of survival relationship results in inevitable tension over
tenure rights, crop damage and violent conflicts between these two land-user
groups. In Kitete ward, for example, the field experience, interview perspectives
and official documents show that the conflicts between Mfuru and Mabwegere
villages can be located in this context. While the Mfuru farmers have reportedly
been encroaching on the Mabwegere grazing land for cultivation in order to feed
their swelling population, the Mabwegere pastoralists have reportedly been
trespassing into Mfuru farmers’ croplands for pasture and water, circumstances
that have reportedly left these villages in persistent conflicts.

Subsequently, more views from the majority of the interviews and discussions
show that the vacuum created over the land tenure rights in the pre-villagisation
settlements made a remarkable contribution to these conflicts. It was reported
that several farms left behind were taken over by the opportunistic pastoralists
as they seemed to be in the no man’s lands after the former owners had moved
into the villages. While this was the case, in the farmers’ perspectives they still
recognised their farms and had continued to use them to supplement the
confined land spaces they acquired in the new villages. The case of the
Mabwegere village provides a reasonable explanation about this. In other
words, Mfuru villagers reported continuing treating the former settlement
(Mabwegere) as an area for settlement while continuing to access their distant
located farms for farming. While this practice was not restricted by the new
villagisation policies, meaning that the policies did not mean to deprive previous
7

The respondent was a male farmer old enough to be aware of the farmer-pastoralist conflicts dynamics
in his village and Kilosa district as a whole.
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customary owners of the land (Lal 2015), the Maasai pastoralists were
perceived to have invaded the land and managed to register it as their village in
the late 1990s, in circumstances not recognised by the former owners. This
situation was reported to cause sporadic bloody conflicts between farmers and
pastoralists in the new villages of Mfuru and Mabwegere respectively. As
located in the broader context of political ecology in chapter two, this reflects the
institutional weakness in the planning processes that were adopting the topdown approach that ignores the involvement of the real needs of the people.
This sentiment is in line with Lal (2015) accounts that lack of careful planning
for the villagisation programme resulted in several unanticipated outcomes
including acute food scarcity and poverty, a situation which indicates that the
livelihood resources (arable land and water) in the confined villages could not
meet the needs of the increasing human and livestock population per village.
6.2. Land scarcity tenure insecurities and conflict nexus
In order to first understand the scope of the current land scarcity and its
contribution to conflicts, a question on how participants perceived land
adequacy in their respective villages was asked. In response to this question,
nearly all the interviewed participants had the point of view that land was not
sufficient to accommodate both farming and livestock-keeping activities in the
respective villages, as a widely shared view presented by one farmer states:
In my view land has become a scarce resource as farmers need it for the crop
farming while the pastoralists need it for livestock grazing. Already land has
become insufficient to accommodate all these needs8.
Equally, many of the interviewed pastoralists had views similar to the one who
was quoted saying: Honestly, land in our area is not sufficient. I say that it is not
sufficient9.
A thorough examination denotes that farmers’ perceptions of land inadequacy
are based on the abundancy concept where the increase in the number of
farmers and pastoralists utilising the land leads to its decrease. This position
aligns with the simplistic ideas of the Malthusians where population increase is
8

A responded was a male farmer old enough to be aware of the farmer-pastoralist conflicts dynamics in
the district.
9 A respondent was a male pastoralist perceived to have a sufficient lived experience about farmerpastoralist conflicts in the district.
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believed to cause scarcity due to the produced effects of degradation and
competition for the available resources.

In light of these perspectives,

inadequate land availability causes closer interactions between farming and
livestock-keeping activities while increasing the potential for competition and
conflicts between the two groups which by nature have distinct interests over
land resources. While the closer interactions imply the increased risk of crop
damages and tenure conflicts between farmers and pastoralists, it also implies
the increased degradation of the land resources due to the intensive utilisation.
This means therefore that the ability of the land to produce sufficient pasture for
livestock and crops for human consumption is significantly reduced while
leading to the intensification of competition and ultimately violent conflict as the
two groups struggle to access a few available land resources such as water and
fertile land for livelihood survival.

However, this simple

land

inadequacy-conflict relationship

cannot be

overemphasised without considering the interacting structural factors governing
the land distribution and control in Kilosa district and Tanzania as a whole. In
an attempt to understand this, some probing questions about the perceived
causes were asked.

Following this questioning, participants were found to

believe that land inadequacy was caused by land distribution inequalities, the
weak commitment by responsible officials and insecurity of customary land
tenure. However, the majority of interviewed farmers and pastoralists put a lot of
emphasis on land distribution inequalities they perceived were favouring large
agricultural investors and conservation while neglecting the needs of the
subsistence farmers and the pastoralists. This emphasis implies that farmers’
and pastoralists’ rights to land have increasingly been undermined by the
growing government focus on the agricultural investment and conservation
agenda. As evidenced in the context chapter, for example, swaths of land in
Kilosa district have been allocated for large sisal plantations and other cash
crops (the case of sisal estates observed in Magole, Kitete and Kilangali
wards/villages) and the recently established sugar estates/plantation in Mbigiri
ward). This, plus the enclosure of the Mikumi area for nature conservation and
the reported periodic expansion of its boundaries, have made a noticeable
contribution towards the land inadequacy which has consequently been
interacting with factors such as population increase to cause competition and
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conflicts between farmers and pastoralists. Echoing these sentiments, Hilhorst
and Nelen (2013) go as far as linking it with the broader context of the global
need for food and energy as precursors for the African governments’ policy
focus on land privatisation, while Robbins (2012) also points to nature
conservation as the cause of pastoralists’ land inadequacy, particularly after
enclosing the Serengeti plains in the northern region of Arusha.
6.2.1. Access and security of tenure from farmers’ perspectives
When I asked how they perceived land access and security of tenure, the
responses from the participants in the farmers’ villages of Mfuru and Kilangali
showed that there were several means of land access. The majority said that it
was more customarily based where inheritance, buying or renting from local
owners were perceived to be the main forms of accessibility. A few, however,
had the view that in certain situations the local village authorities were involved
in land allocation to some of the villagers in need. As one of the representative
interview extracts states:
Often land in this area could be accessed in two ways. Firstly, it is through
inheriting it from the parents and secondly, is through buying from others. For
example, if I want to sell the land that I and my relatives inherited from our
parents, I would have to consult them first and get their approval. After that, I
and the buyer will channel the process through the hamlet chairperson and the
village authority where the selling contract will be written10.
These perspectives indicate that local customary practices have continued to be
the main means of land accessibility and tenure right protection in the rural
areas of Kilosa district. However, the fact that land liberalisation and individual
property rights protection have been the development agenda ever since the
colonial period, as suggested in the reviewed literature in chapters two and four,
the sustainability and security of this system has increasingly been subjected to
considerable risk. In other words, it implies an increased risk of farmers’ land
confiscation in favour of the investors, conservationists, and speculators
because customary ownership lacks legal strength.

In this regard, land

available for ordinary farming activities continues to decrease while leading to
increasing competition between farming communities themselves and between
10

These views were provided by a male farmer old enough to have a sufficient lived experience of the
farmer-pastoralist conflicts dynamics.
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pastoralists as farmers attempt to move into the formers’ grazing territory to
open up new farmlands.
Concerning the village involvement in land allocation matters, participants’
views echo that indeed there have been occasional circumstances where
farmers have been accessing land via village allocations. As one of the
representative farmers says:
After the establishment of the village, there has always been the village
leadership. Therefore, those in need of a piece of land consult the village
chairperson who in turn arranges the logistics for the allocation. In practice, you
write an application letter and send it to the village chairperson. Then the
chairperson consults the village social committee which then discuss your
application. If your application gets approved, you would be provided with the
land you requested according to the available regulations governing that
process11.
The involvement of land allocation by the village authorities sends the message
that land acquired and owned via these means is secured from being
confiscated. This is probably because the village authority is an arm of the
central government through decentralised local authorities and has been given
the power to allocate land in rural areas as stipulated in the land policy of 1995
and the village land act of 1999. However, the village authorities can only
allocate land and have no power to offer relevant legal documentation (title
deeds). In other words, land in these villages has continued to be owned under
customary means though the involvement of the village government may qualify
it to a neocustomary status. This implies the lack of empowerment programmes
on how to proceed to the formalisation state at the district levels or lack of
financial capacity to be able to fund the processes. Stakeholders’ perspectives
signified that only a few villagers and the enlightened ones would go on to
further processes. On the one hand, this situation provides a loophole for the
land grabbers to acquire, formalise and enclose massive lands. On the other
hand, it increases local farmers’ vulnerability to eviction and confiscation of their
land. In Kilangali village, for example, the majority of the participants accounted
that, in the name of investment, one of the pastoralists was able to acquire 800
hectares of land he used for personal and rental grazing services.
11

Such

These views were given by a female farmer with a sufficient lived experience about farmer-pastoralist
conflicts dynamics in the district.
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circumstance implies a reduced land size in the village while also allowing
proximity of the livestock to farmers’ croplands, circumstances that increase
chances of violent conflicts.
6.2.2. Access and security of tenure from pastoralists’ perspectives
While responding to the question about how they had been accessing and
securing land, many of the pastoralists’ perspectives show that land was a
common good that was there to be accessed and utilised by everyone without
restrictions. This indicates that for the pastoralists, the security of tenure means
the sufficient availability and free access to land resources irrespective of the
boundaries.

Indeed, as per the field experience, land in both pastoralists’

villages of Kiduhi and Mabwegere was communally owned.

As the widely

representative interview extract suggests:
We do not own land individually here. This land belongs to all of us, and
everybody is free to graze or build anywhere in this village. In case you want to
build a house you survey the land in order to avoid picking areas that are often
affected by floods and then build your house. Otherwise, nobody can stand up
and claim that “this is my land and therefore it belongs to me” as, the whole land
belongs to the village government. We do not have any restrictions on grazing.
We can graze anywhere. I can move from my house with my livestock and go to
graze close to someone else’s house without being restricted by anybody12.
While this practice appears to provide equal opportunities for all, some
emerging implications could subject it to scarcity. Being communal and
unrestricted, it provides avenues for unplanned and unstainable grazing, which
leads to the degradation and quick depletion of land resources, making it
difficult for the pastoralists to cope during stress seasons. This sentiment
resembles that of Hardin’s tragedy of the commons metaphor, where
unrestricted access to grazing produces hazards related to degradation and
depletion that spill over to all the community members in question. For example,
when grazing resources are depleted in the pastoralists’ village, it is an
objective fact that the pastoralists will move into the farmers’ villages for grazing
and drinking. In this regard, the farmers will be affected as a new frontier for
competition and crop damage is created. Moreover, when there is a lack of

12

These views were provided by an elder pastoralist with sufficient lived experience about farmerpastoralist conflicts in the district.
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sense of ownership, the land would attract encroachment by other land actors
such as farmers and private investors. In recent times, for example, the
Independent Television of Tanzania news media reported that land designated
for grazing purposes in Itigi-Manyoni district was invaded by pastoralists,
government officials and businessmen (ITV-Tanzania 2019), a situation
signifying that communal ownership practised by the pastoralists has never
been secure due to the reasons given earlier. As Mwaikusa (1993) also
suggests, lack of sense of ownership of the communal lands has been
contributing substantially to the loss of tenure security of the pastoralists’ lands
and ultimately conflicts with other groups.
6.2.3. Livelihood and socio-cultural significance of land tenure
In order to further understand the nitty-gritty of the nature of farmer-pastoralist
conflicts, a question was asked about why some villagers would want to acquire
such large areas of land. Responses show that there was a broad perception
among participants that villagers would want to acquire massive amounts of
land because of three main reasons. The first reason was related to the need
to ensure sufficient livelihood needs for both farmers and pastoralists. In other
words, farmers would need to acquire the land for their subsistence farming
while the pastoralists needed it for grazing purposes. Arguably, this implies
struggles for the available land in order to ensure livelihood security among
communities – circumstances that could lead to scarcity, competition and
conflicts particularly when the two distinct production systems (farming and
livestock keeping) interact on the same land.
The second reason as per participants’ views was related to the need to have
influencing powers and respect in the community. Such people, as further
emphasised by the participants’ views, have higher chances of being involved in
various decision-making meetings because of the material wealth and collateral
they possess. Having such status, therefore, implies having a strong position
and power to influence decisions in various decision-making bodies in the
village community. In this regard, they can twist some decisions related to land
affairs among other things in the prospect of serving self-interests, such as the
acquisition of rents and bribes from individuals seeking to grab the village lands
or those affected by related conflicts. In these circumstances, it becomes likely
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that this contributes to the exclusion of the interests of the majority regarding
access and utilisation of vital livelihood resources, a situation which widens
inequality, grievances and conflicts between the two important land-user
groups. Such findings have been reported elsewhere in Rufiji and Kisarawe
districts where power inequality in decision-making among different actors has
been a source of exclusion of the majority of the pastoralists from having
access to sufficient grazing land and water sources (Walwa 2019).

The third reason referred to by the participants relates to the claim that people
would want to access and own a large piece of land because it grants one the
right to be recognised as a true citizen of the place rather than a mere
immigrant. In this regard, land ownership is viewed as a symbol for being
accepted as a member of the community and therefore the right to participate in
various community affairs, including vying for leadership positions. In this
regard, people would want to acquire land in a particular village in order to be
accepted as a native member and active participant in various community
affairs. As Lentz also suggests: “in most places, one must be able to point to a
homeland or a home village if he or she wishes to participate in the local
decision-making process or be heard in the national political arena” (Lentz
(2014: 37). This explains that the majority of people in the respective farmer
villages strive to occupy land in order to protect their native status or be
accepted as new members of the community, a situation which reduces the size
of the reserved village land for the maturing youth. The ultimate implication is an
encroachment of the lands outside the village boundaries, some of which
belong to the pastoralists, and hence heightened tension and violent conflicts.

Responses further show that participants believed that people wanted to own
land due to the need to have a place for nurturing ancestral values and beliefs,
among other things. They linked this with the long-held tradition of using land as
a ritual site where traditional sacrifices were made, preferably on the ancestral
graveyards. Other perspectives cited the need to acquire and protect land as
being motivated by the need to have material wealth that could be passed on to
their future descendants once they die. Lentz (2014) echoes a similar
sentiment, by citing how land ownership in Africa has been linked to its
significance for burying the deceased, ritual ceremonies, sacrifices, lineage
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passage, building and/or residential houses. This implies that local people
compete for land ownership and control in order to gain the ascribed social
status, a situation which has serious implications on land availability.
6.3. Population and livestock increase
In order to further uncover what is precisely behind farmer-pastoralist conflicts, I
asked the participants (during both interview and focus group discussions) how
they perceived the nature of these conflicts. The majority of participants
responded to this question by saying that conflicts were mainly caused by the
increase of human population and livestock in the Kilosa district as a whole.
Interestingly, many of these perspectives hinted at how the increase in
population and livestock numbers causes degradation and depletion of the land
resources in their villages. On the one hand, the pastoralists hinted that the
increasing farming population prompted farmers’
grazing lands.

encroachment onto the

On the other hand, the farmers hinted that

following the

increase in livestock numbers, the pastoralists would encroach mostly on to
their wetlands/cultivated lands. As one of the representative interview quotes
from Mfuru farmers states:
If you go to the pastoralist village now, you will not find them grazing their
livestock in their village land instead you would find them doing so in our small
farms surrounding the village. If you ask them why you do not graze in your
village, they would just say our village lacks sufficient grasses. To be honest,
there is nothing, as the land is purely bare, i.e. there is no vegetation cover.
Surprisingly, they see our land which they annexed part of it of course, as the
best place for them to graze because of the availability of pasture13.
On the other hand, the majority of the participants in the focus group discussion
conducted in the Kiduhi pastoralist village had the following opinion:

You all know that the land never increases in size, but the population keep on
increasing. This means in the past the number of the people here was minimal,
but as they continued to reproduce, they have led to the increase of the people
as we can see today. Also, during those days, the number of livestock they kept
was not as significant as we see today. They have increased tremendously
while the land size has and will remain to be constant. On the other hand, the
farmers have also increased in number, and because of that, they have
13

These views were provided by a male farmer old enough to have a sufficient lived experience about
farmer-pastoralist conflicts in Kilosa district.

152

continued to expand their farm. That is why we see the land becoming small
day after day. In these circumstances, the eruption of the conflicts is
inevitable14.
These perspectives imply that as these numbers increase, so does the
degradation and scarcity of the land and water resources, making it difficult to
accommodate both farmers’ and pastoralists’ livelihood needs throughout the
year. This explains how the rural livelihood in Tanzania is abundance and
natural resource dependent, and most importantly, how poor the ingenuity in
both land management and resource value addition is in rural areas of Kilosa
district.

This encourages extensive use of land by farmers for crop farming and
pastoralists for livestock grazing in order to maximise the product. In particular,
the farmers’ low-level adoption of agronomic practices (such as the use of
recommended fertilisers, farm preparation techniques, pesticides and weeding)
necessitates the use of large areas of land where they inevitably encounter the
pastoralists and therefore conflicts. The pastoralists, on the other hand, rely
heavily on naturally grown pasture while doing very little to add value through
different mechanisms, such as harvesting and preserving fodder preservation
for off seasons, though its feasibility may be limited by the large numbers of
livestock being kept. Both situations may be attributed to by the poverty levels in
the village and the high costs of inputs/technologies, making it difficult for
ordinary farmers and pastoralists to afford. O’Bannon (2006: 80) found similar
findings in the Senegal case of farmer-pastoralist conflicts. He argues that
“higher prices have led farmers to use fewer of these yield-enhancing inputs,
which has resulted in lower yields. These lower yields are part of the
increasingly tense context in which herders and farmers interact”. The current
setting makes it almost impossible to confine livestock within the boundaries of
the villages, as grazing intensively on the villages’ land degrades the
rangelands so quickly. In this regard, moving outside of the village boundaries is
inevitable, and by so doing, they cause pressure on the agricultural land as
livestock encroaches and destroys crop fields.
14

A focus group comprised an equal number of male and female pastoralists who were old enough to
possess a sufficient lived experience about farmer-pastoralist conflicts in the district. Note however that
females could not contribute sufficiently because of the Maasai cultural barriers.
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6.4. Land tenure changes and distribution inequalities
A further response to the question on the perceived nature/causes of farmerpastoralist land conflicts shows that a significant proportion of the interviewed
farmers and pastoralists mentioned inequalities in the land distribution to be the
leading cause. They said that certain groups of actors had privileged access to
the land at the expense of the poor farmers and pastoralists in the respective
villages. Probing questions on what they perceived to be the causes of the
inequality showed that many of them believed factors such as power differences
among actors, privatisation policies that favoured land grabbing and corruption
to play a significant role.
Regarding power differences, the majority of the participants had the view that
powerful actors, such as the private firms, working and retired government
officials and business people had more advantages over accessing land
compared to the farmers and pastoralists. As an interview extract reflecting the
view of the majority of the interviewees state:

In my views, the land has become scarce as farmers need it for crop farming
while the pastoralists need it for livestock grazing. Unfortunately, we are
surrounded by government and private farms, some of which belonging to the
retired officials, business people and other people from the town. Already the
land has become insufficient to accommodate all of these needs15.
This is a clear indication that the local people’s interests in land access and
ownership are not given significant attention amid the powerful actors who need
the same land.

This can be attributed to by the political powers and

connections they have with the decision-makers at the village, district and state
levels, unlike the local farmers and pastoralists in the rural areas. This means
such powers can give them the upper hand in influencing the nature and type of
land they want based on their interests. This deprives the local farmers and
pastoralists of their farming and grazing land respectively, a situation that
precipitates tension and conflicts as they are left to struggle in the confined and
less privileged lands. Moreover, this state of affairs is also favoured by the
increasing adoption of the liberalisation and formalisation of land policies where
15

These views were given by one of the female farmers who was old enough to have a sufficient lived
experience about farmer-pastoralist conflicts dynamics.
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the financially powerful firms/individuals have leverage powers and the capacity
to acquire, buy and register the lands.

Unlike most of the farmers and

pastoralists who rely on the customary land tenure systems, the rights of the
former group (financially powerful firms/individual) are secured and protected by
the state laws, making the latter more vulnerable to confiscation and
marginalised to confined spaces, circumstances that can trigger conflicts
between them.

Clarifying land privatisation policies, many views from the participants show that
the implementation of these policies made a significant contribution to land
access inequalities as it encouraged land grabbing by private firms and well-todo individuals. In this regard, many farmers’ and pastoralists’ land was
confiscated while exposing the two groups to land scarcity. For instance, views
from key informant interviews and focus group discussions suggest that a
substantial amount of the district arable land was under state and private
ownership. Some of them (state and private firms) were reported to be the
Agricultural Seed Agency (ASA), which occupied the Kilangali and Kiduhi
reserved village lands for seed growth and multiplication, and the recently
established private sugar plantation in Mbigiri ward, which borders the two
sampled wards of Kitete and Kilangali.

Other reported cases, which were

observed during the fieldwork, were the sisal estates that were spread across
many parts of the district with some specific cases in Kilangali, Kimamba,
Msowero and Magole. In addition to that, the interviews revealed a broad
perception among the majority of the participants that there were other vast
hectares of land that were grabbed by working, political and business class
individuals for annual crop cultivation, renting the land to others or speculating
for future better prices. Representative views from the majority of the farmers
participated in both in-depth and focus group discussion state:

The investors contribute a lot to these endless conflicts because they have
taken swaths of land, but they do not cultivate them. So, they hire them for other
people16.

16

A focus group comprised equal number of male and female farmers who were aged enough to have a
sufficient lived experience about farmer-pastoralist conflicts dynamics.
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These views were echoed by one of the interviewed district officials as follows:
Kilosa district is gifted with a vast tract of land, which means that under normal
circumstances, we would not have any land scarcity at all. The problem is the
recent rush on land confiscation which has seen large areas of land being taken
by the so-called investors. For instance, in a situation where one person owns
up to 19,000 acres of land, where would you expect the farmers and the
pastoralists to get sufficient land for their production activities? The land
occupied by a single person is so vast to the extent that the person himself,
famously known as an investor is unable to develop it all. As a result, he invites
the pastoralists to graze on it on agreed rental terms. If these tracts of land
would be taken back by the government and then redistributed fairly, the
farmers and pastoralists would all have at least reasonable size of land for their
respective crop farming and livestock keeping and therefore contributing to the
efforts of lessening these conflicts17.
These revelations imply that unfair land policies or weak institutions are
responsible for proper implementation. This means the unfair policies subject
land to predation while creating scarcity for the farmers and pastoralists. The
literature has, for example, argued that current policies in Tanzania and
elsewhere in Africa pay much attention to land privatisation in order to first raise
tax incomes through land taxes and also to enhance economic growth through
agricultural commercialisation. This is an indication that the government has
been prioritising the state interests at the expense of the interests of the farmers
and pastoralists.

While this may be the case, the latest land acts of 1999 have stated that land
occupied for more than three consecutive years without being developed should
be subjected to the revocation of ownership (URT 1999b). This appears not to
be the case as a significant proportion of the land lies idle in the hands of price
speculators who acquired it through either government allocation or purchasing
from natives. This explains that there are institutional weaknesses in the
implementation of the laws, a situation which contributes to the continued
infringement of the farmers’ and pastoralists’ land access and tenure rights.
Similar findings have been reported elsewhere in north-central Nigeria, where
institutional weaknesses in enforcing laws have played a role in unbalanced

17

A respondent was a district agricultural officer who served as key informant representing the District
Executive Director (DED).
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land access opportunities, scarcity and conflicts between farmers and
pastoralists (Akov 2017).

More perspectives show that corruption and rent-seeking behaviour were
among the significant causes of inequalities, and ultimately competition and
conflicts between farmers and pastoralists. Many of the participants were of the
opinion that quite often local leaders were involved in land allocation/sales
through deals that were not made clear to the communities and which were
against the land-access procedures in the village. In this regard, land grabbers
were assigned parts of the village lands in both farmers’ and pastoralists’
villages in a manner many participants linked with corruption or rent seeking. A
representative interview extract of the majority of the interviewed pastoralists in
Kiduhi village states:

Unscrupulous leaders have sold the land to the so-called investors who end up
leaving their farms idle but will not allow anyone to graze or cultivate on it. They
have gone far to the extent of selling the lands that are beyond the borders of
their villages. The good example is the selling of the land we reserved for
farming in Kiduhi Mashambani hamlet by the Mbamba village leaders. These
things are gradually contributing to the loss of the traditional grazing lands we
used to enjoy in the past18.
In a similar alignment of perspective, a representative interview extract of the
majority of farmers in Kilangali village states:
Currently there is a wave of wealthy individuals and some government officials
to buy land in this district. They collude with our village leaders to get what they
want without involving the community members. This is happening not only in
this village but also in other villages of the Kilosa district, particularly those that
we are bordered with. They do not follow the regulations which require the
community members to approve the deal before it is done. You just hear that
“this place belongs to the investor”. So, I think this move has contributed to the
increase of these conflicts because if an investor buys a particular land, no
pastoralists are allowed to graze on it. Equally, farmers are not allowed to farm
on it. What follows is for the pastoralists to come close to our farms in order to
feed their livestock19.

18

These views were given by a male pastoralist who was old enough to have a sufficient lived
experience about farmer-pastoralist conflicts dynamics in Kilosa district.
19 These views were given by an elder female farmer with a sufficient lived experience about farmerpastoralist conflicts.
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While this was reported to be the case, the village land act of 1999 says that no
village lands should be allocated or sold without the approval of the village land
council and general assembly (URT 1999b). This contradiction serves as an
explanation as to why corruption was regarded as a factor in inequality and
conflicts. The field evidence shows that there were concerns over the ethical
conduct of the local leaders in all the villages. In all villages, leaders were
reported to invite and allocate land to the pastoralists under permanent or
temporary

terms

when

natives

were

complaining

of

the

shrinking

farming/grazing land or when the livestock destroys farmers’ crops as a result.
This appears to be of particular concern mainly because corruption and
impunity have been reported to cause farmer-pastoralist conflict elsewhere in
Nigeria (Akov 2017).
Consequently, some orders for land deals were reported to come from above,
i.e. the district or regional level for local leaders to implement, which also
explains the behaviour of individuals to gain not only rents on the one hand, but
also the weak institutional capacity for enhancing transparency and good
governance on the other hand. Of notable implication, however, could be the
lack of communities’ empowerment on their rights to land access and utilisation
as per the laws and regulations governing land allocation and control or due to
what (Collins et al. 2018b) has referred to as contested/contradictory land
laws/regulations. As a result, there has been voluntary and involuntary land loss
among native farmers and pastoralists; a situation explained to facilitate
conflicts between them.
6.5. Decision-making powers and production systems
More views from the participants that emerged when answering the question on
what they knew about the nature of the farmer-pastoralist conflicts suggests that
the differences in the production systems, decision-making powers and cultural
identities played a substantial contribution as presented hereunder.
6.5.1. Production systems
Participants’ views suggest that the difference in production system was
another factor causing conflicts between farmers and pastoralists in the
selected villages. Most of their responses and observed field experience shows
that while farmers have been practising the sedentary type of crop farming, the
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pastoralists, on the other hand, have been practising the nomadic type of
livestock keeping.

In other words, these differences subject them to

contradicting interests concerning land access and use while culminating in
inevitable conflicts between them. While pastoralists’ perspectives showed a
preference

for

extensive

land

on

which

they

could

practise

their

transhumance/mobile grazing system without facing any restrictions, farmers’
views, on the other hand, reflected on their interests to expand cultivated areas
in order to maximise their production. For instance, the focus group discussions
with the pastoralists frequently reiterated the following view:
As pastoralists, we can graze anywhere. Everyone is free to graze anywhere in
the village areas without any restriction. When the dry season comes, we move
our cattle to distant places in order to have access to water and fresh pasture.
Sometimes conflicts between farmers and us occur, but we have to accept it20.
Another perspective is that: They do not know that the areas are allocated for
certain activities. They think the areas are unoccupied, so they start clearing
them for agricultural activities21.
These contradicting perspectives can be seen in this typical case. In Mfuru
village farmers raised concerns over the annexation of their land by Mabwegere
pastoralists while in Mabwegere village pastoralists were concerned that it was
Mfuru farmers who encroached on their grazing land. Yet, there were few
concerns in a situation where pastoralists from another village moved into a
respective pastoralist village or farmers from a different village moved into
another respective farmer village. This explains why the incompatibility of the
production interests has motivated such conflict.

Consequently, conflicts surrounding the incompatibility of the production system
can be a reflection of the poorly regulated resource distribution and
management. When one group has more favoured access to vital resources for
their livelihood at the expense of the other, grievances and mobilisation for
violence, sometimes through their identity lines, become imminent. This
sentiment has equally been highlighted to be the cause of the conflict in northcentral Nigeria (Akov 2017). In this regard Akov argues that some grievances
20

A focus group comprised of male pastoralists with varying age categories (youth to elders) perceived
to have a sufficient lived experience about farmer-pastoralist conflicts dynamics.
21 Ibid
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over inequalities in resource accessibility between two distinct production
systems have quite often evolved through ethnic and religious lines among
other aspects.

In the case of the Kilangali and nearby Kivungu village, for example, there were
some notable government-sponsored irrigation infrastructures along flood plains
of the Myombo River which farmers had capitalised on to grow rice and other
crops.

While this was the case, there was neither evidence of the route

allowing access to the river or its flood plains by the Kiduhi pastoralists whose
village was located in the proximity of this vital permanent source of water. As
an interview extract from the majority of the interviewed pastoralists suggests:

In this village, there is only one permanent river, the Myombo River.
Unfortunately, even the farms are located there when the livestock goes there
for drinking the conflicts erupts. In my view, therefore, I think the conflicts
between farmers and pastoralists occur because livestock have nowhere to
either graze or drink. In this regard, they have to force their way to the river.
Unfortunately, during the dry season, there are vegetable gardens all over
which include onions, tomatoes and other crops. In this situation, the livestock
would inevitably walk through the gardens whenever they go to drink in the
river. This situation often prompts conflicts22.
The denial of the pastoralists’ access to these vital resources (water and
wetlands) implies a continued agenda that portrays pastoralism as an
environmentally destructive form of production. The assumption behind this
agenda, is that allowing them to access rivers and wetlands would contribute to
the destruction of the river banks, irrigation infrastructures and crop fields. The
implication for this is the heightened grievance and widened cleavage between
the two production systems which have often led to the violent conflicts as the
deprived group (Maasai pastoralists) mobilises to defend their interests.
6.5.2. Decision making
More views that emanated from the interviews and discussions equally, suggest
that the varying influencing powers different actors have in decision making
were perceived to be the cause of farmer-pastoralist conflicts. Probing for more
22

A respondent was among the male youth pastoralists perceived to have a sufficient lived experience
about farmer-pastoralist conflicts in the Kilosa district.
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details shows that many participants associated power with the material wealth
and leadership authority some individuals had in the community. In the first
case, people with material wealth were referred to as those farmers or
pastoralists who possessed vast farmlands and livestock herds respectively.
According to the participants, such people had a high chance of being involved
in various decisions over land and related conflict matters while having ultimate
influencing powers. Further probing revealed that village leaders mostly
preferred these people because of their ability to sponsor various activities in
the village, particularly those involving entertainment of official visitors and
construction of classrooms or office buildings.
This practice is, however, not a new phenomenon, as empirical evidence from
the research conducted in Tanzania shows that this has been a usual practice
in many parts of the rural areas. As Walwa (2019: 11) notes: “offering a bull to
members of the education committee and villagers is not only a symbol of
wealth, prestige or good heart but is also a takrima (traditional hospitality),
which is a practical living strategy to please villagers and government officials”.
In such circumstances, wealthy farmers and pastoralists would be approached
for a financial or livestock donation. Such circumstances imply that these people
have influencing powers in various village affairs. Thus, the likelihood that this
power is sometimes used to represent self-interests at the expense of the
majority of the ordinary farmers and pastoralists concerning resource use may
increasingly become an actual reality. In other words, the grassroots concerns
over land matters are hardly represented and addressed, but preferably those
of the well-to-do echelons in the prospect of raising some rents and other
personal benefits. The overall implication is the widened level of inequality,
grievances and a heap of unresolved people’s concerns over land rights which
can raise the potential for violent conflicts.
6.6. The role of political interference
Further perspectives on how communities understand the nature of farmerpastoralist conflicts hinted at political interference as one of the significant
contributors to the conflicts. Many of the stakeholders said that quite often
politicians interfere for their respective parties or personal political gains. More
probing questions led to the emergence of the views which suggest that these
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so-called politicians played their cards divisively during electoral campaigns by
promising either of the two groups that once they win they would have exclusive
rights to the contested lands in question. It was further said that such divisive
rhetoric was inclined mostly to the group (farmers or pastoralists) which
appeared to form the majority in the respective village or based on which ethnic
orientation/production system a particular politician was related to, with the
assumption that they could easily influence the election results. These views
were echoed by the interviewed MVIWATA official as follows:
Sometimes these conflicts are used for political gain for some politicians.
Somebody goes out to the pastoralists and requests for their votes and promise
that when he/she is elected as their representative (village chairperson, local
councillor or member of parliament), he/she will evict all farmers from their
areas and then he/she goes out to the farmers and requests for their votes and
promises that when elected, he/she would evict all the pastoralists from their
areas. Now you can see that politics has been used here, somebody has used
conflicts as a way to establish themselves politically23.
Thus, in a situation where politicians – be it a member of parliament or local
councillor – or village chairperson are elected based on such rhetoric, it
becomes apparent he/she will treat the two groups with bias. In other words,
such leaders tend to use policy and decision-making corridors to protect the
interests of the group that favoured him during the election. As in the case for
Kilosa, the field experience indicates that most of the elected leaders,
particularly the ward councillors, came from the farming community because
they were the majority in the district. This implies that the potential for
overlooking most of the pastoralists’ rights concerning pasture and water
access becomes very high. This can be contributed to in part by the fact that
such elected leaders tend to lose trust, moral authority and legitimacy in the
eyes of the pastoralists who are in this case the disadvantaged group because
they are the minority.
For instance, one of the official documents shows that the council passed
several livestock-keeping restrictive bylaws in 2016, including: banning livestock
movement without a permit, putting identification marks on all their livestock,
banning them from accessing wetlands and rivers, forced destocking, ban from
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A respondent is one of the MVIWATA headquarter officials who served as a key informant on behalf
of the head of the organization.
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grazing outside the village boundaries and ultimately forced eviction when
deemed convenient. Such restrictions that show the extent to which pastoral
practices/rights are restricted underpin the poor representation of the
pastoralists in the decision-making body, a situation implying their political
powerlessness. Echoing similar sentiments, Schlimmer (2018: 88) gives an
example of Kenya where election campaigns have mainly been dividing farmers
and pastoralists, as politicians tend to promise and implement in favour of the
majority group. He emphasises that this has been depriving the other groups of
rights to land/water, a situation he reports to have culminated in conflicts
between them.
6.7. Institutional lack of commitment
In another situation, participants were asked to give their opinions on how they
viewed the commitment of leaders in addressing land-related conflicts involving
farmers and pastoralists. The majority of the interviewed farmers and
pastoralists thought that there was a remarkable loss of commitment among
institutions and leaders in dealing with land-related conflicts. They referred to
specific institutions such as the village authorities, the police and the court as
typical cases which lacked commitment. When I asked for the reasons they
think were behind that situation, two perspectives emerged. While some said
that corruption and rent-seeking behaviours mainly contributed to it, others said
that it was because of a recurrence of the conflicts despite the presence of such
institutions. As an interview extract from the majority of the farmers interviewed
states:
Without hiding anything, the source of these conflicts is the government
because they seem to mostly protect the pastoralists’ interests because of their
financial capacity. You can see that these conflicts started a long time ago,
fortunately, we farmers won the cases, but the government tells us to keep on
waiting. Our current thinking is that, as farmers, we are very weak as opposed
to our counterparts who are strong economically. In this way, they can convince
some government officials to rule in their favour. If not, so why are they
hesitating to solve our boundary issues?24
Another view from farmers states:

24

A respondent is was a male farmer old enough to have a sufficient lived experience about farmerpastoralist conflicts dynamics.
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Another source of the problem is corruption. When the pastoralists have
committed an offence against farmers and farmers decide to file the matter to
the government offices, nothing would happen. What the perpetrator does is to
go to the respective offices through backdoors to bribe them. By the time the
farmers concerned reach a particular office, no measures would be taken
because of something responsible officers would have taken from the
perpetrator. As such, wherever the farmers go for follow-ups, such officers
would not listen to them25.
While this may be the case, official documents show that the district council has
got powers and has been able to formulate or amend by-laws which among
others are aimed at curbing incidences of farmer-pastoralist conflicts. The
seemingly sluggish enforcement of these rules may be a reflection of the weak
institutional capacity including resources (both human and financial) to be able
to respond to issues in a wide geographical area within a period of time
according to the victims’ expectations. In such circumstances, however, (Akov
2017) tells us that corruption and rent-seeking behaviour among responsible
officials cannot be ignored as evidenced in his study of such conflicts in north
and central Nigeria. An interview with MVIWATA also hinted at such type of
corruption. Both accept that indeed it is evident that pastoralists are financially
buoyant as large herds of livestock they own could easily be converted into
cash that they could use to lure unethical officials and law enforcers at different
levels of the authority.
Moreover, the financial ability the pastoralists have implies that they can afford
higher level competent lawyers to defend them against charges related to land
conflicts with farmers. In such circumstances, and given the farmers’ lower
financial ability and naivety of criminal or civil cases’ evidence presentation, the
chances that they would lose cases is inevitably high. Though the involvement
of corruption cannot wholly be ignored as already evidenced above, failure of
farmers due to lack of empowerment in laws and evidence can easily be
associated with corruption.

A similar sentiment was revealed during the

discussion with the district court magistrate as follows:
For us, we receive information about these incidences through the cases being
reported in the court. In these cases, the claimants are always farmers. They
come to file cases against the Maasai pastoralists who in this case are the
25

A respondent was a female farmer who was old enough to have sufficiently experienced the farmerpastoralist conflicts dynamics in Kilosa district.
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perpetrators. To be honest, there is no doubt that the farmers are being
affected, and the cases they file reflect the reality on the ground. As a matter of
principle, we as court we make our decisions based on the concrete evidence
present. Unfortunately, many such cases being reported do lack concrete
evidence as required by the law of evidence26.
This underpins earlier findings that, although experience shows that the
livestock has often destroyed farmers’ crops, the lack of legal support and
concrete evidence as required by the law of evidence makes them lose the
case. This reflects not only the lack of communities’ empowerment on legal
matters on the one hand but also the increase in income poverty among
farmers, which together seem to contribute to the intimidation and deprivation of
their rights. Evidence from the literature has suggested that conflicts over land
occurring between the diverse land users in much of rural Africa are connected
in part to the respective institutions for land governance, distribution and tenure
rights protection (Boone 2017a).
6.8. Expansion of conservation activities
Also, while responding to a question on the perceived causes of the conflicts, a
substantial number of participants and more so the pastoralists said that the
increasing conservation activities in the district are partly to be blamed. Citing
particular examples, they gave the case of Mikumi National Park, which
according to their views occupies the land that was previously owned by the
Maasai pastoralists. This tells us that following its introduction these Maasai
pastoralists had to be displaced into other areas, including the Kiduhi and
Mabwegere villages, which share borders with the park. In a situation these
participants considered to be the worst scenario, they said that the boundaries
of the park have since then been extended into the newly occupied villages of
Kiduhi, Kilangali and Mabwegere, two of which belong to the pastoralists. An
extract from the focus group discussion reflecting the views of some of the
interviewed pastoralist participants in Kiduhi village states:
I think we have a conflict with this park because in recent years the boundary of
the national park was located far away from here. However, they kept on
extending the area in piece meals while heading towards our village until last
year when they told us that the new boundary is now the river dividing us and
26

A respondent was the assistant district court magistrate who served as a key informant on behalf of
the district court magistrate.

165

the national park. Before that, we used to have quite an extensive land from the
river which is now a new boundary towards the first boundary. Now the new
boundary has reduced our size of the land to a greater extent. However, even
when one is grazing close to the boundary but inside the village land, the
soldiers would come and force them into the park so that they pay the fines.
The fine for one livestock caught in the national park amounts to 20,000 TAS.
This has increased the burden on our life27.
This view shows that the government is heavily involved in this displacement. It
should be noted that colonial and post-colonial governments’ discourses on
development have been focusing on improved agricultural investment and
sustainable environmental conservation.

It is thus unsurprising to see that

these narratives have been used as justifications for policies and decisions that
evict people (farmers and pastoralists) from their traditional lands following the
support from these global-wide narratives. Therefore, in the eyes of the global
powers and environmentalists, these decisions have widely received legitimacy
regardless of whether they have been jeopardising the livelihood system of the
traditional communities, including the subsistence farmers and the pastoralists.
What are the overall implications for this? The grazing and farming lands in
some researched villages have significantly been reduced, even with a
remarkable decrease in other villages where official evidence has documented
the establishment of further reserved village forests, namely, Nongwe and
Ukwiva forest reserves.

Obviously, as resilience mechanisms, the pastoralists have been searching for
alternative grazing land as farmers were migrating into other areas such as
Kilangali, Mfuru and Ulaya, while causing stress on the land and water sources.
In line with this sentiment, Robbins (2012: 178) posits that the efforts to
preserve nature have shattered and disrupted the social livelihood resilience
systems – a situation which has resulted in conflict as communities struggle to
adjust. It is in view of these findings that these problems are connected with the
broader context of the political ecology of nature conservation. Perhaps the
overarching question remains on how the receiving countries have not been
27

A focus group discussion comprised of both male and female pastoralists with males being the
majority and dominant in contribution compared to females. It was learnt that this is due to the culture
of the Maasai pastoralists where women were not allowed to talk about matters of their community,
and more so men’s presence. Nonetheless, their participation (females) marks a promising achievement
in women empowerment efforts.
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able to balance between this wider obligation and the rights of the indigenous
population over the use of the resources in question.

As a government

statutory document shows, the Minister in the Wildlife Protection Act of 2009 of
Tanzania has been conferred exclusive powers to designate any land as a
wildlife protected area or expand the existing areas. Apparently, such powers
deprive pastoralists and farmers of land access and tenure rights in the
justification of the global need for conserving nature without involving the
affected groups.
6.9. Crop destruction by livestock
The interviews and focus group discussions equally show that there was a
broad perception among the majority of the participants that farmer-pastoralist
conflicts were mainly prompted by crop destruction by livestock. According to
most of the views, when crop damage occurs, violent conflicts occur the
moment farmers attempt to chase them away or retaliate by cutting the legs of
the livestock encountered on the farm. When I probed into the reasons that
caused crop damage, views from both farmers’ and pastoralists’ groups show
that their reason differed from one incident to another, some of which appear to
be grounded in the structural aspects of the society as presented hereunder.
6.9.1. The effect of poor herd management
Some of the reasons referred to by the majority revolve around the poor
management of the livestock while grazing. It was argued that there were cases
where destruction occurs through negligence by the herders or when the herd is
too large for a single herder to control. They said that the situation was even
worse when the children/teenagers were in charge of the vast herds of
livestock, as due to their age and being fond of playing games while grazing
they left the livestock to meander and trespass into the crop fields. In this
context, the crop destruction we see is the reflection of the many discrepancies
in livestock management and more so how unbalanced the distribution of labour
is at the household level. Moreover, the involvement of children/teenagers in
grazing activities, who probably know little about the value of the crops and the
long interdependency relationship between farmers and pastoralists, implies
that conflict occurs due to negligence and poor management of large herds, a
situation leading to trespasses and conflicts.
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6.9.2. The effect of cultural upbringing
Also, interviews and discussion show that a significant proportion of the
participants, and more so the farmers, were of the opinion that the cultural
upbringing of the Maasai pastoralists made a significant contribution to the
recurring crop damages and ultimately violent conflicts.

Some of the

participants said that Maasai pastoralists were full of pride, a character they
think contributed to the deliberate grazing on the cropland. Further probing led
to the emergence of the views that it was their cultural upbringing that groomed
them to be warriors and aggressive, and in that case, their responsibility was to
make sure that their livestock gets sufficient pasture regardless of the
surrounding circumstances. For instance, during the interviews and discussions,
the following views evolved from the majority of the participating farmers:
Farmers cultivate farms hoping that they would harvest without problems, they
do not expect the invasion of livestock on their farms. Contrary to this
expectation, livestock keepers would trek with their livestock from different
places until they come closer to those farms. As they come closer to the
croplands which are yet to be harvested, they pretend to graze on grasses
surrounding particular farms. When there is nobody around to monitor their
movement, they deliberately move to graze on the croplands. In case you
encounter them grazing on your crops, it is when you would run to seek help
from the village authority. The livestock keepers here are the ones to blame
because of their provocative behaviours. Over time farmers have been
intimidated by the livestock keepers. Moreover, this has been the primary
source of conflicts28.
In addition, farmers were also found to believe that pastoralists grazed on their
farms because they have been culturally brainwashed that crops are just
grasses like other ordinary grasses and therefore it is not a crime for them to
graze on them. This sentiment reflects the day-to-day contemptuous discourses
by the Maasai pastoralists relating crops to grasses in a bid to justify their
grazing in farmers’ areas with impunity. These beliefs imply that pastoralists
have been depending on livestock for their livelihood, economic and social
wellbeing, and a situation which has consistently made them see no value in
crops. In this regard, they make sure that the livestock are well fed, regardless
28

These views emanated from a group of farmers comprised of both males and females of the varying
age categories. All were assumed to be aged from 30 years and above and therefore assumed to have a
sufficient lived experience about the farmer-pastoralist conflicts dynamics in the district.
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of the available circumstances including grazing deliberately on the farmers’
fields, particularly during the stress seasons, a situation which creates the
potential for conflicts. This, therefore, explains that crop damage and conflicts
do happen because of the undesirable myths associated with cultural
upbringings undermining the value of the farmers’ crops.

What most of the interviewed farmers perceived to be the worst scenario is the
current seemingly acceptable tradition allowing the Maasai pastoralists to walk
while armed all the time with traditional weapons, which include clubs, swords,
knives and sticks, unlike the other citizens. For instance, in the focus group
discussion with farmers in Kilangali village, the following view emerged:

Ehee! At times you may find a Maasai pastoralist grazing in our farms while
destroying our crops. But, when one dares to stop or chase them away from the
farm, they often resist. One tells them that can’t you see that those are crops?
However, they become angry as if they are the owners of the farm, and
occasionally they may start beating you or stub you with a sword or an arrow.
So, you can see now that we do not have a good relationship with these
pastoralists29.
While this may be the case, the country laws in Tanzania restrict people from
walking while armed without observing the approved procedures. In this regard,
the act of the pastoralists of walking while armed under the guise of cultural
inheritance is an indication of selective application of laws by the Tanzanian
police. This is probably the cause of the increased confidence and sense of
pride that they can do anything including deliberate grazing on farmers’ crop
fields with impunity, while making other groups (farmers) feel weak and helpless
when attempting to defend their crops against damage by livestock.

While responding to the question on why this should be the case for the
pastoralists, the District Police Commander argues that these people were
allowed just because it was their tradition despite his acknowledgement that
selective application of laws was unacceptable and was the source of loss of
security in the community. This kind of impunity and selective application of
29

These views emanated from a group of farmers comprised of both males and females of the varying
age categories. All were assumed to be aged from 30 years and above and therefore assumed to have a
sufficient lived experience about the farmer-pastoralist conflicts dynamics in the district.
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laws explains why unregulated culture and behaviour are the resource conflicts
between the two land-user groups. Second, this culture of impunity the Maasai
pastoralists used to enjoy explains the financial capability the pastoralists can
use to compensate for the crop damage or corrupt, unethical officials
responsible for conflict management and resolution. In a similar alignment of
thoughts, Akov (2017) echoed similar sentiments for the Nigerian case where
pastoralists have been inflicting conflicts with farmers with similar impunity.
6.9.3. The location of vital resources and encroachment
Further responses to what participants perceived to cause conflicts show that
the majority of the pastoralists’ views suggest that the concentration of
resources, such as water and wetlands on the farmers’ sides, contributes to
crop damage and ultimately conflicts. They said that during the dry seasons,
the pastoralists were prompted to cross into farmers’ wetland areas, particularly
when the negotiation for smooth access failed to bear fruit. Indeed, the direct
field experience shows that several rivers and wetlands were located in the
farmers’ villages of Kilangali, Mfuru and other villages occupied by farmers, as
the quoted view from focus group discussions with pastoralists states:
Water is a problem in our village, and the neighbouring villages have banned
our livestock from passing through their villages when going to drink from the
river. In the past, there were some routes designed for livestock passage, but
now they have been blocked. We used to have the livestock route from this
village all the way to river Myombo, but currently, it has been blocked with
farms. This route was designed purposely to serve the people of this village and
their livestock. Additionally, it was well known to the government authorities.
However, if one makes a follow-up, it becomes a problem. That is why people
see conflicts are increasing from time to time. Surprisingly, the current
leadership does not bother about this issue. They say why you would want to
cross our village while you have got yours? That is why the conflicts keep on
increasing because pastoralists have the right to access water from the river
like other people30.
This means that as the livestock from Kiduhi or Mabwegere pastoralists’ villages
crosses over, they trespass on the cropped fields such as rice and maize, and
vegetables grown during the dry season. Coupled with the lack of livestock
routes to the water points, this arguably leads to crop damage and hence
30

Respondents were a group of pastoralists (both males and females, with the former dominating in
terms of numbers and contribution. For more reference about why this situation see footnote no. 27.
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conflicts with farmers, and they attempt to protect their crops. As (Turner 2004)
also posits, it is known that in order to survive, the livestock need water and
fresh pasture which they cannot access in the pastoralists’ vicinities, so the
pastoralists tend to look for alternative solutions in other areas. Arguably, this
includes moving into areas occupied by farmers, particularly during the dry
season, while promoting crop destruction and conflicts. In this case, it can,
therefore, be generally concluded that crop damages are happening not
because of competition for a few available resources but because of unfair
distribution and location of the vital resources both farmers and pastoralists
need for furthering their livelihood.
6.10. Conclusion
This chapter has covered empirical findings regarding the causes of the farmerpastoralist conflicts in the selected villages of Kilosa district. As suggested in the
literature, the causes of these conflicts are multiple, and empirical findings echo
a similar sentiment. Though appearing multidimensional in the sense that they
are shaped by both environmental and structural factors, they are revealed to
have mostly been grounded in structural factors. In other words, the sociopolitical factors that have influenced how land has been accessed and governed
are thus found to be the underlying factors for inequalities and scarcity, which
are then exploited by climate change impacts (drought) to produce conflicts. At
the epicentre of these conflicts therefore is the land scarcity which has been
created structurally but periodically amplified by the environmental factors
(drought incidences) to cause violence. For instance, climate change in the form
of drought has been revealed to be substantially impactful when it interacts with
structural-driven factors such marginalisation, tenure insecurity, land-grabbing
and conservation activities. This state of complexity and multidimensionality of
the causality of the farmer-pastoralist conflicts has serious implications on how
they are being handled by different mechanisms, which is perhaps why they
have continued to exist.
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CHAPTER SEVEN
THE IMPACTS OF THE FARMER-PASTORALIST CONFLICTS IN KILOSA
DISTRICT
7.0. Introduction
This chapter covers the analysis of the impacts the farmer-pastoralist conflict
brings to the community of farmers and pastoralists in Kilosa district. It
essentially seeks to answer the question of how these conflicts have impacted
the security and socio-economic wellbeing of the people, with the major focus
being on their implications to the cause and what it means to the conflict
management mechanisms.

The chapter has been divided into two main

sections. Section 7.1 covers the negative impacts comprising several
subsections as follows: subsection 7.1.1 focuses on the loss of peace and
human security; subsection 7.1.2 focuses on the impact of the conflicts on food
security and its implications on livelihood wellbeing; subsection 7.1.3 seeks to
unveil how the conflicts have impacted social relations between farmers and
pastoralists; subsection 7.1.4 analyses the impacts of the conflict in relation to
the economic wellbeing of the community of farmers and pastoralists;
subsection 7.1.5 analyses how these conflicts have caused displacement of
people (farmers or pastoralists) and destruction of properties; subsection 7.1.6
analyses how farmer-pastoralist conflicts have contributed to the increased cost
of production to groups, the implication on productivity and economic wellbeing,
and

government

policies

on

agriculture

and

livestock

development.

Subsections 7.2.1 and 7.2.2 seek to find out how these conflicts contribute more
productive changes in the community and what they mean for the status of the
conflicts in the future. The last section (section 7.3.) is the conclusion which
focuses on summarising the key findings with respect to the research question.
7.1 Negative impacts of farmer-pastoralist conflicts
According to many stakeholders’ perspectives, most of the impacts caused by
the farmer-pastoralist conflicts on the community are negative. Some of the
perceived aspects include: loss of peace and security, food security, disrupted
social relations, retarded social and economic development, displacement and
loss of properties, and increased costs of production.
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7.1.1. Loss of peace and human security
The study findings show that one of the overarching impacts of farmerpastoralist conflicts in Kilosa district was the loss of peace and security among
communities. Nearly all those who were interviewed during in-depth interviews
and focus group discussions expressed this concern. They said that conflicts
have been leading to effects including destruction of homes (burning of
homesteads), rapes, beatings, injuries and often deaths among both farmer and
pastoralist communities. In line with these findings are instilled fears and violent
conflicts reported to occur in farmer-pastoralist conflicts in the Niger Delta of
Nigeria (Ofuoku and Isife 2009), which among other things have caused loss of
security and poor socio-economic wellbeing. However, unlike Nigeria, conflict in
the selected villages appears to be triggered by crop damage and each other’s
encroachment on farming or grazing lands. For instance, one of the interviewed
pastoralists was quoted as saying:
Currently, there is no peace between us. You know, they entered into our areas
and assaulted us with machetes and then the government intervened and
maintained peace. After the conflict was over, the interaction was restored31.
Also, one farmer was quoted as saying:
While guarding your field to avoid the livestock from destroying crops, it is when
one enter into confrontation with the Maasai pastoralists. Once the livestock are
in one’s field and he/she should want to chase them out, the Maasai pastoralist
would resist, and if one keeps on chasing them out, he/she will get bitten. They
use local weapons when fighting; the poor farmer would protect his crops
without any weapon. So, they would beat the farmer, sometimes to death. The
situation is always tense. The livestock keepers want their herds to feed to their
satisfaction while the farmers want to protect their crops from being eaten or
destroyed. Under such a situation, one would be bitten and sometimes killed. In
this regard, we were severely affected by these conflicts32.
It thus appears that conflicts occur mainly due to crop damage, though this has
been widely presented as triggering events of other underlying factors such as
encroachment on farming land for grazing by the pastoralists or grazing land for
cultivation by farmers. Allowing the latter to prevail without appropriate action
31

The respondent was a male pastoralist perceived to be old enough to have sufficient lived experience
about farmer-pastoralist conflicts dynamics in the district.
32 This respondent was one of the eldest male farmers perceived to have a sufficient lived experience
about Kilosa farmer-pastoralist conflicts dynamic.
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creates a state of tension which, when triggered by crop damage, results in
violent and fatal conflicts. This situation can equally imply that the recurring
crop damage, while witnessing the perpetrators flee with impunity or without
appropriate and timely response by the relevant authorities, breeds a culture of
revenge among the affected communities. Quite often this occurs when the
village authorities or other relevant law-enforcing institutions, such as the police,
the court and government administrations, fail to address the root sources of the
conflicts or when they fail to intervene before the other group starts retaliation.
Reporting a similar scenario in Ghana, Tonah (2006) found that farmer-Fulbe
pastoralist violent conflicts grew into a state of insecurity just because farmers
became aggrieved with the pastoralists’ encroachment on to farming land,
which often resulted in crop damage on the one hand, and also with the
seeming escape with impunity due to what they called an unholy relationship
between the pastoralists in question and the local leaders. This kind of
relationship creates a sense of paranoia among farmers that local leaders
protect some individual interests to the detriment of the security of farmers, a
situation even believed to cause worsened relations between the two groups.

Due to what can be seen as excessive levels of exhibiting double standards
between the different groups by the relevant authorities, the state of insecurity
between farmers and pastoralists has continued to prevail. For example,
various interviewed farmers and government officials revealed that often injuries
and deaths occur due to the now-seemingly acceptable tradition allowing the
pastoralists to walk in public while fully armed with traditional weapons including
swords, knives, clubs and sticks, unlike other communities. In Ghana, it was
also revealed that youth groups from opposing parties, i.e. farmers and
pastoralists, use similar local weapons for fighting during the heightened
tensions (Tonah 2006). It is therefore imminent that such a situation will
contribute to their aggressiveness, sense of pride and provocative behaviour
which can easily lead to an attack whenever confronted by farmers in their
(farmers’) course of protecting crops from damage. For instance, the District
Resident Magistrate expressed the following opinion:

The killings do happen so frequently because the pastoralists walk along with
their traditional weapons. So when one drive the livestock into one’s farm, and
174

one gets to know that trying to protect the crops from being destroyed by the
livestock would attract a strike with a sword, one has to be quiet in order to save
his/her life. Therefore, the security on the side of the farmers is highly
minimised. In this regard, farmers have been affected in many ways. Some of
the farmers have died while protecting their crops. Other farmers have been
beaten and injured33.
In this regard, farmers appear to be a weaker group in farmer-pastoralist conflict
relations which is often disadvantaged by crop damage or encroachment onto
their farming lands. However, continued damage to their crops with no relevant
redressing mechanisms does inevitably imply that farmers’ means of
subsistence/livelihood are increasingly being jeopardised. This situation creates
heightened grievances, tension and ultimately farmer-organised retaliatory
measures. Farmers in this regard have been reported to use weapons such as
machetes, axes, bows and arrows when carrying out their retaliatory attacks on
pastoralists’ villages and properties. Such actions of using weapons for both
groups are quite common in many heightened situations of tension between
farmers and pastoralists elsewhere in Ghana (Tonah 2006). It has been found
that “radical youths from both communities have acquired weapons such as
bows and arrows, as well as firearms to defend themselves against attacks and
to pursue their parochial group interests” (Tonah 2006: 170). One of the deadly
events revealed during interviews and discussions was the 2015 event where
Mfuru farmers attacked the Mabwegere pastoralists’ villages and their
businesses located in Dumila Township. This situation prompted fighting,
injuries, killings, rapes and destruction of pastoralists’ huts (bomas) as reported
by (IWGIA 2015b).
7.1.2. A state of food insecurity among communities
Concurrent to the perceived state of human insecurity, conducted interviews
and discussions show that farmer-pastoralist conflicts precipitate a state of food
insecurity among community members residing in the conflict areas. Although
both farmers and pastoralists who were interviewed seemed to agree on this,
their perceptions of what constitutes food insecurity appeared to differ
significantly.
33

The respondent was an assistant district court magistrate who served as a key informant on behalf of
the district court resident magistrate. Interviewing her aimed at getting the insight into her professional,
legal, and practical perspectives regarding farmer-pastoralist conflicts dynamics.
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7.1.2.1. Farmers’ perspectives
Farmers, on the one hand, relate food insecurity to a state of insufficiency of
food to meet their food needs all year round. Although there may be other
factors, farmers who participated in the interviews linked such inefficiency with
the ongoing land conflicts between farmers and pastoralists as equally reported
in the dryland of west Africa (Shettima and Tar 2008) and the horn of Africa,
such as Somalia, Sudan and Ethiopia (Pavanello and Scott-Villiers 2013). One
of the issues highlighted to contribute to food insufficiency was the lack of
sufficient farming land (land scarcity) partly believed to be caused by the
invasion of the pastoralists on to the land they reserved for farming activities.
They stressed that even the little they managed to produce was being
destroyed by the livestock while still on the field. As one participant in one focus
group discussion in Kilangali village argues:
Some of us have been affected with hunger because they have been invading
on to our farms and feed their livestock with our crops sometimes when the
cropping season is close to an end. Eventually, we become unable to grow
new crops, a situation leaving us with nothing to rely on for food and other
needs34.
In Kitete ward, most of the interviewed farmers expressed their opinion that the
occupation of their farming land by the pastoralists from Mabwegere village was
a reason for the reduced productivity they experienced. This implies that
farmers had to find alternative means for survival. This may include renting
pieces of land on a seasonal basis from those with a significant proportion of
land or working as cheap labourers on other people’s farms. While in the first
case, they have to use part of the little they manage to harvest in order to pay
for the land rent, the amount gained in the second case is minimal and only
limited to the rainy seasons. This means the overall productivity and income
earned will hardly be able to sustain respective families all year long.

Another factor perceived to cause a state of food insecurity among farmers was
the lower productivity partly contributed to by pastoralists’ violent behaviour,
which scared farmers away from going to work into their fields, particularly when
34

These views were from a focus group discussion with farmers comprising both males and females of
varying age categories.
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tension surrounding the conflicts was very high. Worse, even those who
managed to do so had to spend most of their time guarding their crops against
the livestock on the one hand and also attending elongated related case
hearings at the court of law on the other hand. This has several implications for
food security in the district. First, farmers lack sufficient time to spend on other
income-generating activities or investing more in other farming activities. Denial
of opportunities to get involved in production activities has also been reported
elsewhere in Africa, where there has been displacement and blockades to the
access of vital resources and ultimately food scarcity and starvation, with the
situation being worse due to the increasing drought (Ofuoku and Isife 2009;
Pavanello and Scott-Villiers 2013). Second, household labour is underutilised.
While some of the family members would be working on the other farms, others
would be guarding crops in other fields. This means the amount to be produced
will be lower compared to when the families’ household labour could
concentrate more on production in the field. Third, there is a possibility that the
cost of production increases because some farmers may opt to hire other
people to protect their crops against damages. Inevitably, this has a negative
implication on the anticipated productivity while limiting the capacity of the
respective families to afford their family dietary needs throughout the year.
Of notable concern, however, farmers – especially in Kilangali village – said that
food insecurity among community members in their village was caused by the
denied opportunity for some farmers to cultivate twice in a year as used to
happen in the past. One of the major reasons given was the invasion of
livestock from different parts of Kilosa district, particularly during the dry season,
seeking to graze on the flood plains of Myombo River wetlands. It should be
noted that Kilangali village has been investing heavily in rice and vegetable
cropping on irrigated farmlands along the flood plains of Myombo River (NB. the
government has invested in irrigation infrastructures in this area). These
infrastructures have for a long time enabled local farmers and farmers from
other areas to practise double cultivation (during both rain and dry seasons), a
situation which was perceived to contribute to the increased productivity and
food availability among poor communities. However, participants’ views show
that, recently, there has been an influx of livestock from different places such as
Kiduhi, Ngaiti and Parakuyo villages to graze on the wetland, particularly during
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the dry seasons. This means that farmers with limited labour capacity (only a
few physically able family members) and inadequate income are unable to
cultivate during the dry season because they cannot afford the associated costs
of protection against crop damage. A notable concern was for those whose
plots were located at the peripherals of the flood plains as their fields were
reported to be extremely vulnerable to the destruction. The overall implication
is lowered productivity which also implies raised costs of food products in the
market while prompting the poor to spend the little they have to buy food for
their families.
7.1.2.2. Pastoralists’ perspectives
As opposed to the farmers, pastoralists expressed their opinions that food
insecurity is a state where the amount of livestock available fails to provide
them with sufficient food for all year round. Traditionally, and based on their
perspectives, Maasai pastoralists – who are the predominant group of
pastoralists in Kilosa district – rely on livestock for most of their necessities of
life including food and other livelihood amenities. This means they use livestock
for meat and milk on the one hand and also sell livestock in order to get income
to buy food and maintain other livelihood amenities on the other hand. In this
regard, any blow affecting their livestock productivity has implications on their
respective livelihood wellbeing and more so to their perceived food security.
Most of the participants’ perceptions indicated that the livestock wellbeing and
number of livestock individuals owned were reportedly being affected by the
recurrence of violent conflicts in the district. In particular, participants in both
pastoral villages of Kiduhi and Mabwegere argued that when violent conflicts
occur or when livestock are encountered grazing on the crop field, farmers
retaliate by chopping their limbs with a machete, an action prompting their death
or being slaughtered prematurely. As one of the participants says:
We get affected by these conflicts because the farmers chase us when we go to
graze on their land, and they also cut the legs of our livestock. By so doing, they
make us bankrupt. When the cattle are injured and killed, we become
bankrupt35.

35

These views were given by one of the youth pastoralists perceived to be old enough to have a
sufficient lived experience about the conflicts in question. Interviewing some of the youths was very
important this was perceived to be the most active group in grazing and protecting the livestock.
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This means some pastoralists lose their main source of food and income, a
situation which implies a low ability to meet the household food and dietary
requirements for most of the time during the year.

Subsequent to the loss of livestock through death and injuries, other pastoralists
expressed their concerns that conflicts prompt them to sell part of the livestock
in order to pay for the fines and compensation following charges associated
with crop damages. This means that the number of livestock that would be
used or sold in order to get food for the family is significantly reduced. This
situation affects the ability to meet food requirements, particularly if a pastoralist
in question owns only a few livestock. Moreover, other participants reported that
conflict situations which have been prevalent in the district most of the time
deny their rights to access water points and reliable pasture, a situation
perceived to contribute to the deterioration of the health and death of livestock,
particularly during the dry season. As one of the interview extracts from a
focus group discussion with the pastoralists state:

They want our livestock to die. For example, last year, approximately 2,000
cattle plus died in this village alone due to the lack of pasture and water. If you
go to the places where you can get water, you would be arrested. It reached a
stage where we felt we had nothing to lose. People sacrificed themselves to go
to those areas amid the threat of being arrested and put into custody in order to
ensure that their livestock had something to eat and drink36.
With such remarkable losses, it becomes apparent that some of the pastoralists
are impoverished. This means that their purchasing power is reduced, a
situation which consequently contributes to their lower ability to cope with the
food requirements for the whole year.

Additionally, more perspectives reveal that the conflict between farmers and
pastoralists has been associated with confiscation of livestock by the police or
eviction of the pastoralists as one of the control mechanisms. In Mabwegere
village, for example, pastoralists in a focus group discussion reported a recent
incident where the village was invaded by the police who captured the livestock

36

These views were given during a focus group discussion comprising of male pastoralists of varying age
categories.
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following a deadly conflict with the neighbouring farmers of Mfuru village that
resulted in death and injuries. Such information has also been reported by
IWIGIA (2015). According to this briefing note, a total of 160 livestock belonging
to the Maasai pastoralists were confiscated following a conflict with farmers in
January 2015, though some were reported to have been returned after tempers
had cooled down. However, the implications on food security remain apparent.
While it may lead to the loss of livestock for some of the pastoralists, the
situation may equally scare the pastoralists away from accessing distant
pastures and water, prompting the starvation of the livestock.

This means

marketability of the livestock and ability to produce milk for family consumption
or sale is reduced, a situation culminating in lowered food access ability.
Notably, other perspectives emerged that conflict prevalence prompts the
pastoralists to spend a substantial amount of money during the dry season on
subcontracting small herds of livestock to the hired herders to take the livestock
away for water and pasture. Although this may be acknowledged as one of the
diversification strategies, the truth of the matter is that the strategy costs them a
significant proportion of money that they would probably use for buying food
and other dietary needs.
7.1.3. Disrupted social relations
Interviews and focus group discussions indicate that these conflicts are
increasingly leading to a widening social cleavage between farmers and
pastoralists. It was notably reported that the relationship between them keeps
on deteriorating, particularly when the tension around conflicts becomes very
high. While some of the farmers reported pastoralists as their enemies due to
their aggressiveness and contemptuous behaviour, others perceived them as
people who disregard humanity when it comes to having access to water and
pasture. As one participant in a focus group discussion with farmers said:
Currently, we do not have a good relationship with the pastoralists; only a state
of enormity exists between us. For example, I cannot invite a pastoralist for a
meal as what I prepare comes from the farm, which he destroyed by feeding his
livestock. Even when I have a ceremony, I cannot invite him because I do not
have food for him because he would have fed it with his livestock37.

37

Respondents comprised a group of both male and female farmers aged from 30 and above and who
were considered to have a sufficient lived experience about farmer-pastoralist conflicts dynamics.
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Their point of reference was that they are often ready to fight, injure and kill
whoever stands in their way of those vital resources. Moreover, some others
said that pastoralists are the source of their poverty following their increasing
deliberate behaviour of grazing on the crop fields. However, while this was the
case as reported by farmers, pastoralists had similar views concerning a
disrupted relationship with farmers. One pastoralist participant in Mabwegere
village’s focus group discussion was quoted as follows:

Even other people are afraid to undertake their economic activities around their
households because they live in fear. This is because these conflicts sometimes
cause death to others. Some of our people have been killed, and in the
neighbouring villages, they have already lost some lives. If the government had
resolved these conflicts in the first place, these conflicts would not have gone
that far38.
In other words, farmers are scared to access distant farms for fear of the
attacks from the pastoralists despite the surrounding farm areas being too small
to accommodate the needs of the swelling populations, with a typical case
existing between Mfuru farmers and Mabwegere pastoralists. Field experience
and participant views show that while Mfuru farmers possessed some bushy
farms along the borders of Mabwegere village, they were not able to cultivate
them because of the tension between the two villages. In Ghana’s Volta Basin,
the tension between farmers and Fulbe pastoralists has equally been reported
to avoid farmers’ accessibility of bushy farms for fear of attacks (Tonah 2006), a
situation reportedly to increase scarcity of farming land.

This emerging enormity of the relationship reflects several key aspects. First,
the modern structures of conflict management have been penetrating the
traditional systems, a situation which has probably led to the disruption of the
local capacity to manage relations and conflict based on the local norms and
values. This sentiment has been echoed by (Hussen 1998).

However,

disruption of social relations between these two groups cannot just be reduced
to the disruption of the social systems alone. The literature has highlighted
38

These views emanated from a focus group discussion with the Mabwegere pastoralists. The group
comprised of male pastoralists with different age categories including youth and elders. A all were
perceived to have a sufficient lived experience about farmer-pastoralist conflicts because of their level
of maturity.
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several ecological and political dynamics that have caused the complexity of
resource-use relations among different actors, the conflicts emanating from
which become a difficulty for local systems to manage. Issues such as climate
change, population increases and changes in land ownership regimes form just
a few examples (see chapter two) of the factors that have heightened
competition of resource and the souring relationship among resource users,
more profoundly among farmers and pastoralists.

In a more or less similar way, the pastoralists view their relationship with
farmers as periodically deteriorating, particularly when the conflicts are at their
peak.

They said that they often fail to visit the farmers’ villages at times

because of the paranoia (this has economic implications as well). This means
farmers cannot sell their products and pastoralists cannot buy food and other
household needs for their survival). Equally, as it was for the farmers,
pastoralists were scared to graze on distant pastures for fear of farmers’ attacks
unless they were permitted by the owners (under mutually agreed terms) or
where doing so in groups, particularly during the period of high tension. Tonah
(2006) has equally echoed similar sentiments on the Ghanaian farmerpastoralist conflicts in the Volta Basin case as reported above.

For both, the high tension period means a relatively long period after the violent
and fatal conflicts have occurred. Though the implications highlighted in the
previous paragraph may apply for the pastoralists’ perceptions as well, there is
a possibility that the current increase of the numbers of livestock kept by the
pastoralists is equally leading to even more demands for grazing land, a
situation which implies more tension and distorted relationships with farmers.
Subsequently, the widely reported concern during the interviews and discussion
that the increasing trend of hiring herders was also contributing to the disrupted
relations cannot be underestimated. This is due to the probable fact that these
herders were youths from the recent generation and who may be coming from
distant pastoralist communities. It is difficult for such youths to possess
emotional ties with the farming communities or nurture/value the good
relationship that has existed between the pastoralists and the neighbouring
farmers for decades.
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7.1.4. Retarded social and economic development
More or less related to food insecurity as narrated above, conflicts between
farmers and pastoralists were perceived to contribute to the stagnation of the
broad context of economic growth in the district. Farmers view the existence of
a conflict in their respective villages as one of the key hindrances for their full
engagement in agricultural activities. For instance, a traditional leader from
Kilangali village says:
To be honest, if for example your three hectares of crops have been destroyed
while you were expecting them to feed you and give you other needs for two or
more years you become confused. These pastoralists halt our development. It
is difficult to have any development. No matter how hard one tries to work, it is
difficult to succeed under such context39.
In a similar alignment of thoughts, a MVIWATA official argues:
Imagine a farmer whose warehouse with 50 bags of rice is burned down, do you
think if he were to sell those bags, he would struggle economically? No, he
would do something useful; he would, for instance, take his kids to school, build
a beautiful house and invest in something he could manage40.
Probing shows that many farmers restrained themselves from expanding their
fields or engaging in irrigated farming during the dry season for fear of the
invasion of the livestock. It should be noted that while increasing livestock has
led to frequent trespasses of the livestock into the crop fields, the dry seasons
attract large groups of livestock from different places, such as Twatwatwa,
Ngaiti and Parakuyo to the irrigated flood plains, which the farmers depend on
for rice and vegetable cultivation. According to them, even with the little they try
to invest in the farm, they end up harvesting none or very little because the
livestock comes and destroys the crops. This implies that the farmers’ income is
stagnated, making them unable to meet the basic social-economic needs of the
family, including access to better health care, financing of children’s education,
clothes, construction of better houses and other livelihood amenities. In similar
findings, Tonah (2006) argues that indeed farmer-pastoralist conflicts have

39

These views were provided by one of the respected village elders in the capacity of the key informant.
He was considered as one of the respected traditional leaders of the Kilangali village.
40 The respondent was one of the high ranked officials at the MVIWATA-NGO headquarters in Morogoro
who was interviewed as a key informant in the capacity of the head of the organization.
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affected farmers in conflict-affected areas of Ghana, leaving them to struggle to
meet the basic necessities of life through diversified economic activities.

However, the threat from pastoralists’ invasions is not a sufficient explanation
for the stagnation of the farmers’ activities. Further perspectives suggested that
farmers spend a lot of their time in the field while guarding crops against
damage by the livestock. Such time was also reported to be wasted while
attending litigations related to the conflict in question at the police stations,
courts of law and village administrative offices. This explains that time that could
be invested in more agricultural activities or other income-generating activities is
significantly reduced, a situation having significant implications for their income
and economic wellbeing at large. Moreover, poor economic wellbeing was
perceived to be partly caused by unnecessary time and money spent on
treating and nursing casualties resulting from the conflicts. Spending of money
that could be used for further investment or to meet other livelihood needs in
treating injuries inevitably shakes the economic strength of the causality in
question. In this regard, farmer-pastoralist conflicts in the affected areas cannot
be separated from poor yields, inadequate income, poor livelihood and the
general economic ineffectiveness in the district, bearing in mind that the groups
being affected are the taxpayers. A statement from one of the farmer
participants complements this as follows:

Mfuru village has been affected by these conflicts to a greater extent. Its
economy, together with that of other places in Kilosa districts, has severely
been affected with the persistence of these conflicts. You may plan to cultivate
at least five acres, but you fail because of wary of the pastoralists. There is a
possibility that you would be able to earn 30 bags from five acres, had it been
possible to cultivate them all, but because of the uncertainties brought about by
these conflicts you end up failing. The pastoralists never allow us to cultivate
our farms to our capacity. If we force to cultivate significant areas, they will wait
until the crops are grown up to the knee size and then drive in their livestock for
grazing at night. When that happens, it is challenging to trace the perpetrator
because the Maasai pastoralists by nature never mention the wrongdoer. You
cannot be doing the cultivation work and then spend all days guarding it against
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livestock invasion. It is challenging. In that sense, the farming activities shrink
down, and the economy of the farmers collapses41.
While the above focuses more on how conflict affects farmers’ economic
wellbeing, pastoralists, on the other hand, appear to possess similar views.
When the question about the perceived effects of the farmer-pastoralist conflicts
was asked, some of the pastoralists said that their economic development was
equally being affected. Several factors were linked to this poor economic
development.

First, the conflict environment restricts them from accessing

distant pastures and water in farmer-owned areas (perceived encroached
grazing land) for fear of attack from groups of farmers. This means that their
livestock are starved, particularly during the dry seasons, leading to ill health
and death. Animals in ill health attract inferior prices in the market while the
livestock deaths were contributing to total impoverishment for the pastoralists
whose main activity is livestock keeping. Although this may contribute to the
pastoralists’ struggle to meet expenses for their families’ social and livelihood
expenses, the district income may also be affected. The MVIWATA official in
this case says:

Sometimes you see news on media that 50 cows have been poisoned; maybe
farmers have put poison on the grasses or slashed the cattle. The year before
last, there was a bad example in Mvomero district where farmers killed some
livestock. This incidence frequently happens in Kilosa; people have been living
like refugees! If society lives like refugees, they will not do any development
activity because they do not know what will happen in the future42.
Deaths of livestock, in this case, imply a reduced number of livestock being sent
to the markets (auctions), a situation contributing to reduced amounts of fees
collected by the district council for various socio-economic services and projects
in the districts. This may include lack of sufficient funds to reinvest back into
livestock service provisions such as veterinary services, dam refurbishment and
dip maintenance.

41

The respondent was one of the male farmers who was old enough to have a sufficient lived
experience about farmer-pastoralist conflicts dynamics in Kilosa district.
42 The respondent was one of the high ranked officials at the MVIWATA-NGO headquarters in Morogoro
who was interviewed as a key informant in the capacity of the head of the organization.
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Further perspectives show that pastoralists’ economic situation is affected by
spending large sums of money in order to sustain their livestock during the dry
periods – the season during which the village rangelands face extreme scarcity
of pasture and water for the livestock. Probing for more information revealed
that due to the unfriendly neighbourhood in farming villages, pastoralists
distribute large herds into smaller herds and assign them to the hired young
herders in order to take them to distant pastures. This has several implications
for the economic downfall. First, a substantial amount of money is paid to the
herders, and in this case, pastoralists may be prompted to sell some of their
livestock in order to meet the associated expenses. Second, is the likelihood
that the livestock can trespass into farmers’ territories while on the way to
distant pastures in other villages or government-protected areas. This
circumstance may subject the pastoralists to the payment of fines in order to
compensate for the associated damages. In Kiduhi and Mabwegere villages,
for example, the perspectives that emerged suggest that pastoralists used to
take livestock into distant villages such as Ulaya and occasionally trespassed
into buffer zones surrounding Mikumi National Park where, if caught, they risked
being confiscated by the relevant authorities or subjected to hefty fines. This
explains why a state of conflict was perceived to cause effects on economic
development, consequently resulting in struggles in handling essential services
such as food, health, education, social responsibilities and other livelihood
amenities among the affected pastoralists.
7.1.5. Displacement and loss of properties
With regard to the displacement of people, perspectives that emerged during
interviews and discussion show that when farmer-pastoralist conflicts turn
violent, they cause displacement of people from their homesteads. Further
probing shows that most of the affected groups in this regard are the pastoralist
communities following revenge attacks from farmers. Even worse, women and
children become the most vulnerable victims as men can quickly flee when the
situation becomes unbearable. It was revealed that women and children hide
themselves in bushes while a few unlucky ones are subjected to rapes and
intimidation. When the situation is like this, it means that there are associated
socio-economic consequences to the community. In the first place, children are
pulled out of schools to accompany their parents in hiding places. Both women
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and children become victims of malaria and outbreaks of diseases as sheltering
in bushes is not a safe option for human health. In addition, displacement
implies a denied opportunity for both men and women to involve themselves in
various income-earning activities to support their family’s livelihood. Many of the
displacements were reported to involve eviction of pastoralists or livestock by
the police during operations while leaving the victims uncertain about their
livelihood wellbeing. A focus group discussion with Mabwegere pastoralists
states:
Instead of getting rid of farms from our grazing areas, they took our livestock,
what they did was to come into our areas and grab our livestock and take them
to Msowero camp. That means those soldiers were directed by our enemies
who want to grab our lands, they brought them to our areas and took our
livestock to the camp43.
In other words, such a situation encourages poverty and inevitable trauma for
the children which could probably haunt them throughout their lives and may
consequently lead to poor performance in schools and a feeling of revenge in
their minds in the future.
With regard to the loss of properties, views from different interview participants,
including

pastoralists,

village

administrative

leaders

and

MVIWATA

representatives, show that violent farmer-pastoralist conflicts have often
contributed to crop damage, destruction of homesteads (Maasai pastoralists’
huts particularly) and business investments. For instance, in a key informant
interview, the MVIWATA official said:
When there are conflicts, all Maasai houses built in towns are set ablaze. I
remember there was a time Maasai guest houses at Dumila were burned down.
When Maasai are getting into a fight, in most cases, they kill people. When
there is a conflict, Maasai assault farmers because they are, by nature, fighting
warriors, they have many techniques, so when conflicts escalate; farmers are
being hurt to a greater extent. Sometimes, deaths occur on both sides; some
Maasai lose their lives, but more farmers lose lives than pastoralists including
setting their houses ablaze. In this case, they have as well destroyed Maasai’s
properties they have invested in the town. I remember the year before last year

43

Respondents were a group of male pastoralists comprising of different age setting. These include
youth-commonly known as Morans and elders, all considered to have a sufficient lived experience about
farmer-pastoralist conflicts dynamics in the district.
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the Maasai were hunted down everywhere even in Morogoro town and
assaulted by the farmers44.
Farmers, on the one hand, claim to have incurred losses when their crops are
destroyed, sometimes in what they called deliberate action of grazing on their
crops. Arguably, this feeling inevitably incites violent revenge, particularly when
the relevant authorities are not making fair and timely decisions to address the
conflicts. On the other hand, pastoralists had the view that farmers have not
been reacting responsibly. They said that when only one or a few pastoralists
are involved in crop damage, farmers have been invading their villages in
organised groups instead of seeking amicable resolution through relevant
channels. However, these so-called relevant channels, such as the village
authorities, the police, the district council and the court were blamed for not
taking appropriate actions whenever such events occur. This may reflect the
vested interests of some of the leaders (benefiting from rents or corruption),
overlapping laws that create confusion over who should intervene and at what
levels, and/or just lack of commitment of the responsible institutions. In what
can be seen as less functional intervening mechanisms, in addition to injuries
and killings on both sides, pastoralists report having lost properties when an
invasion occurs. From a similar viewpoint, IWGIA (2015b) has reported that as
a result of such conflicts Maasai pastoralists’ huts have been burned and
household belongings (e.g. pots, bedding and valuables) destroyed while some
of the investments in the town centre of Dumila involving pastoralist-owned
pubs, business houses and guest houses have been destroyed. This explains
the extent to which farmer-pastoralist conflicts can be detrimental to peace and
socio-economic development when the causes or early warning signs are not
addressed accordingly by the relevant authorities.
7.1.6. Increased costs of production
Interviews and discussions reveal that the increased cost of production was
another socio-economic effect widely perceived to be caused by farmerpastoralist conflicts. To the farmers, the existence of the conflicts meant the use
of more financial resources and time to cultivate and plant new crops when the
livestock has destroyed the earlier ones. However, this option becomes viable
44

The respondent was one of the high ranked officials at the MVIWATA-NGO headquarters in Morogoro
who was interviewed as a key informant in the capacity of the head of the organization.
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only if the rain season still allows crops to grow to maturity. This means in the
cases where crop destruction occurs during mid-season or towards the end of
the cropping season, replacement will not be possible. In this case, affected
farmers end up harvesting nothing in that particular year, a situation reflecting
total economic catastrophe to the farmers in question.

The increased cost of production was also perceived to be partly caused by the
time or money spent on hiring labourers to guard the crop fields against the
invasion of the livestock. In Kilangali village, where there were well-developed
irrigation infrastructures along Myombo River, increased costs of production
were said to emanate from the frequent rehabilitation of the livestock-damaged
irrigation infrastructures every season. In other words, destruction by the influx
of the livestock during the dry seasons prompts individual farmers and the local
government council to commit extra resources for renovation.

This has

implications on the net income from the overall production. For instance, if a
farmer expects to earn a gross amount of £600 from 20 bags of rice he harvests
per acre, and if he spent a total of £300 for inputs, the net income will be £300.
If further extra costs spent on guarding against crop damage and renovation of
the damaged infrastructures amount to £50, it implies that the net income
becomes further reduced to £250. It can, therefore, be concluded that indeed,
farmer-pastoralist conflicts contribute to the reduced farm productivity, leading
to low returns from their farm investments.

While the farmers refer to the incurred cost of production by the farmers,
pastoralists’ views, on the other hand, seemed to relate their perceived
increased costs of production with the resources they invest occasionally in the
construction of dams for their livestock. Although they acknowledged the receipt
of assistance from the district council authority or TANAPA, they argue that
nearly all the available dams could not sustain the livestock needs throughout
the dry season. This implies that either the dams were not constructed to the
required depth/standard or they were poorly managed. As observed during the
fieldwork, livestock grazed and approached the dams through the water
catchment areas, a situation which leads to soil erosion which inevitably
becomes washed and deposited into the dam by rains. The pastoralists
reported having been contributing from their own pockets in order to rehabilitate
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the dams or dig individual deep, small ponds to enable their livestock to drink.
They used this approach to cope with the situation in a context where
assistance from the authorities or well-wishers was not sufficient for their needs.
Based on their views, the extra cost incurred was caused by restricted access
to permanent water sources (rivers), a situation that was contributed to mostly
by poor resource governance and distribution by the relevant authorities.
The field experience shows that the two pastoralists’ villages of Kiduhi and
Mabwegere were located far away from permanent rivers, unlike the farmers’
villages of Kilangali and Mfuru. Walwa (2019) notes a similar situation in
Kisarawe district, Tanzania, where distancing pastoralists’ grazing areas from
permanent water sources has led to the dependency on costly and
unsustainable water dams. This explains why a state of conflict between
farmers and pastoralists, and agricultural-biased government policies has led to
increased costs of livestock production, among other factors. Moreover, farmerpastoralist conflicts were reported by the pastoralists to have added to the cost
of production through hiked costs invested in taking care of the large herd,
particularly during the dry season where it is difficult to get access to sufficient
pasture, as one of the interviewed pastoralists stated:

Some pastoralists from Kiduhi village have often been going in other villages to
buy land for grazing. This applies to those owning vast herds of livestock that
could not be accommodated at one place and get sufficient pasture and water.
The owners of such herds buy new areas and then distribute the herd into
portions that would be kept on those areas. That is how individuals are trying to
cope with the current situation45.

7.2. Positive impacts of farmer-pastoralist conflicts
As opposed to the negative impacts discussed above, research findings have
equally shown that farmer-pastoralist conflicts can result in positive impacts on
the community. Some perceived aspects, as revealed during interviews and
discussions, include the emergence of diversified livelihood activities, and
change in land-use patterns and regulations which have been perceived to
reduce some forms of inequalities in land tenure rights.
45

The respondent was a male pastoralist who was old enough to have a sufficient lived experience
about farmer-pastoralist conflicts dynamics in Kilosa.
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7.2.1. The emergence of diversified livelihood activities
Unlike the negative impacts farmer-pastoralist conflicts have caused, further
interviews and discussions reveal that they have equally contributed to some
positive impacts on the community. Varying perspectives from the participants
in the pastoralist villages attempt to substantiate this.

The seemingly

unpromising future in pastoralism due to the increasing land conflicts has made
some of the pastoralists change their minds by gradually focusing on other
diversified livelihood activities. Probing for more information revealed that some
of the activities include sending children to school and building commercial
houses in towns and cities (guest houses, hotels, shops and residential houses
for renting). As one pastoralist in a focus group discussion states:

Some of the pastoralists owning large herds of livestock are selling them out
and go to invest in commercial buildings such as the residential and guest
houses. Equally, some are now using the income they get from selling the
livestock to send their children to school because they have realised that the
future in livestock keeping is not guaranteed46.
In line with these views, the field experience shows that some commercial
buildings, such as those mentioned above, were established in the town centres
of Dumila and Kilosa while an interview with a key informant (MVIWATA official)
also revealed that such investments were established even in big cities like
Morogoro. Interestingly, one of the guest houses I used while in the field in the
rural area of Kivungu belonged to a Maasai pastoralist.

This increasing focus on business implies that pastoralists are increasingly
selling part of their livestock herd in order to get cash for investing in other
enterprises. It is likely that the increasing population and agricultural expansion
has added uncertainties to the future of pastoralism as the main source of
livelihood. In this regard, the selling of livestock while relocating the income to
other forms of enterprises serves as a significant contribution to the relief of the
pressure over the land resources. Arguably, this makes a substantial
contribution to the reduction of conflicts with farming communities. In other
46

The respondents were a group of the male pastoralists of varying age settings, including youth and
elders who were all considered to have a sufficient lived experience about farmer-pastoralists conflict
dynamics in the district.
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words, the views indicate a growing sense of agro-pastoralism where an
individual becomes engaged in both agriculture and livestock keeping. This has
been credited by various scholars in Senegal and Kenya as a positive move
towards the reduction of unnecessary clashes between the two land-user
groups (O’Bannon 2006; Greiner 2017). Experience shows that in areas like
Mwanza and Shinyanga, where agro-pastoralism has been a dominant form of
production, violent clashes are sporadic, unlike in areas such as Morogoro
where the Maasai pastoralists live. Perhaps the only exception is the clash
between the agro-pastoralists and the game reserves.

Concurrent to commercial investments, more views suggest that pastoralists
also seem to have started to buy land not only in order to invest in crop farming
but also for speculative purposes. Several reasons may be behind such
changes. First, livestock alone cannot sustain the surging population of the
pastoralists through natural birth and migration, and therefore, involvement in
farming seeks to fill this gap. Second, pastoralists are losing hope because of
the increasing land scarcity and unpredictable climate change that increase
uncertainties in accessing pasture and water. In other words, pastoralists are
increasingly turning to agro-pastoralism as opposed to traditional pastoralism.
For instance, one participant in a focus group discussion with the pastoralists
was quoted as saying:

You know, this society depended entirely on meat and milk, and at that time, it
was not easy to find someone starving because the food was sufficient. Now,
due to climate change, those products which were obtained from livestock such
as milk are not sufficient. The livestock are not fed enough to produce sufficient
milk. So, there have been signs of hunger in the society, and the government
has been assisting with both materials and educational programme on
agriculture in order for them to be able to produce their food from the farm.
After provision of agricultural education, some people started to engage
themselves in mixed farming. Following the increase in milk scarcity, other
people started selling their cattle to neighbouring villages in order to buy some
food or invest in agriculture47.

47

The respondents were a group of the male pastoralists of varying age settings, including youth and
elders who were all considered to have a sufficient lived experience about farmer-pastoralists conflict
dynamics in the district.
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In this regard, there is the possibility that the tension between farmers and
pastoralists will decrease in the future, as experience has shown that in agropastoralist regions such as Mwanza and Shinyanga the incidents of farmerpastoralist conflict are almost negligible. Moreover, where conflicts resulting
from crop damage occur, they are quickly resolved because they are the people
are keeping livestock and engaging in farming at the same time. In other words,
they both recognise the value of the crops and how painful it would be if they
were damaged by livestock. Moreover, the feeling that everyone’s livestock
might at one time be involved in crop damage serves as a tool for easing the
resolution of the conflict in question. O’Bannon (2006) has also echoed a similar
sentiment where agro-pastoralism appears to have played a significant role in
handling conflicts between farmers and pastoralists in Senegal despite not
being a formal government policy. However, more implications for these
changes can be linked to the increasing land scarcity and multidimensional land
use prompted by the changing political and ecological environments that have
made pastoralists foresee no future in traditional forms of livestock keeping.
Many of the international and domestic policies discourage the pastoralism
mode of livestock keeping. The widespread discourses in the policy arena are
the environmental destruction by the transhumant pastoralists. Instead, they
have been propagating on the agricultural modernisation. This might be among
the things that have brought changes to the mindsets of the pastoralists.

However, while this was the case for the pastoralists, farmer participants
expressed distinct views.

Most of them did not see any positive impacts

emanating from the conflict apart from the negative impacts. Regarding this,
the collected evidence shows that there were varying perceptions between
farmers and pastoralists. For instance, during the interview, one farmer
participant was quoted as saying:

There are no positive changes rather than the continued increase in these
conflicts. I tell you, these conflicts have caused numerous deaths. There is one
guy here who was beaten to death with the machete while protecting his rice
field from being invaded by the livestock. Up to this moment, there is no
proceeding case regarding that event48.
48

The respondent was one of the male elder farmers considered to have a sufficient lived experience
about farmer-pastoralist conflicts dynamics in the district.
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It therefore shows that, for the farmers, conflicts are about the harmful effects
alone. This could probably be due to, first, farmers being the most affected
group because of their heavy reliance on agricultural activities, which are
seasonally based, as opposed to their fellow pastoralists who own liquid assets
which can be sold at any time of the year. To them, the destruction of crops,
particularly when the season for planting the new ones is over, reflects the
shattered hopes for their subsistence for the rest of the year. Second, the
farmers’ concerns regarding the losses incurred are not addressed accordingly
by the relevant authorities.
7.2.2. Change in land-use patterns and regulations
Study findings further reveal that land conflicts including those involving farmers
and pastoralists have led to the introduction of several changes in land-user
rights and governance. In the first place, the interviewed district council officials
(key informants) said that conflicts had prompted the district to come up with the
land-use plan strategy in order to demarcate grazing land from farming land.
Their views suggested that this was one way of reducing competition and
clashes between farmers and pastoralists. One of the officials was quoted as
saying:

I think the conflicts have brought some positive impacts because as a district we
have now come up with the village land-use planning49.
The related official document shows that indeed this was a district-wide landuse plan strategy where the livestock were supposed to graze in allocated
places and not otherwise, while farmers were also being restricted from
accessing the grazing land for farming. This implies that by restricting livestock
in the allocated zones, clashes between farmers and pastoralists would be
avoided or reduced to a greater extent. To ensure that the plan works, among
other things, reviewed official documents show that several bylaws were
negotiated and passed by the local councillors’ assembly in order to control
livestock numbers through restricting indiscriminate immigration and also
penalising the village leaders involved in inviting the pastoralists through
49

The respondent was a district livestock officer interviewed as a key informant in the capacity of the
district executive director (DED).
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unscrupulous ways. In addition, identification of livestock through branding was
among many other strategies for monitoring the numbers of livestock in the
district, despite its viability seeming to be unrealistic because of the reluctance
to declare the exact number due to cultural myths and council tax evasion.
However, the success of this plan remains to be contested especially because
of the vested interests (local leaders’ rents and corruption benefits) and
challenging mechanism in controlling the inflow of livestock, particularly during
the dry season.

More importantly, farmer-pastoralist conflicts have been perceived to lead to the
registration of customary land-user rights as part of the proper land-use
planning in order to strengthen the security of tenure. The district council official
was again quoted as saying:

Now, the customarily owned farms can possess customary title deeds
nowadays. In other words, if it were not these conflicts, such changes would not
be in place today. In this regard, the adoption of land-use planning has resulted
in the introduction of customary land ownership titles50.
In other words, customary land registration is increasingly seen as a viable
option for protecting tenure rights against illegal eviction and confiscation,
consequently leading to reduced landlessness among the farming population.
More importantly, the introduction of registered customary user rights implies
the reduced inequality in land ownership as depriving one of it has been made
even more challenging (Shettima and Tar 2008). Buckles and Gerett (1999) put
it that conflicts provide avenues for the oppressed or the disadvantaged to
negotiate for the redress of perceived inequalities and deprived rights. This
means, therefore, that on reaching agreement and proper implementation of
land with well-defined user rights would inevitably contribute to unnecessary
encroachment and clashes between farmers and pastoralists as the land they
depend on for their livelihood activities would be protected, a situation which will
make a space available for all. This reduces the likelihood of the conflicts and
therefore avoids the risk of cultivating lands designated for livestock grazing.
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The respondent was a district agricultural officer interviewed as a key informant in the capacity of the
district executive director (DED).
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On the one hand, there has been a promising decrease in the number of
farmers going out to start new farms in the bushes, areas considered vulnerable
to livestock invasion. This makes the grazing land free from being cultivated
and an increase in crop-livestock proximity. On the other hand, pastoralists’
demarcations of the communal lands become vivid and formalised, a situation
preventing the likelihood of encroachment from farmers. In a seemingly more
positive change for the case of the pastoralists, the concept of the good landuse plan appears to have trickled down to the pastoralist villages as well. For
instance, in the focus group discussion with Kiduhi pastoralists, one participant
said:

Last year we introduced a Good Land Use Plan (GLUP) in our village, but
because we were in a severe land conflict with the Mbamba village, the
exercise could not be accomplished. If things had gone as planned, we would
now be having areas for graves, commuters’ stations, schools, residences,
dispensary and seasonal grazing zones51.
This is an indication that the pastoralists’ perceptions of sustainable land use
can change to positives provided that they are empowered and involved in
various decisions affecting how they should use their communal lands in a more
sustainable way. The idea of demarcating the grazing land into zones based on
rain and dry seasons implies improved management of grazing resources which
can consequently help to reduce scarcity during the dry seasons. However, the
realisation of the tangible results depends on whether the plan can actually be
put into implementation. More importantly, it also depends on whether they can
restrict the number of livestock kept, something that may need further education
programmes surrounding the importance of turning the livestock into liquid
assets in order to diversify into other income-generating activities. The official
district statistics show that by November 2016 at least the number of livestock
per grazing land exceeded twice the allocated grazing land area as indicated by
the district land-use plan in Table 7.1, and the corresponding analysis below.
This appeared to cause challenges to the implementation plans despite the
seemingly promising result should this setback be ironed out.
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Respondents were a group of pastoralists comprising both males and females of different age
settings. Note that males were dominant in this group because of the culture of the Maasai pastoralists
restricting women from expressing themselves about community matters.
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Figure 7. 1: Kilosa district land-use plan showing the allocation of grazing
land
Serial

Ward

Village

Grazing

No.

land

G.Capacity [ 2(ha)/L.U]

(ha)

1

Parakuyo

Parakuyo

30,830.00

15,415

2

Parakuyo

Ngaite

34,580.00

17,290

3

Kilangali

Kiduhi

24, 270.00

12,135

4

Dumila

Kwambe

12,000.00

6,000

5

Kitete

Mabwegere

10, 232.00

5,116

6

Msowero

Msowero

7200.00

3600

7200.00

3600

GODES
7

Madoto

Mbwade

8

Mikumi

Ihombwe (Mfilisi)

34,704.00

9

Berega

Berega

432.00

216

10

Magubike

Magubike

364.40

182

11

Masanze

Dodoma Isanga

114.80

57

12

Masanze

Lunenzi

950.80

475

13

Malolo

Malolo A

1,094.80

547

14

Ruaha

Ruaha

504.30

252

15

Mvumi

Mvumi

2,224.00

16

Mhenda

Mhenda

600.00

300

17

Mhenda

Kitunduweta

222.50

111

18

Ulaya

U/Mbuyuni

44.5

19

Ulaya

U/Kibaoni

472.00

236

20

Zombo

Kigunga

132.00

66

21

Zombo

Nyali

156.00

78

22

Zombo

Kisanga

246.00

123

23

Chanzuru

Mfuluni

325.30

163

24

Chanzuru

Idete

208.10

104

25

Lumbiji

Kisongwe

3,836.20

26

Maguha

Maguha

895.60

27

NARCO

Mkata ranch

51,310.00

25,655

Total

225,149.40

112,575

17,352

1,112

22

1918
448

Source: District official strategic plan document for the management of land conflict as passed
by the local councillors’ assembly on 10th November 2016.

The table above shows that the total land size allocated for livestock keeping
across the district is 225,149.40 hectares. This means it can accommodate a
total of 112,575 livestock per year in a situation where the grazing capacity is 2
hectares per unit livestock. While the identification exercise was still going on, it
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was reported that by 30th November 2016 the total livestock numbers amounted
to 208,195 including 169,341 cattle, 122,948 goats, 23,436 sheep and 2,258
donkeys. This means 95,620 more hectares of grazing lands were still needed if
the SI unit of 2ha/livestock unit per year was to be used (this excludes migrating
livestock during the dry season and those undeclared). This implies that
implementation of good land-use plans needs to go hand in hand with
educational programmes on commercial livestock keeping and improved
farming technologies in order to reduce demand for extensive land areas.
7.3. Conclusion
This chapter has revealed that conflict causes detrimental effects to human
security, food security and the general social and economic development
including disrupted social relations, destruction of properties and denial of
opportunities to engage in productive economic activities. This has been
revealed to cause significant implications to the livelihood wellbeing of the
farmers and pastoralists, children’s education, loss of human dignity (e.g. rape),
persistent mistrust between farmers and pastoralists, and ultimately economic
development. While a few of these impacts can exist on their own, analysis of
the stakeholder perspectives shows that a substantial number of them are
interdependent. In other words, the occurrence of one impact does lead to the
occurrence of the other when certain situations act as triggering factors. For
instance, the disruption of social relations may turn into heightened tensions
and loss of human security by just being triggered by an act of crop damage by
the livestock. Unveiling this chain of causation and severity of the impacts the
farmer-pastoralist conflicts bring to the community of farmers and pastoralists
therefore becomes an essential step in examining the relevance of the conflict
management mechanisms available in the case study area. However, while the
impacts of the conflict have broadly been considered negative and destructive,
the analytical viewpoint of the stakeholder perspectives suggests that this
should not be taken for granted. As revealed, conflicts provide avenues for the
negotiated access to resources which culminates in more viable and widely
acceptable user rights among other changes. This state of affairs provides
useful challenges and implications on how farmer-pastoralist conflicts can be
handled productively in order to bring about changes that would lead to the
reduction of the conflicts in question.
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CHAPTER EIGHT
FARMER-PASTORALIST CONFLICT MANAGEMENT MECHANISMS IN
KILOSA DISTRICT
8.0. Introduction
This chapter covers the empirical findings of the stakeholders’ perspectives on
various mechanisms for the farmer-pastoralist conflict management in the
Kilosa district. Specifically, it seeks to answer the third research question about
the examination of the available mechanisms while paying attention to their
relevance based on the nature of the conflicts and context. The chapter
contains eight sections. Section 8.1 covers informal mechanisms of conflict
management by focusing on the application of local norms and practices in
farmer-pastoralist conflict management. Section 8.2 examines the use of
collaborative approaches in conflict management; specifically, how their
richness in actors’ diversity, expertise, experiences, skills and conflicting
interests contribute in addressing the farmer-pastoralist conflicts. Section 8.3
focuses on examining the role of the policies and programmes in addressing the
causes of the conflicts in question. Section 8.4 focuses on how conflicts are
mediated through hierarchical administrative procedures with particular
attention paid to the village administrations. Section 8.5 in this chapter is about
the statutory approaches with particular focus on the role of the police and court
interventions in addressing farmer-pastoralist conflicts. Section 8.6 is about
conflict management through NGOs’ and international organizations’ role in
conflict avoidance and management. Section 8.7 covers improvised innovation
mechanisms, and the last section concludes the chapter by summarising the
key findings.
8.1. The use of localised mechanisms of conflict management
In order to get insight into the available conflict management mechanisms, a
question on what had been done to manage the farmer-pastoralist conflicts was
asked. Many of the stakeholders’ perspectives indicated that the use of local
mechanisms have been part and parcel of managing these conflicts. However,
these perspectives indicate that those mechanisms could be grouped into two
categories. The first category is the proactive mechanisms which for this study
refer to those aiming at preventing the occurrence of the conflicts. The second
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category is the reactive mechanisms which refer to those approaches being
employed to find solutions for the existing conflicts.
8.1.1. Proactive local mechanisms
Regarding

the

proactive

approaches,

stakeholders’

perspectives

and

particularly farmers, revealed that as a way of preventing unnecessary conflicts
they have been guarding their field crops against livestock from germination to
harvesting stages. They argued that their crops had often been damaged while
the livestock were on their way to the watering or grazing points, and that they
decided to guard them to avoid unnecessary conflicts with the pastoralists. This
implies that the chances for revenge by farmers had the crops been damaged
and a similar violent reaction from the pastoralists was avoided. However, this
approach has several implications for labour utilisation and productivity. On the
one hand, family labour has to be divided between those doing the guarding job
and those doing other farming or income-generating activities. This means more
labour and time are invested in guarding crops rather than being invested in
expanding farms or doing other income-generating activities. This becomes the
source of reduced productivity and income poverty, things perceived to be the
source of farmers’ poverty and difficult living conditions.

Despite these measures however, stakeholders expressed concerns that acts
of violent conflicts resulting in injuries and killings have been occurring even
while the farmers were guarding crops. For instance, it was reported that one
young farmer was recently killed by a spear while chasing livestock from his rice
field. Regarding this, a respected traditional leader (one of the key informants)
in Kilangali village was quoted as saying:

There was a certain young man who had a farm here in Makuluila hamlet. He
grew maize and vegetables. The farm was located near his house. A Maasai
pastoralist drove his livestock into the farm; the farmer tried to stop him: “do not
bring your livestock into this place because there is food grown on it”, then the
Maasai replied “what will I feed the cattle with? Do not dare to chase them
away!” (the Maasai pastoralist shouted). The Maasai told the farmer that he was
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disturbing his livestock and then hit him with an arrow and the young man died,
and nothing has been done so far52.
The police official echoes a similar sentiment. He said that in one of the
incidents in a Kikenge subvillage in 2015 (not among the researched villages),
one pastoralist whose livestock had trespassed into the crop field, was shot
dead by a crop-guarding farmer, an action which prompted an act of revenge by
the killing of six farmers who were working in the fields on the same day. This
signifies further that guarding crops is just one way of preventing conflicts, but
its lack of effectiveness suggests the need for more proactive mechanisms for
prevention and management of the conflicts in question.
8.1.2. Reactive local mechanisms
Responding to the question about what has been done to address these
conflicts, stakeholders also said that a substantial number of farmers and
pastoralists have been using locally available mechanisms without necessarily
involving state authorities. For example, many of the views suggest that when
the livestock were caught grazing on the farmers’ crop fields, the owners were
informed first before taking further action. And that, in a situation where the
owners showed positive cooperation, they would negotiate with the affected
farmers, and where the agreement was reached compensation would be
offered and the matter closed, as an interview extract representing the views of
the majority of the pastoralists states:

Some people often solve their conflicts while at the scene of the event. The
farmer would say “hello, your livestock have destroyed here; therefore, I urge
you to compensate me”. “Just say what you want, and I will pay you so long we
do not involve the village authority,” would be the reply from the pastoralists.
Therefore, some farmers are being paid in cash right at the scene53.
This implies that the potential of the local approaches in the management of the
farmer-pastoralist conflicts should not be underestimated, as they appear to

52

The respondent was an elder and respected traditional leader in Kilangali famers’ village. He was
considered to have a long-term experience about potential causes of the farmer-pastoralist conflicts and
resolution mechanisms due to his old age and social responsibility in the community.
53 The respondent was a male pastoralist who was old enough to have a sufficient lived experience
about the conflicts in question.
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contribute substantially to the prevention of the lower level conflicts (e.g. crop
damages) from escalating into violent and bigger conflicts.

However, more perspectives emphasise that in certain circumstances, the pair
(disputants) may decide to involve a local mediator(s) who in most cases are
hamlet chairpersons, respected elders or neighbours. The probable implication
for this enrichment is the increased trust and legitimacy of the negotiations and
hence a realised mutual agreement (compensation or fines).

Equally,

involvement of the local actors in mediation implies the ease of reaching into the
agreement as the parties concerned tend to fear the social sanctions which
often involve isolation from participating in social issues such as wedding and
burial ceremonies. In this respect, disputants are inevitably prompted to
comply with the decisions, as supported by Adjei and Adebayo (2014), that local
procedures are there to be obeyed and the failure of which attracts a punishable
offence.

More importantly, further views show that the majority of the participants
believed that reactive local approaches were useful in maintaining the
harmonious relationship between conflicting parties. One of the reasons
referred to by many was based on the claim that decisions reached are often
considerate of the real situation on the ground particularly in terms of the
amount to be compensated, and also on the interdependency between farmers
and pastoralists. Additionally, some expressed their views that most farmers
preferred these approaches in order to get rid of the official bureaucracies, such
as the village officers, police and the courts that they perceive to be resourceand time-wasting. Most of the farmers’ views have been represented in the
following quote:

People perceive government processes as too bureaucratic. They are scared
that the official channels consume most of their time. Therefore, they are
already discouraged. In this regard “I better opt for the informal one as it does
not consume much of my time regardless the amount that I receive as
compensation; even if he pays me twenty thousand Tanzania shillings, it will still
be fine. In case I opt for the formal channels, how would I pay for the valuation
and the police costs? It is always costly”. Therefore, people are already
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discouraged by the formal means; they are ready to receive whatever the
amount but not to go for the formal means of conflict resolution54.
These perceptions may imply two things. Firstly, the existing red tape may
reflect the need of the untrustworthy officials of the responsible institutions to
create a favourable environment for rent seeking. This becomes a distressing
situation for the victims who seek to defend their perceived lost rights.
Secondly, the formal approaches, which are neoliberal-based, are not
integrated with the values and beliefs of the customary communities and
therefore a reduced legitimacy, unlike the informal ones. In other words, local
approaches arrive at the decisions that are not meant to hurt anyone but a winwin situation resulting from consensus and reasonable compensations.

However, conflicts related to land tenure appear to become difficult to manage
through local arrangement. Typical cases, as per the field experiences,
interviews and focus group discussions, involve tenure and boundary conflicts
between Mfuru and Mabwegere villages, Mbamba and Kiduhi villages, and
Kilangali and Kiduhi villages. Views from various interviews and focus group
discussions show that although there have been some intervillage meetings
involving village elders aiming at resolving such conflict, a permanent solution
has never been attained. Instead, the conflicts, which most of the time appear to
be latent, do escalate when triggered by some proximate incidences such as
crop damage and trespasses that extend beyond the boundaries.

According to the majority of the interviewed village chairpersons, state
intervention has been sought after the unproductive neighbourhood meetings
mediated by village elders and local chiefs. This implies that statist mechanisms
are increasingly becoming stronger over the local mechanisms probably
because of the increasing recognition of the individual property rights ever since
the colonial period. As suggested by the official documents for example, village
boundaries have been formally registered similar to private properties, dispute
resolution of which may necessitate equivalent adversarial systems. In the
same line of thinking, Greiner (2017) echoes a similar sentiment for the case of

54

The respondent was a farmer perceived to be old enough to have a sufficient lived experience about
farmer-pastoralist conflicts dynamics in the district.
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Kenya where traditional avenues for conflict management are increasingly
being constrained due to the paradigm shift in the nature of resource ownership.
8.2. The use of collaborative approaches
Further responses to the question of what has been done to alleviate farmerpastoralist conflicts show that many participants reiterated the use of
collaborative approaches during the interviews and discussions. According to
these views, collaborative approaches were referred to as those involving a
wide range of actors in the conflicts, particularly peace committees and peacemaking meetings.
8.2.1 Standing peace committees
With regard to official documents, the district had formulated special committees
responsible for farmer-pastoralist conflict management at the district, ward and
village levels. Although these committees were primarily designated for conflict
prevention, critical examination of the documents shows that they equally
played a post-conflict peace-making role in conflict-prone areas as described
below.
8.2.1.1. Standing peace committee at the district level
Reviewed district official documents show that at the district level there was an
established peace committee responsible for farmer-pastoralist conflict
management. This was headed by the District Commissioner (DC) who also
assumed the role of the chairperson of the District Standing Peace and Security
Committee. Under him was the DED who assumed the role of the secretary.
Other members include members of the Peace and Security Committee, the
district council chairperson, three representatives from the main religious
institutions (Christian Council of Tanzania – CCT, Roma Catholic- RC and
Baraza Kuu la Waislamu Tanzania – BAKWATA), representatives from the
farmer and pastoral organization, and farmers’ and pastoralists’ representatives.
The documents suggest other members as the district secretariat, which
includes the District Administrative Secretary, District Livestock Officer, the
District Officer in charge of the land and natural resources as well as the District
Agricultural Officer. As the analysis of the official documents suggests, the
function of the committee is to advise the DC and other decision-making bodies
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on how best conflict involving farmers and pastoralists should be handled in
pursuit of sustainable peace. More importantly, the committee was revealed to
have an obligation to visit the conflict-affected villages in order to, first, seek
opinions over the conflicts from the interest groups, and secondly, to bring
together conflicting groups on the negotiation tables in a bid to cool down
violent conflicts and hostility.

A critical examination of this composition suggests that a committee comprises
of actors who play different roles in the local government council, the state and
community-based organizations. This means they have diverse expertise, skills,
experiences and interests (farmers or pastoralists) that can be valuable in
resource-related conflict management. For instance, members who represent
the state and the local governance can be valuable when the matter at hand is
related to policies or the council’s by-laws. Actors such as religious leaders can
contribute significantly to the installation of the sense of moral obligations
among the disputing parties based on the trust and legitimacy they have in the
eyes of the community. This can reduce a state of hostility among the disputing
parties and therefore pave the way for other conflict-management initiatives to
take place. This concept of richness of diversity and experiences of
collaborative initiatives in conflict management has equally been credited by
Ratner et al. (2017) as useful for enabling negotiations in resource management
in related conflicts, which among other things can result in

new

regulations/policy suggestions on the use of the contested resource in
harmonious ways.

However, further analysis shows that the committee comprises mostly of
bureaucrats, with very little representation of the farmers and pastoralists who
are the main affected actors in the conflicts. The implication is the increased
risks of coming up with rules, resolutions, regulations or policy suggestions over
resource use and conflict resolution that are hardly representative of the actual
needs of the community in question. In another situation, while the dominance
of the bureaucrats, including the DC in the committee, is a good indicator that
government-related issues can quickly be addressed, the likelihood of covering
some issues central to the conflicts cannot be underestimated, particularly when
they choose to protect the authority’s image for political purposes.
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The above sentiment gets strength from the views expressed by the MVIWATA
officer as he was responding to the same question on how farmer-pastoralist
conflicts have been managed in the district. He argued that most of the district
commissioners and police commanders of the past had been dismissed from
their positions or transferred because of malpractices in handling such conflicts
in the district, as he was directly quoted:

So some of the regional and district commissioners have been removed for the
same reason. For instance, the Morogoro regional commissioner and several
district commissioners from Kilosa and other districts affected with the farmerpastoralist conflicts have been fired. Those who took deliberate actions to
manage the conflicts maintained his position55.
Regarding the capacity of the committee to carry out its duties, the views of two
of the district officials who were also members of the committee reveal that
participation in various peace-making activities was on a voluntary basis. They
emphasised that there was no budget allocation for undertaking such activities,
but occasionally members were given lunch and were also reimbursed transport
costs to attend the meetings. Arguably, such a situation raises serious concerns
about the level of commitment and effectiveness of the committee in dealing
with land conflicts involving farmers and pastoralists because of the lack of
incentives for the time they devote.

Even worse, this situation implies the

increased risk of the loss of the credibility of the committee members, meaning
that some of them may be trapped in corruption in order to tilt decisions and
suggestions. As analysis further suggests, the power of the committee is only
limited to the advisory role in the sense that it lacks discretionary powers to
make decisions. However, its very nature and mode of operandi make it an
essential forum for suggestions regarding the deep-rooted policy, structural and
legal contexts surrounding land tenure issues and conflicts at hand.
8.2.1.2 Peace committees at village levels
Reminiscent of the district level, stakeholders’ responses to the question about
how conflicts have been managed show that each village had an established
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The respondent was one of the MVIWATA high ranked officials at Morogoro headquarters office who
represented the head of the organization as a key informant.

206

peace committee for farmer-pastoralist conflict management. In particular,
interviewed stakeholders said that the use of the peace committee was among
many other strategies used for the management of farmer-pastoralist conflicts.
Members of the committee were reported to include some respected village
elders, and in some villages like Kilangali, both farmers’ and pastoralists’ groups
were represented in equal numbers. For instance, one of the village
chairpersons was quoted as saying:

We have a committee called security committee composed of elders who are
the main advisers, so when there is a problem, all of them are involved in
finding a solution56.
As it is in the case of the district level, the involvement of multiple
representations from groups of farmers and pastoralists implies taking on board
the different experiences, wisdom and varying interests when dealing with
particular conflicts. This may include coming up with localised rules for
regulating water and livestock route access in order to avoid crop destructions
on the one hand, and also coming up with resolutions/suggestions for districtlevel authorities over matters above their capacity. For example, if the matter
involves the legal aspects of land as it was reported for the boundary conflict
between Kiduhi pastoralist village and ASA estates, the district committee was
consulted, and the DC and its committee went to discuss the matter – though
until the end of the fieldwork it was yet to be resolved. Regardless of this, the
peace committee appeared to provide hope to the participants that at least they
had avenues to table complicated matters appearing to be above their capacity
to resolve. This system of conflict management is credited for its richness in
reaching decisions through representation and harmonisation of diverse
interests similar to the collaborative approach suggested by (Cleaver 2012;
Ratner et al. 2017).

However, further views expressed through focus group discussion suggest that
these committees were never permanent; they were only formed on an ad hoc
basis, particularly when the tension of the conflicts was at its peak. In particular,
56

The respondent was a village chairperson from one of the four villages participated as a key
informant. The researcher wanted to get the insight into the conflicts in question through local
administration perspectives.
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an extract from a focus group discussion says: Once the committee is formed,
the conflict would have already started. This means that these committees were
likely meant for the de-escalation of conflicts and not for the continuous
peacebuilding process. Being ad hoc committees in this regard implies a threat
to peace and security particularly when emerging issues like encroachment of
each other’s land (farming or grazing land) and blockage of livestock routes
occur. Moreover, this may also mean several other things that can jeopardise
peace and security. First, is the limited checking of the village leaders’
malpractices related to land allocation, and second, lack of timely and
appropriate avenues for addressing early conflict warning signs such as
grievances over how farmers’ and pastoralists’ land affairs are being handled.

However, the majority of the participants were concerned that sustainability of
the formed peace committees was often in jeopardy due to the lack of financial
incentives for the committee members. This is evidenced by one of the extracts
from the focus group discussion with farmers which says:

I was a member of a particular committee, but I found it confusing because of
the financial attraction from the offenders. You go home, and then they bring
you fifty thousand Tanzanian shillings. It becomes difficult not to accept while
knowing that you are not being paid for the job57.
This is an indication of the lack of motivation by the committee members on the
one hand and also sheds light on the desire of some individuals to quench their
rent-seeking behaviours. Moreover, this situation encourages the committee as
a whole or individuals to be corrupted, an act which sways the decisions and
resolutions in favour of the particular interests of the individuals or groups. As
most of the interview and focus group data suggests, most of the favoured
groups were the pastoralists, which indicates that this is a group which was
financially buoyant, unlike farmers. For instance, it was reported that a
resolution may be passed that pastoralists should not be invited on to the
farmers’ land. To the surprise of the participants, some village leaders and
committee members colluded with the pastoralists and allocated them some
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A focus group consisted of both farmers and pastoralists with varying age categories starting from 30
years and above. This means they had a sufficient lived experience about farmer-pastoralist conflicts
dynamics in the district.
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areas for grazing. In this regard, the committee’s malpractices became the
source of the conflicts. Elsewhere it has equally been reiterated that any
mishandling of collaborative approaches such as this may open doors for the
conflict instead of being the recourse for managing the conflict in question
(Suliman 1999; Tyler 1999).

Further views from the stakeholders suggest that the role of the committees
comes into action when there are incidences of crop damage or encroachments
that spark violent conflicts between opposing parties. They said that in principle,
the victims need to report the matter to the leadership of the committee. After
that, the committee would liaise with its counterpart on the other side of the
village in order to help to identify the culprit. Once the culprit is identified, the
culprit (the pastoralist) and the victim (the farmer) would be summoned to the
mediated negotiation by the committee at which the victim reported the matter.
As one of the district councils’ officers said:

When crop damage occurs and if the victim reports the incidence to the
chairperson of the committee both parties, a farmer and a pastoralist, are
summoned for a committee hearing and mediation in order to resolve the
problem. As a result, revenge and magnification of the conflicts have been
avoided58.
This implies that successful conflict interventions by the committee in many
instances signify the confidence of the community (farmers and pastoralists)
members in the collaborative arrangements. This is likely due to representation
and widely shared decisions they think would be reflective of the real situation
of the conflict on the ground. In support of this sentiment, Cleaver (2012) argues
that stakeholders have had trust in the collaborative initiatives as essential in
the success of village water management in Zimbabwe, but she gave a caution
that this is possible when the stakeholders’ power is relatively balanced.
8.2.2 Conflict management through peace-making meetings
While responding to the same question, stakeholders’ perspectives also show
that peace-making meetings have been part and parcel of the process. Most of
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The respondent was a district agricultural officer who represented the DED in the capacity of the key
informant.
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the perspectives from the interviews and focus group discussions show that
these meetings were split into two categories. While the first category was
identified as the intra-village meetings conducted within a particular village, the
second was the inter-village meetings that involved members from two or more
neighbouring villages.

Concerning the intra-village meetings, a significant proportion of the interviewed
stakeholders responded that these were the meetings which were meant for
periodic discussions on the best ways to handle conflicts with the opposing
parties without necessarily having to involve violence. For instance, the village
chairperson of Kiduhi village said:

As a village community, we meet, discuss and make decisions regarding
various affairs related to peace and security at the community level but also on
how to coexist peacefully with our neighbouring farmers59.
He added that in the meetings, existing differences and potential indicators for
future conflicts were unveiled and respective corrective ways suggested. To
him, meetings were useful instruments in the sensitisation of peaceful
coexistence while urging villagers to restrain from taking the law into their own
hands, instead, using the available local or government procedures to channel
their concerns whenever offended. This implies that meetings are increasingly
recognised as forums for people to express their concerns and opinions, the
contribution of which could be in the change of policies/regulations over the use
of the contested resource.

Responding to the question on how the conflicts have been managed in the
district,

the police and district council officials also cited the village meetings

as one of the mechanisms. In particular, the police officer was of the opinion
that village meetings were essential for reducing the urge for revenge and the
imminent violence through collaborative fact-finding on conflict indicators and
suggestions for addressing them. To him, meetings also relieved the police from
work overload, meaning that they filled the gap that could not be covered by the
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The respondent was a village chairperson of the Kiduhi pastoralists’ village who was interviewed as a
key informant in order to get the insight into the conflict dynamics from local administration
perspective.
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police in enhancing peace between farmers and pastoralists. This signifies that
the collaborative initiatives involving the grassroots communities are useful in
conflict management, probably due to the fact they widely involve the affected
communities.

This sentiment has been echoed in the literature with much

emphasis on the involvement of the affected communities as one of the key
success factors (Cleaver 2012; Mutisi 2012; Fisher 2014; Ratner et al. 2017).

However, some participants did not hesitate to highlight what they perceived to
be the shortcomings of these meetings. They said that the meetings’ roles were
limited to giving opinions and suggestions to the authorities without the
guarantee that they would be implemented. They empathised that their job was
mainly advisory by nature and let other authorities at the district level make
decisions. For instance, under no circumstances would the village community
meetings decide to legally evict individuals (pastoralists or farmers) from a
particular piece of land because they did not possess such powers. This reflects
some discrepancies in the decentralisation process, which according to the land
acts of 1999, villages’ administration (through the village assembly) have got
powers over land matters in their villages. This sentiment has been echoed in
the literature where ineffective decentralisation processes are believed to
deprive village communities’ power over land affairs and related conflict
management (Pedersen 2012; Collins et al. 2018b).

With regard to the inter-village meetings, the majority of the participants said
that these were the type of meetings which involved members from more than
one village aiming at two main issues. First, is to periodically find solutions to
the boundary conflicts, and second, to strengthen collaboration in handling
cross-boundary conflicts between neighbouring villages. They added that in
most cases these meetings were attended by village leaders, though
occasionally all the village members would be invited to attend. If the meeting
involved representatives, it was reported that the feedback would be
communicated back to the community members of the respective villages for
implementation, opinions or awareness creation. For instance, the chairperson
of Kiduhi pastoralist village said that, occasionally, they used to hold meetings
involving three villages of the Kilangali ward, including Kiduhi, Kivungu and
Kilangali, to discuss how the waters of the Myombo River could be used by both
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farmers and pastoralists without conflicts. To him this arrangement was very
useful in conflict prevention and also in managing the conflicts once they
occurred. This situation underpins the importance of the collaborative
mechanisms

in conflict prevention and management. As noted elsewhere in

Ethiopia by McPeak and Little (2018),

collaborative structures involving

communities and local administrative institutions have the potential to reduce
the likelihood of conflicts in the future.

Signifying the importance of involving higher hierarchies of the administrative
structures, the village chairperson of the Kilangali farmers’ village had the
following viewpoint:

When we fail to resolve the issue, we call the ward executive office (WEO) for
intervention. If the issue could not be resolved yet, it is referred to a more
professional authority level. For instance, if it is about the boundary conflict, the
land experts would come with survey equipment for verification60.
This is a clear indication that there are limits to the powers of the local
collaborative initiatives in dealing with land conflicts. In this regard, the
collaboration between local and state authorities is regarded as essential in
dealing with contested boundaries, probably because these boundaries are
legally or administratively demarcated. In similar sentiments, perspectives from
the focus group discussions with Mfuru farmers and Mabwegere pastoralists
suggest that quite often the DC and other district officials were involved in the
inter-village meetings, aiming to solve what they reported to be boundary
conflicts between the two villages. As noted above, it is not unsurprising to see
the involvement of the government at this juncture because the boundaries are
structural issues which are to be decided by government policies and
legislations. McPeak and Little (2018) have also echoed this sentiment that
boundary conflicts can rarely be solved without state intervention, a state
signifying the importance of the state actors in the collaborative initiatives.
However, the stakeholders’ perspective shows that despite the occasional state
involvement (e.g. the DC) in the meetings, conflicts between farmers of Mfuru
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village and pastoralists of Mabwegere village have been occurring since the
2000s. This situation implies two aspects. First, most of these meetings are ad
hoc and reactive, and successful only in cooling down the hostility while the
underlying issues around the conflict remain unaddressed. Second, potential
for power imbalance becomes imminent with the involvement of the DCs; a
situation hampering the weak groups (farmers and pastoralists) to effectively
reflect and share the real conflicting interests during such meetings. In this
regard, it is highly likely that decisions/resolutions are superimposed by the
powerful DCs for implementation, a situation which raises concerns about their
sustainability. This sentiment is empirically supported by (Cleaver 2012) in her
account on the rural water management in Zimbabwe. She argues that a state
of power imbalance among actors has often acted as an obstacle against
successful water-use management.
8.3. Policies and programmes
Equally, stakeholders’ perspectives on their knowledge about farmer-pastoralist
conflict management in the district show that the use policies and programmes
were one of the mechanisms. According to the official documents these could
be categorised as follows:
8.3.1. Demarcation of grazing zones policies
According to the stakeholder perspectives, and as echoed by the official
documents, the demarcation of grazing zones was among the alternatives used
to manage farmer-pastoralist conflicts. For example, perspectives from
interviews and focus group discussions show that this programme manifests in
phases. They cite the first phase as the villagisation programme of the 1970s,
which apart from aiming at improving service provisions, led to the separation of
pastoralists’ settlements from farmers’ settlements through the creation of
separate villages, as stated during the focus group discussion with Mabwegere
pastoralists:

When villagisation started, a few numbers of people who settled in this area and
who involved themselves in small-scale agriculture and fishing were requested
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to move to either Mbigiri or Msowero villages because Mabwegere area had
already been allocated for the pastoralists61.
The second programme, according to the documentary review (official
documents) and district officials’ perspectives, is the village land-use plan
(VLUP) designated for demarcating the grazing zones away from the farming
land. Some of the grazing zones/villages allocated for the pastoralists include
Twatwatwa, Kiduhi, Madoto, Ngaite, Mfilisi, Godes, Mabwegere and Kwambe
(see Table 7.1). This form of intervention is reminiscent of the findings from
elsewhere in the savanna such as Nigeria where demarcating grazing land from
the farming land is one of the policy thrusts by local government authorities
(Fasona et al. 2016). This implies that the Kilosa district authority was not only
committed to preventing conflict between farmers and pastoralists, but also in
enhancing productivity by making land available for both production systems.
However, based on the stakeholders’ perspectives and field experience, it
appears likely that peace between farmers and pastoralists was not entirely
dependent on demarcation policies but on how these policies were being
implemented. This is because, despite the presence of these villages/zones,
many perspectives were

still suggesting more separation of farmers and

pastoralists if conflict were to be reduced. Perhaps a question which could be
raised is how factors such as the increase in the numbers of people and
livestock in the demarcated villages could be controlled. This is due to the fact
that such increases overstretch the demarcated land resources in a relatively
short time. This tells us that demarcating policies need to be integrated with
other policies such as those controlling immigration, restricting livestock
numbers and land transactions in order to prevent land scarcity in the villages.
Echoing a similar sentiment, Ramsbotham et al. (2005) argue that peace is
guaranteed only when conflicts are approached from multidisciplinary angles.

Further views suggest that demarcation of village/grazing zones while
neglecting the integrative use of scarce resources such as water and wetland
pastures may not be feasible enough to reduce conflicts. This is evidenced by
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participants’ views which suggest that the most important thing is not about
having a demarcated grazing land alone but what essential resources, such as
water, it contains. Also, how the institutions available are enabling the sharing of
this vital resource between farmers and pastoralists particularly during the
stressful seasons. For the case of the pastoralists’ views for example, what they
perceived to be the most pressing need was access to permanent water
sources, which according to the field experience, were only available in the
farmers’ villages; a representative view of the majority of the pastoralists states:

We only need water because it is our main challenge. Even if the livestock gets
insufficient pasture but can drink satisfactorily, they do not starve quickly. If our
livestock gets sufficient water, food will not be a problem. They can scavenge
on these grass remains you see here and be able to survive the dry season.
When the situation is tense, the livestock can eat even tree leaves and be able
to survive provided that they drink sufficient water. What causes the livestock to
become weak and die quickly is the lack of water62.
Perhaps what substantiates these perspectives could be the herds of livestock I
observed grazing along the farmers’ fields in the wetland valleys of Kilangali
and Mfuru farmers’ villages during the fieldwork. This implies that, first, the
livestock’s pressing needs and interests were not seriously considered in many
development plans, including the VLUPs supervised by the district council.
Second, these findings underscore the inherent nature of the selective policies
that have been undermining the needs of the livestock keepers over those of
the farmers when it comes to scarce resource distribution. Along the same line
of thinking, (Tyler 1999; Pedersen 2012) suggested that there are no viable
changes in conflict situations when the creation and implementation of policies
ignore concerns of the beneficiaries and that such conflicts may even be
exacerbated or new ones escalated instead.
8.3.2 Eviction of the pastoralists
Eviction of the pastoralists from farmers’ areas was equally perceived by a
substantial number of interviewed stakeholders (farmers in particular) as one of
the mechanisms for preventing/managing farmer-pastoralist conflicts in the
district. Echoing similar sentiments, interviewed district council officials said that
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one of the district strategies to alleviate conflicts was to evict the pastoralists
who invaded the farming lands. For instance, while expressing how the district
authorities were implementing this, one farmer – whose views reflected those of
the majority of the focus group discussions said:
As soon as Ms Dendegu took office, she came to our village. She started to
search for them (pastoralists) wherever they were found and reduced their
numbers and was successful to some extent. She was a district commissioner
by then before being promoted to the post of the regional commissioner and
transferred to Mtwara region63.
These views imply the increased government policy focus on separating
farmers and pastoralists as a way of reducing the potential for conflict between
them. Indeed, eviction could reduce conflicts based on the fact that it decreases
the number of livestock in the farmers’ areas and subsequently reduces
competition, trespassing and crop damages. However, the targeting of the
pastoralists as victims of eviction can still raise more questions on the fairness
of the policy implementation. It appears that pastoralists are not involved in the
implementation process, a situation implying that most of the reasons that made
them settle into the farmers’ areas have not been analysed in depth and
considered. As also argued in the literature, any initiatives that do ignore full
involvement of the affected communities are doomed to fail or to be
counterproductive (Buckles and Gerett 1999; Tyler 1999; Ratner et al. 2017).
Equally, stakeholders’ perspectives expressed some concerns about more
factors they thought had led to the ineffectiveness of the eviction process. One
perceived cause was the corrupt behaviour among some local leaders. They
said that some leaders had a habit of inviting the pastoralists to graze in
farmers’ villages during the dry seasons under what they called the corrupt
arrangement (see figure 8.1). While discussing this, a farmer whose views
reflected those of many others, said:
The source of conflicts between farmers and the pastoralists is our leaders
because they are the ones who invite them. It reaches a point when a
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the farmer-pastoralist conflicts dynamics in Kilosa district.
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pastoralist feeds his livestock on your farm and when you go to report the
incidence to the village office, no action would be taken at all64.
Equally, one of the respected village elders was quoted as saying: You see,
money is everything here in Kilosa. If your farm is destroyed, the Maasai
commands you to quit the place, and then he bribes leaders. If you report your
case, they ignore you and eventually you do not get your rights back65.
This state of affairs signifies that the presence of livestock in farmers’ areas has
a significant implication for the economic incentives for some local leaders. In
such circumstances, the eviction processes become unsuccessful as
anticipated because the continued presence of the pastoralists implies
continued benefits for the leaders through corruption and rents. This state of
affairs has equally been reported to occur in the Volta Basin of Ghana, where
the eviction of Fulbe pastoralists faced stumbling blocks because of similar
scenarios (Tonah 2006). Benjaminsen et al. (2009) also echoed a similar
sentiment that the difficulty being experienced in addressing farmer-pastoralist
conflicts in Kilosa district has been contributed to in part by the corrupt
behaviour among a few local and administrative leaders in respective local and
state institutions.
Figure 8. 1: A herd of livestock on a harvested field in one of the farmers’
villages

Source: Field photo. Some of the local leaders and farmers are said to invite them via a paid
arrangement despite the restricting by-laws.
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These views were from a female farmer considered old enough to possess a sufficient lived
experience about the farmer-pastoralist conflicts dynamics in her village and the whole district at large.
65 The respondent was village chairperson from one of the two farmer’s villages who was interviewed as
a key informant in pursuit of getting into the insight of the conflicts from the administration perspective.
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8.3.3. Livestock identification programme
The official documents indicate that in addition to other approaches for conflict
management, the district implements a livestock identification policy. The
system involves putting marks on the skin of the livestock by using a hot iron to
ease identification of the owner and the village to which the livestock belongs.
The district officials’ perspectives and reviewed official documents show that
one of the major aims was to monitor and control the movement of the livestock
in the district, while appropriate measures were being taken in case the
numbers become excessive. For instance, an extract from the district council’s
strategic document says that:

The council will continue with the branding exercise in each year. This strategy
will help to control indiscriminate grazing and entrance of new herds of livestock
in the district (KDC, 2016)66.
This indicates that there is an increased policy focus on preventing/alleviating
conflicts resulting from competition, trespasses and crop damage and most
importantly land scarcity resulting from an influx of livestock in the villages. In a
similar alignment of thoughts, Mutua et al. (2018) also argue that branding has
been practised for years in different communities in order to control livestock
mobility among other reasons, with the ultimate aim of curbing resource
competition.
Further stakeholders’ views indicate that livestock identification has been used
for managing farmer-pastoralist conflicts in the sense that it enables the
identification of livestock owners once his/her livestock trespass into the crop
fields. Part of the interview extract that reflects the views of other interviewed
pastoralists states:
We have this issue of the identification mark (brand). This has simplified the
identification of the owners of the livestock. Everybody now knows that the
particular livestock belongs to a particular pastoralist in either Kiduhi village or
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This information was extracted from the 2016 district strategic plan for alleviating farmer-pastoralist
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informant on behalf of the DED.

218

any other village. From there it becomes easy to know who the owners are after
when the village has been identified67.
In a similar line of thinking, the District Council Officer’s views show that the
owners of the particular herds and their respective brands were registered in the
village registry book for enabling references and comparison. This means the
identification process could be simplified when the livestock were spotted
grazing in the crop fields. This is an indication that both communities and the
district administration acknowledge the importance of registering and using
unique identification marks to enable, among other things, the alleviation of the
farmer-pastoralist conflicts.
However,

some

interviewed

stakeholders

raised

concerns

about

the

implementation process following some probing questions. They viewed the use
of branding to restrict livestock movement while doing nothing to improve
access to water and pasture in the grazing areas as shattering the hopes of
their livelihoods. For instance, one pastoralist whose views reflected those of
many others, stated:
Among the objectives of branding is to avoid the movement of the livestock from
one village to another. Surprisingly, they have done so while knowing that some
villages like ours do not have any water for livestock drinking during the dry
seasons. What is the outcome of this restriction if not to kill and finish all our
livestock? I do not know the specific aim of this government for doing this; I do
not know whether it wants us to die. If not, why would it impose such a
restriction? I am a pastoralist, and then you tell me to be a farmer today while
knowing that I am not used to that tradition, would I manage?68
As this shows, the pastoralists were not resisting the identification process, but
the seeming lack of prior government arrangement for alternative grazing and
water resources contributed to this paranoia. This is due to the fact that the
pastoral production system depends on seasonal mobility, and restriction of
such implies starving the livestock. Although the government may act
unilaterally in cases of sensitive matters like outbreaks of diseases, the
concerns raised indicate that the affected communities (the pastoralists) are not
well involved in the policy design and implementation process. As argued by
67

These views were from a male pastoralist in Kiduhi village who was old enough to have a sufficient
lived experience about farmer-pastoralist conflicts dynamics.
68 Ibid
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(Tyler 1999) and (Buckles and Gerett 1999) for example, consideration of the
communities’ needs in policy design and implementation is paramount for
successful results; failure of which becomes the opposite.
In a situation which implies complication of the achievement of the desired
objectives based on the participants’ views is the imposition of a charge of
1,000TAS (approximately £0.35 for an exchange rate of £1 = 3,000TAS) per
animal brand per year. This means a pastoralist owning 2,000 livestock has to
contribute 2,000,000TAS annually for branding alone. This leads to the
paranoia that the intention of livestock branding is actually to raise the council’s
income while leaving the pastoralists in economic hardship. There is a
possibility that the pastoralists escape declaring the exact number of the
livestock they own in order to avoid a large amount of branding charges and
other council levies. The number of “escapees”, if any, may grow higher
particularly if the amount earned through the branding exercise is not reinvested
into improving the livestock infrastructure, such as the water dams, dips,
veterinary services and pasture enhancement. Perhaps a point to note here is
that the pastoralists have a good understanding of the importance of
identification marks as they already have their localised ones to help them
monitor the loss and theft of their livestock. Mutua et al. (2018) have also noted
that traditional societies have practised this system throughout past centuries
which means that they understand the importance of identification marks. The
concerns arise out of the ambiguity on which this new one (state-promoted
identification) was being implemented.
8.3.4. Livestock and agricultural development interventions
In order to get an insight into farmer-pastoralist conflicts dynamics, I wanted to
know whether there had been any interventions geared at addressing the
production interests/needs of the communities (farmers and pastoralists). To
start with, I reviewed the district councils’ official documents. The documents
reveal that the district has been implementing various programmes in order to
improve both agriculture and livestock keeping.
8.3.4.1. The livestock development interventions
For the case of the livestock development interventions, the five-year livestock
sector strategic plan from 2015 to 2020 shows that the district council continued
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to plan and allocate the budget for the improvement of the livestock sector in
the district. This includes the construction and improvement of dams, livestock
dips, abattoirs, markets and capacity-building programmes on forage and
haymaking technologies. These interventions were reported to aim at
decreasing the movement of the livestock into farmers’ areas by making allimportant livestock needs available at their disposal. The field experience also
shows that, indeed, there were a couple of dams and dips in the pastoral
villages of Kiduhi and Mabwegere. The majority of the interviewed pastoralists
also said that the dams were contributing to the lessening of the conflicts, at
least when they contain sufficient water. As equally supported by the literature,
similar projects with a similar purpose have been reported to contribute to the
reduced competition and conflicts in some parts of Kenya, Ethiopia and
Tanzania (Fratkin, 1997; Fratkin, 2014). This implies that there have been some
significant government initiatives to alleviate conflicts through addressing some
of the pastoralists’ production needs. However, the unsustainability of
respective interventions such as dams, dips and forage projects appear to have
raised concerns about the implementation and quality of the projects.

For instance, while these projects are portrayed above as essential in lessening
farmer-pastoralist conflicts, analysis of the Kilosa district case signifies that the
situation was a bit different, particularly in the sampled villages. The field
experience shows that most of the structures such as dips and dams were not
in good enough condition to serve the needs of the increasing pastoralist
communities. Some of the dams were very shallow and were almost dry by
September 2018, while the dips were seen to be dilapidated and not in use
(figure 8.2). This state of affairs implies several aspects.

First, what is being planned and budgeted for is not implemented accordingly,
perhaps due to negligence or lack of sufficient funds, at least from the
perspectives of the interviewed district council officials who reiterated the same.
This also reflects the government development agenda logic which for years
has not entirely focused on livestock development projects due to the claim that
it is primitive, unproductive and environmentally destructive, as claimed by
Benjaminsen et al. (2009).
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Second, as the field experience and stakeholders’ perspectives suggest, most
of the livestock infrastructures were poorly managed. For instance, allowing
livestock to access the dams through the water catchment areas erodes the
soils which are later washed by rainwaters into the dam and then deposited.
This means that dams fail to sustain the whole dry season as they are not able
to capture enough water (see figure 8.2). The longest time they could last, as
the participants said, is for only three months, i.e. from June to August. This
implies that pastoralists would continue to move out of their villages to look for
alternative sources of water and fresh pasture, a situation that prompts conflicts
with farmers.
Figure 8. 2: One of the seemingly drying dams in Kiduhi pastoralists’
village

Source: Field photo taken in September 2017

8.3.4.2. The agricultural development interventions
As for the livestock projects, interviewed district officials responded that the
district had invested in agricultural development projects in order to improve
farmers’ production. When the officials were probed on areas of interventions,
they said that the district council focused on promoting the use of agromechanised tools, fertilisers, herbicides, irrigation farming and extension
advisory services. Their main

assumption was that the farmers would be able

to harvest more crops from small portions of their lands; a situation they thought
would reduce competition over the land with the pastoralists.
district officials said:
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As one of the

What we are doing is to try to empower the farmers so that they adopt improved
agricultural technologies that would enable them to harvest more from only a
small plot. We want to discourage them from increasing areas for cultivation. In
other words, we do not want them to practise shifting cultivation. We provide our
expertise as much as we can69.
This means that if the unnecessary expansion of the farming land is controlled
there is the likelihood that farmers’ encroachment on to the reserved grazing
land is consequently controlled. In this regard, farmer-pastoralist conflicts are
significantly prevented as more land is freed up for continuous grazing.

As

observed during the fieldwork, and according to most of the views from both
farmers and pastoralists, the government had invested heavily in irrigation and
rice-farming technologies in all villages along the Myombo River (figure 8.3),
including Kilangali and Kivungu. Indeed, interviewed farmers reported that the
irrigation technologies and the use of mechanised tools, such as tractors and
combine harvesters, had improved farmers’ rice yields, mainly because they
could farm throughout the year irrespective of the rain or dry seasons.

However, given the income levels of the farmers, it was reported that most of
them could not afford essential inputs such as fertilisers that could boost their
productivity per unit area. In this regard, it remains debatable whether the
cultivated farms could lead to the maximum yields that could prevent them from
the need to open new farms in order to maximise their production. This
scepticism is in line with

O’Bannon’s argument that, “higher prices have led

farmers to use fewer of these yield-enhancing inputs, which has resulted in
lower yields. These lower yields are part of the increasingly tense context in
which herders and farmers interact” (O’Bannon 2006: 80).
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These views were from the district agricultural officer who was interviewed as a key informant on
behalf of the DED in pursuit of getting the insight into farmer-pastoralist conflicts dynamics from the
policy and experts’ perspectives.

223

Figure 8. 3: A section of Myombo River along which the irrigated farming
has been intensified

Source: Field photo. Resources like this do not exist in the pastoral villages. As such during
the dry season places like this become a hotbed for farmer-pastoralist clashes.

8.4. Statutory (Institutional) approaches
Stakeholders’ responses to the question on what has been done to solve
farmer-pastoralist conflicts indicates that statutory approaches, including the
village administrations, police interventions, court litigations and state
revocation of land ownership were used.
8.4.1. Village administrative procedures
In another case, I asked the stakeholders about the steps often take when they
fall victims of the conflicts (e.g. crop damages). In response, most of the views
evolved during the interviews and focus group discussions show that most
farmers have used formal administrative procedures. They (farmers) particularly
said that they preferred to channel their complaints through the village
administration for the reasons that the Maasai pastoralists respected the village
governments most unlike the traditional leaders. As an interview extract
representing the views of the majority of interviewed farmers says:
They prefer to involve the village office, do you know why? In order to discipline
the Maasai pastoralists. This makes them feel scared to keep repeating the
same mistakes and therefore avoiding being summoned to the village office so
frequently. In contrast, however, the Maasai pastoralists who are used to solve
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their conflicts with farmers informally have a high probability of repeating the
mistake because they do not take it seriously70.
These perspectives reflect a growing strength in the administrative procedures
(statutory means) over informal mechanisms. In other words, the farmers
(perceived to be the main victims) become certain that the perpetrators (the
pastoralist) would easily comply to the summon, participate in the hearing of the
case and pay the agreed compensation in case the farmer wins the case.
Probably, this situation is attributed by the fact that administrative decisions can
be enforced legally or referred to the higher next level authorities in case of a
breach. In support of this sentiment Fisher (2014) argues that it is unsurprisingly
to see the increasing use of the administrative procedures because the
changing socio-political contexts of the conflicts are increasingly fading the
potential of the local mechanisms. However, the integrity of the leaders (the
VEOs and Village chairpersons) and credibility of the procedures used remains
debatable following some stakeholders’ perspectives pointing out corruption
and rent-seeking behaviours.
8.4.2. Police intervention
Perspectives citing police intervention contend that it has been one of the
common approaches of farmer-pastoralist conflict management. The district
police officers’ views in this regard state that police interventions have been
manifesting into three categories.

He said that the first category involves field patrolling in areas perceived to be
prone to the frequent escalation of the conflicts. According to him, the main
reason was to monitor unlawful livestock movements, the potential for violence
and where necessary arresting those believed to incite violence. His views
suggest that this is often done during the dry season because it is a period with
high potential for conflicts as this is the period believed to attract large groups of
livestock from different places to the wet valleys which are often used by
farmers for crop cultivation. He was explicitly quoted as saying:
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These views were from a female farmer of Mfuru village who was old enough to have sufficiently
experienced the dynamics surrounding farmer-pastoralist conflicts in the district.
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We conduct patrols nearly everywhere; we particularly increase our presence
during the dry season because this is the period when many conflicts occur71.
This is an indication that there have been some deliberate efforts to proactively
deal with the conflict situations before they turn violent and cause unnecessary
damage, injuries and deaths. While this can be appreciated as a positive move,
the geographical distribution and widespread nature of pastoralists in nearly all
the villages of Kilosa district have been one of the setbacks in realising intended
successes. In other words, it is not easy for the police to make their presence
promptly in time to enable them to prevent conflicts from occurring. This tells us
that there are situations where police operations become reactive, meaning that
they respond after the conflicts and damage have occurred. This may be too
late for the police to avoid conflicts escalating into violence, destruction of
properties, injuries and deaths. Moritz (2010) findings also endorse this
sentiment that authorities’ responses in incidences of farmer-pastoralist conflicts
in West Africa are vivid, but factors such as untimely arrival are the causes of
the aggravation of conflicts into violence or fatalities.
Equally, despite the seemingly appreciable role of the police patrolling in
conflict-avoidance perceptions from most of the participants suggests that most
of their operations were unfriendly and oppressive. For instance, during the
focus group discussions with pastoralists, participants were heard saying:
Instead of driving farmers out of our grazing areas, they took our livestock.
What they did was to come into our areas and grab our livestock and take them
to Msowero camp. That means those soldiers were directed by our enemies
who want to grab our lands, they brought them to our areas and took our
livestock to the camp.
On the other hand, one farmer says: you have the police benefiting from it, that
is if you take claim to Kilosa, the magistrate and police get benefits, do you
understand? You have taken a “salary car” to them, and eventually, you do not
get anything.
These have several implications for the peace-making process between farmers
and pastoralists. One of the implications is the vividly created image that the
police appear to be a coercive institution which bothers to secure tranquillity
71

These views were given by the officer commanding criminal investigation department (OCCID) in the
capacity of a key informant on behalf of the officer commanding district (OCD).
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through operations with no room for negotiation and dialogue. This suggests
that the operational nature of their activities was increasingly losing legitimacy
among the affected communities and more so the pastoralists who were often
the victims of the eviction processes. In these circumstances, it is rarely
possible for the police to iron out early indicators/root causes of conflicts before
they escalate because of the fear created, leading to loss of trust. In other
words, failure to address the conflicts before they escalate into violence
necessitates operational approaches in order to cool them down before other
measures are taken. Moritz (2010) equally reiterates that the failure of the state
authorities to address conflicts in time leads to widespread violence and
retaliations.
In what is viewed as the office-based role, the views of the district police officer
and the district residential magistrate show that the police are said to deal with
investigation and prosecution of the perpetrators. It was reported that this
involves investigation of both reported and unreported events regarding farmerpastoralist conflicts and preparing the charge sheets for the prosecution
thereafter. Following these procedures, the police officer said that many cases
had been investigated, with many being taken to the court while others were
dropped because of the lack of credible evidence. This indicates that through
duly exercised investigation and prosecution, the police institution becomes a
significant contributor to the peace between farmers and pastoralists.
Participants’ views, on the other hand, showed concerns over how farmerpastoralist conflicts were being dealt with. To them, the police treatment of
farmer-related conflict cases was not fair enough to guarantee the victims’
rights. They said many cases were preferentially treated depending on who
had what to offer in order to tilt investigations in his/her favour. Quite often,
farmers blame the integrity of the police for losing crop damage-related cases
while associating it on the bribes the police get from the pastoralists. On the
other hand, the pastoralists thought that the police bully them deliberately in
order to prompt them to pay bribes. This indicates that there are times officials
lose commitment or get involved in corrupt practices,

aspects Moritz (2010)

associates with the failure in managing the farmer-pastoralist conflicts in West
Africa.
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What was expressed by the police official to be the third role of the police was
involvement in the outreach programmes aimed at raising awareness of criminal
and civil offences among the communities.

His assumption was that such

programmes could restrain communities from committing unnecessary offences
out of ignorance. He specifically said that:

The education we provide aims at making people aware of the criminal
offences. Many of the farmers and pastoralists are not aware of these offences.
On top of that, we also educate the community on the community policing. In
doing so we collaborate with the village and religious leaders in order to
enhance peaceful coexistence in the community72.
This implies that there was increased police recognition of the importance of
empowerment programmes in peace maintenance which is a positive step in
conflict prevention. With the involvement of the religious and village leaders in
the programme, as reported by the police officer, it creates a collaborative
arrangement which is vital for the increased legitimacy and trust among
communities. As also argued in the literature, collaborative arrangement is
appropriate for conflict prevention, widely shared experiences, expertise and
skills among the participating members (Buckles and Gerett 1999; Ratner et al.
2017).

It appears however that, having a programme is one thing and implementing it
accordingly and promptly is a different thing. The interviewed police officer
argued that lack of sufficient budget allocation acted as a hindrance towards
successful execution of their duties. He said the police lacked sufficient financial
and material resources to be able to reach all the villages affected by farmerpastoralist conflicts. This situation reportedly limited their operations particularly
when the district council (alternative funder) had other budgetary priorities. This
situation

implies

that

occasionally,

interventions

and

empowerment

programmes were not being implemented timely and therefore created a
vacuum for conflict escalation.
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8.4.3. Court litigations
From the District Magistrate’s perspective following her response to the
question on the role of the court in the management of farmer-pastoralist
conflicts, the court was another statutory approach whose role was to receive
and register the case, hear the proceedings and then make decisions based on
the available evidence. In other words, as already stated in the proceeding
section, the disputants report to the police, the police do the investigating and
then submit the application to the court where it is registered for hearing.
Specifically, the Magistrate was quoted as saying:

As a matter of principle, we as court we make our decisions based on the
concrete evidence present. Unfortunately, many such cases being reported to
lack concrete evidence as required by the law of evidence. As a result,
claimants who are in most cases, farmers end up losing their cases against the
pastoralists73.
This implies that the court operates based on the already statutory laid down
legal procedures. In other words, credible evidence is an essential aspect for
deciding the winner or the loser regardless of whether it is difficult to establish
the culpability of certain livestock involvement in, let us say, the crop damage.
In this regard, proper execution of the case depends very much on the
investigation and prosecution by the police, failure of which may lead to the
failure in implicating the offender (the pastoralist) in an offence. This also
reflects the need for the community to be aware of the legal issues and
particularly how to establish credible evidence concerning issues at hand, be it
injuries, property destruction or crop damage. However, the field experience
and interviews conducted indicate that this was not the case in most of the
researched villages, and more so for the farmers as their income could not
allow them to even hire lawyers, unlike the pastoralists. In this regard, most of
the farmer-pastoralist conflicts resolved through court would inevitably leave
unhealed scars for the victims and particularly farmers who were perceived to
be the main losers.
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These views given by an assistant district court magistrate in the capacity of the key informant on
behalf of the district court magistrate. The interview was conducted in pursuit of getting the insight into
farmer-pastoralist conflict dynamics from legal procedural perspective.
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The magistrate also reported that there were circumstances where farmers
came out as winners of the cases. Still, however, the challenge emerges as to
whether such victories enabled them to recover the loss incurred, particularly
when the case involved crop damages. The District Magistrate was quoted as
saying:
Quite often, some cases are being proved without reasonable doubt that the
farmers have been affected. Based on this the court may decide that the
defendant (the pastoralist) compensate the claimant (the farmer) with a certain
amount of money or be jailed for six years in case he fails to pay for
compensation. So, if the pastoralist is unable to pay that amount of money he
would automatically go to jail74.
Regarding the farmer-pastoralist conflicts involving crop damage, this is where
the ambiguity begins. It is highly likely that in case of the victory, the basis on
what to be compensated for crop damage is determined by the court, in most
cases without the on-field assessment of the amount of the loss incurred. In this
situation, it is highly likely that the victors are undercompensated (farmers) or
the culprit overburdened (the pastoralists) in contrast to the actual situation.
When the participants were asked about this, both farmers and pastoralists felt
that this was one of their major concerns. Equally, jailing the culprit without
compensating the farmer is as damaging as making a double loss to the farmer.
First is the loss incurred through crop damage and second the cost and time
spent attending case hearings. Even though this may be regarded as a lesson
to others, the reality is that it may discourage others from using the court in
future related conflicts.

When the Magistrate was asked whether courts had outreach programmes for
empowering farmers and pastoralists on legal matters, the response was that it
was not among the responsibilities of the court, at least until when I conducted
this interview. The reason she gave was based on the claim that courts were
involved in farmer-pastoralist conflicts only when cases are filed. In other words,
it was the responsibility of the claimant and the prosecutor (the police officer) to
prepare and present the case before the court. The District Magistrate was
quoted as saying:

74

Ibid

230

The courts are not directly concerned with how the claimant gathers and
present the evidence, but rather the key player, in this case, is the prosecutor
who is a police and lawyer by profession. So long it is the role of the prosecutor
to present the witness and the evidence before me he knows how to do it very
well. Being police and a lawyer by profession, he is well acquainted with the
requirements of the law of evidence and the law of the criminal offences in
determining how and what evidence should be gathered and presented. It is his
responsibility, therefore, to read and understand the requirements of the two
laws in order to be informed on how best to prepare the witnesses so that they
could testify in a logical sequence that would enable me (a magistrate) to
prepare a sound ruling75.
These views imply that the direction of the case relies on the effectiveness and
commitment of the prosecutor in the investigation and collection of evidence.
Some participants’ views, however, claim that quite often claimants (victim
farmers or pastoralists) are informally asked to pay for paperwork and fuel for
the investigation to be conducted. This means an inability to pay leads to
inadequate investigation, a situation which also affects the prosecution and
outcomes of the judgement. The result is dissatisfaction and grievances which
reduce the legitimacy of the court among the community members.

Because of this, most of the farmers’ views show that quite often they were not
content with the decisions being made by the court. They believed that their
failure is connected to the perceived financial power the pastoralists have. This
means the pastoralists have what it takes to influence court decisions or
prosecutors’ investigations. The simple meaning from the farmers’ perspective
is that the court officials receive bribes from the pastoralists in order to tilt
decisions. The financial power the pastoralists are perceived to enjoy seems to
underscore this claim, as according to further views, they can tilt court decisions
just because they can hire qualified lawyers, unlike farmers. Similar sentiments
have also been established in some parts of Nigeria where pastoralists are said
to enjoy victories over farmer because of their financial buoyance, a situation
perceived to contribute to the persistence of the conflicts (Akov, 2017).
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These views given by an assistant district court magistrate in the capacity of the key informant on
behalf of the district court magistrate. The interview was conducted in pursuit of getting the insight into
farmer-pastoralist conflict dynamics from legal procedural perspective.
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Contrary to this, however, the magistrate’s interview shows that there is room
for an appeal to the higher courts’ hierarchies should anyone feel discontented
with the decisions reached. Part of an interview with her states:

The defendant has got the right to appeal in case he is not satisfied with the
ruling. It may occasionally happen that you sentence the defendant to
imprisonment and the higher level court decides to set him free after he had
appealed. This is a regular practice in the rule of law of the courts76.
This reflects that the court system has means of ensuring that justice prevails in
its judicial processes. However, it appears likely that there is desperation,
particularly among farmers, over the lengthy processes and cost involved in
ensuring that justice prevails, including the follow-up of appeals. This may be
due to the seasonal nature of farmers’ income which makes them weak
economically unlike their counterparts (the pastoralists) who own liquid assets
that can enable them to meet appeal costs. In this regard, farmers continue to
believe that they are unfairly treated. Moreover, the seeming belief that the
courts are involved in corruption implies the increased loss of trust of the court
by the participants and more so farmers. Walwa (2019) echoes this sentiment
that such beliefs have undermined the efforts to manage farmer-pastoralist
conflicts in the Coast region of Tanzania.
8.4.4. Revocation of the abandoned farms
Responding to the probing question on other means of conflict management, a
few stakeholders (farmers and pastoralists) were of the opinion that there were
attempts by the government to revoke the ownership of abandoned land. They
said that the aim was to make more space for agriculturalists and pastoralists
despite having acknowledged that they were yet to be any significant outcomes.
On the other hand, the reviewed official documents echoed that the government
had already started the process since President Magufuli assumed power in
2015. As the 2015–2020 District Livestock Strategic Plan equally suggests,
approximately 14,496.3 hectares had been identified and proposed for
revocation to the relevant authorities.

In the same line of thinking, the

MVIWATA official said that, of recently, President Magufuli had already revoked
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swaths of idle lands across the country for the same purpose. In particular, he
was quoted as saying:

Serious measures had to be taken including revoking ownership of these areas
and distribute them to small-scale producers so that they can have lands,
something which President Magufuli has been doing in this year. The president
has taken back many hectares of land and given them to the villages concerned
so that the regional government in collaboration with village governments can
start to implement the good land-use plan programme as part of the efforts for
reducing these conflicts77.
This implies that there was an increasing fifth phase of the government’s
political will to address land scarcity caused by the unequal distribution of land.
This means more land space will be made available for farmers’ and
pastoralists’ activities and hence reduce scarcity, competition and conflicts. As
the Minister of Land echoed: “the government aims to target and discourage
investors who buy and hold onto land solely for its speculative values instead of
investing and developing their assets. This encroaches on the livelihood and
rights of local farmers” (Makoye 2016: 1). Regardless of this, the success in
reducing conflicts between farmers and pastoralists remains to be observed
with time.

As many of the farmers’ perspectives suggest, most of the revoked lands in the
past were reserved for government activities or ended up falling into the hands
of the elite politicians and the financially advantaged individuals. They gave an
example of Kilangali village where swaths of land (with potential for irrigation)
revoked from previous private owners were reserved for village investment
projects despite scarcity of land among farmers. Although this appears to be a
positive move for the improvement of the village’s incomes, it barely contributed
to the reduction of the land scarcity the Kilangali community of farmers were
experiencing. However, even if distributed to farmers, chapter four indicated
that there is a danger for even more tenure contradictions in the future as
owners decide to claim land back.

This sentiment aligns with O’Bannon’s

argument that despite the “unanimous consent that more land needs to be
developed to satisfy growing pastoral and agricultural demand. The solution is
77

These views were according to MVIWATA official who was interviewed as a key informant on behalf of
the head of the organization (MVIWATA NGO) situated in Morogoro town.
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not without problems, however. Resource augmentation can lead to conflicting
property rights claims” (O’Bannon 2006: 86).
Figure 8. 4: One of the abandoned sisal estates in Kilangali ward (extends
from Kilangali to Kiduhi villages)

Source: Field photo. The government has started to revoke ownership of such estates in order
to free more space for farming and grazing activities.

8.5. Conflict management through NGOs
Stakeholders’ responses to whether there were any efforts invested in
addressing farmer-pastoralist conflicts show that there have been some NGOs
interventions in the district. They said that their interventions were mainly
focused on the sensitisation of peaceful coexistence between farmers and
pastoralists through different outreach initiatives. These were said to include the
most common which are seminars and workshops. More questioning around
the mode of the operand shows that, in the first case, the representatives were
appointed, trained and empowered in order to be able to educate the other
members of the communities they represented. For instance, an interview
extract from one of the focus group discussions with the pastoralists state:
A few years back, I think in 1999 there was one NGO which decided to convene
a meeting involving farmers and pastoralists from some of the villages of Kilosa
district. These villages include: Mbamba, Kiduhi, Kilangali, Kivungu, Mikumi,
Ulaya just to name few. We did the meetings in cohorts. The first cohort lasted
for one week. Then it was our turn in the second cohort. In the meeting, we
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were trained on how to deal with the conflicts in a peaceful manner. Our cohort
involved participants from Mbamba, Kilangali and Kivungu because we all came
from one ward. After being trained we had to visit each of the villages belonging
to Kilangali ward in order to sensitise people on how they should live in peace.
We tried to do it in that particular year and the results were a bit positive
because we hardly experienced any violent conflicts throughout that year. But in
recent years the conflicts have started to escalate again78.
This implies that NGOs are fundamental assets in the peacebuilding process.
This may be contributed to by their capacity to penetrate deep into the villages
and therefore be able to meet the broader part of the community. Importantly,
NGOs use collaborative approaches which are a useful tool for bringing
opposing parties together, ironing out differences as well as sharing
experiences and expertise in conflict management. This reduces emotions while
paving the way for the use of the appropriate channels for conflict management.
However, the field evidence suggests that this does not mean conflicts were no
longer occurring. The views of the participants suggest that there were
incidences of conflict re-escalation even after interventions by the NGOs. Giving
reasons, most of the participants in a series of interviews with the pastoralists
had the following opinion:
I think it is because of the time-lapse from the day we conducted the seminars
to date. Since then, no retraining has been conducted, and this might have
contributed to the lack of sustainability of the achievements realised in that
particular year. People might have forgotten the good things they learnt about
peaceful co-existence just because of the time length since the last training. I
think the power of the seminar to effect change works for the first and perhaps
the second year. However, in the third, fourth or fifth year even educators will
not have the motivation to continue educating the public79.
These views shed light on the fact that despite the positive role played by the
NGOs in peacebuilding, their sustainability has often been questioned. Their
incentivising approaches may be partly to blame, which may sometimes involve
allowances for the participants.

This means, being donor-dependent, most

NGOs cease interventions once the finances are cut, leaving the once
incentivised empowered actors demotivated. This poses a threat to the
sustainability of the realised achievements.
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considered to be 30 years and above. For this case they were perceived to be knowledgeable enough
about the conflicts in questions. As state before, the females’ contribution in the group was minimal.
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In addition to the collaborative empowering role, the NGOs are equally seen as
essential assets for lobbying and advocacy for policy changes. As key informant
views suggest the role of the NGOs, in this case, MVIWATA is the awareness
creation and the need for the government to pay immediate attention to existing
farmer-pastoralist conflicts. Reporting on the techniques they use, the
MVIWATA was quoted as saying:

As an NGO sometimes we go further, but I would not like to talk too much about
it. However, sometimes we motivate strikes and block roads so that the
government can take actions as early as possible. This is because, in the past,
the government used to neglect to undertake timely actions at the moment the
conflicts occurred. People died, and the government did not do much to contain
the situation. So you tell people to block the roads in order to create awareness
and forces the government leaders to come out and listen to the people’s
claims. To me it is better to block roads as a way of expressing their concerns
rather than killing each other80.
In what was perceived to be among the successes of lobbying and advocacy
was the firing or transferring of the DCs, Regional Commissioners (RCs) and
OCDs from Kilosa district and Morogoro after being perceived as inefficient in
handling farmer-pastoralist conflicts. This indicates that NGOs are essential
tools for supplementing government initiatives or filling in the vacuum left by the
government in dealing with farmer-pastoralist conflicts. Despite this, however, if
not well regulated, NGOs’ interventions can be a source of aggravation of the
conflicts. The views from the district council official echo this sentiment. This
could be because NGOs enable communities (both farmers and pastoralists) to
be aware of their infringed rights related to resource use and control, a situation
which prompts organised demands. For example, in case the pastoralists
become aware that it is their right to have an access route to the water points,
their respective demands may be resisted by the farmers who have blocked the
routes with their cultivation. This situation would inevitably create tension and
ultimately conflict in the absence of a prompt response from the relevant
institutions.
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These views were given by the MVIWATA official as already narrated in the previous pages.
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8.6. Improvised innovative mechanisms
When participants were further probed on what was being done to alleviate the
conflicts in question, most of their views show that some of the adopted means
were more innovative or improvisational by nature. An analytical lens shows
that they appear to be part of the proactive approaches aiming at avoiding
conflicts from escalating by addressing the potential observed at the earliest
stages. The most reiterated approaches in this regard are the adoption of mixed
farming by the pastoralists and creation of arbitrary buffer zones.
8.6.1. Pastoralists’ adoption of mixed farming
Based on stakeholders’ perspectives (pastoralists in particular), adoption of
mixed farming was an emerging form of production in the pastoralists’ villages
aimed at two aspects. First, they wanted to protect their land against farmers’
encroachment, particularly along the borders of their villages, with the
assumption that cultivated land erases the notion that has been popularising
grazing land as no man’s land. Second, they did not see any promising future
in pastoralism as resources were increasingly becoming scarce due to the
increasing climate change. Regarding the latter, a representative perspective
representing the majority of the pastoralists state:

We have foreseen the uncertain situation in the future. We, therefore, believe
that there will not be any more pastures for our livestock. Thus, to be certain of
our livelihood, we need to start adopting farming now. We need to know all the
farming techniques in order to be in a good position to help our families81.
This implies that there was an increasing awareness among the pastoralists
that they could live without relying on large herds of livestock as farming would
provide them with food and other necessities of life. This state of affairs has
significant implications on the reduced farmer-pastoralist conflicts possibly
because of the following: first, with an alternative source of livelihood, the
pastoralists are not obliged to keep large herds of livestock, a situation which
decreases their need for massive grazing lands. In turn this leads to reduced
pressure on the land resources. Second, mixed farming implies putting visible
signs (cultivation) on their land, a situation which improves their security of
81

The respondent was a female pastoralist who was old enough to have a sufficient lived experience
about farmer-pastoralist conflicts dynamics.
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tenure as opposed to the common resource ownership that had often been
threatened by encroaching farmers. Although this may also imply a slight
decrease of the grazing land, it scares away encroachers (farmers) and hence
avoids conflicts. In line with this sentiment, mixed farming has been reported to
have substantially contributed to strengthening of the pastoralists’ tenure rights
in some parts of Kenya and therefore avoided encroachment and conflicts with
farmers (Greiner 2017). The overall implication for this increasing shift from
pastoralism to mixed farming (agro-pastoralism) is the reduced land scarcity,
competition and conflicts between farmers and pastoralists.
8.6.2. Farmers’ improvisation of the arbitrary buffer zones
Interestingly, farmers’ views reveal that farming communities had improvised
their localised means of crop protection against livestock damages. Some of the
stated aims were to avoid economic loss and unnecessary conflicts with the
pastoralists. Reporting how this was being done, some farmers said; all agropastoralists particularly the Sukuma and Gogo ethnic people who sought land in
the farmers’ villages were given pieces of land at the peripherals of the villages
that border the Maasai pastoralists’ villages. Their assumption behind was that
the agro-pastoralists would buffer the farming communities against the
aggressive Maasai pastoralists as they (agro-pastoralists) will not allow them to
cross over to the farmers’ lands. In other words, the areas occupied by the
agro-pastoralists exist between those occupied by farmers and pastoralists.
According to the farmers’ perspectives, it becomes difficult for the Maasai
pastoralists to trespass the agro-pastoralists’ land because they are equally
good fighters. For instance, one of the Sukuma agro-pastoralists was quoted
saying:

For us, the Maasai pastoralists are like kids. When they approach my farm, I tell
them; I do not want to see you here from today onwards. As you are aware, we
are the Sukuma people and Sukuma people are well experienced in fighting.
Because of this, the Maasai pastoralists become scared and they do not
approach our farms anymore82.
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The respondent was a male Sukuma agro-pastoralist who was living in with Kilangali farmers’ village.
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The fact that the agro-pastoralists do cultivate crops like farmers, the
undeniable fact that they know what it takes to invest in crop cultivation from
land clearance to the harvesting stage makes them recognise the value of the
crops cannot be underestimated. This is because despite having the livestock
as well, they are also involved in cultivation. This sentiment has been echoed by
O’Bannon (2006) who iterates how shared experiences in crop cultivation
between farmers and pastoralists simplifies conflict management. Thus, in order
to pay courtesy and strengthen the relationship with the host farmers in the
villages of Kilosa district in which they have migrated onto, they use their
fighting skills to buffer the host (farmers) from the Maasai pastoralists’ invasion.
As per further literature, the idea of allocating peripheral land to the migrants is
not a new phenomenon. Hilhorst and Nelen (2013) report that this has been the
practice elsewhere in Africa in order to protect and strengthen the natives’
tenure rights.
8.7. Conclusion
This chapter has covered the empirical findings on the different mechanisms
used to handle the farmer-pastoralist conflicts in the selected villages of Kilosa
district. Critical examination reveals that while these mechanisms may be useful
in addressing conflicts in a given context, they may not be able in a different
context. For instance, traditional mechanisms are portrayed as useful in the
localised environment, but they are increasingly seen as obsolete in a current
paradigm shift where the causes of conflicts are much more integrated with
broader socio-political dynamics at the national and global levels. Policies such
as those involving evictions and branding are portrayed as useful in minimising
farmer-pastoralist conflicts. Nevertheless, the evidence that they are unilaterally
formulated and implemented makes them less impactful. Collective approaches,
such as meetings and committees, are seen as relevant for cooling tensions,
but in the context of unfair composition (lack of representation of farmers and
pastoralists) and the ad hoc mode of the operand, they are increasingly seen as
less able to address the contested needs on a sustainable basis. Statutory
mechanisms are portrayed as relevant during this era of neoliberal property
rights, but they appear less relevant in the context where causes of the conflicts
are connected to cultural issues and in the situation of a lack of ethics (among
practitioners) and institutional commitment. Innovative approaches are seen as
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relevant in addressing scarcity by getting rid of extensive land uses by both
farmers and pastoralists, but lack of investment capital (inputs) and
empowerment programmes are making these approaches less relevant. All this
implies that there is no single mechanism that can manage the farmerpastoralist conflicts successfully and more so in a changing socio-political
context, a situation which leaves remarkable implications on the conflict
management actors and mechanisms.
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CHAPTER NINE
SYNTHESIS AND DISCUSSION
9.0. Introduction
This chapter synthesises and discusses the findings presented in the preceding
chapters in relation to the broader debates and questions on research on
farmer-pastoralist conflicts. The aim is to clarify the significance of the findings,
highlight the areas of contribution made by this research, and to explore
limitations and further questions. The chapter is organised around several
themes: first, is the theoretical significance of the causes of farmer-pastoralist
conflicts. At this juncture the emphasis is placed on how the environmental
security and political ecology theories reinforce or contrast most of the findings
on farmer-pastoralist conflict dynamics in Kilosa district. This is followed by a
further critical analysis of the findings through a political ecology (PE) lens in
pursuit of unveiling the contested structural issues that underlie many of the
conflict dynamics in Tanzania and Kilosa district. This theme culminates with a
look at the possible limitations of PE analysis and how to overcome it; second,
are the highlights about impacts and implications on conflict-management
mechanisms. This theme’s significant focus is on examining conflictmanagement approaches in pursuit of gauging their relevance against the
causes and within the current socio-political dynamics. This section concludes
with a critical analysis of the comprehensive nature of the bricolage institutional
approaches and why they may be most relevant for addressing the conflicts in
question in the current socio-political dynamism.
9.1. Theoretical significance of the farmer-pastoralist conflict dynamics in
Kilosa
As opposed to the theoretical and policy discourses linking farmer-pastoralist
conflicts with the lone scarcity of the environmental resources in Africa, the
findings about the Kilosa district case reveal that this linkage has increasingly
been overemphasised. There is indeed significant evidence indicating how
drought, demographic surge and resource degradation have been contributing
to the scarcity of wetlands, water and pasture in Kilosa as per findings in
chapter six, nonetheless, these findings go as far as signifying some structural
factors that have been underlying these conflicts. Reinforcing this revelation is
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the widely disclosed legacy of the land tenure regime tracing back from colonial
through post-independent eras that have contributed to unfair land accessibility,
dispossession and evictions, with farmers and pastoralists being the most
vulnerable actors (chapter four).
As revealed by the findings, this legacy has been the source of many land
policies that have been exposing farmers and more so pastoralists to
marginalised lands under the guise of investment and wildlife conservation. It is
through this marginalisation that pastoralists have reportedly been exposed to
environmental shock while also being deprived of access to available wetlands
and water sources. In this regard, environmental or climate change come in as
secondary factors to exacerbate the already existing structural-driven
inequalities into further scarcity and potential violent conflicts. This revelation
confirms earlier broader political ecology narratives emphasising that farmerpastoralist conflicts in Africa are a product of the interacting environmental
scarcities and structural factors, and shaped by a given socio-political context
(Adano et al. 2012; Homer-Dixon 1999). This concludes that farmer-pastoralist
conflicts in Kilosa district are caused by the interaction of this set of factors
though structural scarcities appear to play a significant role as exhibited by the
enormously enclosed lands for private investors and wildlife conservation as
detailed below.
For instance, wider stakeholder perspectives suggest that land scarcity in the
district has been attributed to by vast sisal plantations, expansion of
conservation and speculative land enclosures. This sentiment is shared by the
official documents indicating the privatisation of NARCO ranches and the
introduction of a recent sugar plantation in Mbigiri village. While this has been
justified under the guise of economic development and tourism growth (Walwa
2019; Bluwstein et al. 2018), critical examination suggests that this has been
done at the expense of farmers’ and pastoralists’ interests in land resources.
The obvious implication following this situation is the increased loss of
customary tenure security many farmers and pastoralists have been relying on
and therefore competition and potential conflicts between them.
More significantly, this revelation reflects but also confirms earlier narratives
locating

such conflicts in Tanzania in the context of the colonial, Ujamaa
242

villagisation and liberalised land legacies that have been prioritising the state,
parastatal and private land interests (Bluwstein et al. 2018). Subsequently, in
what appears to be echoed in the global discourse on modernisation (Walwa
2019; Benjaminsen et al. 1999), the space for the protection of the indigenous
rights/interests in land resources has increasingly been diminishing. This
informs us that many farmer-pastoralist conflicts in Kilosa district can be traced
from the legacy of this broader discourse-situation implying an increased loss of
stakeholder power (farmers and pastoralists) and domestic/international forum
for negotiating indigenous land interests. This situation is reported to occur in
other places where land has been unscrupulously taken by the state, elites or
corrupt officials for facilitating hunting concessions, such as Ruaha (Bluwstein
et al. 2018) and Loriondo (Watts 2018), both in Tanzania, under the guise of the
same developmental discourse (Walwa 2019). This situation obviously renders
farmers and pastoralists to a landlessness state, especially because they are
accompanied with forced evictions without compensation.
Unlike the colonial era, which appears to have entirely emphasised land
privatisation while disregarding the concerns of the subsistence farmers and
pastoralists, the case study indicates that many of the post-independence
tenure interventions came under the guise of correcting preceding tenure
discrepancies. For instance, the findings seem to signal that interventions like
the Ujamaa villagisation of the 1970s attempted to reduce conflicts through
separation of the farmer and pastoralist villages among other aims, but
successes could not be overemphasised.

At the same time, farmers and

pastoralists in Kilosa district, which consists of about eight pastoralist villages,
seem to associate increased loss of their previous commons with village-driven
displacement, while also experiencing growing competition due to confinement.
Although separation of the farmers and pastoralists sounds appealing in easing
tensions between these two groups, concerns over constraining land space
among stakeholders raise questions about the preciseness in planning and
implementation of the programme.
Much as the review of the socio-political context of the case in point portrays the
need to

address farmer-pastoral tensions as a secondary objective of the

villagisation programme, it signifies that the state paid much more attention to
what Lal (2015) describes as power consolidation through controlled village
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administrations. It should be remembered that villagisation came into being
shortly after independence, a situation underscoring the new state’s need to
mark and consolidate its presence among the communities. In confirming this
sentiment are Bluwstein et al. (2018) and Mwaikusa (1993), whose accounts
also appear to denounce the villagisation’s

focus on addressing farmer-

pastoralist conflicts. They are instead of the opinion that villagisation focused
more on confiscation of the commons for parastatal organizations such NAFCO
and NARCO for commercial agriculture and livestock productions respectively.
This situation broadly explains the small amount of attention the programme
paid to the interests of farmers and pastoralists regarding access to sufficient
land resources. With the pastoralists appearing to be the most affected group
due to their mobile production systems, unlike the farmers’ sedentary system,
trespasses from Kiduhi to Kilangali village and Mabwegere to Mfuru village in
search of pasture and water have become a new frontier for farmer-pastoralist
clashes.
Nevertheless, it is still interesting to learn how the government has been
attempting to address farmer-pastoralist conflicts through villagisation as per
chapter four and stakeholder interviews. However, the apparent failure to even
lessen these conflicts, especially in Kilosa district which resettled pastoralists in
eight villages, may still raise further scrutiny of their relevance.

A critical

examination of the case study alongside the documentary review, physical
observation and interviews on why this was the case in the district reveals the
following: first, pastoralists’ village settlements were allocated far away from
wetlands and water points which means they could hardly access reliable
pasture and water particularly when drought seasons intensify scarcity in their
villages; second, while the alternative pathways could have been to establish
and maintain reliable infrastructures, such as dams, drinking points, access
routes (to rivers) and dips, the findings suggest otherwise that this has hardly
been the case, and those that exist are in a dilapidated state.
For example, while a few dams existed in Kiduhi and Mabwegere villages, they
were not in good enough condition to sustain the livestock water needs for all
year long – a situation which reinforces Fratkin’s (1997; 2014) account of some
farmer-pastoralist conflicts to have been attributed by the dilapidated
infrastructures in pastoral areas. Apparently, one of the notable implications is
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the outward movement of the pastoralists into other villages within Kilosa district
or outside where they have led to trespasses, a sentiment equally echoed by
Walwa (2019) in the case of farmers’ wetlands, and Bluwstein (2018) in the
case of the protected wetlands. This situation underscores political ecology
narratives linking famer-pastoralist conflicts and the legacy of Ujamaa
villagisation. In a broader context, this is a confirmation of Bluwstein et al.’s
(2018) account about the legacy of the colonial era through Ujamaa villagisation
to land liberalisation policies on land conflicts in Tanzania. Though revealed not
to be that significant in addressing farmer-pastoralist conflicts, the legacy of
Ujamaa villagisation that has shaped these conflicts provides a unique
dimension to the dynamism of the conflict in Kilosa and Tanzania. This brings in
a new contribution to farmer-pastoralist conflict literature that is currently
dominated by non-socialist cases, such as Nigeria, Sudan and Kenya.
The findings also reveal that there has been an influx of land buyers into both
farmer and pastoralist villages. While some of the deals were reportedly done
through unscrupulous state, district and village officials, some were reportedly
done on the basis of willingness, where farmers became consciously involved.
Nevertheless, both situations seem to have contributed to the increasing land
scarcity along with the surging populations, migration and increased number of
livestock in the villages as depicted in chapter six. This situation implies and
also confirms two political ecology narratives as follows: first, unfair involvement
of the officials in allocating/facilitating buying of the village lands contrary to the
legal procedures stipulated in the village land acts of 1999, confirming the
concerns of Benjaminsen et al. (2009) on the likelihood of corrupt deals as part
of the significant factors in increased land scarcity and conflicts; second, the
lack of sustainable livelihood alternatives driving farmers to sell their land
despite the enormous size of their families depending on it. This situation
confirms Swinton et al.’s (2003) narrative linking poverty to the increased land
scarcity and farmer-pastoralist conflicts. On a broader scale, both situations are
located within the context of increased land formalisation that has eased
transactions and subsequently increased insecurity of the customary tenure
(Boone 2019).
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9.1.1. A reflection on the role/capacity of the state in shaping resource
conflicts
The study further indicates that the state’s role/capacity in shaping resource
conflicts appears to be ambivalent. There is evidence of the state enacting laws
and implementing policies that are indeed consequential – a situation indicating
its continued power – but also there are clear limits to state influence (indicated
by the capacity of the external pressure/groups to act outside in spite of the
state). As we have seen in the literature and empirical findings, this capacity is
traced back to the colonial period where the state has been fully responsible for
the successive land policies that have led to the changing dimensions in land
use that have evidently benefited some of the groups while disadvantaging
others.
The focus here is not to discredit the power of such laws and policies in
transforming the country’s development in terms of agriculture, livestock
keeping and tourism, but to highlight how their implementation has explicitly or
implicitly contributed to the land problems we see today. One such evidence is
drawn from the notable stakeholder concerns on increased loss of natives’ land
for investment, conservation and speculation following the state’s hegemonic
influence on land tenurial issues that dates back from colonial to current
liberalised land-tenure systems. As confirmed by Bluwstein et al. (2018), the
state’s power over land-tenure policies, starting from the colonial through
Ujamaa villagisation to the recent liberalised land policies, are ample evidence
that informs many of the land scarcities and conflict dynamics that exist today,
although this does not rule out its notable contribution to strengthened tenure
rights and noble investments in agriculture, mining and wildlife tourism.
For instance, the state has regularly been reforming regulations, such as the
wildlife conservation acts, vesting powers to the respective authorities, such as
respective ministers and TANAPA (Bluwstein et al. 2018; Neumann 1997).
Presumably, these regulations aim not only to protect the wildlife but also to
raise income through tourism, which is an appreciable undertaking and a vivid
exhibition of the role/power/capacity of the state to protect the national interests.
However, these same regulations contradict the village land regulations
empowering the local farmers and pastoralists over matters related to the
village land as protected lands (URT 1999b). One such concern is the reported
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progressive extension of Mikumi National Park into neighbouring villages
(interviews) in Kilosa district – a situation that implies a significant
transformation in the livelihood systems of farmers and pastoralists in those
areas. We can therefore see that conflicts might arise out of such contradictory
powers or implementation strategies that ignore the interests of the other
groups, particularly those of the farmers and pastoralists who are the main
commons users.
The power of the state in influencing land-resource governance is again
manifesting in enacting devolution policies aiming at, among other things,
empowering the village communities in deciding land-governance matters
through elected village representatives. Examination of the empirical findings
reveals the existence of such powers as land has reportedly been accessed
through the village administrations and that security of tenure was relatively
highly guaranteed through such an arrangement. As reinforced by Pedersen
(2012) and Collins (2018), and echoed by the village land act of 1999b (URT,
1999b), it is indeed true that devolution aimed to empower communities on
decision making on how land should be governed and utilised. While this
sounds appealing for alleviating land-related problems – and indeed these
decisions have reportedly received significant recognition among stakeholders –
a few raised concerns over the village leaders’ malpractices and interference
from the district and politicians seemed to undermine this recognition accorded
to the state.

This also confirms Pedersen’s (2012) concerns over the

implementation of decentralised land governance where village leaders have
practically remained accountable to top administrations instead of the benefiting
communities. This suggests that while many of the state regulations/policies
governing land regulations may get legitimacy among beneficiary communities,
it is highly likely that discrepancies in implementations do potentially downplay
this legitimacy and portray the state as inept instead.
For instance, some of the expressed concerns involve the unilateral land
transaction deals between investors/speculators/elites and village authorities
despite the 1999 village land provisions emphasising that any such
undertakings should gain prior approval from the village assemblies. Critical
examination of the empirical findings also shows increased concerns by the
village leaders over the top-down orders from the district, regional or state level
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authorities directing/deciding about which individual/firms should a particular
size of land be allocated to contrary to the stipulated procedures. Once again,
this situation reinforces the highlighted claims in the literature where
effectiveness in decentralised land governance systems has hardly been
achieved due to such discrepancies among others (Pedersen 2012; Collins
2018). Obviously, this situation potentially makes farmers and pastoralists
perceive the state as inept in terms of implementation and enforcement of its
regulations and policies because of the following implications: first, people are
increasingly becoming landless; second, some resort to rented land spaces –
ending up with an increased cost of production. Worse, is the increased amount
of farmers’ encroachment into pastoralist grazing land and vice versa – resulting
in heightened tensions and conflicts between farmers and pastoralists.
Broadly evident in the literature and subsequent empirical findings, there are
situations when the state’s enactment of regulations and policies appears to be
influenced by groups from within and outside the country because of selfinterests in land resources. This has been manifesting in the lobbying powers
these groups possess due to the external support or buoyant financial capacity
they use to lure in the government officials. For instance, a growing body of
literature and examined socio-political context indicates the increased
strengthening of land privatisation policies that paves the way for massive land
acquisitions by private investors and conservationists. A critical examination of
the literature and dynamics of land acquisition in the case study district reveals
this to have been done under the support/influence of the global forces,
particularly the World Bank (Neumann 1997), and conservation authorities such
as the WWF (Chasek et al. 2014) to facilitate global food security and
biodiversity conservation. Indeed, Bluwstein et al. (2018) confirm that economic
development and biodiversity conservation have been used as discourses for
justifying this huge land takeover. It is understood that the government has got
vested interests in the need to increase its revenues through agricultural
investments and tourism, but responding to such pressures at the expense of
the smallholder farmers’ and pastoralists’ land tenure rights, who are equally
economically productive, indicates its ineptness in this matter.
For instance, migration of the pastoralists into Kilosa district, reported to have
been prompted by commercial agriculture production and biodiversity
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conservation in the northern regions of Tanzania, implies the small amount of
attention paid by the state to the grazing needs of those people. This sentiment
is equally shared by Robbins (2012) when referring to land acquisition dynamics
and consequential evictions of the pastoralists from Meru land in the northern
regions of Tanzania.

More substantially, when this is done without a prior

arrangement for alternative livelihood resources on to new destinations – a
situation confirmed to be the case in Kilosa district as per the interviews
conducted. In line with these revelations that have left the state exposed in the
way it deals with land resource governance affairs are the forced evictions from
Ruaha protected wetlands on to unspecified destinations into Kilombero district
(Bluwstein et al. 2018), Coastal and Lindi regions (Walwa 2019) with inevitable
conflicts against native farmers.
Even worse, Bluwstein et al. highlight cases of evictions of the pastoralists from
Ihefu wetlands to allow creation of the Ruaha National Park, only to learn later
that the highly connected foreign companies/individuals had been heavily
involved in lobbying for hunting concessions and tourism business. This implies
that some decisions are made by the state, not because of the national
interests, but because of the influence of powerful external individuals/firms
facilitated by their financial grants (Chasek et al. 2014) or state officials’ corrupt
and rent-seeking behaviours (Matondi et al. 2011). With the consequential
implications on farmers and pastoralists on their land-tenure rights, it becomes
obvious that this situation portrays the state as inept among the affected
communities.
Equally, empirical findings highlight several state institutions responsible for
land governance and direct conflict management, such as the local district
administration (DC), the district local authorities (the council), the court, the
police and the village administrations. The presence of these institutions, which
have obviously been engaged in land governance and management of the
related conflicts through peace negotiations, adversarial and litigation systems,
exhibits the power and capacity of the state in farmer-pastoralist conflict
management in the district. For instance, empirical evidence indicates that
farmers and pastoralists have been increasingly choosing state institutions over
the local mechanisms when it comes to the land-conflict management while
referring to the traditional mechanisms’ lack of legal binding in the current socio249

political dynamism. This situation suggests that the government institutions
have been receiving legitimacy among communities when fair and just
procedures and rulings are adhered to – a situation promising communities’
continued support of state processes and procedures.
Nonetheless, there are increased concerns regarding corruption, rent seeking
and lack of accountability among some of these institutions or their officers with
no promising hope of being rectified soon. The reported involvement of the
village and district leaders into unscrupulous village land deals, poor handling
of the conflict cases by the village authorities, the police and the court, with
blame being shifted to corruption and lack of accountability, is obviously
substantiating this sentiment. This has also been confirmed by Benjaminsen et
al. (1999) in his study about the political ecology of farmer-pastoralist conflict in
Kilosa district. To some extent, this situation portrays the state as corrupt and
inept when it comes to the effectiveness of resource governance and conflict
handling, while implying the increasing loss of legitimacy among conflict victims
who are in this case farmers and pastoralists. Overall, the increased loss of
legitimacy is potentially leading to the consequential implications on how people
perceive the state and their relationship to it and then a feeling of being less
obliged to obey laws and normal political processes.
9.1.2. The role/capacity of local leadership in shaping resource conflicts
While the socio-political history of the case study indicates that land has
previously been governed by traditional institutions, examination of the empirical
findings suggests that the current governance is under the local institutions that
represent the state at the local village administrations. This means land
allocation and related conflicts are respectively controlled and managed through
the elected/appointed village leaders, unlike in the past where traditional
institutions had a major role to play. This sentiment has been reinforced by the
Village Land Act of 1999 which entrusts the village administrations through
decentralised structures when it comes to land allocation and related conflict
matters. This implies that the state is virtually represented by the local
governance institutions – a situation implying the increased consolidation of the
state power in land governance and conflict management in the villages.
However, whether this transformation reflects the improved response to the
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communities’ land governance needs or just what Lal (2015) purported to be the
need to consolidate the political power in the village still needs further
discussion.
Although this transformation implies the declining power/role of the traditional
institutions, the presence of the state in local governance arrangements
appears relevant for coping with the current dynamics on resource conflicts that
are shaped by strengthened individual property rights. However, this situation
implies a dichotomous but ambivalent situation. First, strengthened local
institutions that are responsive to the community needs and hence an increased
state of legitimacy among the community when it comes to land governance
and conflict management matters. Second, the decreased power of the
communities to make their own choices and priorities over land governance and
conflict resolution due to an increased risk of an upward accountability – a
situation confirmed by empirical findings to exist in Kilosa district.
What is perhaps causing the ambivalent situation is how these local institutions
have been balancing the needs/interests of the communities (farmers and
pastoralists) and the interests of the state on land-governance affairs.

As

Pedersen (2012) poses it, although deliberate efforts have been made under
the decentralised systems to make these leaderships responsive to the needs
of farmers and pastoralists in the villages, respective institutions have
increasingly been upwardly accountable to the state. The threat here is an
increased response to the state needs/interests and pressures at the expense
of the interests of the farmers and pastoralists – a situation posing the risk of
decreasing confidence in and legitimacy of the functionality of local institutions.
For example, an examination of the pastoralists’ responses shows that over the
decades they have been having their traditional systems of range management
which have been adaptive to the scarcity dynamisms which are governed by
traditional leaders/elders. Surprisingly, this system was hardly reflected in and
recognised by the village administration set up as many of their functions are
state controlled. One of the vivid evidences is the replacement of this system
with state-controlled programmes such as VLUP, though often manifesting
virtually through local village administrations. This has resulted in land-use
zoning, including setting land aside for wildlife management areas (WMA) which
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have curtailed the size of the farming and grazing lands in respective villages,
with traditional power moved to community-based organizations (CBOs), which
are responsive to the village administrations. This state of affairs reinforces
Bluwstein et al.’s (2018) account of the role VLUPs and WMAs have played in
curtailing the village lands while the administration powers coming from other
vested institutions, such as TANAPA – in the case of the WMAs and TIC – in
the case of land set aside for investment. While the local village administration
may be relevant in responding to the communities’ needs regarding land
governance and conflict management, the seeming erosion of the traditional
role caused by the increased presence of the state-powered institutions
undermines the valuable contribution the traditional institutions might offer in
governance, peace-making and broader representation of local needs and
priorities.
Unlike the local colonial land-use governance arrangements, the introduction of
the village administration saw the remarkable transformation of the traditional
leadership to the elected state village administrations (Lal 2015). Within the
newly introduced villagisation land-use setting, the role of the traditional leaders
seems to have been shifted to the elected village officials who continue to
exercise power over land governance and allocation as virtual representatives
of the state. This state of affairs implies that when it comes to making
choices/decisions between the interests of the state and communities, there is a
likelihood that the state will be preferred most, as being the government virtue
agencies (village administrations) they have to make sure that the interests of
the state regarding land-use priorities are met in the first place. This reinforces
the earlier claim in the literature branding Ujamaa villagisation as just the means
to consolidate political powers aiming, among other things, to fulfil the interests
of the state (Lal 2015; Shivji 2008). Moreover, this implies the decreased power
of the traditional governance systems and consequently less prioritised
traditional land-use interests the farmers and pastoralists used to enjoy.
Despite this shift of power seeming to have impacted the dynamics of the
village land governance and conflict resolution, the findings reflect that it has
continued to maintain its legitimacy when protocol involving broader
communities engagement is adhered to and not otherwise. Further empirical
findings reveal, however, that there had been an increased interference of such
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protocols by the higher authorities (from the districts, regions and state levels)
regarding land allocation and conflict management contrary to what URT
(1999b) stipulates. The implication for this is an increased unpredictability of
these local institutions in protecting the communities’ interests in resources and
subsequent conflict management. Part of the evidence widely shared among
participants is the increased unscrupulous allocation of land to elites, petty
investors and speculators while customary tenure is being increasingly
subjected to insecurity. While coupled with the reported behaviour of corruption
and rent-seeking behaviour among village leaders, these institutions potentially
jeopardise their trustworthiness and legitimacy in handling farmer-pastoralist
land conflicts and those involving these groups with other investors.
9.1.3. PE’s role in focusing on societal discourses shaping resource
allocations
Political ecology was employed in this thesis as a relevant framework for
understanding social-environment conflicts, particularly in developing country
contexts. In the course of the literature review, it became clear that political
ecology encourages attention towards issues that are important but not
addressed in other frameworks, especially in relation to the analysis of past and
current power relations. Through critical application in the empirical chapters,
the research confirms the value of PE as a critical lens in environmental
conflicts in three ways: first, it enhances a critical understanding of the societal
discourses shaping resource access and conflict dynamics; second, it critically
analyses how the communities perceive issues related to scarcity and
competition; third, it provides an extra dimension into how environmental
conflicts (farmer-pastoralist conflicts) become a function of social and structural
processes of resource distribution as opposed to the environmental scarcities.
For instance, with a political ecology lens of stakeholder perspectives and
literature the thesis has been able to reveal a significant linkage between the
modernisation theories and existing farmer-pastoralist conflicts (Peters 2013;
Maganga et al. 2016). This means that looking into the insight of the conflict
dynamics in the case study would require a critical examination of this linkage
with reference to the pre-emptive development narratives scholars like Walwa
(2019) present as causes for exclusion of other groups from their right to
resources. One such narrative the PE lens has managed to reveal, and which
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circulates among farmers, politicians and even policymakers, focuses on
branding pastoralists as primitive and that their mobile production system is
environmentally destructive. This narrative has been justified by the farmers’
broadly shared view that pastoralists have been invading and degrading their
land and, more importantly, inciting violence with farmers in Kilosa.
While such a narrative may just be taken lightly by other frameworks, the PE
lens goes as far as analysing it with reference to the socio-political dynamics
causing imbalances in resource distribution. For instance, much as many policy
discourses do support farmers at the expense of the pastoralists (Benjaminsen
2009), it becomes clear that narratives disadvantaging pastoralists aim to: first,
reinforce the already existing biased policies; second, justify the exclusion of the
pastoralists from access to sufficient livelihood resources. In this regard, the PE
lens helps us to understand that farmer-pastoralist conflicts are somewhat
resulting from exclusion policies which are traced/embedded in the pre-emptive
rhetoric that have been disregarding the pastoralists’ rights to resources. This
revelation confirms Walwa’s (2019) account on how such discourses have bred
what he calls licensed exclusion of the pastoralists from their right to resources.
On a broader scale, this situation reinforces many of the political ecology
perspectives viewing these conflicts from the dimension of the global quench for
land liberalisation (Walwa 2019; Bluwstein et al. 2018) that has trickled into
censored land access rights between farmers and pastoralists – with
pastoralists being mostly disadvantaged.
Using the PE lens in examining the literature and empirical findings reveals the
understanding that liberalised economies not only contrast pastoralists’ mobile
production but also fragmented holdings practised by smallholder subsistence
farmers. This contrast arises out of the fact that while the liberalised land
access involves legalised property rights and enclosures (Boone 2019; URT
1999a), subsistence farming and mobile pastoralism are communally based
where everyone has the right to unlimited access to the commons (Hardin
1968). This implies that the growing dominance of the former, which is revealed
to be the case in Kilosa, has increasingly been paving the way for the potential
tenure insecurity of the commons. This viewpoint is unsurprisingly reinforced by
the overwhelming stakeholder concerns about the increased exposure of the
commons to predation with grazing commons being affected the most. From the
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political ecology lens therefore we come to understand that this is the question
of the power difference existing between liberalised properties that are actually
statutory protected against non-statutory customary ownership that has been at
the epicentre of scarcity and conflicts.
Further examination of the empirical findings using the PE lens has helped to
unveil further narrative branding pastoralists as strangers which means they
were supposedly not entitled to land resources. Critical analysis of this narrative
from the PE dimension helps to reveal that this is not just stranger-native
rhetoric. Rather, it is a reflection of the widening social cleavage between
farmers (perceiving themselves as natives) and pastoralists (perceived to be
strangers) attributed by a paradigm shift within which the two groups attempt to
consolidate their dominance on access to scarce resources. This sentiment is
reinforced by another PE sentiment positioning this stranger-native narrative in
the context of the structural inequalities and more so the powers of identities in
shaping resource access (Alao 2007; Moritz 2006) that are consciously or
unconsciously aiming at excluding other groups to minimise competition for the
meagre resources. We come to the insight that with the pastoralists appearing
to be the target of these narratives, the pastoral livelihood system has been in a
constant jeopardy, and worse, with little concern for the governing authorities at
the village, district and state levels. The PE lens in this regard contributes to
explaining why pastoralists have been resorting to violence as an alternative
way of having access to the much-needed livelihood resources and in an
attempt to make their voices heard by responsible authorities.
In parallel to the stranger-native narrative, the PE lens helps to explain why
pastoralists are labelled by farmers as aggressive, contemptuous and violent,
and what this implies for conflicts between these two groups. Although this
narrative was revealed to have been shared by the district state authorities,
such as council officials, police and magistrates, and confirmed by Benjaminsen
et al. (2009) to have been shared by the mainstream media in Tanzania,
application of critical PE analysis reveals that perhaps the most important thing
is the reason behind this scenario. Examination of empirical findings reveals
that, indeed, youth pastoralists have been the target of the police and DCs
whenever there is any escalation of violence, presuming that they are the
potential inciters of the conflicts – an assumption reinforced by their long-held
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tradition of being armed all the time. What is perhaps being overlooked – which
the PE lens might usefully contribute to explain – is what underlies this
aggressiveness and contemptuous behaviour occurring while attempting to
access the much-needed resources as shown hereunder.
The study learns that pastoralists in the district are the minority. Looking at this
from the PE of power dimensions it becomes evident that being the minority,
coupled with their mobile production nature, denies them opportunities to take
part in political administrations such as councillors or members of parliament.
This implies a lack of their voices in the policy corridors – with a subsequent
implication that most of their concerns related to access to land resources, such
as pasture and water, were hardly receiving any critical attention. Examining
this sentiment in a broader perspective of power and socio-political dimensions
using the PE lens, it comes to light that there is a greater connection between
what pastoralists are facing on the ground and global discourses promoting
agriculture at the expense of mobile pastoralism. This sentiment confirms
Walwa’s (2019) and Benjaminsen et al.’s (2009) accounts on increased
undermining

of

mobile

pastoralism

under

the

justification

of

being

environmentally destructive and economically inviable. We can therefore see
that only the PE lens enables us to get into this insight, unlike other linearbased frameworks such as environmental security theory.
A typical case can be found in an empirically noted government facilitated
irrigation infrastructure along Myombo River, benefiting rice and vegetable
farmers in Kilangali ward while doing little to invest in pastoralists’
infrastructures, such as sustainable dams in the nearby Kiduhi village. Thus, in
a situation where the pastoralists lack the much-needed livelihood resources, it
becomes unsurprising to exhibit unusual behaviour in an attempt to enhance
their survival on the one hand and voicing the abnormalities in resource
distribution on the other hand. The PE lens enables us to conclude that the
pastoralists’ aggressive and contemptuous behaviour in this context becomes
not only about their culture but also a manifestation of the underlying sociopolitical dimensions causing scarcity and double standards in facilitating access
to the contested resources.
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9.1.4. Limitations of PE analysis
Like any other frameworks, political ecology has some limitations, the
understanding of which could lead us to have a way of overcoming them.
Though it helps to understand power dynamics shaping resource distribution
and potential conflicts, a critical examination of the literature reveals that it tends
to oversimplify by categorising power groups into villain and victim categories –
without going further into examining the complexities, roles and behaviour. One
of its main contributions is to highlight power dynamics, but a critical
examination of the literature and empirical chapters indicates that PE analysis
tends to portray the powerful actors (the state, corporations/firms and individual
investors) as bad, and the less powerful (such as farmers and pastoralists) as
‘good’, missing the complexities of roles and behaviour. This has resulted in too
sweeping statement about villain and victim without a critical examination of the
socio-political dynamics shaping their relationships and a contribution each
powerhouse provides to the national development when it comes to resource
utilisation. Surprisingly, while this state of affairs manifests between the
powerful groups and the less powerful groups as stated above, it has equally
been revealed to exist even among the less powerful groups themselves (where
farmers are portrayed as villains or victims of the farmer-pastoralist conflicts
dynamics and vice versa).
In the first scenario the state is increasingly being portrayed by PE analysis as a
powerful actor that has facilitated the acquisition of massive land by
corporations, private firms and individual investors through its successive tenure
policy changes. Unsurprisingly, empirical findings reveal the echoing of this
sentiment by the less powerful groups (farmers and pastoralists) by shifting
blame to the state and these firms/investors as sources of land scarcity and
competition in the district. Bluwstein et al. (2018), equally, underscore these
sentiments by highlighting how corporation and private firms have been using
their lobbying and financial powers to facilitate policy changes and acquisitions
of massive lands for mining, agriculture, wildlife protection and hunting
concessions. According to their views, farmers and mostly pastoralists have
been victims of displacement and evictions because of these processes and
their rights to land resources have been unceremoniously deprived. It is not the
intention of this thesis to dispute that this situation might have contributed to
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some land problems facing farmers and pastoralists of some kind, but a
significant concern surrounds the decreasing PE focus on the relevance of such
transformation under the current competitive global economies and what these
so-called powerful actors might usefully contribute. More importantly, focusing
on how these groups could coexist, shape their power relationship and
constantly examine the useful role each group could play in easing tensions and
conflicts with the ultimate goal of clearing layers of villain-victim sentiments.
For instance, while the PE analysis has increasingly been portraying powerful
actors as villains, meaning that they cause problems by acquiring massive
lands, the same analysis forgets that this is perhaps needed for enhancing
countries’ economic development and conservation of nature. Surprisingly, the
PE and even the interviewed stakeholders place little focus on cultures of
extensive land-use practices for pastoralism (huge livestock herds) and
fragmented farm holdings that deny opportunities for land use by other actors
for activities such as commercial farming, settlements, ranches and
conservation. It is estimated, for example, that Tanzania is the third country in
Africa with the largest number of livestock kept (cattle alone) through the mobile
pastoralism model which amounts to 25,000,000 (FAO 2014). This has huge
implications on the land-use practices and land access opportunities for other
actors the PE should focus on rather than solely portraying pastoralists as
victims in this context.
In the second scenario, the limitations of PE analysis are revealed in the way it
treats the so-called less powerful groups who are, in this case, the farmers and
pastoralists. In most of the political ecology literature pastoralists have been
portrayed as villains in the context of farmer-pastoralist conflicts (Benjaminsen
et al. 2009; Walwa 2019). In this regard it is not surprising to see this sentiment
having been broadly shared among farmers, village leaders and district
authority officials as per the empirical findings. One of the explanations centres
around the role of national policies and discourses that have historically
portrayed pastoralism as disastrous, wasteful, environmentally destructive
(Benjaminsen 2019) and what the empirical findings portray as being the cause
for violent conflicts against other actors, attributed to by their extensive and
mobile land-use practices. Such a view, which has increasingly been echoed by
many PE scholars, portrays farmers as victims who deserve exclusive rights
258

over access to resources and pastoralists as villains seeking to often incite
violence. As a result, pastoralists have evidently been vulnerable to exclusion
from resource access, and worse, under the facilitation of the state and district
policies and evidently law enforcement organs. While this may be the case in
point, PE analysis seems to run short of focusing on the expansion of
agriculture into pastoralists’ grazing lands, as a situation having significant
implications on the livelihood of the pastoralists. In a situation indicating their
increasing powerlessness against farmers, any of their moves to claim back or
protect their resource access rights have been met by aggressive responses
from farmers, investors and conservationists (interviews).
For instance, reported attempts by the pastoralists to claim back or graze on
part of their land taken by the expanding Mikumi National Park and ASA seed
farms have been criminalised and because of this they (pastoralists) have been
facing hefty fines as a response to unauthorised trespassing. In a similar
situation, the pastoralists of the Mabwegere village have reportedly been
receiving a stern response as they attempt to regain the grazing land allocated
to private investors by the neighbouring Mambegwa village administration. In
this circumstance, pastoralists have increasingly been turned into villains who
wish to invade and incite violence. Much as this sentiment is broadly shared
and manipulated by domestic and global policy discourses favouring agriculture
at the expense of pastoralism (Benjaminsen et al. 2009), the pastoralists’
concerns (voices) have been receiving little attention. This situation is ostensibly
causing a feeling of abandonment among pastoralists, which is perhaps why
pastoralists have been resorting to violence, more so after being stretched to a
point of no return as they struggle for their survival.
Another villain-victim portrayal and their role in farmer-pastoralist conflicts can
be traced in the governance and corruption. Issues in good governance
manifesting into lack of commitment, lack of political will and institutionalisation
of the exclusion policies that marginalise the pastoralists are potentially causing
divisions that breed the villain-victim phenomenon between farmers and
pastoralists. Alongside governance issues is the prevalence of corruption which
has also produced a new dimension into who the villains and victims are in the
resource conflicts and its resolution mechanism. As a case in point, pastoralists
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are considered more powerful in terms of financial resources because of the
liquid assets they own.
With this capacity they are regarded as capable of bribing the conflictmanagement organs, e.g. police and court to win crop damage cases against
farmers. In extreme cases, this corruption is reported to have been used for
colluding with administrators and politicians to influence decisions in favour of
their land interests, with a particular case in which Mabwegere village was
claimed to be formulated. This sentiment confirms Akov’s (2017) account of the
Nigeria case where pastoralists have been using their financial buoyancy to
influence decisions. While this situation portrays farmers as victims due to the
increased potential of losing cases or being compensated unfairly due to the
crop damages, pastoralists are equally becoming victims because of being
forced to pay for rights they could potentially be deserving of. In a context like
this, one group sees the opposite group as the villain of the conflicting
situations, which, when coupled with the biased policy discourses, contributes
to the widening social cleavages and subsequently tensions and resorting to
violence.
As it stands, political ecology literature seems to amplify this situation in various
farmer-pastoralist conflict-prone areas in Africa. The literature has mainly
focused on social, political and economic discourses that shape the ongoing
farmer-pastoralist conflicts

with little attention given to how its negative

externalities that have created social cleavages could be addressed. Thus, in
the best interests of peace and security between farmers and pastoralists, I
borrow Paalo’s (2020) suggestions on how this conundrum can be overcome.
One of the foremost approaches he suggests is the need for the scholars and
policymakers to gradually pay attention to discourses that promote participation
and inclusiveness in resource governance and allocation. Although this may be
problematised by lack of political will by both domestic and global policy
platforms, I remain optimistic that deliberate attention by researchers on
broader participation and inclusivity as redress mechanisms can gradually
contribute to the desired changes. These include scenarios where different
actors would continuously meet through different forums to iron out land
problems and decide on the way to move forward towards mutual benefits and
peaceful coexistence.
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While it is still significant for political ecology research to analyse socio-political
discourses that inform the villain and victim sentiments between powerful
groups and less powerful groups, and within the context of farmer-pastoralist
conflicts in particular, it is equally significant for current research to focus on
changing the discourses through equal participation and inclusivity of all
stakeholders. There is no doubt that both actors contribute significantly to the
country’s development as already suggested in previous paragraphs. In
particular, even pastoralism has been contributing to the livelihood and
economic wellbeing of Kilosa communities and elsewhere in Tanzania. This is
substantiated by President Magufuli’s address to the communities in one of the
villages of Kilosa district on 29th June 2020. He expressed his concern about
the growing trend of excluding pastoralists from access to land in favour of
foreign land grabbers in the district regardless of its economic contribution, a
situation he promised to rigorously address

through revocation of the title

deeds (TBC 2020). These reinforce the need for a political ecology researcher
to pay attention to the economic potential of pastoralism in addition to
participation and inclusivity in order to further change the course of the
discourses on anti-pastoralism sentiments and on seeing the powerful actors
(the state, corporations and large investors) as villains.

It should be noted from the literature and findings that villain and victim
phenomena can be traced from distinct identities of farmers and pastoralists
that have shaped their production systems. Building on this sentiment, political
ecology research needs to also pay attention to how to address contested
issues in identities in order to reduce the negative portrayals of each other’s
side. Paalo goes as far as suggesting improvisation of the “peacemaking efforts
be targeted at policies of social integration to bridge the ideological gap
between factions” (Paalo 2020: 20). In his view, a thorough engagement of the
CBOs and CSOs can be a promising undertaking due to what he reports to be a
growing influence in these organizations in peace-making initiatives in conflictprone countries. As the case in point, Kilosa district and Tanzania in general
exhibit a very high respect the communities pay to these organizations
irrespective of their identities. I see this trust as a social capital that can be used
to bridge the gaps created by these identities, and more significantly the
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differences amplified by growing divisive discourses through participation and
inclusiveness of all land stakeholders in the district.
9.2. Reflection on the applied conflict-management approaches
Both the literature and the stakeholders’ perspectives recognise that farmerpastoralist conflicts cannot be solved single-handedly. This means there is no
single conflict-management mechanism that can address the different causes of
the conflicts in question. This is an indication that the causes of the farmerpastoralist conflicts are of varying dimensions, a situation signifying that a
similar multidimensional approach is required for addressing them. Though the
stakeholders’ perspectives indicate that there have been varying approaches in
addressing these conflicts, the persistence of the conflicts suggests that there is
no clear framework, i.e. an integrated framework that can enhance
complementarity. More importantly, even in the presence of some forms of
integration that bring on board varying actors, the concern has been around
how to harmonise the different powers, egos and interests various actors
possess.
For instance, stakeholders perceive that traditional mechanisms have been and
are still relevant in addressing some forms of farmer-pastoralist conflicts.
Although the framework chapter portrays them as less significant in the current
era of land liberalisation, their mutual reconciliation feature has increasingly
been recognised by the stakeholders as an essential aspect in the conflictmanagement processes in their local context. In other words, traditional conflictmanagement mechanisms have increasingly been preferred as appropriate for
farmer-pastoralist conflict management, especially those related to crop
damage in the district. It is an indisputable fact that under the current
dominance of the neoliberal property rights in resource conflict-management
processes, the traditional conflict-management mechanisms have been
receiving less recognition by the state agencies. This means that there is no
framework recognised by the state, a situation which implies that their decisions
lack political and legal backing. This implies a subsequent underestimate of
their social capital potential (chapter three) in establishing trust, legitimacy,
networking and informal rules, aspects purported in the framework as key pillars
for successful conflict-management undertakings.
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While the informal rules and practices are depicted in the literature as essential
in the management of the scarce resources and resilience against climate
change-motivated stress, the stakeholders’ perspectives (pastoralists’ in
particular) suggest that this potential has not been adequately exploited.
Indeed, there was a widespread acknowledgement that the pastoralists in
Kilosa district had been practising the zoning grazing strategy under their
traditional arrangement; the arrangement being that livestock graze on the
drylands during the rainy seasons while reserving the lowlands for dry seasons.
As per the study findings, this arrangement has faced backlash from farmers,
state authorities and environmental conservationists as unproductive and
environmentally destructive. This situation raises concerns about the awareness
of the potential of the mobile systems in controlling land degradation, as when
the livestock shifts, they allow the growth of vegetation on the one hand and
reduce soil degradation on the other hand.

However, the context chapter

reveals that the pastoralists’ villages in Kilosa possess traditional rules
restricting unnecessary tree cutting as a way of managing their land while
coping with climate change impacts. This state of affairs denounces discourses
taking for granted the role of traditional mechanisms (pastoralism) in
sustainable resource governance and conflict avoidance. In my view, the
support by both local and external policy frameworks, which indeed seems to be
non-existent in the district, can be paramount in integrating best practices for
more meaningful conflict management, and more importantly for complementing
the state conflict-management initiatives.
It is interesting to note that the district authorities have been attempting to
improvise policies and programmes geared towards managing the farmerpastoralist conflicts but have unfortunately proved a failure. Although their
significance (policies and programmes) in resource governance and conflict
management have been highly acknowledged in the literature (chapter three)
and the case study context (chapter four), this failure raises concerns about the
nature of formulation and enforcement. Official documents, for example,
indicate that attempts have been made to separate pastoral villages from
farmers’ villages, separate grazing from farming zones, prevent extensive
cultivation by promoting improved farming, and restrict livestock migration and
control of livestock numbers through a branding programme with hardly any
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successful outcomes. This implies that the formulation and enforcement lack
thorough involvement of the target groups, an aspect considered in the
literature and, more importantly, by the collaborative theories, as essential for
meaningful implementation. In other words, there has hardly been any sense of
ownership of the process among farmers and pastoralists, a situation that
threatens to render the process to be counterproductive.
For instance, stakeholders’ accounts of the location of the pastoral village and
grazing zones away from water sources, while there is no sustainable
arrangement for dam construction or coordinated livestock drinking points in
farmer-occupied rivers, indicates there is less attention paid to the interests of
the stakeholders during formulation and enforcement. Equally, restricting the
livestock migration while there is a scarcity of grazing resources in the villages
without identifying a substitute arrangement for pasture accessibility is a
reflection of further discrepancies in formulation and enforcement. Moreover,
stakeholders’ perspectives on the evictions of the pastoralists from the wetlands
without the precise arrangement for alternative grazing areas in new areas
reflects the shifting and spreading scarcity and conflicts in the broader
geographical areas. The literature, for example, shows that back in the 2000s,
groups of pastoralists were evicted by the government from Ihefu wetlands
without the pre-determination of their destination. As a result, the pastoralists
moved into some parts of Kilosa district, Coast and Lindi regions while sparking
even more bitter conflicts with the farmer groups. However, the policies and
programmes remain the relevant mechanisms for addressing some structural
scarcities and conflicts provided that critical attributes in the collaborative theory
that emphasise thorough involvement of stakeholders’ interests are broadly
considered.
On the other hand, both the case study context and stakeholders’ perspectives
recognise the government’s attempt to curb land scarcity through investment in
improved crop and livestock production, despite the low levels of available
evidence on the success in lessening farmer-pastoralist conflicts. One such
attempt as per stakeholders’ perspectives and field observation, is investing in
irrigation farming and promotion of fertiliser application. While this has relatively
increased farmers’ yields and discouraged some from opening up new fields,
the successes are barely felt across the district because such programmes
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cover only a few villages and subsequently the majority of farmers do not get
involved. Coupled with the reported lack of capital empowerment, those who
were not covered by irrigation farming have continued to rely on extensive
farmlands in order to maximise their yields. This implies that cultivation has
continued to encroach on to grazing lands and livestock routes. Despite this,
adoption of improved agriculture practices remains the relevant approach in
curbing land scarcity and conflicts by reducing dependency on the abundance,
provided that a relatively large section of the farmers are covered enough to
provide significant results.
While investment in improved agricultural production may be appreciated in
reducing scarcity and conflicts, stakeholders’ perspectives acknowledging the
side-lining of the pastoral production system denounce this significance. As
evidenced in chapter eight, the government and conservation authority
(TANAPA) reportedly attempted to construct a few dams in the pastoral villages
of Kiduhi and Mabwegere, however, the lack of significant attention paid to the
periodic maintenance and empowerment on appropriate utilisation has curtailed
the sustainability of these useful infrastructures. Most importantly, the literature
highlights empowering the pastoralists on effective management of the grazing
commons, as perhaps the most important approach in curbing scarcity and
conflicts. However, the scarcely reported evidence through stakeholders’
perspectives and researchers’ field experience, signifies that this had not
attracted the attention of the government and other actors in conflict
management. Perhaps this state of affairs could be attributed by the increasing
exclusion of the pastoral grazing rights in the development policy framework, a
situation which underscores the increased framing of pastoralism as
unproductive.
Chapter three portrays statutory mechanisms – involving the village/government
administration, the police and the courts – as relevant in addressing the legal
and structural causes of the conflicts. This sentiment has been echoed by a
significant number of stakeholders whose perspectives acknowledge this
relevance despite highlighting some contentious areas. Indeed, the current
socio-political dynamics surrounding resource access rights and conflicts
underscore this relevance, as the property rights are increasingly being
protected by laws. However, given the customary nature of tenure rights
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reported to be practised by many stakeholders and the cultural setting in which
the farmer-pastoralist conflicts occur, the relevance of these mechanisms still
raises many concerns in addressing the conflicts in question. As suggested in
the literature and as echoed by the police and the District Magistrate, statutory
mechanisms operate within the framework of the law where thorough
investigation and credible evidence are considered as the main determinants of
the ruling.
However, even with this framework the fair ruling still depends on the credibility
of the police and the court (magistrates) upon which many stakeholders’
perspectives, particularly farmers, have expressed some concerns. There was a
general perception among farmers that the police and the courts favour the
pastoralists because of their financial buoyancy, which enables them to bribe
officials and hire competent lawyers. Despite the counterclaims by the
magistrate and the police that the rights of the disputants are guaranteed
through the transparent mode of operand and opportunities for appeals, the
increasing stakeholders’ concerns above indicate that failure to address them
jeopardises legitimacy and sustainable peace in farmer-pastoralist conflictstricken areas. Overall, however, under the standard and ethical procedures,
statutory

mechanisms

remain

relevant

in

farmer-pastoralist

conflict

management, particularly those related to crop damage and tenure rights,
despite their deficiency in addressing the underlying cultural issues.
Most importantly, chapter four and officials’ narratives recognise that there have
been some attempts to address land scarcity and conflicts through revocation of
some privately owned lands, though stakeholders’ concerns surrounding the
increasing conflicts signify that these attempts have hardly been matured to
fruition. As chapter four reveals, the strategy dates to the villagisation era
where some private lands were confiscated to resettle the rural population or
make land available for local farmers and pastoralists. Despite the evidence
indicating that President Magufuli (the incumbent Tanzanian president) has
echoed this strategy until recently, the stakeholders’ accounts of the increasing
scarcity raise concerns about the rationale and implementation strategy.
Drawing from a series of events in chapters four and eight, these concerns are
directly located in the redistribution framework that leaves unanswered
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questions about whether it favours the needy groups (farmers and pastoralists)
or just the rent-seeking elites.
Yet, despite revocation and redistributing back to the needy population
sounding appealing in addressing scarcity and conflicts, the land reclaiming
series following the collapse of villagisation in the 1980s needs to capture the
attention of the government. As reported in chapter four, such revocations have
been done with little regard to the legal framework of land acquisition and
ownership, aiming perhaps at strengthening the elites’ political gains. As a
result, such a system has reportedly attracted even more tenure rights conflicts
that have largely disfavoured the new occupants (the farmers and pastoralists)
as they become the victims of evictions following successful land claims by the
original owners. However, my viewpoint is that revocation of the idle lands
remains relevant in addressing scarcity and conflicts, only if the legal framework
and the target groups are considered in acquisition and redistribution.
It is interesting to see that both the literature and stakeholder perspectives
recognise the relevance of external organizations in addressing conflicts.
However, this sentiment has been inadequately shared by the majority of the
local stakeholders; a situation signifying unawareness of the coverage and
scope of their operations in the district. For example, MVIWATA officials report
that their NGO contribution is mainly based on lobbying and advocacy for both
farmers’ and pastoralists’ land tenure rights, and occasionally on direct
involvement in conflict management. However, its widespread coverage
(countrywide) and rarely shared stakeholder perspectives on its role, leave
unanswered questions about the robustness, intensity and significance in
addressing farmer-pastoralist conflicts. As some stakeholder perspectives
suggest, a few NGOs’ interventions have just been promoting peaceful
coexistence by using donor funds. This implies that amid the budget cut-off,
first, these interventions cease, a situation posing an imminent threat to the
sustainability of the realised outcomes. Second, they select a few villages to
deal with (to cope with budgetary allocation and staff capacity) a situation,
making their contribution insignificant when located in the broader coverage of
the district. Perhaps this may be due to the protractive nature of the farmerpastoralist conflicts; causes of conflicts in one village do easily spill over into
another village. However, the report that those interventions have occasionally
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managed to mobilise farmers and pastoralists against land capture by the elites
in Kilosa, and to address land conflicts in parts of Ethiopia, Sudan and Kenya
(see chapter three), makes them relevant in supplementing other conflictmanagement mechanisms.
9.2.1. Reflection on the facilitated bricolage and its contribution to the
literature
Amid the decreasing influence of most of the conventional approaches above,
the

study

notes

the

increasing

influence

of

the

collaborative

approaches/bricolage institutions in natural resource governance and farmerpastoralist conflict management in the district. Why may collaborative/bricolage
institutions be useful for the Kilosa case in point? To understand this, we need
to first review and understand the broader meaning attached to bricolage
institutions. Bricolage institutions are considered to be those institutions that are
deliberately and continuously improvised to meet the changing needs of the
stakeholders

in, for example, community resource governance and

management of the related conflicts (Cleaver 2012; Hassenforder et al. 2015).
Their mode of formation draws broadly from the existing social arrangement in
a conscious or subconscious manner to fill a revealing institutional gap or
merge together segments of institutions into a more comprehensive and robust
institution that could effectively respond to the changing resource use and
conflicts dimensions (Hassenforder et al. 2015). This meaning cannot be well
comprehended without understanding what concept the word ‘institution’ is
referring to.
To comprehend this, we again draw from Hassenforder et al.’s (2015: 997)
account of institutions “as the normative and cognitive frames, formal or
informal, to which stakeholders refer when they are engaged in collective
action”. With this understanding, we thus become enlightened that committees
and meetings referred to in Kilosa act as institutional corridors through which
such frames governing resource use and conflict management processes can
collaboratively be reviewed with the purpose of unveiling strengths and
weaknesses/gaps. In a normal situation which could not be immediately
established for the Kilosa case, this would lead to the exploitation of the
situation for forging a more improved framework (set of rules, regulations and
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processes) for resource governance and conflict management at least to the
standards emphasised in the collaborative approaches literature. However, the
involvement of stakeholders from both formal (e.g. village administrative
authorities) and informal (respected village elders/traditional leaders) among
other stakeholders in those committees is a promising milestone towards
Hassenforder’s standard of bricolage institutions he considers to

embed

cognitive frames (such as culture, identity and beliefs) achieved through
broader representation and normative frames (such as rules, regulations and
procedures) established by the state.
In other words, the existence of the committees and meetings as institutional
corridors through which bricolage institutions can be constantly improvised is a
commendable undertaking because it brings farmers, pastoralists and other
stakeholders together. Since the land-use practices and production systems of
the subsistence farmers and pastoralists are revealed to be embedded with
their respective culture as highlighted in the previous chapters, the forged
collaborative undertaking implies opened up opportunities for reviewing
respective contested issues (values, identities and beliefs) and the formal
governance arrangement. It is expected that such an arrangement does result
in an inclusive set of institutions commonly referred to in some literatures as a
hybrid institution comprising some formal and informal practices (Cleaver 2013),
credited as essential in the contemporary circumstances of failure of the
unilateral formal approaches or legal pluralism in commons resource
governance and conflict management (Fokou and Bonifou 2016).
Subsequently, the increasing focus on bricolage approaches in many
development interventions, both internally and externally funded (Hassenforder
et al. 2015; Latner 2017), signifies the increasing added value in resource
governance and conflict avoidance. As highlighted earlier, this is partly
attributed by the confusion surrounding the legal pluralism, especially in the
allocation and control of essential resources (land and water) for farming and
pastoralism (Fokou and Bonifou 2016). As the recent arrangement has
increasingly been discredited for growing overlaps (local, national and
international framework), and in circumstances where the legal pluralism has
not shown promising results (Fokou and Bonifou 2016) in sustainable resource
governance and farmer-pastoralist conflicts, bricolage institutions in this case
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appear to be the promising approaches for harmonisation of the existing
contradiction. As the case in point, we have seen Kilosa district attempting to
adopt this approach through committees and meetings, but, their ad hoc mode
of operand occurring only when conflicts erupt is increasingly undermining its
relevance in setting a sustainable roadmap for resource-use governance and
conflict intervention. However, with this growing theoretical discourse and
evidence of promising results of bricolage processes elsewhere in Africa
(Clement et al. 2016; Bromwich and Karar 2019), we hope that these
committees and meetings can innovatively be improvised and implemented in a
way that they serve as institutional

corridors for improvising the robust

bricolage/hybrid institutions in the district. In other words, having shown some
considerable levels of success in suppressing conflicts over intra and
transboundary resources (land, pasturelands and waters) in, for example,
Kilangali and Kiduhi villages, it implies the need for more strengthening
interventions by both internal and external agencies.
Perhaps one area that needs deliberate attention, and which has been revealed
to be the case in the district, is the lack of effective facilitation for improvisation
of the more meaningful and robust bricolage institutions. We acknowledge,
however, that in their current form, there could be a relatively lower level of
facilitation in those meetings and committees, but questions can be raised on
the nature and quality of facilitation because of the evident lack of sustainability
in conflict handling. As opposed to those committees at the district levels which
are relatively comprising a reasonable number of experts, those at the village
level are dominated by grassroot stakeholders and village leaders which
indicates that they are lacking an important actor – the state which is the
custodian

of

the

resource

governance

and

conflict-management

regulations/policies.
Facilitated bricolage institutions are referred to as those institutions resulting out
of the collaborative planning process under the facilitation of key experts from
both informal and formal institutions or organizations (Hassenforder et al. 2015).
For Kilosa district, key experts may include agricultural officers, veterinary
officers, district land surveyors, local councillors, researchers, NGO officials and
traditional leaders. Hassenforder et al. highlight procedures to be taken into
consideration during the process to include: first, creating awareness of why
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there is a need for the strengthened institutional framework for natural resource
governance (as a bricolage or hybrid set of institutions); second, introducing the
brainstorming and mapping session where both experts and stakeholders work
collaboratively to examine the existing institutional governance with a focus on
unveiling their strengths and weaknesses; third, facilitating discussions on how
these strengths and weaknesses can be exploited to come up with the various
alternative pathways/processes that can lead to a relatively more viable
institutional arrangement; fourth, allowing ample time for stakeholder digestion,
discussion and then make their own choice of a pathway or a combination of
two or more that best suits the needs and priorities of the stakeholders and the
state. More importantly, the one suiting the existing socio-political dynamics
surrounding resource use and conflicts; lastly, revisiting the choice of the
selected path or a combination of paths to ensure the sufficient state
representative in order to ensure strengthened institutional bricolage.
One of the major assumptions highlighted in the participatory literature is based
on the argument that the facilitation process is key in empowering stakeholders
towards making informed decisions (Hassenforder et al. 2015), a key
contribution to the robust bricolage institutions. For instance, Hassenforder et al.
report their research findings in the Ruwenzori region in Uganda, revealing that
with a facilitation process stakeholders were able to highlight impediments to
sustainable community resource governance. They highlight some of these
impediments to include lack of mechanism for: addressing corruption/rentseeking

behaviour,

ensuring

effective

law

enforcement

and

controlling/monitoring activities of the environment officers. With the facilitated
bricolage process therefore, Hassenforder et al. highlight how they were
empowered to be able to identify subsequent redressing measures including
among several others the formation of an oversight committee that would
monitor all-natural resource-management activities.
As the case in point, Kilosa district has had such committees and meetings at
the district, ward and village levels where some relative courses of action were
reported to have been taken. This involves formation of subcommittees for
oversight and follow-up and quite often intervening in farmer-pastoral resourceuse tensions before they escalate into violent conflicts. Apparently, the level of
facilitation process in these committees/meetings may not be of the same
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quality as that narrated in the literature, but their contribution in creating an
institutional arrangement for ensuring harmonious resource-use relations
between farmer and pastoralist groups in the researched villages cannot be
underestimated. One of the reasons is because the institutional bricolage they
improvise, though at a local level, has undoubtably been supplementing the
formal institutions such as policies, administrative procedures and policing by
bringing in viable representative ideas. Most importantly, these arrangements
have been promoted by the ongoing discourses of collaborative initiatives
(Clement et al. 2017) and widely echoed by the Kilosa district administrative
authority as essential in maintaining harmonious farmer-pastoralist relations
over resource use. This implies that these are essential institutional
corridors/paths to the sustainable farmer-pastoralist conflict management that
needs to be strengthened for better results.
It should be noted that the broader geographical areas of the district coupled
with the reported insufficient human and financial resources are increasingly
creating a vacuum in effective resource access controls and management of
related conflicts. As such, many of the tensions between farmers and
pastoralists over land and water usage were barely getting immediate attention
from the state agencies. Worse, in rare circumstances where these
interventions were sought, they rarely took into consideration the distinct
production systems deep rooted in their socio-cultural ties. This situation
underscores the relevance of bricolage institutions, which under an effective
facilitation process do ensure broader representation by merging local practices
(cultural norms and values) and formal practices (guided by policies, regulations
and rules) into a hybrid framework for resource governance and conflict
management. More importantly, the growing influence of such institutions in the
current rural development projects in Africa and their significant achievement in
ensuring commitment and accountability (Hassenforder et al. 2015; Latner
2017; Cleaver 2012; Bromwich and Karar 2019), provide a learning opportunity
for strengthening committees/meetings into reliable institutional corridors for
sustainable bricolage improvisation.
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9.2.1.1. Bricolage institutions in the context of mistrust and power
inequalities
In the case of mistrust and power inequalities for example, Hassenforder et al.
(2015) suggest the use of a facilitation process by experts to empower
stakeholders through collaborative bricolage institutional process. Their main
assumption is that empowered stakeholders become aware of what bricolage
institutions entail, their usefulness in collaborative conflict-management
processes and, most importantly, how to ensure commitment and accountability
of those responsible in resource distribution and conflict management.
Unfortunately, the analysis of the Kilosa case may not have gone to the extent
of unveiling the functionality of the bricolage institutional process amid the
mistrust and social inequalities situations. Nevertheless, borrowing the best
practices of successful bricolage interventions, such as those of Bromwich and
Karar (2019), confirmed to have worked in Darfur and Sudan’s water
governance projects, can potentially improve the farmer-pastoralist relations on
resource use in Kilosa.
It is obvious that stakeholders do vary in terms of wealth, identities and powers.
In this regard, those with more favoured social attributes could obviously
manipulate these institutions for their own interests at the expense of the others.
This sentiment aligns with the broader literature on political ecology where
social inequalities and authoritative relationships have been reiterated as
potential impediments to the functional bricolage institutions (Cleaver 2012;
Hassenforder et al. 2015). However, Cleaver notes that the magnitude of these
impediments can be minimised through facilitative interventions that are flexible
and adaptive to the changing circumstances. She emphasises that this would
allow unveiling of both hidden and visible powers that precipitate social
inequalities – a step she considers useful towards addressing them.
In the Kilosa district case of committees and meetings for example, farmers
appear more socio-politically powerful due to the growing policy discourses
supporting agriculture at the expense of pastoralism. Pastoralists on the other
hand appear to have invisible powers attributed to their financial buoyancy,
claimed to have been used to corruptly influence the bricolage facilitation and
implementation processes. Yet, there is this authoritative power of the village
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leaders, DC, police and technocrats (e.g. land surveyors and TANAPA officials)
which explicitly or implicitly overrides ordinary stakeholder groups (farmers and
pastoralists). Either of the situations or a combination does potentially affect
stakeholder representation which implies attainment of unrepresentative
institutional arrangement, more so when the recommended facilitation
processes and tactics are ill- applied.

This culminates in the potential loss of

trust and legitimacy, and therefore failure to sustainably handle recurring
resource conflicts among stakeholders (Clement et al. 2017).
The Kilosa district case and participation literature indicate that power and
social inequalities cannot entirely be eliminated because the entire bricolage
process is intertwined with the social setting (Hassenforder et al. 2015). They
literally mean that they are intertwined with the cultural dynamics (norms,
values, beliefs and identities) and formal aspects (policies, rules and
regulations) they consider as essential attributes behind some visible and
invisible power inequalities shaping resource governance (Hassenforder et al.
2015). Perhaps the good news from the literature is that their influences on the
functionality of the bricolage institutions can deliberately be addressed as
detailed below.
Some of the highlighted strategies include, first, practising the principles of
effective

participation

including

“representativeness,

transparency,

accountability and accessibility”, credited to be essential for unveiling and
supressing the hidden and visible power inequalities in any bricolage
institutional undertaking, and perhaps more importantly, ensuring that the
process

is

well

monitored

and

discrepancies

addressed

accordingly

(Hassenforder et al. 2015: 1007). Moreover, in Cleaver’s standpoint, the change
of tactics to allow flexibility and adaptation during the facilitation process can
significantly reduce the impacts of these inequalities. Hassenforder et al.
highlight some of these tactics to include dividing stakeholders into small groups
during the facilitation process while ensuring that there is a representative
mixture of varying social groups, and more importantly allow alteration of group
membership session after session. Although this may seem to disturb the
temporally created ties and networking among members of the particular groups
which are equally advantageous, it aims to significantly decrease the impacts
of the dominating discourses from relatively powerful and influencing
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stakeholders (Hassenforder et al. 2015), and in my view contribute to an even
broader scope of networking.
For instance, Clement et al. (2017) emphasise the need for proactive planning
in water-user projects such as those in Nepal, as it provides opportunities for
addressing discrepancies in power relations and social inclusions ahead of
time. This implies the increased potential for creation of the water-user
institutional arrangement which reflects the interests of the targeted
communities regarding conflict handling and livelihood improvement. In this
regard, collaborative bricolage institutions remain one of the essential means for
farmer-pastoral conflict management in Kilosa because of two main reasons.
First, unlike other highlighted approaches it guarantees broader participation of
farmers and pastoralists. Second, their inclusivity nature guarantees changes to
the status quo on how natural resources and related conflicts have previously
been governed and managed for the sustainable future. This sentiment
underscores Fokou and Bonfon’s (2016) accreditation of the bricolage
institutions as key for enhancing dynamic dialogue to allow continuous
monitoring and adjustment of the “existing patterns of resource governance”,
address associated constraints and enhance strengthened alliances among the
targeted stakeholders.

Although they cite lack of political will and existing

political conflicts as potential impediments to the functional bricolage
institutions, this should not be the reason for discrediting the usefulness of
bricolage institutions in sustainable resource governance as has broadly been
highlighted.
9.3. Conclusion
The study has, to a greater extent, reinforced, but in other circumstances
contrasted, earlier political ecology theories and narratives on farmer-pastoralist
conflicts dimensions and, more importantly, how these dimensions have
contributed to resource access inequalities and consequently farmer-pastoralist
conflicts. In addition to revealing the extent of the intertwinement of these
theories/narratives and conflicts, the study reveals new contextual dimensions
of Kilosa district and Tanzania that have potentially shaped the nature of
conflicts and resolution experiences uniquely from most other African countries
reviewed in the literature – and therefore an achieved significant milestone in
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contributing to the political ecology literature on farmer-pastoralist conflicts. In
particular, features being referred to here, involve the rich topography of the
district and Tanzania in general, together with the legacy of colonialism and
post-colonial Ujamaa villagisation policies (see chapter four) with particular
emphasis on how they created patterns of land distribution inequalities –
revealed by this study to have largely contributed to the existing farmerpastoralist conflict dynamics. Alongside these conflict dynamics and their
impacts, which are indeed portraying farmer-pastoralist conflicts as complex
and multidimensional, are the myriad of response mechanisms that are equally
multidimensional. Nevertheless, despite them being multidimensional, there is
no straightforward approach for addressing a particular cause of the conflicts.
However, relative to all available options and according to the collaborative
theories (see Ostrom et al. 2009), I find collaborative/bricolage institutions as
more relevant to the farmer-pastoralist conflict management as they appear to
be more integrative and representative.
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CHAPTER TEN
CONCLUSION AND CONTRIBUTION
10.0. Conclusion
This study has explored the farmer-pastoralist conflicts in the Kilosa district of
Tanzania with particular attention to the causes, impacts and response. The
study has been motivated by the increasing farmer-pastoralist conflicts over
land and water resources I experienced during my research outreach activities.
To discover the dynamics of these conflicts, the study paid attention to the
collection and analysis of the stakeholder perspectives on the causes, impacts
and available conflict-management mechanisms. Attention has been paid to
what these causes and impacts imply to the conflict-management mechanisms.

Chapter one described the introduction of the study with a particular focus on
how the research idea was evolved, the problem statement and general
objective. The chapter also described the general objectives, the justification for
the Kilosa district as a case study, research questions and a brief description of
the methodology used. The chapter concludes with a brief description of other
chapters covered. The aim of the latter was to make the readers aware of the
content and scope of the thesis.

Chapter two focused on the exploration of the theoretical narratives and
literature review of the nature of farmer-pastoralist land conflicts across Africa.
The chapter examined the already known facts about the conflicts and the
dynamics of the contexts in which the causes interact to trigger the conflicts
while highlighting the existing research gaps. The chapter concludes that
farmer-pastoralist conflicts are grounded in the interlocking and contested
issues of the environmental, social and political structures. Additionally, the
chapter served as the basis for informing the methodology used, data analysis,
interpretation of the findings and conclusion.

Chapter three covered a review of the theoretical perspectives on conflict
management mechanisms. It particularly examined the relevance of the
different mechanisms in managing the farmer-pastoralist conflicts in African
contexts, while also uncovering the existing gaps. In the writing of this chapter,
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the point of reference was why farmer-pastoralist conflicts kept evolving despite
the various attempts to lessen them. Like the preceding chapter, this chapter
informed the choice of the methodology, the analysis of data, interpretation of
the findings and conclusion.

Chapter four explored the political ecology of land tenure in Tanzania and
Kilosa district in particular. The chapter examined the socio-political dynamics
surrounding land tenure regimes from pre-colonial to post-colonial eras.
Attention was paid to uncovering the role of these dynamics in land distribution
inequalities and how this has contributed to the farmer-pastoralist conflicts in
Tanzania and Kilosa district in particular. The chapter informs the analysis of
the contexts in which conflicts occur, and how conflict-management
mechanisms are influenced by particular contexts.

Chapter five covered the methodology used in the study. It emphasises the
rationale and relevance of the adopted philosophy, research design and ethical
considerations in conducting this case study research.

In accordance with

features of the adopted social constructionism philosophy, the chapter has
clearly described the rationale behind why farmers and pastoralists have been
selected, and most importantly, why it is important to examine their perspectives
on the conflicts in question. The chapter describes the data collection
instruments used and the rationale. Specifically, the study opted to use the
semi-structured interviews in order to fully allow stakeholders’ expressions. The
chapter then describes how the thematic analysis was done, and then
concludes with the description of the ethics considered for enhancing credibility.

Chapter six covered empirical findings on the causes of the conflicts in Kilosa
district. The chapter found that the causes of the farmer-pastoralist conflicts are
of different dimensions. They range from environmental to structural factors,
with an interesting observation that they both need to interact for violent
conflicts to escalate. The chapter establishes the scarcity of the land resources,
both structurally created and environmentally amplified as being the epicentre of
the conflicts in question. Nevertheless, the chapter finds that the magnitude of
causality of the conflicts depends on the ecological and socio-political contexts
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of the case study. This situation has serious implications on the conflictmanagement mechanisms being used.

Chapter seven covers the empirical findings on the impacts of the farmerpastoralist conflicts on the farmers, pastoralists and other communities in Kilosa
district. The chapter reveals that the impacts of the conflicts cause devastation
to the security and socio-economic wellbeing of the farmers and pastoralists.
The fact that these impacts have the potential to mutate into causes, has
substantial implications on the conflict-management interventions. However, the
chapter shows that the impacts should not be taken for granted as entirely
negative, but as a cornerstone for the devising of the equitable resourcessharing mechanism and appropriate mechanisms for conflict management.

Chapter eight covered the empirical findings on how the conflicts have been
managed in Kilosa district. The chapter examined the relevance of the conflictmanagement mechanisms available with respect to the nature of the causes
and magnitude of the impacts. The chapter found that despite the multiplicity of
the applied mechanisms, there has never been a single mechanism for
addressing a particular cause of the conflict. This means, while some appeared
relatively relevant in given contexts, they were less relevant in different
contexts. This portrayal informs the study on the need for more integrative
approaches that allow complementarity in order to cope with the changing
socio-political context.
Chapter nine summarised and discussed the key findings in relation to the
debates on farmer-pastoralist conflicts and context dynamics covered in the
preceding chapters. The chapter found that farmer-pastoralist conflicts are
grounded in the socio-political structures in the sense that they are the
influencing factors of resource access and control processes. Despite being
dominant, their potential for causing violent conflicts is found to be limited
unless triggered by environmental factors such as drought. This confirms the
political ecology framework on the occurrence of resource conflicts as more of
the result of the interaction between the two sets of factors. More importantly,
the chapter confirms the relevance of PE lens in understanding the socialenvironmental conflicts in developing countries like Tanzania and Kilosa district
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in particular. With equally the revealed devastating impacts and lack of
straightforward approach for addressing the causes and impacts, the study
concludes that there is a huge implication on the conflict-management
practitioners that needs to be explored—with the chapter suggesting the
facilitated bricolage institutional approach as, perhaps, the important most
within the current socio-political dynamism of farmer-pastoralist conflicts.
10.1. Contribution of the thesis
10.1.1. To the theory
The case study is neither directly supporting nor disputing the direct role of the
environmental or structural factors in causing farmer-pastoralist conflicts.
Instead, this thesis establishes that there have been some forms of
complementarity of these factors in producing scarcity and conflicts. Regardless
of this, however, the nature of the ecology and the context have been found to
be the major determinants of which factors underlie the other in causing
conflicts. In the case study, where the climate and ecology have been found to
be conducive compared to other places highlighted in the literature, such as
Darfur, the structural factors become the obvious drivers of scarcity and
tensions. In particular, the thesis contributes to the insight into how the legacy
of Ujamaa villagisation shaping these conflicts provides a unique dimension to
the farmer-pastoralist conflicts dynamism in Kilosa and Tanzania—bringing a
new dimension on to peace and conflict literature that was recently being
dominated by cases with non-socialist socio-political legacies, such as; Nigeria,
Sudan and Kenya. This does not, however, eliminate the potential of the
environmental factors in triggering this tension into violent conflicts, particularly
during the drought seasons, a situation revealed to be the case in Kilosa district.

Overall, this thesis provides an insight into but also confirms how PE lens is a
relevant framework for understanding social-environment conflicts, particularly
in developing country contexts unlike other linear frameworks such as the
environmental security theory. In the course of the literature review, it became
clear that political ecology encourages attention towards issues that are
important but not addressed in other frameworks, especially in relation to the
analysis of past and current power relations. This has been confirmed with
Kilosa case study where PE lens has enabled the insight into how power
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dynamism embedded in the colonial, Ujamaa villagization and recent liberalized
land legacies shapes farmer-pastoralist conflicts. More importantly, how these
legacies are traced in and intertwined with global discourses of development
which have equally been revealed to underlie several other discourses, such as;
villain -victim and stranger-native discourses--the PE lens into which manifests
the power struggles among actors to consolidate their positions on controlling
the scarce resources by excluding the socially/structurally manipulated weak
actors. The insight into this therefore, becomes a valuable contribution to the
literature and the base for PE scholars to start focusing on reversing these preemptive

discourses

behind

exclusion

policies---and

more

importantly,

emphasising on participation and inclusiveness Paalo (2020) highlights as
potential means for bridging the gap caused by power inequalities

and

identities.
10.1.2. To the conflict-management practitioners
Most of the conflict-management mechanisms are applied in fragmented forms
irrespective of the revealed interconnectedness of the causes of the farmerpastoralist conflicts. This implies that conflict-causing factors are inadequately
addressed, leaving the potential for re-escalation within the relatively short
period. While some may perform better in a certain context, others may not – a
situation suggesting the need for critical analysis of the surrounding contexts. In
light of these sentiments, sustainable farmer-pastoralist conflict management
needs integrated and coordinated mechanisms-- i.e. the facilitated bricolage
institutions. This may involve grassroots communities, sectoral policy bodies
(from both local and central government), farmer and pastoralist organisations,
NGOs (local and external) and broader multinational organizations (due to their
policy influences). This arrangement aims to strengthen collaboration in
identifying contested needs, determining areas of contradiction, and suggesting
a relevant framework for resource access and conflict management in order to
inform the policy-making bodies.

10.1.3. To the institutions for resource governance and conflict
management
Incapacities in resource governance, overriding rules and corruption are some
of the implied hindrances for just and fair resource distribution. This
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understanding serves as a foundation for the institutions to build capacities for
farmers and pastoralists in the following aspects. First, improvisation of
community-led forums in which stakeholders could continuously discuss
contested resources and how to best access them with fewer contradictions.
Second, enabling stakeholders to adopt innovative farming and livestock
keeping for reducing reliance on the vulnerable abundant resources. Third,
facilitating institutional dialogue on harmonising the overriding resource access
laws in order to reduce contradictions. Most importantly, the study serves as a
basis for the need for the ethical, committed and transparent conflictmanagement practices among the local administrative, police and court
authorities.
10.2. Suggestion for further research
This study focused on the farmer-pastoralist conflicts in the Kilosa district of
Tanzania. It specifically involved the Maasai pastoralists and farmers of different
ethnicities.

This

means

their

long

coexistence,

influenced

by

their

contextualised socio-political environment, has developed a pattern of
interaction over resource use and distribution that may be similar to or unique
from those of the other groups. In this regard, the findings of the study can only
be adapted to Kilosa district and in other places with similar context and
conflicts. Ostensibly, these conflicts exist among other groups of people and in
areas with a completely different ecological and socio-political context from that
of Kilosa district. Thus, studies with similar research design/framework and
methodology can be conducted in these areas to get insight into the broader
causes of the farmer-pastoralist conflict and relevance of the conflictmanagement mechanisms.
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APPENDIX 1: INTERVIEW GUIDES
Appendix 1A: Semi structured guide for the in-depth interview and focus
group discussion
Introduction
Dear participants,
My name is Mabebe Erasmus Ntumva, a PhD student at the University of
Bradford in the UK. I want to discuss with you about the land conflicts between
farmers and pastoralists of Kilosa district. My interest in our discussion is to
gain the insight about your grounded perceptions on the nature of these
conflicts and on what has been done so far in order to end or reduce the
intensity of these conflicts. I am here to collect some data as one of the
necessary stages in accomplishment of my PhD. Below is the checklist of
questions designed to guide our discussion for the stated aim. The information
to be collected is purely for academic purposes and will be used for preparing a
PhD dissertation and not otherwise. Participants and information to be obtained
will be treated with high confidentiality and where necessary quotations will be
anonymous. Participation in this discussion is purely on a voluntary basis and
therefore I hereby request for your consent.
Theme 1: A brief history about the village and land access.
• How would you briefly describe the historical background of this village?
(Possible probes: when was it started, who were the founding groups,
where did they come from?)
• What are you opinions about land availability and accessibility in this
village?
(Possible probes: what is the mode of allocation, mode of tenure and
security of tenure?)
• Think of the value, majority of the people attaches to land in this
community. What have been your experiences on the value attached to
land ownership?
(Possible probes: What does the people in this village use land for? What
is the perception of the community over a person who owns land against
the one who doesn’t? What would you comment over the powers they
have in the community?)
• What else would you like to tell me about the history of this village and
land accessibility?
Theme 2: Perceived nature of farmer-pastoral conflicts
Kilosa district and this village in particular have for a long time been known for
persistent conflicts between farmers and pastoralists. Then:
• Would you briefly tell me about your experience on these conflicts?
(Possible probes: when did they start? what are the main causes? who
are the key actors?)
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•

Based on you own experience. What are your opinions on the trend of
these conflicts within the last 10 years? (Possible probes: Could you
briefly describe the factors behind the trend you perceive?)
• What else can you tell about the farmer-pastoral conflicts?
Theme 3. Perceived effects of farmer-pastoralist conflicts
• How have these conflict impacted life in your community? (Possible
probes: How have they impacted the social relationship, human security
and food security? How do the affected communities cope with these
effects?)
• In your opinions. What changes would you associate with these
conflicts? (Possible probes: What is the role of those changes if any on
the village land use? What is the role of these changes if any on the
ongoing conflicts?)
Theme 4: Perceived conflict interventions
• What do you think have actually been done to resolve these conflicts?
(Possible probes: What do you think has worked and why? What do you
think has not worked and why?)
• Think of the people facing these conflicts (farmer(s) on one side and
pastoralist(s) on the other side). What is your experience on the steps
often taken by either part against the other to demand its rights?
(Possible probes: What makes these people often opts for these steps
and not others?)
• Based on your experience, what would you suggest to be the most
appropriate ways of handling these conflicts?
•
Theme 5: The potential of the perceived interventions in addressing the
interests of farmers and pastoralists.
•

What is your experience about the needs of the farmers/pastoralists in
production activities? (Possible probes: In which ways have these needs
been addressed over time? How could you suggest about the strengths
and weaknesses of the strategies used?)

•

In your opinions, how best could these needs be addressed?

Thank you for your cooperation
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Appendix 1B: Key informant interview guides for traditional leaders,
village leaders, farmer/pastoral organizations, and District Executive
Director
Introduction
Dear …………………………………………………………….
My name is Mabebe Erasmus Ntumva, a PhD student at the University of
Bradford in the UK. I want to discuss with you about the land conflicts between
farmers and pastoralists of Kilosa district. My interest in our discussion is to
gain the insight about your grounded perceptions on the nature of these
conflicts and on what has been done so far in order to end or reduce the
intensity of these conflicts. I am here to collect some data as one of the
necessary stages in accomplishment of my PhD. Below is the checklist of
questions designed to guide our discussion for the stated aim. The information
to be collected is purely for academic purposes and will be used for preparing a
PhD dissertation and not otherwise. Participants and information to be obtained
will be treated with high confidentiality and where necessary quotations will be
anonymous. Participation in this discussion is purely on a voluntary basis and
therefore I hereby request for your consent.
Theme 1. Background about land access and tenure
• When was this village founded?
• Who were the founding groups?
• Where did they come from?
• Are there any other groups of people who came latter? Why?
• How do people acquire land in this village? (tenure and security of
tenure)
• What do they mostly use it for?
• Do they have the power to decide on what to do with it?
• What tenure challenges do they face?
Theme 2. The nature farmer-pastoralist conflicts
• What concepts come into your mind when you here about the word
conflict?
• Are there any conflicts between farmers and pastoralists?
• When did they start?
• What do you think are the underlying causes of these conflicts?
• Who do you think are the key actors to these conflicts?
• What has been the trend of these conflicts for at least five years back?
Theme 3. The perceived effects of farmer-pastoralist conflicts
• How have these conflicts impacted the social ties between farmers and
pastoralist?
• Do you think existence of these conflicts poses any threat to the ability of
the people to improve their standard of living?
• What other impacts would you associate with these conflicts?
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•

What would you perceive as good changes spearheaded
by these
conflicts?
Theme 4. Perceived conflict interventions
• Have anything been done in order to solve or avoid farmer-pastoral
conflicts?
• What are the involved institutions?
• What has actually been happening?
• Do you think you are the preferred institution by majority of the victims?
• What do you think has worked? Why?
• What do you think has not worked? Why?
• What do you think is needed in order to improve the situation?
Theme 5. The potential of the conflict interventions in addressing the
interests of farmers and pastoralists
• Based on your experience, what do you think are the main production
needs of the farmers on the one hand and the pastoralists on the other?
• What have you been doing in order to address them?
• What have you been able to do in the course of addressing these
addresses?
• Were your efforts appreciated by the famers and or the pastoralists?
• How long do you think this will last?
• What do you think you have not been able to do in order to address
those needs? Why?
• In your opinion how would you have done it better?
Thank you for your cooperation
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Appendix 1C: Key informant interview guide for the district court
magistrate
Introduction
Dear …………………………………………………………………….
My name is Mabebe Erasmus Ntumva, a PhD student at the University of
Bradford in the UK. I want to discuss with you about the land conflicts between
farmers and pastoralists of Kilosa district. My interest in our discussion is to
gain the insight about your grounded perceptions on the nature of these
conflicts and on what has been done so far in order to end or reduce the
intensity of these conflicts. I am here to collect some data as one of the
necessary stages in accomplishment of my PhD. Below is the checklist of
questions designed to guide our discussion for the stated aim. The information
to be collected is purely for academic purposes and will be used for preparing a
PhD dissertation and not otherwise. Participants and information to be obtained
will be treated with high confidentiality and where necessary quotations will be
anonymous. Participation in this discussion is purely on a voluntary basis and
therefore I hereby request for your consent
Guiding questions
1. From your experience, could you please tell about the nature farmer-pastoral
conflicts? Specifically:
• Do you think there is any conflict between these two groups?
• What do you think are the fundamental causes?
• Who are the key actors? How are they influencing these conflicts?
• What is the trend for the last 5 years? Increasing or decreasing? Why?
2. How have these conflicts impacted the life of farmers and pastoralists in
general?
3. What is the role of the court in these conflicts? i.e.
• Has anything been done by the court to resolve these conflicts?
• What has actually happened?
• Are your efforts being appreciated by the opposing parties?
• Do you think your institution is being preferred by the claimants over
others?
4. Is there any interlinkage between your institution and the customary
institutions of conflict resolution?
• If yes how are they linked?
• How does this linkage facilitate help to manage conflicts between
farmers and pastoralists?
5. How does the court protect the interests of both farmers and pastoralists with
regard to access of their productive resources (e.g. farm land, grazing land
and water)? How does the court‘s institutional arrangement enables this?
6. What do you perceive to be the successes of the court in peace building
initiatives in areas affected with farmer-pastoralist conflicts?
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7. What do you perceive to be the challenges of the court in handling farmerpastoralist conflicts?
8. How do you think could the court overcome these challenges?
9. What would you suggest to improve the role of the court in dealing with
farmer-pastoralist conflicts?

Thank you for your cooperation
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Appendix 1D: Key informant interview checklist for the police

Introduction
Dear ………………………………………………………..
My name is Mabebe Erasmus Ntumva, a PhD student at the University of
Bradford in the UK. I want to discuss with you about the land conflicts between
farmers and pastoralists of Kilosa district. My interest in our discussion is to
gain the insight about your grounded perceptions on the nature of these
conflicts and on what has been done so far in order to end or reduce the
intensity of these conflicts. I am here to collect some data as one of the
necessary stages in accomplishment of my PhD. Below is the checklist of
questions designed to guide our discussion for the stated aim. The information
to be collected is purely for academic purposes and will be used for preparing a
PhD dissertation and not otherwise. Participants and information to be obtained
will be treated with high confidentiality and where necessary quotations will be
anonymous. Participation in this discussion is purely on a voluntary basis and
therefore I hereby request for your consent.
Guiding questions
1. The police force is well known for maintenance of law and order within the
community, based on this fact, your experience and expertise what do you
perceive to be the main causes of the land conflicts between farmers and
pastoralists? How do they cause conflicts?
2. What effects have these conflicts brought to the farmers, pastoralists and to
the community at large? (To probe on human security, food security,
livelihood wellbeing etc.)
3. What are the key roles played by your institution (the police) in dealing with
land conflicts, particularly those involving farmers and pastoralists?
• On average, how many incidents of the conflicts are recorded annually
within the last five years? Are they increasing or decreasing with time?
Why?
• How do you deal with these incidences in your effort to maintain law and
order?
• What do you do (what initiatives) to make sure that there is peace
between farmers and pastoralists?
4. Is there any interlinkage between your institution and the customary
institutions of conflict resolution?
• If yes how are they linked?
• How does this linkage help to manage conflicts between farmers and
pastoralists?
5. As a law enforcing institution, how do you protect the interests (rights) of both
farmers and pastoralists with regard to access of their productive resources
(e.g. farm land, grazing land and water, land tenure etc.)?
• What are the enabling institutional mechanisms to achieve this?
305

6. What do you perceive to be the successes of the police as an institution in
peace building initiatives in areas affected with farmer-pastoralist conflicts?
7. What do you perceive to be the challenges of the police as an institution in
handling farmer-pastoralist conflicts?
10. How do the police as an institution overcome those challenges (i.e.
mechanisms for overcoming the challenges)?
11. What would you suggest to improve the role of the police institution in
dealing with farmer-pastoralist conflicts?
Thank you for your cooperation
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APPENDIX II: INFORMATION SHEET/COVERING LETTER
Dear Mr/Mrs/Miss……………………………………....
My name is Mabebe Erasmus Ntumva, a PhD student at the University of
Bradford in the United Kingdom (UK). I am conducting a research about the
land conflicts between farmers and pastoralists of Kilosa district. My interest in
this research work is to gain the insight about your grounded perceptions on the
nature of these conflicts and on what has been done so far in order to end or
reduce the intensity of these conflicts. The assumption behind this undertaking
is that if empirical findings about the dynamisms of these conflicts from the
grounded perception and interpretations is made available, various actors in
peace building and policy making bodies may have a new look towards them. In
particular, the empirical findings may serve as a pretext for the improvisation of
the best practices for managing these conflicts in amicable ways and hence
conducive environment for development activities to take place.
Therefore, I am here to collect data as one of the necessary stages towards
accomplishment of this PhD research work. As such you have been selected as
one of the participants in this data seeking exercise. In this exercise the indepth semi structured interviews and focus group discussions will be used and
therefore I am hereby kindly asking for your effective cooperation. It should be
clear that, the information to be obtained is purely for academic purpose and will
be used for writing a PhD thesis or publication of papers and not otherwise. In
the case that you want to get the relevant information about the progress of this
study in the future you can use my contact address provided on the consent
form and also the web address http://www.bradford.ac.uk/socialsciences/peace-studies/ of the Department of Peace Studies and International
Development where I am registered.
As a researcher I assure you of the treatment of the information with high
confidentiality and anonymity. You will not be forced to answer any question
against your personal will and in this regard withdrawal from the discussion at
any time deemed necessary will be accepted. In this regard your voluntary
participation in this study is highly appreciated.
Thank you for your cooperation
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APPENDIX III: CONSENT FORMS
Dear Mr/Mrs/Miss……………………………………..
I am a PhD student at the University of Bradford in the United Kingdom. I am
here to do the field work as one of the necessary requirements in order to
accomplish my research about the land conflicts between farmers and
pastoralists of Kilosa district. In particular my research work aims at gaining the
insight about your grounded perceptions on the nature of these conflicts and
what has been done so far in order stop or reduce the intensity of these
conflicts. I am interested in doing this research because I want various actors in
peace building and policy making bodies to also understand the dynamics of
these conflicts from the perspectives of the affected communities. The
assumption is that their enhanced understanding may serve as a pretext for the
improvisation of the best practices for managing these conflicts. This will
contribute to the grounded peace and tranquillity among the communities of
farmers and pastoralists and therefore enhanced conducive environment for
development activities to take place.
In this regard you have been selected to take part in an interview based on your
position, knowledge, experience and expertise. The interview aims at gathering
data for the purpose already stated in the previous paragraph. Based on these
facts I kindly ask for your positive consideration to take part in this interview. I
therefore humbly leave this form with you to decide on your convenient date
and time on which this interview should be conducted. Note however that, your
participation is on voluntary bases and you are free to withdraw from the
process whenever deems necessary. Be assured that information to be
collected is purely for academic purpose not otherwise. More importantly
however, information to be collected will be treated with high confidentiality and
anonymity.
Consent: I agree to take part in an interview provided that the following issues
are considered.
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Participation is on voluntary bases and not otherwise.
I may withdraw from taking part in an interview at any time I want.
The time for an interview will not exceed a maximum of one hour.
I will not be compelled to answer or not to answer some of the questions.
Tape recorders may be used provided that they will be destroyed after
use.
Confidentiality and anonymity of data and participants will be highly
observed.
Information obtained may be published in the form of the thesis or journal
papers.
The thesis will be kept in the University library or electronic repository for
public consumption.
The feedback about the research will be provided.
My words may wholly or partly be quoted whenever deems important
provided that my name will never be disclosed.
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•

The contact addresses of the researchers should be displayed, and I
should therefore be free to contact them on issues pertaining to this
research whenever the need arises.
Thank you in advance for your informed consent.
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APPENDIX IV: STUDY LOCATION AND GEOGRAPHICAL BOUNDARIES
Source: Ministry of land and planning in Kajembe (2013)
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APPENDIX V: SAMPLE SCETCH MAPS OF THE LANDSCAPE MAPPING
EXERCICE IN SOME SELECTED VILLAGES OF THE CASE STUDY
Sketch map I: Mabwegere pastoralists’ village land scape mapping
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Sketch map II: Kilangali farmers’ village landscape mapping
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Sketch map III: Mfuru farmers’ village landscape mapping
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Sketch map IV: Kilangali farmers’ village landscape mapping
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Sketch map V: Mabwegere pastoralists’ village land scape mapping
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Sketch map VI: Kiduhi pastoralists’ village landscape mapping
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