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INTRODUCTION

of plural politics in any society is to ensure, among other things, that
gesf:;f: cgerou; or coglition of groups dominates and oppresses the rest of the
population of that society. The importanc_e _of strong and rela.tlvcly. g;ltopcilrznou;;
local governments as institutions for participation and enhancing civil rights g%
each and every individual cannot be overerpphasued. Locgl }evel organizations tzll: !
important for a number of reasons including, but not llmlted. to improving i
social, economic and political welfare of the masses; establnsh{ng co'm_mutzlt.y A
projects and co-operatives; addressing problems people fa.ce ona dall'y basis in :g .
respective areas; and promoting democracy, enhancing people's power and |
improving the quality of life (i.e. development) of all the people. ‘ ;

Any attempt, direct or indirect, by the state to control or manipulate l(_)cal
governments must therefore be challenged. In the past 30 years or S0, Taﬁzamal:
could not challenge the state's efforts to monopolize power and direct a soc1h i
activities from the center. The social-political and €COonCmic arrangement was suc
that all institutions and mass organizations at both national and local (grassroots) W

levels were strictly controlled by the ruling state-party.

The introduction of plural politics in Tanzania brings pope that such strict contrfol
of grassroots organizations will disappear. Multi-par’ugm would pave thg way tl:
local governments to reassert thems elves for the specific purpose of giving o
people the right to organize and govern themselves. It is important to note, :
however, that those who control state power always seek to n?onopoh.ze authority
and dictate to others what they feel is good for the society. It is also important to
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identify the mechanisms they employ in seeing to it that they contro] the direction
of societal activities,

This paper attempts such an endeavor by looking at local government in Tanzania
beginning in 1982 to the present. It argues that local governments in Tanzania
have not been able to fulfil their obligations and are not institutions of self rule. It
Points out that local governments were not created to serve as institutions for the
masses of the people to participate in the consideration, planning and
implementation of their own development programs. The failure and/or inability of
local governments to do well in service provision and spearhead development in
their respective areas in Tanzania lies in the central government's own policies and
actions.

REINTRODUCTION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENTS IN TANZANIA

In 1982 the government of Tanzania announced its intention to reintroduce local
governments. The decision can be traced to a Party directive in the Election
Manifesto of 1980. Clause six of the Manifesto read in part, "for Tanzania
mainland to revive the local government system whose concept and structure
should relate to the changes which have taken place since they were abolished with
the aim of enhancing democracy and the development of self-reliance" (Max,
1991:103). To implement the Party's directive the government enacted five laws to

pave the way for the reintroduction of local governments. 1

Apparently it would seem that both the party and the government were reaffirming
Tanzania's commitment to the masses of the people to participate in consideration,
the planning, and implementation of their own development programs as stated in

Mwongozo of 1971.2 The party and government, however, were responding to a
deeper economic crisis that threatened not only the existence of the party-state but
also total collapse of social services the provision of which formed part of the
leadership's basis for legitimacy.

The crisis was economic in character but its root causes were centrally and
fundamentally political calling for a political solution. To understand the nature
and character of the crisis it is necessary to go back in time and look at some of the
policy decisions made since 1967. First and foremost the Tanzanian leadership
adopted the Arusha Declaration in February 1967 committing the country to the
policies of socialism and self-reliance.

The "Declaration" could be viewed as a watershed in the ideological, political and
economic history of Tanzania. It defined the direction which the country took and
all the political and economic events that have unfolded since then. All the
subsequent policies were derived from the "Declaration".
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The stated objective of the Declaration was to create a society of equality and

realization of human potential through collective action. Consequently, the

government nationalized the major means of production, major busipcsses,

commercial banks, major businesses in agriculture, transport, export and import
trade, and wholesale trade. The idea was to bring about redistribution of income and
assets, and more importantly the nationalizations were seen as a strategy to enable
the state to take control over the utilization of surplus from the nationalized firms.

Following the Arusha Declaration, and especially the nationalizations, the
government pursued other policies and took measures that led to the decline of the
economy. Those policy measures included abolition of producer cooperatives and
formation of state run agencies (parastatals); forced villagization of rural peasants,
expansion of agricultural production based on a few major export crops, import-
substitution industrialization (with high import content) and encouragement of
foreign investment capital, seen by the leadership as engine of growth, ideological

rhetoric notwithstanding.

The adoption of the Arusha Declaration and the subsequent policy decisions enabled
the centralization of both political and economic decisions. The policy of socialism
and self-reliance ushered in centralized planning and control of the economy. It is
said that by the end of the 1970s, 8 per cent of the large and medium scale activity
was in the public sector accounting for 44 per cent of the monetary gross domestic
product (GDP), and the public sector was responsible for 80 per cent of the
monetary capital formation (Bukuku, 1993:6). The public sector also became the ',}
dominant employer of formal sector employment. Available statistics show that in |
1967 the public sector accounted for 58 percent of total formal sector employment,
rising to 65 per cent in 1970, 70 per cent in 1980 and 77 per cent in 198‘%

(Bukuku, 1993:6). This trend reversed from 19843 and by 1987 the public sector
accounted for 62 per cent of the total wage employment. iy

The economy of Tanzania is characterized by two distinct economic structures,
consisting of a large traditional rural sector and a small capital intensive modern,
urbanized sector. The former is concerned essentially with the production of food
and cash crops, whereas the latter is concerned with manufacturing and service
activities. However, there is a weak link between the two economic structures.
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Tanzania's agriculture is rain fed and problems faced in this sector include the
vagaries of weather, transport bottlenecks and production technology. With an
increasing population,and the demands of the urban elite, the economic base could
not sustain the pressure brought to bear on it. There is a limit to which rain
agriculture wholly dependent on small peasants using a hand hoe could sustain the
egalitarian policies of the Arusha Declaration and the industrial policies pursued b

the leadership.
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reintroduction of local governments and producer cooperatives and the dismantling
of marketing parastatals.

The Party directive of 1980 was thus implemented by the government beginning in
1982 with the passing of five acts which provided the legal basis for the newly
constituted local authorities. A constitutional amendment to include a clause that
provides for the creation of local governments was also made. As of January 1,
1984 local governments started to function again in Tanzania. Todate, however,
their performance is poor and they are neither delivering social services effectively,
nor offering an opportunity for the masses of the people to participate in decisions
which affect their lives (Liviga, 1993). The crucial factors for the failure of local
governments to live to their expectations are again traceable to the nature and

character of the Tanzanian state.

In the following section I will outline the factors which have inhibited local mass
participation in local governments. Participation in this context refers to the extent
and degree to which local officials together with elected local representatives make
key decisions regarding strategic management and critical operating tasks of local
governments. It refers specifically to the process by which final decisions are
arrived at in such areas as finance, manpower, planning and implementation as well

as monitoring of development activities.

LOCAL GOVERNMENTS AND LIMITS TO PARTICIPATION

The nature and character of the Tanzanian state is responsible for the subordination
of local government authorities to the center and their subsequent failure to act as
institutions for mass participation, let alone play a leading role in local
development. There are four basic factors which are responsible for the state's
position vis a vis local government authorities. The first factor is that the
nationalists, that is, the people who fought for independence and captured state
power sought to consolidate their hold on the state and political power.
Centralization of both political and economic decision-making was thus used as the

strategy to attain that goal.

I

Centralization of political power and economic cecision-making translated
themselves into such measures as the abolition of chiefdoms in 1962; the
dismantling of the armed forces and formation of a new army whose recruits came
from the youth wing of the only political and ruling party in 1964; the abolition
of independent trade unions and formation of a state-run workers' organization in
1964; the constitutional amendment and subsequent enactment of a law making the
country a one-party state in 1965; the nationalization of all major means O
production and exchange in 1967; and abolition of rural councils in 1969 (Liviga,

1993).
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The factors mentioned above combine to negate the possibility of local
governments to function as independent units of self-rule. They inhibit the
implementation of division of functions and responsibilities based on devolution of
both political and economic power, i.., territorial decentralization. As a result the
only logical form of center-local relationship is one in which the center is in
command of every facet of local government activity. Because of its monopoly of
both political and economic decision-making the central state burcaucracy has

effectively closed the avenues for local participation.

By territorial decentralization I am referring to the legal conferring of powers to
discharge specific functions upon formally constituted local authorities. It means
transfer of powers to geographic units of local government that lie outside the
formal command structure of the central governments to discharge their obligations
as part of a relatively autonomous national political system and not as a dependent
element of a central hierarchy. Territorial decentralization would also allow the
delegation of what Kiggundu (1989) calls "strategic management tasks" (SMATSs)
and not only "critical operating tasks" (COTs) from the central government to local

authorities.

The centralization of state functions did not start at independence in 1961. The
process of centralization has its origin from the colonial period and it can be traced
to the philosophy underlying the concept and practice of colonialism. From its
inception in 1884 to 1961, the colonial state was organized on the basis of a
unitary state and its departments were sectorially or functionally organized. Local
governments served not as production entities but played a circulation and
reproductive role. They provided infrastructural and social services as aids to the
accumulation and investment requirements of the colonial administration. The
creation of local governments (decentralization) was conceived in terms of
functional system of organization in line with hierarchical needs of the colonial

state.
The central authorities in Tanzania have always sought to monopolize political

power and direct all development activities from the center. They have been
unwilling or unable to devolve both political and economic (financial) powers t0

local government authorities. The colonial administration did that because first, it
was both politically necessary and ideologically correct, for colonialism entailed
the subordination of the interests of the (colonized) local population to those of the

colonizing pcwer. In that context autonomous local governments as fo

decision-making organs exercised by local representative councils or officials woqld i
have been contrary to the prevailing doctrine and would have undermined coloniat -

rule. The colonial authorities could not give the covncils any kind of freedom
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economy as well. Politics and economics are two sides of the same coin there.
Devolving political power therefore implies relinquishing control over the
economy. For the political leadership surviving in office means at the same time
continued economic prosperity. As Nafziger (1993:122) has observed, "in the
1980s, state funds could be used not only privately, as in the 1970s, but also for
private accumulation; economic liberalism rationalized acquiring resources at the
expense of the majority of the population". Todate, no political leader in Africa,
with the exception of Senghor (Senegal) and Nyerere (Tanzania), for example, has

been willing to let go political power.

In the next section I will present an analysis of the origin of the Arusha
declaration and show how it weakened local governments in Tanzania. Socialism
and Self-reliance did not lead to devolution of power. Effective power remained
concentrated in the hands of elites (central government bureaucrats). I will also
show that effective decentralization (devolution) is not possible without the reform
of existing power structures. The socialist policies enunciated in the Arusha
Declaration did not overhaul the power structure of the Tanzanian state. The power
structure that exists today in Tanzania is a major block to strong and autonomous

local governments.

TANZANIAN SOCIALISM AND THE WEAKNESSES OF LOCAL
GOVERNMENTS

Socialism implies, among other things, a devolution of power and widespread
political participation which would additionally suggest strong local governments.
But this was not the case with Tanzania. To understand the weakness of local
governments in Tanzania one needs to revisit the reasons behind the proclamation
of the Arusha Declaration which spelt out Tanzania's socialism and self-reliance. It

is also important to see how the leadership perceived socialism and the strategies

they adopted to implement it.

In brief the Arusha Declaration was a political, economic and ideological response
to the problems Tanzania had experienced from independence in 1961 to 1966.

Economically, there were three major problems. The first problem was foreign =
control of the economy. Foreign interests controlld all banking activities, =
insurance, major industrial firms and plantations of sisal, tea, and coffee, the

leading agricultural exports. Surplus profit was repatriated and less money capital

was available for local development. Surplus was also drained out of the country
through the process of over invoicing imports and under invoicing exports.

The second problem was that within the country the economy, with respect to
yvholesale and retail trade, purchasing of crops from peasants, and small scale
industries were in the hands of Asians, some were nationals and others holding dual
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action were, among others. the loss to Tanzania of about US$ 19.5 million which

was promiscd to her in aid from Britain (Liviga, 1982).

Internally, there were political struggles too. For example, in !964 'lhefe was an
army mutiny during which soldiers demanded better pay and Africanization of the
officer corps. They also demanded accelerated promotion for some officers who had
been in the service since the colonial period. In addition they demanded expulsion
of their top commanders who were all British citizens. The mutiny was put down
by a contingent of British and Nigerian army units which came in response 10 a

request by the government.

After the army mutiny there were workers' strikes in industries and plantations and
the most demanding strikes took place in the transport sector. The railway workers'
union called a strike which paralyzed transport and haulage of export crops from
upcountry to the ports of Dar es Salaam and Tanga. All these developments meant

problems for the ruling party and the government.

Meanwhile, within the ruling circles there were voices which demanded that the

n to allow it to control the bureaucracy (civil service) and

government take actio
adopt strong measures that would deny all those forces trying to assert themselves

in the political system the avenues to do so. With regard to control of the civil
service parliamentarian demanded Africanization of the ~ivil service. The majority
of senior civil servants in all ministries and other agencies were expatriates mostly
from Britain. As for the economy the nationalists demanded that the Government
should take action to curtail the dominance of the Asian community by specifically
directing that purchasing crops from the peasants should be done by cooperative

unions.

m arose in 1966 after the government announced

that all students selected to join the university would undergo military training
before they enroll at their respective campuses. Upon completion of their studies
they would surrender 40 per cent of their salaries to the state for eighteen months
as part of national service. University students opposed this move and demonstrated
against the government calling Nyerere and his administration traitors and that his
policies were worse than those of the colonial authorities. The government in turn
reacted by expelling the students.

The internal political and economic problems were seen by the leadership as the
beginning of division of the society into classes. A division which in their
analysis would threaten peace and harmony because a society torn by antagonistic
classes cannot forge forward as a united entity. Frustrated by lack of control of the
economy, lack of external support in the form of development aid, loss of the
leading aid donors as a result of the clashes with the west (West Germany and
Britain), threatened by the internal upheavals (the army mutiny, workers strikes,

.

Another internal political proble
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Fourthly, in agriculture both cooperatives, which wei: organized by indigenous
Africans to counter the dominance of Asians, and Asian companies which bought
crops from peasants were abolished. In their place the state created new companies
which were charged with the task of buying the crops locally and market them
abroad. The new companies included Tanzania Cotton Authority, Coffee Authority
of Tanzania, Tanzania Cashewnut Authority, Tobacco Authority of Tanzania, Sisal
Marketing Corporation, Tanzania Livestock Marketing Company and many others.
Peasants were marginalized because their organizations, i.e, the cooperative unions
were abolished and they were left with nothing by way of organizational
mechanism to channel their demands. In 1969 rural councils were abolished thereby
denying the people local democratic institutions through which they exercised their

democratic rights.

The Arusha Declaration and especially its strategy of nationalization and creation of
parastatal companies led to centralization of planning and monitoring of
implementation of all policy decisions in the country. The way and manner in
which Tanzanian socialism was conceived and implemented could not therefore,
facilitate the broad participation of the workers and peasants ( the masses of the

people) in the development process.

ocialism entails communal ownership and control of means of
the masses of the people in decision making. This
was not the case in Tanzania, and the state realized the contradiction between theory
and its practice some four years later. The realization came as a result of an army
coup in Uganda in 1971. The coup provided to the Tanzanian leadership an eye
opener as regards the dangers to the stability of African regimes. According to
Mwongozo (TANU Guidelines, 1971), a document issued after the coup in
Uganda, the dangers to African regimes were a result of continued privileges and
inequalities associated with a process of internal class formation and the countries’

dependence on international capitalist system.

In theory s
production and participation by

To solve the two basic problems Mwongozo stated that Tanzania needed good
leadership in both the party and government. Good leadership according to
Mwongozo means, among other things, the people participating in the
consideration, the planning, and the implementation of their own development
programs. Mwongozo Wwas, therefore, a tacit admission by the party and

Government that there were no provisions or opportunities for the Tanzanian

masses to participate in the development process of their country. An admission
also indicating that Arusha Declaration with its policy of socialism and self-
reliance did not mean, (and never gave) power to the people. Mwongozo Was

therefore a call for a democratic pattern of policy making.
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gests also that an analysis of center-local relations, the form they
take and how they constrain local government effectiveness can be understood as
part and parcel of the process of division of functions and responsibilities, i.e., the
process of decentralization. This argument is also advanced by leading scholars
such as Rondinelli and Cheema (1983), Mawhood (1983), and Greenwood and
Stewart (1986). Rondinelli and Cheema in particular discuss various organizational
forms decentralization takes and the circumstances under which each one form is

preferred to the others.

This paper sug

Finally, I would suggests that an ideal political decentralization is one in which
there is devolution of both political and financial authority from the center to sub-
national units, e.g. local governments. I would suggest further that the essence of
decentralization is system separateness where the subnational units discharge their
obligations as part of a national political system and not dependent elements of a
central hierarchy. In other words, for local governments to be politically and
economically strong and effective, the Tanzanian central government should adopt

territorial and not functional decentralization.

Territorial decentralization (devolution) as opposed to functional decentralization
(administrative decentralization) leads to relatively strong and autonomous local
authorities. Local governments which have control over functions that impact
within their territories are more likely to be effective than those assigned to deliver
services locally but controlled at the center. This argument (i.e., the need for
devolution) is the central theme in the works of Maddick (1963), Sherwood (1969),

Rondinelli (1989) and Greenwood and Stewart (1986).

The organization of local government in Tanzania referring specifically to internal
structures and institutional links with the central government essentially reflect the
state's (central government) political and economic interests. The desire by the
nationalists to maintain a hold on the state and political control, the need to
control the process of production and exchange, as well as the decision to pursue
policy measures that seem to encourage participation by the masses of the people
but in essence strengthen the center's monopoly of decision-making powers can
also be explained in terms of the nature and character of the state (Skocpol, 1982).

Skocpol's theory of the state (statism) which notes that local policies and center-
local relations can best be understood in the context of ongoing economic and.
social changes which are national and international in scale is useful in this regard.
It is useful because it states that state restructuring which include

government is a function of both local and international political and economi€

factors. In that regard state managers, political rulers and administrators are seen as
key actors all maneuvering to extract resources and build administrative
coercive organizations at the point of intersection between international conditions
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The fundamental contradiction bct_wecn t(;arritori::! gogls ;)eftli)(:‘atl)eg?g:(:?vr:gntlsd oz::n:l
the functional basis of organization and operation i iy [o' e
ts are yet to be institutions of self-rule; t4hey are unable ]
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finance, manpower and planning.

156

NOTES

i1

The five acts passed by the Government to facilitate the reintroduction of
local governments are: The Local Government (District Authorities) Act #
7 of 1982; The Local Government (Urban Authorities) Act # 8 of 1982;
The Local Government Finance Act, # 9 of 1982; The Government
Service Act # 10 of 1982; and The Local Government Negotiating
Machinery Act # II of 1982.

Mwongozo was a Party document issued in 1971 which stipulated, among
other things, the Tanzanian workers and peasants are the masters and state
officials are servants of the people. The people, therefore, had to have an
input in the consideration, planning and implementation of their own
development plans.

Beginning in 1984 the Government implemented economic measures
which allowed private interests to import goods and provide services
which hitherto were the monopoly of the state. The move was labelled
liberalization.

National Economic Survival Program (1981), Structural Adjustment
Program (1982) and Economic Recovery Program (1986) were economic
measures adopted and implemented by the Government to alleviate the
economic crisis which had engulfed Tanzania beginning in the late 1970s.

The National Executive Committee (NEC) of the party decided in 1991 to
do away with the restrictions imposed on the country's leadership. The
restrictions concerned mostly barring party and Government leaders from
engaging themselves in capitalist ventures, doing such things as owning
and renting houses, holding shares in capitalist firms, holding
directorships in foreign firms, and earning more than one salary.
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