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Abstract
Pastoralism as a mode of production has had an important bearing on the livelihoods of many people in arid and semiarid
environments. In the recent decades’ policies for land management in pastoral communities have changed from customary to
statutory policies. This study analysed the dynamics of land management and their influence on the pastoral livelihood
system at Kimana and Njoro villages in Kiteto district, northern Tanzania. Data for the study were collected from two focus
groups, six key informants at the district level, and 296 households (equivalent to 10.1%) using household questionnaires,
Findings show that whereas land is managed under customary and statutory laws, the emphasis is more on statutory laws.
Statutory laws foster individualization of land ownership to some activities such as crop production, whereas communal
lands are left for animal grazing only. Under statutory laws, individual land ownership is likely to be influenced by crop
production, male-headed households, climate change, and resource use conflicts. However, statutory laws cannot guarantee
sustainable resource management as the natural resources management institutions cannot dictate activities done in
individual lands, as opposed to traditional systems. There is a need to harmonize traditional and modern forms of land
management for increasing productivity and enhancing sustainable natural resources management.
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Introduction

Land is the main resource encompassing the surface (soils)
whereby economic, social and ecological issues are said to
be contained (Rwegasira 2012). In pastoral systems, land
plays a key role in maintaining rangeland resources and the
habitat of terrestrial wildlife (Nelson 2012). Historically,
pastoralists used to manage land-based resources (e.g.
pasture, water) based on traditional rules designed to
protect, regulate the use, avoid degradation and conserve
for the future. In Australia, for instance, pastoral land-care
in rangelands has comparable outcomes in terms of the
creation of opportunities for improved learning among
landholders (Neely and Bunning 2008).

Pastoralism1 is often conducted in arid and semi-arid
areas where lands are considered unsuitable for cropping.
This livelihood system occupies about 25 percent of the
earth’s surface, mostly in developing countries (Gaur and
Squires 2017). However, population growth, economic
development and land use changes (Platteau 1996, Kratli
et al. 2013) have been driving land transformation and
livelihood dynamics in most of the pastoral lands across the
globe. In East Africa, pressures of liberalization for land and
natural resources have subjected pastoral lands to margin-
alization as well as fragmentation (Platteau 1996).

In Tanzania, the pastoralist land tenure has been the
subject of conjecture and turbulence from the colonial era
through the independence era (Olengurumwa 2010). Poli-
cies that promote foreign investments in commercial agri-
culture and wildlife-based tourism are also influencing
changes in land management systems in most of the pastoral
lands (Okello 2005, Ogutu et al. 2014). The National Land
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1 Pastoralism is a way of livestock production in which livestock
keepers move their cattle, sheep and goats from place to place to take
advantage of pasture and water which are available at different times
during the year (Olengurumwa 2010).
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Policy of 1997 considers customary or communal land
ownership as insecure and unsustainable. As a result, the
policy fosters private ownership of land and defines dif-
ferent modes of land user rights. However, private owner-
ship of land does not entail communal ownership systems,
including traditional approaches for land management
(Kipkeu et al. 2014).

Communal land ownership under pastoralism is viewed
as the cause of environmental degradation, land use con-
flicts and therefore, policies tend to foster individual land
ownership. For example, the URT (2006) in Tanzania gives
priority to the modernization and commercialization of
livestock production by involving the private sector in value
addition activities. The land policy (URT 1997) insists on
settled livestock farming as opposed to mobility recognized
by livestock policy (Mwamfupe 2015). Implications from
contradicting policies and laws on pastoralism are intense
and diverse across cultural, political, economic, social and
ecological dimensions. Owing to conflicting policies and
laws of post-colonialism among bordering countries, pas-
toralists were alienated from siblings and forced to confront
cultivation which is highly favoured by modern land
policies (Anebo 2016).

In their immediate environment, pastoralism is in direct
competition with wildlife and often the latter is highly
favoured although benefits accrued do not directly benefit
pastoralists and that change in land tenure systems threaten
and can potentially wipe out traditional pastoralism (Leshan
and Standslause 2013). Pastoral households have diversified
to agriculture as the best option for securing their lives
under current dynamics of social, environmental and
political processes. For example, pastoral communities in
semi-arid areas of Northern Tanzania are practicing trans-
humance2 after the fade of nomadism. Under the transhu-
mance system, the pastoralists usually depend somewhat
less on their animals for food than nomadic does and they
often undertake small-scale vegetable farming at their per-
manent villages (Leshan and Standslause 2013). Conse-
quently, land demands for livelihood diversification and
settlement development become imperative.

A wide range of studies has been conducted in arid and
semiarid areas, where pastoralism is a dominant livelihood
covering a wide range of issues that prompt sedentarisation
in pastoral societies (e.g. Leshan and Standslause 2013,
Lind 2016, Haile 2017). We seek to explore whether or not
the following expectations hold in the area:

1. That socioeconomic characteristic influence land
ownership in pastoral communities.

2. That individual land ownership influences changes in
the pastoral livelihood system.

The next sections present methods used for data collec-
tion and results. Discussion follows in the aftermath
whereby conclusion and policy implications finalize
the paper.

Study Area and Methodology

Study Area

This study was conducted in Kiteto district, the Manyara
region. Kiteto is one of the six administrative districts of
Manyara region. The district covers an area of
16,685 square kilometres. It borders Simanjiro District in
the north, Kilindi District in the east, Kilosa and Kongwa
Districts in the south. In the west, Kiteto District borders
Chamwino and Kondoa Districts. In August 2012, the
population of Kiteto was 244,669 of whom 120,233 were
males and 124,436 females with an average family size of
4.8 (National Bureau of Statistics NBS (2013)). The key
land uses in the district are predominantly crop production
(3800 sq. km) and livestock keeping (11,111 sq. km). For-
ests and water cover 1,674 sq. km (10.0%) and others
occupy 100 sq. km (0.6%). According to Kiteto District
Council KDC (2013)’s strategic plan, there is 380,000 ha of
potentially arable land, whereas small-scale holders who
produce crops for food dominate production. It is estimated
that 60% of the arable land (i.e. 217,000 ha) is under small-
scale and medium-scale farmers who cultivate between 2
and 20 ha. Nonetheless, 217,000 ha are under cultivation.
Whereas 90% of the district’s inhabitants engage in those
two livelihood sources, 10% engages in other activities
(trade, small-scale industries, and beekeeping) (Kiteto Dis-
trict Council KDC (2013)). There are three main ethnic
groups in the district: Maasai (32%), Gogo (27%), and
Rangi (18 %), Nguu (2.6%), and others 20.4%. Maasai is
traditionally nomads, however, owing to social-cultural
changes, they are sedentarising and engaging in crop pro-
duction as well (Leshan and Standslause 2013). There are
two rainfall seasons in the district, the shorter starts from
October to December while the longer starts in January to
May with dry spell in February. Rainfall ranges from
450 mm to 1200 mm/year and average temperature from
13 °C to 33 °C.

Selection of the Study villages

From Kiteto district, two villages namely Kimana and Njoro
were selected to represent pastoral communities (mainly
livestock keeping) and agrarian communities (mainly crop

2 Transhumance refers to seasonal migration between locations in
which they have regular settlements with permanent houses See
Leshan and Standslause (2013).
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production), respectively. Njoro is predominantly occupied
by the agro-pastoralists whereas pastoralists inhabit
Kimana. Crops grown in the area include in both villages
include maize (150,000 ha, which is 80% of the total cul-
tivated area), beans, finger millet, groundnuts, potatoes and
sunflowers. Land management and administration differ
significantly between the two villages. Moreover, Kimana
village has a land use plan, unlike Njoro village.

Data Collection and Analysis

The study employed a mixture of qualitative and quantita-
tive research approaches. Participatory approaches used for
the collection of data include the household surveys and
Participatory Rural Appraisals (PRA-Focus Group Discus-
sions (FGD) and Key Informant Interviews (KII). Partici-
patory methods are also useful for comparing the
relationship and differences in participants’ views, an
aspect, which is necessary for making a better analysis of
the conversation (Morgan 1996, Gibbs 1997, Redmond and
Curtis 2009). After obtaining research clearance from the
Kiteto district council, we conducted Informant Interviews
with district officials to obtain insights into the study areas,
including livelihood assets and activities using informant
interview checklists. From these interview sessions, insights
on the study areas with regards to community livelihoods in
space and time were provided. Information from these
sessions was used to improve survey questionnaires in
terms of clarity. Six (6) key informants were interviewed
from district natural resources, agriculture and cooperatives,
livestock and fisheries and district community development
departments.

Data collection was preceded by two sessions of FGDs,
one per village. The information generated from these ses-
sions was used to improve questionnaires in terms of clarity.
An interview checklist to ensure that the responses generated
reflect the objectives of the study guided the sessions. FGDs
consisted of a moderator who supplied a topic and mon-
itored the discussions and so provided an excellent oppor-
tunity to listen, observe the amount of interaction, explore
issues in-depth and obtain insights that might occur without
discussion (Tynan and Drayton 1988). The selection of
discussants was purposive based on their long-term experi-
ence with pastoralism activities, land use, and land acqui-
sition in the villages. Participants in each FGD were
obtained following recommendations from village leaders.
Each FGD session consisted of 8 discussants per discussion
group were chosen, both males and females to easily manage
the discussions consistent with Boyce and Neale (2006) and
Arsel (2017). Issues discussed in FGDs included types of
land ownership, criteria for land distribution, perception of
land values as well as roles and responsibilities at a house-
hold level relative to land as well as climate change impacts.

To examine the value of land, during FGDs, respondents
were required to describe the meaning of “value” from a
pastoralist perspective and subsequently, rank land values
they cherish most. As such, they were presented with 100
maize grains whereby each grain represented a 1 percent
value. They were also presented with words like “economic
value,” spiritual value,” “social value” and “ecological
value” representing differentiated forms of understanding
on intended value in the Kiswahili language. Such words
were written on four blank A4 paper sheets representing the
values being rated. Respondents themselves then placed the
grains on written pieces of paper. Since each grain repre-
sented 1%, the total number of grains on a piece of paper
represented the percentage value corresponding to the word
on it. The results were recorded (see Fig. 1). The purpose of
the exercise was to portray the form of land values most
prospered.

Informant interviews were also conducted at the com-
munity level in the aftermath to obtain insights on changes
in land management in space and time, sourcing informa-
tion from the famous elders. Those who had vast experience
in natural resources management were interviewed. As
these elders were Swahili illiterate, a bilingual person from
the Maasai community served a translator role. The infor-
mant interviews checklist probed into the difference in land
ownership under customary and statutory laws, natural
resources management under statutory and customary laws,
forms of land ownership under statutory laws, roles and
responsibilities of various social groups in natural resources
management, climate implications in land management and
administration, implications of statutory laws in natural
resources and community livelihoods.

The household surveys commenced in May 2017 by
obtaining the subjects for the study targeting the household
heads. Simple random sampling was used to select 140
households from Kimana village out of 1390 households
out of which 140 households were selected equivalent to
10.1% whereas in Njoro village, out of 1486 households,
156 households were chosen for the study (10.5%) totaling
up to 296. First, 10 questionnaires were tested in terms of
collecting relevant data. The tested questionnaires were
retained in the main sample.

The main household survey followed in the aftermath,
whereby researchers were oriented to sampled households
by hamlet chairpersons. Questionnaires were administered
face to face in the Kiswahili language. The questions
included household-level characteristics (age, sex, educa-
tion, livelihood activities and migration patterns, household
assets, wealth characteristics, land ownership) and the vil-
lage level data (land resource use and management, natural
resources endowments, land use planning). Where the
respondent failed to respond in Kiswahili, any bilingual
person was used to interpret the questions asked. A
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respondent was to recall value estimate of an acre of them
would-be sold/purchased piece of land ten years back from
the time this study was conducted, and the value of the same
acre at the time of this study, which was given in Tanzanian
Shillings (TZS), such value differed in space and time.

Datasets were analyzed separately depending on their
nature. Qualitative data were sorted and arranged in the-
matic areas whereby they were subjected to content analy-
sis. As themes were developed, similarities and differences
emerged which enabled us to discern trends and patterns.
On the other hand, quantitative data were sorted, edited,
coded and classified. Descriptive statistics were used to
show the magnitude of land ownership, wealth variations,
etc. The Chi-square statistic was used to discern relation-
ships between data, for example, age, sex, occupation,
education, etc. against individual land ownership. The

binary logistic regression was used to deduce the relation-
ships of not only categorical variables but also when the
continuous variable was a dependent variable. In all statis-
tical analysis, a Statistical Package and Service Solutions
(SPSS) computer software was employed.

Results

Descriptive statistics show that for the surveyed households,
75% of respondents were males (N= 222) and 25% were
females (N= 74). The largest proportion of respondents
(77.4% N= 229) were age 25–54 years old. The livelihood
sources were livestock keeping (51.4%, N= 150), crop
production (93.8%, N= 274), business (7.5%, N= 22),
artisanal work (6.2%, N= 18) and salaried employees

Fig. 1 Proportion of households reporting forms of land value. Source: Field data (2017)
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(2.1%, N= 6). There were more crop producers (52.1%,
N= 151) and fewer livestock keepers (15.8%, N= 45) in
Njoro, whereas there were more livestock keepers (47.3%,
N= 138) than crop producers (41.8%, N= 122) in Kimana
village. About 47.3% (N= 140) of the surveyed households
heads were born within the village, whereby 52.7% (N=
156) migrated from outside the study villages. There were
more migration cases in Njoro village (73.7%, N= 115)
than in Kimana (29.3%, N= 41). The extent of immigration
from outside the villages than those born within villages of
domicile implies increasing pressure on land resources.
Reasons for migration were as follows; following parents
(21.5%), search for grazing areas (31.7%), and search areas
for crop production (32.7%), business opportunities (4.2%),
wage employment (1.8%), and marriage (8.1%).

Land Ownership in the Area

Descriptive statistics show that 90.2% of surveyed house-
holds owned land whereas 9.8% did not. Of those who
owned land, 17.4% from Njoro and 25% from Kimana
rented, 12.8% from Njoro and 62.1% from Kimana inher-
ited, 32.2% from Njoro and 12.9% from Kimana were
village offers whereas 37.6% of surveyed households in
Njoro had rented (Fig. 2). Land purchasing entails trans-
ferring ownership of land to another household when the
amount of money determined by a seller is paid. It is not
always affordable to consult a lawyer; therefore, villagers
often sell their land under the witness of the hamlet chair-
person or a member of the village government council.
Inherited ownership entails transferring ownership from
parents to children normally of the same family. Results
further land in Kimana as more inherited than Njoro, a
question that can be linked to immigration. The village
offers involves the village government giving land to indi-
viduals for large-scale production. Land given by the village
government is usually large, at most reaching 50 acres
under her mandate. In allocating areas for pastoralism,
several factors are considered. These may include such as

availability of livestock infrastructure (dipping, watering
points) and availability of fodder. These form the basis for
decision-making during land use planning.

Land renting was done by payment in monetary terms or
crop harvest. An acre was rented at TZS 10,000 (USD 4.47)
−30,000 (USD 13.41) or harvest of value equivalent to that
amount. The land was also acquired informally by invading
unoccupied land that seemed to lack a strenuous monitoring
system. These areas include the general lands or village
forests/wild environments. Households that overstayed on
invaded lands without obstruction from the relevant
authorities created confidence to inhabitants that their stay
in such lands was legitimate. Interviews and discussion
results show that such ownership was recognized under
customary law and it can be formalized by issuing rights of
occupancy approved by village meetings. The approved
documents are then forwarded to district authorities for
further approval, verification, and validation. Ultimately,
the district issues the right of occupancy certificate. In
practice, rights of occupancy are yet to be granted to 54.9
percent of surveyed respondents in studied villages.

Form of land ownership

Descriptive statistics indicate that 83.4% of surveyed
households (N= 247) possess the land by customary laws
compared to 16.6% (N= 49) who possess the land by
statutory laws. Households possessing land by customary
laws in Njoro village were 73.7% of surveyed households
(N= 115). Concerning statutory laws, 26.3% of sampled
households (N= 41) in Njoro and 5.7% of households
(N= 8) in Kimana covered this category (Fig. 2). Overall, a
customary form of land ownership based on the traditional
system dominates land ownership over statutory form. The
chi-square value is 22.956 (at one degree of freedom),
whereby a P value of 0.00 < 0.05 implies the significant
difference in land ownership by these two forms in the area.

Interview results show that the land management using
customary laws was done through a well-defined traditional
governing system. Maasai pastoralists, in particular, under-
stand that land and associated resources such as water points,
forests, and herbal vegetation were entrusted to elders
including traditionally appointed people known as Ilagwanak.
Such elders serve as advocates for the rights of a community,
clan, or group within the clan such as enkaji and olaji. The
enkaji are identified in two groups, orok kiteng‘ and odo
kiteng‘. The Olaji is comprised of different age set groups of
persons already circumcised who form the hierarchy of the
Maasai age-set system. The land is divided into proportions
according to community needs for grazing in different seasons
of the year. For instance, the land parcel for use during the dry
season is called engaroni/aroni, and land used during the wet
season is called eleng’on. The land parcel for use engaroni or
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eleng’on is allocated by Maasai pastoralists using four
important aspects, water availability, soil structure, wildlife
habitat, and availability of unique resources.

Availability of water in the area particularly during the
dry season through streams, rivers, natural dams, or
swamps, may be parcelled for use as engaroni. If it can only
provide water during the rainy season, then it may be par-
celled as eleng’on. Soil structure/nature entails suitability
for use during the rainy season due to the nature of the soil.
Black soil (clay soil) retains water for a long period, can
strand livestock walking on, and therefore, can only be used
during the dry period or the extended dry spell. Wildlife
habitat or breeding zone are given importance by the
Masaasi pastoralists to keep wildlife breeding sites parti-
cularly those used by wildebeests and antelopes though may
contain infectious pathogens that can affect the livestock.
Such areas are normally used during the dry period and they
are evacuated once the wildlife breeding season is under-
way. Nonetheless, areas with unique resources such as
medicinal plants, salt licks, full-time water reserves and
nutritious biomass are often reserved for neither individuals
nor seasonal use. Such areas are communally utilized and
managed to benefit the whole community.

Land parceling in pastoralist communities is further done
by identifying areas suitable for livestock according to
animal age and type. Young livestock cannot travel a longer
distance in search of pasture and water. As such, the Maasai
introduced an Olalili or Olokeri to be used by young and
sick animals. Areas close to boma3 are also made available
to small stocks such as sheep and goats. Elders are vested
with the power of custodianship over land, organizing
meetings safeguard land uses. Olalili (also Olakeri) in
Maasai literally means something with an unpleasant smell -
denied access by customary laws/rules over such resources
without owners or community collective consent. Man-
agement of Ollili is also evolving despite being traditionally
managed by a clan or a boma (olmarei) who have the right
to manage and use such a special piece of land. The Olalil is
always close to the boma because it is used by young
livestock (calves, kids and lambs) or by sick livestock.
Traditional land management has been practiced for many
years in pastoralist communities. Population growth led to
land parceling according to their clans allowing communal
utilization with smooth restrictions to safeguard the use of
certain areas such as those with special animal feeds, her-
bals vegetation, water sources and salt licks (Figs. 3, 4).

Factors influencing land ownership under statutory laws

Results from logistic regression show that ownership of
land is likely to be influenced by several aspects; gender of

household head, crop production, and resource use con-
flicts. Male-headed households are likely to own land when
compared to female-headed households. Households enga-
ging in crop production are more likely to own land,
whereas climate change does not influence land ownership
(Table 1). Provided that land ownership had occurred,
security to ownership is more likely to male-headed
households. This is not a surprising result owing to the
social position of women in pastoral communities, whereby
a man dominates household assets. At this instant, climate
change becomes the strong influencer to secure land own-
ership, unlike land resource use conflict. This is a surprising
result because resource use conflicts could be expected to be
alleviated by the security to land tenure. However, to the
extent that climate change is expected to constrain land
resource availability, the majority of expected resource use
conflicts will be amplified by the climate change impacts.
Nonetheless, households engaging in crop production are
likely not only to own land but also to ensure that such
ownership is secured. Pastoralists seek to secure land
ownership following sedentarisation that has taken place, as
well as alleviation of possible land resource use conflicts in
the future under the new regime.

Conflicts are sometimes specifically arising at the family
level (almarei) or household level, clan level and commu-
nity level. Under the customary system, conflicts arising
from the family level are resolved by a household head
(often by a father), depending on their cause. Conflicts

73.7

94.3

26.3

5.7

0

20

40

60

80

100

Njoro Kimana

P
er

ce
n
ta

g
e

Village

Customary Statutory

Fig. 3 The study villages in Kiteto District. Source: GIS,
UDSM (2017)
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3 The Maasai compound.
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arising from the clan level are resolved by ilagwanak
through clan meetings of elders often from among causers’
households. More often, offenders who are prosecuted are
fined accordingly within specified deadlines. Conflicts
arising from the community level are handled by ilagwanak
but from different clans resolving the conflicting parties.
Once again, fines and other punishment mechanisms are
subsequently imposed on culprits. Fines as the conflicts
resolution approach over land resource utilization are
employed at clan level, community level and family level.
Chronic conflicts at the family level or clan level may be
taken to higher decision-making structures for resolution.

In the surveyed villages, a large proportion of households
across our sample (90.6%, n= 268) have been differently
suffering from impacts of climate change at different points
in time in different ways. The impacts were profoundly
through a drought (53.3%); livestock and human diseases
(1.2%); unpredictable rains (12.8%); high temperatures
(3.7%); and short rain season (19.6%), which imply the
short growing season. These climate challenges have led to
declining in fodder and water in pastoral livelihood systems,
spurring adverse land resource use conflicts. Household
size, female-headed households and crop production can
influence security to land ownership to some degree,
whereas land resource use conflicts have no effects on
influencing land security. Surprisingly, land resource use
conflicts do not seem to influence land security.

Complementation of formal and traditional land parcelling
system

Recently, despite the little emphasis on possession of Cer-
tificate of Customary Right of Occupancy (CCRO), existing

laws in Tanzania do not recognize communal land parcel-
ling. Thus, the traditional land use system does not com-
plement formal land use plans. The formal land use plans
and management are currently under land tribunals at dis-
trict and village levels, which replaced the traditional land
use management among pastoralist communities. The for-
mal systems define areas for village forest, grazing land,
social services, agriculture, and any other uses in the
village.

Influence of Individual Land Ownership on Pastoral
Production System

Land use planning

There are currently formalized ways of planning land
resource use matters bestowed to different authorities
stemming from the community level. 24.4% of surveyed
households in Njoro (N= 38) and 87.9% (N= 87.9%) in
Kimana villages pursue their livelihood activities in the
areas planned for different land uses, unlike the rest (75.6%
in Njoro and 12.1% in Kimana). The differences between
these villages are significant at P < 0.05. The possible
explanation for the discrepancy is the high immigration of
people from other areas to Njoro in search of farming areas
when compared to Kimana as noted in the previous sec-
tions. Hence, land use planning done initially in the area
was inadequate to accommodate the ever-increasing number
of immigrants in the area for agricultural activities. This can
be a possible reason for the non-compliance to the existing
land use plans in the villages whereby 27.6% and 63.6% in
Njoro and Kimana villages respectively did not comply, a
variation of which is statistically significant at P < 0.05,
whereby a chi-square for the test is 38.715 at 1 degree of
freedom (Table 2).

Under customary laws, Maasai pastoralists decide on
land use through traditional meetings whereby Ilagwanak
convene people to obtain consensus on land utilization.
Rules laid down to protect any decision reached are
enforced through fining, depending on the magnitude of
fault committed by a community member. Often the biggest
ox is slaughtered in case of the highest degree of negli-
gence, whereas a healthy (a mature castrated male goat) is
slaughtered in case of moderate negligence. Other
mechanisms put forward to safeguard land use for avoiding
conflicts, in general, include uttering traditionally curse
words for anyone who will go against the plans.

Under statutory laws, land use planning targets both crop
production and pastoralism, which are the major livelihood
sources in the area. Whereas agricultural land is issued on
an individual basis, rangelands are issued communally.
Every form of land use is to comply with the village land
use plan, whether for housing construction, agriculture, or

Table 1 Characteristics influencing household ownership of land

Dependent variable: household ownership of land (based on x/(1-x)
transformation)

Male headed household 1.384 (3.991)

Female headed household −116.115 (0.0)

Family size −19.819 (0.0)

Crop production 99.094 (1.086E+ 043)

Resource use conflicts 0.0 (1.0)

Climate change 0.0 (1.0)

Dependent variable: security to land ownership (based on x/(1-x)
transformation)

Male headed households 21.203 (1615474473.097)

Female-headed households 0.0 (1.00)

Household size 0.0 (1.00)

Crop production 0.0 (1.00)

Resource use conflicts −21.203 (0.00)

Climate change 21.203 (1615474707.730)

Significant at P= 0.05 Significance Interval: Total observations= 296
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animal husbandry. The process of establishing grazing lands
entailed village governments establishing inter-village
common grazing land. Initially, the plan was expected to
allow free movements to grazing areas and migratory
routes. For instance, in consultation with each other, three
villages Olektikti, Lergu and Ngapapa formed the OLEN-
GAPA rangeland to be used by these three villages.

With regards to land planned for agriculture, farmers had
land ranging from 1 acre to above 100 acres. People seeking
the land of more than 50 acres had to provide the following
information during application; nationality, residence; age
(≥18 years); description of land use intentions; and land
ownership background information. Land needs for mar-
ginalized groups were also considered. Village authorities
may allocate a maximum of 50 acres per person. Practically,
land use planning is incomplete due to the unavailability of
funds, leading to uneven implementation and so invasion
cases for lands, which are not currently uninhabited, are
prevalent. Although communities portrayed readiness, local
government responses are often slow. There is a risk of
further agriculture expansion as opposed to intensification
due to invasion of unutilized land parcels if planning issues
are not timely addressed.

Increase in value of land

It was assumed by this study that the adoption of agriculture
in the pastoralist livelihood system has changed the

conception of the value of land from communal to indivi-
dual ownership. Such an assumption was based on
respondents’ interest to own permanent areas for conducting
their livelihood activities particularly agriculture for all
households visited. To examine the extent that land value
influences individual land ownership, the study analyzed an
acre value 10 years before and during the study using
descriptive statistics. As such, the chi-square test was
applied to analyse the respondent perception on the value of
an acre ten years back from the time this study was con-
ducted, vs. the value of the same acre at the time this study
was conducted. According to 84 percent of respondents, an
acre was worth from TZS 10,000/= to 40,000/= and 16
percent reported that an acre was worth between TZS
40,000/= and TZS 80,000/= (Table 3).

Descriptive statistics show that one acre was worth
between TZS 100,000 (USD 44.71) and 150,000 (USD
67.06) alluded to by 76.5% of surveyed households,
150,000 (67.01) and 200,000 (USD 89.41) disclosed by
13.6% respondents and above shillings 200,000 (USD
89.41) mentioned by 9.9% of surveyed households (Table
3). The rate of change is between TZS 9,000 (USD 4.03)
and 15,000 (USD 6.71) per acre per annum revealed by
76.5% respondents and 13.6% of respondents and above
TZS 20,000 (USD 8.94) per acre per annum mentioned by
9.9% of respondents in the studied villages. The chi-square
test statistic yielded P < 0.05 implying a statistically sig-
nificant change. The conceivability of the meaning of the
value of land has changed from a communal to an indivi-
dual perspective, whereby economic value was leading.

Table 2 Proportion of
households engaged in land use
planning

Issue Njoro* Kimana* P value**

Yes No Yes No

Conducting livelihood activities in the
planned areas

24.4% (38) 75.6% (118) 87.9% (123) 12.1% (17) 0.00

Complying to existing land use plans 27.6% (43) 72.7% (113) 63.6% (89) 36.4% (51) 0.00

*Total observations= 296; **Significant Interval P= 0.05

Table 3 One-acre monetary4

value of land
Village

Njoro Kimana Total

The contemporary land value/acre % % %

From TZS 100,000 (USD 44.71) to 150,000 (67.06) 33.3 43.2 76.5

Above TZS 150,000 (USD 67.06) and at most TZS 200,000 (USD 89.41) 13.6 0.0 16.0

Above TZS 200,000 (USD 89.41) 3.7 6.2 13.6

Total 50.6 49.4 100

The land value/acre 10 years ago

From TZS 10,000 (USD 4.47) to 40,000 (USD 17.88) 46.9 37.0 84.0

Above TZS 40,000 (USD 17.88) and at most 80,000 (USD 35.77) 3.7 12.3 16.0

Total 50.6 49.4 100

Source: Field Data (2017)

4 1 USD= TZS 2236.80 in May, 2017
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The economic value is deduced from economic
activities generating economic gains. Thus, livestock
keeping, agriculture and other economic activities are
done on land represented the most important value.
Spiritual value entails spiritual connections with land and
its resources. For example, the MURTANGOS forest was
reserved for use in spiritual (faith) matters. Ecological
values were described in terms of biomes including
wildlife and their habitats together with their mutual
dependence. Issues of co-existence were described in
terms of the ability to control nature from times imme-
morial. In this respect, ecological values were described
in terms of their ability to transform to economic value
through tourism. On the other hand, social values were
described in terms of the creation of an environment
whereby people would share social issues. However,
most of those values were highly communal as opposed
to economic values.

Changes in roles and responsibilities at the household level

Following changes in land stewardship, some roles and
responsibilities at the family level in the pastoralist
community have changed slightly. For example, seden-
tarisation has distanced livestock from women’s milking
because it was the women’s responsibility, currently;
they seldom do it. Diversification of consumption of food
varieties has consequently increased uptake of carbohy-
drates as opposed to the entire dependence on livestock
for food as it was a case before, a change that was
embraced and so confirming Andrachuk and Armitage’s
(2015) submission before. For instance, involvement in
agriculture has rendered to an increase in uptake of car-
bohydrates as their meals. Although the emergence of
agriculture in pastoralist communities was described as
relevant, it burdens more women than men. Moreover,
reduction in the number of livestock due to drought and
other factors has resulted in the rural-urban migration
mainly by youth whereby they often engage in selling
traditional medicine, weaving and security guarding
mostly in urban areas.

Implications of land allotment on ecosystem integrity

Since formal systems of land use only recognize indivi-
dual land ownership, it is hard to control destructive
activities done by landowners. Areas with unique
resources such as medicinal plants, salt licks, full-time
water and nutritious biomass are not set for individuals
through the traditional land use system. The traditional
land use system recognizes wildlife habitats and their
breeding zones. Maasai pastoralists do not want to dis-
turb the ecology of their land. Areas used by wildlife for

breeding, particularly those used by wildebeest and
antelopes contain infectious pathogens that can affect the
livestock. In addition, the traditional land use system
particularly by Maasai pastoralists does not split their
bomas5 all over the area as a way to preserve pasture and
confer smooth movement of livestock in accessing
unevenly distributed land resources. On the contrary,
formal land use systems subdivide land into small plots
entitled to individuals unconcerned with other ecosystem
management. Formal land use safeguarding and ecosys-
tem protection mechanisms are done at the national level,
which has little impact on the conservation of individu-
ally managed tracts of land. It is further fuelling clashes
over land and other natural resource use patterns within
pastoral areas as individuals try to control their pieces
of land.

Discussion

Pastoralism as a mode of production has had an important
bearing on the livelihoods of many people in arid and semi-
arid environments. Thus, a better understanding of the
dynamics of the contemporary pastoral livelihood system is
needed to better place pastoralism in national and interna-
tional policies, plans and programs (Secretariat of the
Convention of the Biological Diversity CBD (2010)). The
shift from customary to statutory policies of land manage-
ment has indeed influenced the use of land resources utili-
sation (Ekaya 2005). Consistent with Leshan & Standslause
(2013) and Ekaya (2005) among others, this study adds by
showing how individualisation in land ownership can
potentially affect natural resources management particularly
when management institutions have no mandate to oversee
land use in land parcels.

Table 1 shows that under the contemporary policies, land
ownership at the community level is likely to be influenced
by socioeconomic characteristics such as agriculture, male-
headed households and resource use conflicts. this result
adds to Leshan and Standslause (2013) as well as Tesfay
and Tafere (2008) who mentioned population increase,
state-enforced measures, environmental challenges and
conflicts as the root causes for sedentarisation. Nonetheless,
in addition to male-headed households, security to land
ownership is will be attributed to climate change particu-
larly ensuring that pastures available and accessible by the
particular household. This is a surprising result as it could
be expected that security of land could be among key fac-
tors to land ownership. However, to the extent that climate
change is anticipated to shrink fodder and water availability
in the same ecological zone, animals will require large

5 The Maasai homestead.
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grazing areas. Nonetheless, findings show as well that
resource use conflicts are likely to influence not only
owning land but also influencing land security in ownership
of land in agro-pastoralist communities

In the current form, land management is under the rival
between customary and statutory policies with statutory
policies being given great importance by decision makers
(Lissu 2000). However, as the study shows, customary laws,
which characterises the traditional system of land manage-
ment is bottom-up oriented as local communities have a full
mandate in managing land resources. Whereas pastoralists
have sustainably managed natural resources from times
immemorial using traditional system (Basupi et al. 2017),
the adoption of statutory laws is seeming a paradigm shift in
natural resources management perspective from outside the
pastoral production system, a result of which is consistent
with Kratli et al. (2013). This result points to the policy on
the need to harmonize these two forms of policies.

Under statutory laws, land use planning is among
approaches of ensuring that land and the associated resour-
ces are adequately managed and utilized (Reid et al. 2016)
and land resource use conflicts are minimized or alleviated
(Mwamfupe 2015). Land use planning can indeed reduce
tensions and conflicts from land users as shown by Yanda
and Mung’ong’o (2016) and Nelson (2012), however, in this
study, there is generally lack of flexibility of these land use
plans falls short of accommodating the increasing population
in the respective villages. The lack of flexibility can poten-
tially disrupt the existing land use plans, lose their logic and
render unsustainable utilisation of natural resources. This
result points to the policy on the need for regularly updating
the village-based participatory land use plans.

While the management of pastoral land and natural
resources was traditionally managed by customary laws
(Scoones 2009, Leshan and Standslause 2013), the intro-
duction of statutory policies has completely changed the
manner through which land is contemporarily managed.
Nonetheless, according to narratives in this study, cus-
tomary laws enhanced sustainable management of natural
resources indeed, using the well-defined traditional institu-
tions. As statutory laws foster the creation of land parcels
privatized to individuals, yet it cannot dictate land uses in
such parcels done by individuals, a result of which is con-
sistent with Haile (2017) and Leshan and Standslause
(2013) among others. The lack of complementation between
customary and statutory land management policies as this
study shows puts land and natural resources contain a test.
By showing the impossibility of complementation between
customary and statutory land management policies, this
study provides additional evidence of how the lack of har-
monisation of modern and traditional methods of land
management can create trade-offs in natural resource man-
agement and conservation.

Conclusion

In this paper, we explored the land stewardship transforma-
tion; focusing on two main issues; the influence of socio-
economic characteristics on land ownership and the
evaluation of contemporary land ownership and implications
on the pastoral livelihood system. Results have demonstrated
that factors such as crop production, climate change as well
as male-headed household and resource use conflicts influ-
ence not only individualization in land ownership but also
security of its tenure. Land management under customary
laws fostered communal land ownership and guaranteed
sustainability in natural resources management and utilisation
by a holistic view of land resources, whereas statutory laws
foster individualization in land ownership. Nonetheless, the
statutory laws of land management and administration cannot
guarantee sustainability in natural resources management in
pastoral production systems because management institutions
cannot dictate natural resources utilisation in individual land
parcels. As customary laws are not considered in the current
practice, the virtue of traditional systems of land management
was taken for granted a likelihood. There is a need to har-
monize traditional and contemporary statutory policies for a
sustainable pastoral production system.
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