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ABSTRACT 

	Tanzania’s promotion of agricultural commercialization has generated persistent land conflicts between investor farmers and smallholders. This paper argues that these conflicts are not simply the result of competing land uses but are embedded in structural and institutional weaknesses of the Tanzanian land governance framework. The paper examines the influence of the Tanzanian land governance framework in the investor – smallholder land conflicts. 
The study was conducted at the Kilombero Plantations Limited (KPL), in Kilombero District, Tanzania, in June 2019. Drawing on a qualitative case study, the study analyses archival records, legal frameworks, and data from four semi-structured interviews and a focus group discussion with village leaders. 
Findings point to five key structural drivers. First, there are unresolved issues from villagisation. Second, there is exclusion of village institutions after the land turns into general land. There is also confusion between compensation and discretionary compassionate payments, and denial of long-term occupation claims due to the prohibition of adverse possession. Lastly, there is weak enforcement of land development conditions. These institutional factors systematically restrict community rights, concentrate authority in central agencies, institutionalize exclusion, diminish tenure security and hence contribute to land conflicts. 
The paper extends debates on land conflicts in sub-Saharan Africa by connecting local grievances to systemic governance failures. The paper argues for structural reforms that decentralize authority, clarify compensation regimes, and strengthen accountability in land investment processes.
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1. INTRODUCTION
Agriculture remains central to Tanzania’s economy, contributing a substantial share of GDP and employing the majority of the labour force (Hassunga, 2019) The Government has promoted investment in agriculture through initiatives such as Kilimo Kwanza and the Southern Agriculture Corridor of Tanzania (SAGCOT) to foster productivity, jobs and technology transfer (Engström, Bélair, & Blache, 2022; Sulle, 2020). While proponents argue that large-scale investments boost growth, critics have linked them to a rising incidence of land disputes and insecurity for smallholders (Snyder, et al., 2020; John & Kabote, 2017; Engström, 2018; Cotula, 2012).

Research on Large Scale Agricultural Investments in Tanzania mainly focuses on their economic and social impacts on smallholders, including land conflicts (Engström, 2018; Greco, 2015; Sulle, 2020; Snyder, et al., 2020). However, less is discussed on the influence of structural factors on land conflicts (Brüntrup, et al., 2016). Much of the literature on large-scale land investments concentrates on socio-economic impacts, but less attention has been paid to the structural and institutional drivers that shape those impacts (Manda, Tallontire, & Dougill, 2019). Studies carried out in other countries also follow a similar pattern, undermining the role of structural and institutional influence on land conflicts (Ueta, 2024; Bottazzi, Goguen, & Rist, 2016). This study addresses that gap by examining how the Tanzanian land governance framework contributes to investor–smallholder conflicts, using KPL in Kilombero District as a focused case. The research asks: How does Tanzania’s institutional and legal architecture feed into land conflicts between investors and smallholders? The study is based on interviews with relevant technocrats and an investor representative, a focus group with village leaders, and documentary review for triangulation.

Findings identified five key factors about the structural causes of land conflict. Unresolved villagisation legacy and returnee claims. Structural exclusion of village institutions when land is converted to general land. Confusion over compensation versus compassionate payments. Denial of long-term occupation via the prohibition of adverse possession and weak enforcement of development conditions on the Rights of Occupancy. By spotlighting these, the paper demonstrates that land conflicts are also rooted in institutionalized exclusion, advancing Africa’s land governance debates. The study shows how history and weak governance affect tenure security and calls for reforms to balance power among land administration institutions, clarify rights, and demand more accountability.

2. THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

A conflict arises when there is active disagreement between parties that have different opinions, goals, and values (Boulding, 2015). Mostert (1998) identifies three primary causes of conflict: Differences in values and interests, factual disagreements or relational issues from mistrust, and power struggles amongst the conflicting parties. To resolve factual disagreements, Mostert recommends improving communication and sharing information to achieve a common understanding. For conflicts rooted in differences in values and interests, he suggests seeking win-win solutions through mutual interests. Lastly, conflicts that stem from power struggles can be addressed by correcting the power imbalance among the involved parties.

Conflicts over land arise when there are competing claims, unequal power, or differing interpretations of property rights. Property rights come from socially acceptable norms and conventions negotiated in the community that give exclusive control to specific property actions and interests (Libecap, 1989). Property rights work only if right-holders benefit from their rights and duty-bearers respect the rights (Sened, 1997). Property rights are determined through a process that involves negotiations among claimants and validation by the authority. Libecap (1989) identifies parties to property rights negotiations as private claimants, bureaucrats with delegated power from legislators, and politicians directing the state. The property rights are thus determined through agreement between claimants and the privilege of endorsement by the authority in power.

Snare (1972) presented six rules with regard to ownership: The right to use, right of exclusion, right of transfer, punishment rules, damage rules, and liability rules. The right holder has the privilege of implementing these rules on his/her property, and duty bearers are bound by social and state laws to respect. According to John Locke (1632 – 1704), punishment rule is surrendered to the state in a civil society (Snare, 1972). According to this view, the state has an obligation to monitor and punish violators of the social convention to protect private property rights. Violation of any of these rules by duty bearers results in strong protest by the right holders and hence a conflict between the interested parties. But as shall be noted, sometimes there is disagreement on who the right holders and duty bearers are.

The Tanzania institutional framework protects property through a dual tenure system that involves statutory and customary tenure (John & Kabote, 2017). These tenure systems sometimes overlap, creating a situation in which the government may fail to protect the interests of property rights holders from both tenure systems. For this paper, the combined lenses of property-rights theory and conflict frameworks help explain why overlapping tenure systems, centralised authority, and ambiguous compensation rules generate persistent tensions. 

3. Policy and Legal Framework

Tanzania’s land governance system is shaped by a complex body of laws, policies, and institutions that collectively determine how rights are allocated and disputes resolved. Historically, the 1923 Land Ordinance vested radical title in the Governor, a principle that was retained after independence and today remains in the hands of the President, who acts as trustee on behalf of all citizens. This concentration of authority has far-reaching implications, as the President may transfer land between tenure categories and allocate it for investment or other public purposes. The President mainly acts through the Commissioner for Lands who is the focal point of Land Administration to which other high-ranking Land Administration personnel report. 

Village land administration is a responsibility of the Village Assembly, which is made up of all adult members of the village. The Village Assembly executes most of its land administration functions through an elected Village Council headed by a chairperson with a Village Executive Officer as its secretary who is responsible for issuing Customary Certificates of Rights of Occupancy and maintaining the village land registry once land allocation has been approved by the Village Assembly. However, the Commissioner for Lands has overriding powers on decisions made by the Village Assembly.

Mainland Tanzania, previously known as Tanganyika, was colonized by the Germans from 1885 to 1918, and then was made a protectorate under British administration after the First World War until its independence in 1961. However, before and throughout the colonial era, the natives mainly held land as per local customs, but such rights to land were not legally acknowledged until 1928, when the state instituted the Deemed Right of Occupancy. Since then, two types of rights of occupancy came into effect: the ‘Granted Right of Occupancy’ granted by the Governor with supportive documents and the ‘Deemed Right of Occupancy’ without any supportive documents for people or groups of people of African descent occupying land as per local customs (James & Fimbo, 1973). The acknowledgment of the ‘Deemed Right of Occupancy’ effectively gave Tanganyika a dual land tenure system, which has remained operational to the present day. 

Tanzania adopted ‘Ujamaa Policy’ as a form of African Socialism in 1967. The policy required citizens to work together for the common good. In rural areas, this was achieved by having collective farms that were worked upon by all adult members of the village. However, the rural population by then mostly lived in scattered homesteads, and in such circumstances, having collective farms was impractical, so the government decided to resettle the rural population in Ujamaa Villages. The Villagisation program was voluntary between 1968 and 1972, but from 1973, the government wanted to speed up the process and made resettlement compulsory up to 1976 (Maghimbi, Lokina, & Senga, 2011).

By the mid-1980s, Tanzania was changing its course by adopting Structural Adjustment Programs to build a market economy, gradually distancing itself from Ujamaa policies. The collapse of Ujamaa meant more people tried to return to their ancestral lands, exacerbating the insecurity of tenure. In 1992, the Regulation of Land Tenure (Establish Villages) Act No. 22 was enacted. The Act sought to extinguish without compensation all pre-villagisation customary rights and restrict access to courts for former owners (Coldham, 1995; Shivji, 1998). Granted Rights of Occupancy were not affected by the Regulation of Land Tenure Act (Coldham, 1995). The Act was challenged in court and declared unconstitutional by the High Court. The government appealed against the High Court ruling, but the Court of Appeal upheld the ruling because the extinction of customary rights was against the right to private property as enshrined in Article 24 of the Tanzania Constitution (Coldham, 1995).

The competing interests between parties claiming interests in land increased as more people claimed their former pre-villagisation lands. Land conflicts became more frequent, and insecurity of tenure persisted. To address these issues, the government established a Presidential Land Commission (Shivji Commission) in 1992 to research and advise the government on the nation's land matters (Archterberg-Boness, 2016). The result was a comprehensive report from the Land Commission in 1994 with multiple recommendations, but only some were adopted to formulate a National Land Policy in 1995.

The National Land Policy, first established in 1995 and revised in 1997 and 2023, is founded on four key principles: 
1. All land is considered public and is held by the President as a trustee.
2. Bare land is recognized as having value, in contrast to a previous policy stance that deemed it valueless. 
3. Citizens' land rights and interests cannot be taken without due legal process, which includes fair and prompt compensation for any land acquired.
4. Strict enforcement of development conditions is required to discourage land hoarding, as stated in section 4.2.8 (i) of the National Land Policy.
The 1995 Land Policy served as the foundation for the enactment of the Land Act No. 4 and the Village Land Act No. 5, both passed in 1999. Together, these two Acts, commonly referred to as the Land Acts, are the primary legislation governing land administration in Tanzania.

The Land Act No. 4 of 1999 classifies land into three categories: general land, reserved land, and village land. As the custodian of land, the President has the power to re-categorise land, a process known as ‘land category transfer’. The transfer of land from one category to another is vital because investment is mainly undertaken on general land in Tanzania. However, investors may sometimes get access to reserve and village land under more stringent conditions. The Land Act provides conditions for access, retaining and losing a Right of Occupancy. For instance, the Land Act requires holders of Rights of Occupancy to pay land rent annually, develop the land within a prescribed term. A breach of the conditions is tantamount to a breach of contract that is punishable by termination of the Right of Occupancy or a lesser penalty as provided in Land Act 1999, Section 45.

Village land has to be converted general land to allow Rights of Occupancy to be granted to a non-village resident. Since enactment of the Land Use Planning Act in 2007, practice has been to identify village land to be leased to investors through the development of a participatory village land use plan. A survey and valuation are undertaken to register existing interests on the land earmarked for investment. The Tanzania Investment Centre (TIC) is a public institution responsible for granting land rights to foreign investors and monitoring. TIC is issued with a Granted Right of Occupancy by the Commissioner for Lands, and it, in turn, issues derivative rights to investors.

Once the transfer of village land to general land is effected, the Village Land Act No. 5 no longer governs the management of that land, and the Village Council relinquishes its authority over it. Instead, the Land Act No. 4 becomes applicable, and the Commissioner for Lands assumes responsibility for its administration. This process creates a pocket of general land within a village, overseen directly by the Commissioner for Lands through District Land Officers.

The Land Acquisition Act of 1967 further empowers the state to acquire land in the name of public interest. Although the Act specifies procedures for notification and compensation, in practice it has often been applied in ways that displace local users without ensuring adequate redress. The Land Act of 1999 and the Village Land Act of 1999 were meant to decentralize aspects of control by recognizing customary rights and granting Village Councils authority to manage village land. Yet, once land is designated as general land, oversight shifts to central government offices, reducing local influence in subsequent decisions.

According to the Law of Limitation Act 1971, it is possible to apply for adverse possession and legal recognition for individuals who have illegally occupied land for a long time without objection from the true owners of the property. Adverse possessors can be recognised by filing a suit in the High Court. However, section 38 of the Law of Limitation Act prohibits adverse possession of government land. The section also removes term limits for land claim cases filed by the government.

4. Methodology

A qualitative single-case study design was adopted, appropriate for “how” and “why” questions (Creswell, 2014). Data were gathered through four semi-structured interviews (one investor representative, one senior Ministry of Lands official, two district technocrats), a focus group discussion with village council leaders, field observations, and documentary sources, including the KPL Resettlement Action Plan and statutory texts. Respondents were purposively selected for their direct knowledge or responsibilities related to the conflict. Interviews and the focus group were transcribed and thematically coded, blending deductive categories from the conceptual framework with inductive themes emerging from the field. Triangulation of these sources strengthened validity while ethical clearance and informed consent were observed. The study’s findings are based on a single case and a relatively small sample size, which may limit generalizability to other contexts. However, the case of KPL is analytically significant because of its scale, history, and the intensity of conflict generated.

5. Land Conflict at Kilombero Plantations Limited (KPL)

The KPL conflict illustrates how features of Tanzania's land governance frameworks translate into land conflicts. Evidence from interviews, the FGD, and archival records highlights four interrelated dimensions of the conflict: the contested status of land allocation, compensation controversies, village council resistance, and the rejection of long-term occupation claims.
5.1 Disputed Status of Land Allocation

The KPL farm borders Mngeta Village situated in Kilombero District, Morogoro Region, Tanzania. According to an interview with the investor representative, the land that formed the KPL estate was developed as a state farm that was managed in partnership by the Korea Tanzania Company (KOTACO) in 1986. The company demarcated the land and installed farm infrastructure, but during its operation, only about half of the 5,818 hectares of the estate was cultivated. In 1993, KOTACO collapsed, and a government agency, Rufiji Basin Development Authority (RUBADA), took over. The agency leased the land to Kilombero Holding Company (KIHOCO), which cultivated around 400 hectares and consecutively failed to pay land rent (The Oakland Institute; Greenpeace; Global Justice Now, 2015). In 2007, RUBADA repossessed the land from KIHOCO and sold it to KPL (The Oakland Institute; Greenpeace; Global Justice Now, 2015).

District officials claimed in the interviews that during the establishment of the KPL farm, the land was bare, so no compensation was necessary. But Village Council members in the focus group discussion objected, claiming households that had lived on the land had been displaced through villagisation, creating a vacuum for KOTACO. Over time, returnees and migrants reoccupied portions of the farm, and by the time KPL assumed control, reports documented more than two thousand smallholder households living and farming on parts (Hassani, 2010) Attempts to formalize investor control prompted eviction plans, resettlement packages, and subsequent disputes when resettlement lands overlapped protected areas or proved unsuitable.

5.2 Compensation Controversies

A Resettlement Action Plan proposed ceding 283 hectares of densely settled land to smallholders, and evicting others on sparsely settled land with compensation (Hassani, 2010). Evicted smallholders were offered to choose between cash compensation and in-kind compensation. However, the TZS 30,000 cash compensation per acre, paid by KPL was way under the market prices of TZS 200,000 to 300,000 per acre for similar land at the time. Moreover, the displaced people were only compensated for a maximum of three acres, regardless of the number of acres that they had held prior. For those who lost housing, compensation ignored former house size, and all were compensated with only two-room housing units, regardless of the number of rooms that were lost in the previous housing unit.

Similarly, smallholders who opted for in-kind compensation were compensated with three acres of land at Fibwe-Njenani regardless of the number of acres that the individuals lost. An FGD participant explained: “They gave us three acres, but most had lost seven to ten acres.” This mismatch between the lost and compensated land was experienced as livelihood dispossession. Officials, however, maintained that the smallholders on the farm were technically “squatters” and thus entitled only to discretionary payments under Section 175(4i) of the Land Act 1999. This divergence in the interpretation of compensation versus compassionate payment generated lasting resentment.

5.3 Exclusion and Village Council Resistance

The Village Council allocated smallholders who accepted in-kind compensation land at Fibwe-Njenani only to discover it was in a Ramsar reserve, leading to another round of evictions, this time by game scouts managing the reserve land. The Village Council found alternative land for settlement at Kipelekesi. Some of the evictees refused relocation to Kipelekesi because it was waterlogged; instead, they negotiated seasonal rentals on the KPL farm. KPL agreed to rent marginal land that it could not irrigate, for which it required a payment of TZS 100,000 per acre yearly, or an equivalent amount in crops, no planting of perennial crops, and rotated the tenants to different plots each year to discourage attachment and ownership claims.

FGD respondents described this as exploitative: “We became tenants on land we once owned. We pay rent, but we have no security.” These arrangements highlight both the asymmetrical power relations between investors and smallholders and the weakness of Village Councils, which lose all authority once land is converted to general land. Even when parts of the estate were ceded, they remained categorized as general land under the Commissioner for Lands, rather than reverting to village control.

5.4 Government Land and Adverse Possession

According to an interview with a district technocrat, families that had cultivated the RUBADA estate for over a decade could not claim adverse possession. Section 38(a) of the Law of Limitation Act 1971 prohibits it on government land. RUBADA, being a government parastatal holding the land, meant the smallholders could not claim adverse possession of the land held by a government entity. So, no matter the length of the occupation and use of land, no legal rights could be accorded to the land occupiers. This stance killed locally recognized claims based on continuous use of the land and amplified feelings of exclusion and injustice.

6. DISCUSSION AND FINDINGS

This part interprets the KPL findings through the lens of conflict theory and property rights. The analysis shows that land conflicts between investors and smallholders in Tanzania are not simply disputes over resource scarcity, but are deeply rooted in overlapping tenure systems, institutional exclusions, and unresolved historical legacies.

6.1 The Legacy of Villagisation and Returnee Claims

The case revealed how villagisation policies of the 1970s continue to shape contemporary conflicts. Returnee families, displaced decades earlier, reclaimed land during the farm’s idle years. Although their claims carried strong moral legitimacy, Section 15 of the Village Land Act (1999) recognizes only post-villagisation rights. This legal stance effectively dismisses pre-villagisation claims, even when grounded in long-term occupation and community memory.

According to property rights theory, rights must be recognized by both claimants and state authority to avoid conflict (Libecap, 1989). Here, the divergence between community-recognized customary rights and state-recognized statutory rights created what Mostert (1998) terms a factual disagreement. Both parties drew legitimacy from different but valid tenure systems. Unresolved historical grievances, echoed in studies of other villagisation contexts (Archterberg-Boness, 2016), continue to fuel conflict when ignored in law and policy.

6.2 Structural Exclusion of Village Institutions

Once land was converted to general land, the Mngeta Village Council lost all authority over its administration. This exclusion created frustration and incentivized ultra vires allocations by the Village Council, both on the KPL farm and on nearby reserve land. These actions reflected community demand and resistance, but also highlighted institutional fragmentation.
This dynamic illustrates what Mostert (1998) describes as a relational conflict, where power imbalances and institutional mistrust escalate disputes. By centralizing control in the Commissioner for Lands while side-lining local governance structures, the land governance framework entrenches exclusion and undermines legitimacy. According to Libecap (1989), such exclusion is a breeding ground for divisions that eventually may turn into conflict. 
In Sierra Leone it was found that land deals by investors fostered hybrid institutions that mediated between customary and statutory systems (Bottazzi, Goguen, & Rist, 2016). In Kilombero, institutional change took the form of outright exclusion of village authorities once land was converted to general land. This contrast suggests that while inclusive institutional innovation may emerge in some contexts, in Tanzania, institutional restructuring under large-scale investment reinforces central control and sidelines local governance, exacerbating relational conflict. Comparable findings in other African tenure regimes suggest that power-sharing and institutional coordination are critical for reducing conflicts (Wily, 2013; Manda, Tallontire, & Dougill, 2019).

6.3 Confusion of Compensation with Compassion Payment

Disputes over compensation further demonstrate institutional weaknesses. Affected smallholders perceived the cash and in-kind packages as inadequate and inequitable. The government, however, insisted that these were not “compensation” but compassionate payments made under Section 175(4i) of the Land Act to occupants without legal claims.

The conflation of these two forms of payment produced a factual disagreement as expounded by Mostert (1998): smallholders viewed payments as unfair compensation, while authorities framed them as discretionary assistance. This semantic and technical ambiguity eroded trust in government and contributed to grievances. Clearer legal terminology and communication are necessary to prevent such disputes from recurring.

6.4 Denial of Adverse Possession of Government Land

Families that had cultivated the land for over a decade without objection were denied recognition of adverse possession because the land was classified as government-owned. This legal restriction invalidated local claims of legitimacy based on many years of productive use of the land without objection. A contradiction emerged between statutory law’s interpretations of legality and the custom's view of legitimacy.

The Law of Limitation Act 1971 prohibition on adverse possession of government land entrenches elite control and delegitimises productive occupation. In terms of conflict theory, this again represents a factual disagreement according to Mostert (1998). Smallholders viewed continuous cultivation as a legitimate basis for rights according to custom, while the state dismissed such claims under statutory law.

6.5 Development Control Limitations

A Right of Occupancy for agricultural land use comes with land use conditions. The KPL case highlighted failures in monitoring land development. Large portions of the estate remained idle for years under KOTACO, RUBADA, and KIHOCO without sanction, reflecting weak enforcement of development conditions in Rights of Occupancy. With district officials overstretched and Village Councils excluded, prolonged underutilization created opportunities for encroachment and eventual conflict.

This reflects a structural weakness rather than a dispute over values or facts. The absence of effective oversight undermines the purpose of land use conditions and signals to communities that land can remain idle while they face scarcity (The Oakland Institute; Greenpeace; Global Justice Now, 2015). Strengthening monitoring mechanisms and involving local institutions could reduce such conflicts (John & Kabote, 2017; Manda, Tallontire, & Dougill, 2019).

From a theoretical perspective, this demonstrates an aspect of conflict that may not have been discussed by Mostert (1998). All the types of conflicts that Mostert discussed were mainly caused by active actions of the conflicting parties, so they were essentially conflicts of commission. In this case, the conflict mainly stems from parties that had responsibilities to develop and enforce development, but neither fulfilled their obligations, leading to the gradual encroachment of the land and eventually conflict. Encroachment of the land that led to the land conflict could not have been feasible if the land had been used as per development conditions, so in essence, it can be argued that the conflict resulted mainly from the omission of undertaking responsibilities.

7. IMPLICATIONS FOR LAND GOVERNANCE

The Kilombero Plantations Limited case reveals that investor–smallholder land conflicts in Tanzania are driven at least in part by structural features of the country’s land governance framework. Historical grievances rooted in villagisation policies continue to shape claims to land, particularly among families who returned to farms left idle after parastatal collapse. While these claims carry strong community legitimacy, the statutory framework dismisses them, creating a gap between community-recognized rights and those acknowledged by the state.

Equally significant is the structural exclusion of village institutions once land is converted to general land. This shift strips Village Councils of decision-making power, undermining their authority and leaving them unable to effectively respond to community needs. The resulting vacuum fosters mistrust and resistance, reinforcing relational conflicts between communities, the state, and investors.

Confusion surrounding compensation further illustrates the institutional weaknesses that fuel conflict. The conflation of statutory compensation and discretionary compassionate payments created divergent interpretations of entitlements. For smallholders, the payment they received for their property was experienced as unfair dispossession, while for state officials, it was a matter of legal correctness. Such ambiguity not only eroded trust in government processes but also perpetuated feelings of injustice.

The denial of long-term occupation through the prohibition of adverse possession similarly delegitimized locally grounded claims. Although continuous cultivation had established de facto rights for some households, the legal framework treated such occupation on government land as illegitimate. This disjuncture between statutory law and local perceptions of fairness intensified tensions and perpetuated insecurity.

Finally, weak enforcement of development conditions attached to the Rights of Occupancy further exacerbated conflicts. Years of underutilization by successive investors created space for smallholder reoccupation, yet oversight mechanisms failed to hold investors accountable. This undermined the credibility of land administration institutions and signalled to communities that the idle land could be reoccupied informally, only to get evicted later when formal institutions reasserted control.

Taken together, these findings demonstrate that structural exclusion, legal ambiguities, and weak institutional enforcement, rather than land scarcity alone, lie at the core of investor–smallholder land conflicts in Tanzania. The analysis underscores the need for reforms that acknowledge historical grievances, decentralize authority, clarify compensation regimes, and strengthen accountability in land governance.

8.  Conclusion

This study has demonstrated that investor–smallholder land conflicts in Tanzania are not merely the outcome of competing land uses, but are deeply rooted in structural arrangements that shape tenure security. Using the case of Kilombero Plantations Limited, the paper shows how historical legacies of villagisation, legal pluralism, and centralized authority converge to produce land conflicts and insecurity. The transfer of village land to general land strips communities of decision-making power, while the prohibition of adverse possession delegitimizes locally grounded claims. These institutional failures not only exacerbate conflict but also undermine the security of tenure through state-led investment promotion.

The findings highlight the need for reforms that extend beyond improving compensation mechanisms. First, Tanzania requires a more inclusive land governance model that acknowledges both statutory and customary claims, especially in situations where tenure overlaps. Second, decentralizing oversight to village institutions could improve monitoring of land use and reduce the ongoing neglect of farmland. Third, investment frameworks such as TIC should incorporate stronger accountability provisions to balance investor rights with community security. Overall, this paper contributes to discussions on land governance in Africa by demonstrating that systemic exclusion, rather than merely land scarcity, is central to recurring conflicts. Addressing these fundamental issues is crucial not only for social justice but also for the sustainable commercialization of agriculture in Tanzania and beyond.
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