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Industrial policy and the political settlement in Tanzania: aspects of
continuity and change since independence

Hazel Gray∗

Department of International Development, London School of Economics and Political Science,
London, UK

This article explores Tanzania’s experience of industrial policy since independence
through the concept of the political settlement. Higher growth in manufacturing since
1996 has been seen as a vindication of neoliberal policies of market liberalisation.
Yet, the neoliberal approach fails to take account of the important legacy of state-led
industrialisation under socialism and aspects of the political economy of the state in
Tanzania that explain some of the longer-term constraints on industrialisation. Critical
aspects of Tanzania’s political settlement relate to state–capital relations and the
distribution of power between contenting factions of intermediate classes within the
state.

Keywords: Tanzania; political settlements; industrial policy; manufacturing;
liberalisation

[Politique industrielle et le règlement politique en Tanzanie: aspects de continuité et de
changement depuis l’indépendance.] Cet article examine l’expérience tanzanienne en
matière de politique industrielle depuis l’indépendance à travers le concept du
règlement politique. La forte croissance dans le secteur industriel depuis 1996 a été
considérée comme une justification de politiques néolibérales de libéralisation des
marchés. Toutefois, l’approche néolibérale ne parvient pas à prendre en compte
l’héritage important d’une industrialisation gérée par l’État sous le régime socialiste
ainsi que les aspects de l’économie politique de l’État en Tanzanie, qui expliquent
certaines des contraintes à plus long terme à l’industrialisation. Les aspects essentiels
du règlement politique en Tanzanie concernent les relations État-capital et la
répartition des pouvoirs entre les factions des classes intermédiaires se contentant de
la situation au sein de l’État.

Mots-clés : Tanzanie ; règlements politiques ; politique industrielle ; production
industrielle ; libéralisation

Introduction

In recent years, poor industrial performance under socialism in Tanzania has been blamed
squarely on state-led industrial policy (World Bank 2002). Formally, industrial policy is the
official strategic effort to develop the industrial sector; however, in practice industrial policy
encompasses a number of different policy areas and institutions for promoting investment
and technology acquisition. Reforms to industrial policy under liberalisation dismantled
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much of the formal framework of state support to industry that had been constructed during
the socialist period. In its place, industrial policy was reoriented towards encouraging
private sector manufacturing through privatisation, promoting foreign direct investment
and implementing a number of trade related policies to encourage manufacturing for
export. Initial reforms led to a collapse in manufacturing and a severe process of deindus-
trialisation (Semboja and Kweka 1998) but after 1996 there was a return to expansion with
manufacturing growing at an average of 7% per year (World Bank 2011). While this was an
improvement of growth rates compared to the 1980s, this represented a return to the man-
ufacturing growth rate of around 7% achieved from independence to the mid 1970s (Kim
1986). In recent years, therefore, the manufacturing sector has remained small and undiver-
sified (Kahyarara 2011) but manufacturing growth has occurred across a number of low
value-added activities including food and beverages, garments and textiles. The growth
of manufacturing under liberalisation appeared, at least superficially, to confirm the neolib-
eral view that reducing state interventions in the market would lead to higher growth by
reducing price distortions and clientelist corruption within the state (Krueger 1974).
According to the theory, this would allow a return to a path of industrial growth determined
by fundamental cost structures where comparative advantage would be found in low value-
added manufacturing based on low wages and natural resource extraction (Balassa 1977).

Over a longer time horizon, however, weaknesses in the neoliberal account of manufac-
turing growth in Tanzania under liberalisation become apparent. This is because the neolib-
eral account underplays the historical role of the state in industrial development in Tanzania
by ignoring critical elements of the legacy of socialist industrial policy for subsequent
industrial development under liberalisation. It also misses vital aspects of the political
economy of the state in Tanzania that explain some of the deeper constraints on successful
industrial policy that have persisted under both the socialist and liberalised eras. Outside the
narrow focus on liberalising markets of the neo-classical mainstream, success and failure of
industrial policy in developing countries have been extensively examined through hetero-
dox economic theories of ‘developmental states’ (Wade 1990; Amsden 1989; Evans 1995).
These theorists identified certain institutional features of the state that enabled a high degree
of central control over industrial policy rents where rents are understood as the state inter-
ventions that create incomes over and above a market return. State-created rents are widely
recognised as necessary for successful industrialisation in developing countries given the
requirements for a period of ‘learning-by-doing’ in order to catch up with the productivity
levels of advanced industrialised countries (Gershenkron 1962). Theories of ‘developmen-
tal states’ suggest that the most important aspect of centralised control by the state was that
the state was able to exert a credible threat that if rent recipients did not improve their per-
formance, the rent would be removed.

A common view was that examples of ‘developmental states’ would be absent from
Africa because of the dominance of ‘neopatrimonial’ politics that would enmesh industrial
policy in redistributive clientelist relations (Easterly and Levine 1995). Yet this view has
been challenged by those who have pointed to the ubiquity of clientelism in Asian devel-
opmental states (Kang 2002) and to the historical role of African states in fostering devel-
opment (Mkandawire 2001). A focus on state institutions, however, can only take us so far.
This is partly because while the state may adopt formal industrial policies, the effectiveness
of these policies may be constrained, not by the formal structure of state institutions, nor by
the existence of clientelism per se, but by the wider distribution of power in society (Khan
and Blankenburg 2009; Di John 2009).

The combination of political institutions and the distribution of power between
historically constituted contending groups, in the form of classes, fractions of classes or
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multi-class clientelist networks is captured by the concept of the political settlement (Khan
1995, 2010).1 A social distribution of power depends on a range of socioeconomic factors.
Economic resources are one factor in the power of any social group; yet, the distribution of
political power is not simply a function of the distribution of economic power. The multi-
faceted construction of political power involves the ability of different groups to organise
politically, drawing upon ideas, force and institutions, to protect or demand particular struc-
tures of property rights, including claims to incomes created by industrial policy. This
process occurs both within and outside formal political institutions. An understanding of
the social distribution of power that affects the implementation of state policies, including
industrial policy, therefore needs to be constructed from a reading of social and economic
history, looking at the past outcomes of social conflict as well as the organisation of
production.

This article explores how the political settlement in Tanzania has shaped the implemen-
tation of industrial policy since independence. The first section of the article examines
industrial policy during the socialist period and the second section examines three key
elements of industrial policy under liberalisation: privatisation, encouraging foreign
direct investment and export incentives for manufacturers. The article argues that many fea-
tures of the political settlement that are relevant for industrial policy implementation have
been common to both the socialist and liberalised periods of Tanzania’s first 50 years of
independence. These critical facets relate to the institutionalisation of political power
within the ruling party, the relatively equal distribution of power between intermediate
class groups within the state, the limited success of attempts to restructure economic
power under socialism and the difficulties in constructing a relationship between the
state and capital under liberalisation that would allow the state to channel subsidies
while monitoring their use.

Tanzania’s political economy has frequently been explained in terms of the legacy of
centralisation of political power within the institutions of the ruling party, Chama Cha
Mapinduzi (CCM), and the suppression of alternative political institutions during the
socialist period (Lockwood 2005). Yet within this centralised institution, the actual distri-
bution of power between different factions of the intermediate classes that ran the state
was relatively equal. The low level of social and economic differentiation in society
more broadly, facilitated the centralisation of power within TANU as there was less
scope for political mobilisation outside of the party structures. This was partly a result of
the relatively short and largely constitutional nature of the independence struggle (Pratt
1976) as well as the smaller number of intermediate class groups,2 due to limited socioeco-
nomic differentiation. Thus, the appearance of centralised power within Tanzania’s ruling
party was based on a fluid political balance between factions at the centre rather than a
strong centralised leadership that could impose decisions upon senior Party officials. The
article argues that during the socialist period, industrial managers were able to evade the
compulsions of state-led industrial policy because of the degree to which actual control
was fragmented between intermediate class groups within the state structure. Yet the
shift away from state-led industrial policy did nothing to address these underlying political
constraints and they continued to shape the implementation of industrial policy initiatives
under liberalisation.

The other critical aspect of Tanzania’s political settlement for industrial policy relates to
the complex and often ambiguous relationship between capital and the state since indepen-
dence. One of the key political aims of the socialist period was to restructure the colonial
inheritance of economic power that was largely in the hands of foreign and non-indigenous
capitalist groups. Yet, half of all industrial activities remained within private hands during
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the socialist period and covert relationships between those holding economic power and
those holding political power subverted aspects of industrial policy. Despite a formal com-
mitment by the state to promote the private sector, the relations between existing and emer-
ging non-indigenous capitalist groups and the state remained complex under liberalisation.
The political difficulties in implementing a more effective industrial policy, where the state
could channel resources to developing manufacturing capabilities while disciplining
capital, were not addressed by the focus on market liberalisation. This hampered the
success of the much more limited set of industrial subsidies offered under liberalisation
through Export Processing Zones and international initiatives to promote manufactured
exports. The dominant neoliberal approach to industrialisation based on market liberalisa-
tion and privatisation did little to address these more fundamental political constraints that
faced Tanzania in bringing about an industrial transformation.

Socialist industrial policy

On independence, Tanzania had a tiny and largely foreign-owned industrial sector that was
dominated by agro-processing and a number of low value-added manufacturing activities.
Until 1967, industry continued to grow along the lines established during the colonial
period. The main objective of industrial policy at that time was to create productive capacity
within the sector, rather than to redress the racial imbalance in industrial ownership inher-
ited from the colonial period; foreign investment was central to this aim (Costello 1994).
This early phase of industrial policy was important in establishing an industrial sector
from a very low base and for expanding the role of Tanzanian–Asian petty capitalists in
industry.

Industry grew rapidly during the 1960s. This was largely because of a number of state
subsidies and tariffs on manufactured imports that made manufacturing profitable as part of
a strategy of import substituting industrialisation. Tariffs were often set based on discus-
sions between investors and the Ministry of Commerce and Industry rather than through
a cohesive industrial strategy (Rweyemamu 1979). Nevertheless, industrial policy was
initially successful insofar as expansion and diversification of the industrial sector took
place; for example, Tanganyika’s first five textile mills were established between 1961
and 1968. The ownership structure of industry also changed during the first years of inde-
pendence. Colonial restrictions that had reserved certain industrial activities for British
firms were removed (Silver 1984) and the spread of the co-operative movement into
trading activities encouraged a shift of Tanzanian–Asian petty (and not so petty) capitalists
out of trade into industry (Coulson 1982). Thus, in the early 1960s there was a rapid growth
in Tanzanian–Asian manufacturing; firms such as Sunguratex and Kilitex producing tex-
tiles were established, as well as Kioo Limited for glass bottle manufacturing and ALAF
(Aluminium Africa Ltd) for aluminium products.

The Arusha Declaration of 1967 spelt out a more activist role for the state in the indus-
trialisation process with the intention of bringing about a productive economic transition as
well as the radical restructuring of economic power by limiting the expansion of domestic
and international capital. This was to be achieved primarily through nationalisation of seg-
ments of existing industries and the creation new industrial parastatals. Given the lack of an
indigenously owned industrial sector, almost all the industrial firms that were nationalised
were owned by Tanzanian–Asians (Mukandala 1988). Yet despite the commitment to trans-
forming economic power in industry, the extent to which nationalisation changed the own-
ership structure of industry was, in many ways, quite limited. The urgent need to generate
economic growth within the existing social structure led the state to adopt a de facto
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cautious approach to the reform of ownership patterns in industry. Nyerere himself argued
that private investment was necessary for the development plans of the country and that
government and business should work together to achieve this (1968). The result was
that half of all industry remained in private hands throughout the period (Bigsten and
Danielson 2001). Further, many of the new parastatal investments were undertaken as
joint ventures between the state and the private sector so that the private sector often con-
tinued to have important ownership stakes in nationalised firms (Silver 1984). In other
cases, the previous owners stayed on as managers under the new ownership structure.
This was the case for the National Milling Corporation, created in 1967 by the merger of
eight private sector milling factories. The owner of the largest private domestically
owned milling factory, Jayantilal Keshavji Chande, was appointed as general manager
(Coulson 1979) and he maintained close relations with the CCM throughout the Ujamaa
and the liberalisation period.

While private investment was seen as necessary for industrial development, open pol-
itical relations between the state and the Asian–Tanzanian private sector became increas-
ingly difficult over the period. From the end of the 1960s, calls for nationalisations by
the Party grew and open hostility by some members of Parliament towards domestic
private sector industrialists, often framed in overtly anti-Asian language, became more
common (Brennan 2005). Nyerere was frank about the fact that many of the Ujamaa pol-
icies were designed to redress racial imbalance in economic power (Nyerere 1968). This
meant that while the private sector continued to play a role in industry, its existence was
often overlooked in development plans in order to avoid any obvious commitment to the
existing private sector that could alienate the Party’s main political base (Hartmann 1990).

Given the political constraints on attempting to develop private sector industry, the main
focus of formal industrial policy was on the state-owned industrial parastatals. While the
extension of state control was meant to transfer power to workers and to peasants, in
reality, economic control was increasingly vested in an expanding group of party, bureau-
cratic and management officials (Shivji 1976). The types of industrial policy rents available
to industrial parastatals included direct state subsidies, access to finance directly from state
owned commercial banks, foreign concessional financing by donors for specific projects, as
well as rents related to import substitution such as those created by tariffs and exchange rate
policy (Bigsten and Danielson 2001). As with many other import substitution strategies
adopted by developing countries, manufacturing activities with the highest rates of effective
protection in Tanzania were the consumer goods industries, particularly the less durable and
luxury goods type (Rweyemamu 1979) and most industry was focused on assembly-type
activities at the last stages of production (Coulson 1982).

Industrial policy under socialism led to an expansion of industrial parastatals which in
turn drove the growth of industrial output and industrial diversification. Labour productivity
also grew up to 1973, mainly as a result of rapid capital investment (Szirmai and Lapperre
2001). The creation of an industrial base from virtually nothing was an important achieve-
ment of the socialist period and had significant implications for industrial development
under liberalisation. Yet despite high levels of investment and capital accumulation, the
sector quickly began to show signs of poor economic performance. As the 1970s pro-
gressed, the contribution of industry to overall growth declined and became negative by
the end of the decade. The major problem was that the high investment rates that were main-
tained in the 1970s were coupled with falling productivity. The main cause of this was the
chronic underutilisation of capacity, falling to below 30% across manufacturing enterprises
through the 1970s (Bigsten and Danielson 2001) and to less than 10% capacity utilisation in
many textile mills by the mid 1980s (Ladha 2000). Some cases were even more extreme; for
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example, the Morogoro Shoe Company, built with donor finance to produce shoes mainly
for export, never reached more than 4% of installed capacity (Temu and Due 1998). In
many parastatals, underutilisation of capacity coexisted with continued investment in
capacity expansion (Wangwe 1979).

As efficiency and profits fell, industry became increasingly dependent on state subsidies
to survive. By the end of the 1970s, 11% of total government expenditure was dedicated to
direct subsidies to parastatals (Costello 1994). The size of the parastatal was a critical factor
in determining the level of subsidy that could be negotiated with the central state. From the
end of the 1970s, the state tried to reduce the growing cost of subsidisation and parastatal
influence through a rationalisation programme that involved splitting up existing parastatals
into smaller units and attempting to cut down on the overall number of parastatals. These
policies were largely subverted from within as managers made deals with supportive poli-
ticians and bureaucrats within line ministries to expand by establishing new subsidiary
parastatals, starting new branches or new areas of activities (Mukandala 1988). Instead
of reducing the overall number of parastatals a proliferation took place over this period.

Conventional approaches to understanding this kind of severe underutilisation of
capacity in industry focus on the extent to which state-led industrial policy distorted
‘market’ prices through very high levels of effective protection for import substituting
industries and restrictive trade policies (World Bank 2002). This ignores other critical
reasons for poor industrial performance under socialism in Tanzania. Some of the
reasons for this failure to drive up industrial productivity relate to the sheer scale of the
industrialisation challenge facing Tanzania. As a new nation with limited industrial experi-
ence and economic resources, problems such as shortage of inputs, foreign exchange limit-
ations and poor infrastructure were huge constraints that Tanzania shared with other poor
countries seeking to pursue ambitious industrialisation strategies. Beyond these reasons,
however, was a political problem relating to the compatibility of industrial policy with
the underlying political settlement.

The expansion of subsidies coupled with falling productivity suggests that the power of
the central party institutions to manage the industrialisation process by disciplining rent
recipients of the kind that was used in successful ‘developmental states’ was largely
absent during the socialist period. Despite the apparent formal political centralisation of
power endowed by the dominance of party institutions within the state, the central leader-
ship within the Party could not effectively impose discipline on different parts of the state
responsible for industrial policy. Crucially, the Party could not force managers to use sub-
sidies efficiently. Managers were able to maintain their hold on state-created industrial rents
even when their performance was poor. Managers of parastatals were very much part of the
cohesive intermediate class group that ran TANU (Shivji 1976; Mukandala 1988).
However, the Party was not able to discipline this group as they were able to make
coalitions with supportive bureaucrats and ministers to maintain rents despite poor
performance.

The Party attempted to reduce the power of parastatal managers, initially by removing
many of the parastatals from under the National Development Corporation (NDC) and
placing them under the direct control of parent ministries (Coulson 1982). However, this
did not address the underlying weakness of the central authority of the Party to impose
its will on its different constituent parts. The stable and inclusive coalition within TANU
gave the overall appearance of strength, but central control over the constituent parts was
actually quite weak. Once the economic crisis had taken hold by the early 1980s, manufac-
turing output effectively collapsed. Parastatal managers increasingly engaged in illegal
activities to bolster their falling incomes and racketeering became common. Racketeering
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involved managers trading goods illegally at high prices based on their monopoly status.
This form of corruption usually involved collusion between parastatal managers, CCM
state officials and traders from the dwindling numbers of petty capitalists who sold the
goods on the black market (Tripp 1997). Political leaders were outspoken in their condem-
nation of these activities but were relatively powerless to stop them (Maliyamkono and
Bagachwa 1990). In 1983, Operation Economic Saboteur championed by Edward
Sokoini, the popular Prime Minister, led to the imprisonment of thousands of
Tanzanian–Asian shop keepers identified as having undermined the central planning
system. Importantly, these arrests were not indiscriminate but targeted those in the commer-
cial class who did not have links to the Party (Maliyamkono and Bagachwa 1990). Informal
links between the private sector and the state were therefore in existence prior to liberalisa-
tion and continued to play a role in the accumulation strategies of the emerging private
sector in industry.

Industrial policy under liberalisation

From the early 1980s, the political consensus on industrial policy slowly consolidated
around the conclusion that state-led industrial policy interventions during the Ujamaa
period had hampered successful industrialisation, because of high levels of corruption
and market distortions. Along with many other developing countries, the answer that
was adopted was to reduce industrial policy rents and withdraw state ownership in the
industrial sector (Campbell and Stein 1992). The initial liberalisation in the 1980s of
prices, distribution, trade and exchange rates had a negative impact on the industrial
sector. Controls on the prices of manufactured goods were among the first group of price
controls to be significantly reduced. Controls on domestic trade and marketing of all
imported and domestic manufactured goods were also dismantled. In practice, even by
the end of the 1980s, unofficial markets and a very lax regime on imports meant that
state control of the distribution and price of manufactured products had come to an end
(Husain and Faruqee 1994). These reforms reduced the effective rate of protection for man-
ufactured goods and as a consequence, many of the poorly performing manufacturing para-
statals found it increasingly difficult to sustain themselves. As a result, the industrial sector
shrank considerably until 1996 (Semboja and Kweka 1998).

The new market-led approach to industrial development was set out in the Sustainable
Industries Development Policy 1996 to 2020 (United Republic of Tanzania 1996). The
policy articulated a desire to attract foreign investment into industry as well as expanding
the indigenously owned industrial sector through the promotion of small and medium
industrial activities. The industrial policy tools for achieving these aims involved a
limited set of state interventions focused on privatisation, encouraging foreign direct invest-
ment and promoting manufactured exports. Nevertheless, while industrial policy rents were
scaled back under liberalisation and reoriented towards private sector manufacturing firms,
similar political constraints on the state that had influenced state-led industrial policy con-
tinued to hamper their effective implementation. The deeper political determinants of indus-
trial policy success were not addressed by the neoliberal market reforms.

Privatisation

The privatisation programme in Tanzania was similar in most respects to other privatisation
programmes of the era across Africa, implemented under the tutelage of the International
Financial Institutions (White and Bhatia 1998). Many of the larger and more profitable
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manufacturing firms were sold to international buyers. Other smaller manufacturing para-
statals, most of which were not operational, were sold off as asset sales to local purchasers.
A considerable number of the privatised manufacturing firms were actually sold back to
their pre-nationalisation owners (Waigama 2008). A number of firms that had been involved
primarily in trading activities during the socialist period bought up industrial parastatals.
For example, Mohammed Enterprises, expanded its manufacturing activities by buying
up industrial parastatal assets and Aluminium Africa (ALAF), producing roofing sheets,
was sold back to Chandaria Group (Kenya) which had been the former owner (Gibbon
1999). The extensive dismantling of the industrial parastatal sector through privatisation
in the early stage of liberalisation meant that the pool of industrial managers who could
have used their experience of the industrial process and their political power within the
state to launch new private sector industrial activities was relatively circumscribed. This
is in contrast to Vietnam, for example, where a larger industrial state sector was maintained
under liberalisation in which state managers became de facto emerging capitalists (Fforde
2004; Gray 2012). By 2000, only 1% of manufacturing firms remained in state hands.
Foreign ownership had expanded significantly and 25% of manufacturing firms had
some, and often significant, degrees of foreign ownership (Chandra et al. 2007). The
number of manufacturing firms owned by Africans had also expanded to around 44%
but this was largely in small and micro enterprises (Ibid). While indigenous manufacturing
did expand after liberalisation in very small-scale manufacturing activities (Tripp 1997),
medium to large-scale industrial activities were predominantly returned to the ownership
of non-indigenous and foreign capital. By 2002, Asian capital accounted for around 26%
of all manufacturing firms (Chandra et al. 2007).

Liberalisation heralded the development of more open relationships between domestic
capital and the state. The resurgence of the private sector was accompanied by a gradual
inclusion of business people within the formal framework of the ruling party. Formal insti-
tutions linking the private sector and the state were created, such as the Tanzania Business
Council, chaired by the President. An increasing number of CCM MPs also came from the
private sector (Mmuya 1998). Prominent Tanzanian–Asian businessmen such as Mohamed
Dewji, Chief Executive of Mohammed Enterprises, and Rostam Aziz gained formal pos-
itions of power within the Party. Yet, the relationship between non-indigenous capital
and the state continued to be complex and often ambiguous in many respects under liberal-
isation. Hostility towards Asian capital was exhibited in the ferocious public debate about
‘uzawa’ (indigenisation) across the period (Heilman 1998; Kelsall 2003). The Sustainable
Industrial Development Policy called for the state to enact specific policies to promote indi-
genous manufacturing. In reality however, the industrial policy institutions, such as the
Small Industries Development Organisation that could have fostered the growth of indigen-
ous industries faced considerable budget constraints over the period of liberalisation
(Mukama and Yongo 2005). Other organisations that focused on local manufacturing
initiatives, such as the Tanzania Industrial Research and Development Organisation,
became increasingly oriented towards providing commercial services such as repairs,
rather than engaging with local industrial research and development (UNCTAD 2002).
The liberalised financial sector also failed to provide adequate credit facilities for domestic
manufacturers (Odhiambo 2010; Wong et al. 2007).

The informal relations that had been constructed between state and capital through cli-
entelist relations towards the end of the socialist period became increasingly apparent under
liberalisation. Numerous cases of grand corruption that came to light over the period in the
media were indicative of the close informal relations between senior CCM politicians and
business figures (Gray and Khan 2010). Critically for the success of industrial policy
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however, the closer formal, and informal, relationships between capital and the state did not
mean that the state had developed a greater political capacity to discipline industrial policy
rents. The neoliberal argument for privatisation of industrial assets was that the private
sector would use industrial assets more efficiently and with less scope for corruption
between state officials. However, privatisation did not address the deeper political con-
straints on the implementation of industrial policy. An example of the continued problems
of corruption within industrial subsidisation occurred in loans given to the General Tyre
East Africa Ltd. The General Tyre East Africa Ltd had been established in 1971 and had
been the largest industrial plant in East Africa. In the mid 1990s, Continental AG bought
a 24% stake in the company and promised to revive production (Mikaili 2011). In 2005,
the performance of the company was still very poor and profitability had not improved
despite privatisation. The company was able to persuade the government to agree to a sub-
sidised loan through the National Social Savings Fund (NSSF) of US$10 million to enable
the company to purchase raw material and restart production (Ihucha 2011). This type of
loan to a poorly performing company was very similar to the loans available through the
nationalised banking system to weak parastatals. Six years later, production at the plant
had not been revived and auditors found that the loan had been squandered by the manage-
ment (Mikaili 2011).

The shift in the pattern of industrial ownership from state to the private sector did not,
therefore, insulate industrial subsidisation from the types of corruption that were seen to
have hampered industrialisation under socialism. Perhaps more importantly for Tanzania’s
industrial performance, neither does it seem to have strengthened the state’s capacity to
monitor industrial policy rents, such as subsidised finance, available to industry. Rather,
the process of privatisation was driven by the neoliberal consensus that the market alone
can drive technology acquisition and capability development in developing countries.
The problem of devising a successful industrial policy system that could channel resources
to the growing private sector to finance learning while also imposing discipline on the rent
recipient were clearly not resolved by the privatisation process.

Promoting FDI in industry

Under liberalisation, the major strategy for inducing technology acquisition in industry was
delegated to the promotion of foreign direct investment (FDI). A formal policy of promot-
ing FDI was adopted and the 1990 Investment Act and 1997 Tanzania Investment Act lib-
eralised regulations restricting foreign ownership across all sectors of the economy. Yet the
ability to attract investment into industry under liberalisation was not simply a result of
returning to market-determined prices but related to critical actions of the state that
lowered the cost of doing business in Tanzania. For example, the legislation provided a
number of ring-fenced incentives to attract foreign investment. These included removal
of ownership restrictions and performance requirements, a fiscal stability clause that pro-
vided a guarantee to investors that incentives would not be modified ex post, removal of
restrictions on the repatriation of profits and the currency in which transfers could be
made (United Republic of Tanzania 1997). These ring-fenced incentives had a strong
and positive impact on FDI flows into the industrial sector overall and into manufacturing.
By 2008, the manufacturing sector accounted for around 21% of total FDI stock, second
only to the mining sector that accounted for around 28% (Bank of Tanzania 2009). The
inflow of FDI was a major reason for the return to growth in manufacturing by the end
of the 1990s (World Bank 2002). The credibility of these fiscal incentives for investors
was strongly influenced by Tanzania’s reputation for political stability in the eyes of
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foreign investors (UNCTAD 2002). Thus, the overarching political architecture that
attracted foreign capital into industry had little to do with market liberalisation per se.
Instead, the political stability that made Tanzania attractive to foreign investors primarily
resulted from the legacy of the attempts to centralise political power within the party and
restrict forms of political competition that had occurred during the socialist period.

Further, FDI into manufacturing came in predominantly to firms where capabilities and
had already been established during the previous period of state-led industrialisation rather
than to establish new industrial activities. While the assets of many of the smaller manufac-
turing parastatals were not returned to manufacturing activities after privatisation, much of
the growth in manufacturing output was driven by a handful of large manufacturing para-
statals that had been taken over by foreign capital (Afrodad 2007). These were producing
low value-added goods for the domestic market such as beverages, tobacco, chemicals and
plastic. A number of these firms experienced a dramatic improvement in their performance;
for example, Tanzania Breweries Ltd increased capacity utilisation from 10% in 1992 to
over 90% in 2001 and the Tanzania Electrical Goods Manufacturing Company increased
capacity utilisation from below 50% in 1995 to 100% by 2001 (Waigama 2008). From
the end of the 1990s, other manufacturing sectors such as textiles and garments also
began to grow again after the severe disinvestment of the early 1990s and similarly in
this sector a number of the larger firms had operated as parastatals during the socialist
period or were based on upgraded units that had been purchased through the privatisation
process (Ladha 2000). State-led industrial policy in Tanzania therefore played a role in
establishing the industrial base and subsidising the attainment of industrial capabilities
that were subsequently important for the return to manufacturing growth under
liberalisation.

Manufacturing export promotion

While foreign direct investment into industry expanded under liberalisation, the ability of
the state to manage the more limited set of industrial policy tools that were designed to
drive productivity growth in industry by promoting manufactured exports were much
less successful. Most of the manufacturing sector remained oriented towards the domestic
market after 1986 but exports of manufactured goods stared to increase from the end of the
1990s and by 2005, exports of manufactured goods had tripled, albeit from a very low base
(Treichel 2005). However, the incentive schemes to promote manufactured exports seem to
have had quite a peripheral impact on export performance. A number of international
schemes that created potential subsidies for Tanzanian manufacturers to export were estab-
lished during the liberalisation period. The most important of these were the US African
Growth and Opportunity Act (AGOA) and the EU Everything but Arms (EBA) initiative,
as well as market access initiatives from France, Japan and Canada.

Tanzania qualified for the wearing apparel provision and lesser-developed country
status of AGOA in 2002. This meant that it could import textile inputs from non-qualifying
third countries. Despite the incentives offered by these programmes, the impact of rents
generated by international export initiatives appears to have had quite a weak impact on
industrial performance. The majority of goods exported through AGOA were agricultural
and forestry products rather than manufactured goods (Kweka 2004). Even in the years fol-
lowing Tanzania’s qualification for textile exports, the total volume of exports under this
programme remained extremely low, accounting for under 1% of the total volume of
exports to the US. The entire quantity of exported textiles were produced by just a
handful of factories (Kweka 2004). Overall, AGOA only achieved a moderate supply
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response and limited dollar earnings for the country in comparison to neighbouring
countries such as Kenya, Uganda, Malawi and Ethiopia (World Bank 2005).

Aside from these international initiatives, the most important aspect of domestic indus-
trial policy was the establishment of Export Processing Zones (EPZs). Legislation to permit
the establishment of EPZs came relatively late to Tanzania as it was only in 2002 that the
Export Processing Zones Act established the legal framework for EPZs. The policy logic of
the EPZs was to attract investors into manufacturing by offering tax incentives and subsi-
dised infrastructure and to impose some compulsion on improving productivity through
requirements to sell in international markets.3 After considerable delays in setting up the
programme, the management of EPZs was given to a newly established parastatal, the
Export Processing Zone Authority (EPZA), under the Ministry of Trade and Industry in
2006. In the first years of the EPZ programme construction on three EPZs started in the
Dar es Salaam area and by 2010 five industrial parks had been gazetted (Meru 2010)
and future EPZs and SEZs were earmarked for 14 regions (Mweta 2010).

Yet even after the first parks had been established, the total number of firms operating
inside the physical EPZs remained very low. The vast majority of manufacturing continued
to be outside these zones; in 2005, only 2.7% of manufacturing firms were located within an
EPZ (Chandra et al. 2007). One of the main reasons for this was that the EPZs themselves
operated poorly in their first decade of existence. Subsidised infrastructure, that, along with
fiscal incentives, was supposed to be one of the major attractions for setting up within an
EPZ, was severely deficient. Unreliable power and water supplies, undependable infrastruc-
ture and expensive administration costs were all identified as major constraints on firms
operating within EPZs (Khan and Gray 2006). In 2005, of the three EPZs established in
Dar es Salaam, only one had sufficient infrastructure, while basic facilities such as electri-
city and roads were lacking in the other two (World Bank 2005).

Another limitation was the lack of on-site customs offices and management offices. A
World Bank survey of EPZs in Africa identified that the clearance times within Tanzanian
EPZs were actually worse than for manufacturing firms outside EPZs (Farole 2011). While
the clearance procedures for EPZ firms were established by law, many customs agents
working at the port and airport were unaware of the system. Serious port delays signifi-
cantly hampered the EPZ programme. The fact that duty-free access arrangements were
implemented by many different government agencies, especially the customs authority
(Ibid.) also caused delays. Fragmentation of control over delivery of the programme, in par-
ticular the difficulty in enforcing performance from infrastructure providers meant that sub-
sidised industrial incentives were difficult to obtain for firms located within the Zones. The
problem was not simply a technical issue about co-ordination between state institutions but
also related to the fact that the success of the EPZ programme depended on the transfer of
significant infrastructural subsidies to industrialists whose political legitimacy remained
contested throughout the period.

Yet while the overt subsidies to EPZs were politically difficult to achieve, the informal
relations between state and capital continued to influence the effectiveness of industrial
policy. By far the most common way for the EPZ initiative to be rolled out was by granting
individual businesses EPZ status, without requiring them to be located within a specific
Zone. By 2010, 19 stand-alone EPZ licences had been issued. These were overwhelmingly
given to domestic manufacturers rather than international firms. This contrasts with the
international experience of countries with high labour-intensive manufacturing growth
through EPZ programmes, such as Vietnam, where most of the firms in the scheme were
foreign-owned (Malesky 2008). The stand-alone aspect of the EPZ programme attracted
existing domestic producers to switch into the EPZ programme to attain the fiscal
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incentives. The mechanisms for ensuring that these firms changed their existing pattern of
production and export orientation, however, were not very effective and this undermined
the success of industrial subsidies provided through the EPZ programme.

Questions remained as to whether some firms in the EPZ programme were fulfilling
their export requirements, although evidence for this largely emerged from reports in the
media rather than from cases of corruption taken through the courts. In 2006 a case was
widely reported of fiscal incentives that had been granted to a textile firm on condition
that it met requirements for exporting. NIDA was among the first textile and apparel
making companies to operate under an EPZ licence (Mande 2007). In addition to the
fiscal incentives offered as part of the EPZ programme, the company managed to negotiate
a special tax exemption from the Ministry of Finance for the importation of raw materials
from its parent company in Pakistan. NIDA had asked the Ministry of Finance to grant it
zero per cent import duty on extra-wide grey fabrics materials of a width wider than 80
inches, which it claimed was not available within Tanzania or the region (Chhatbar 2006).

The company claimed that the imports of raw material were essential for the operation
of its textile mill (Tarimo 2006). Other industrialists strongly opposed the exemption on the
grounds that NIDA would flood the domestic market and have an unfair advantage. They
also claimed that the raw materials were available from within Tanzania (Chhatbar
2006). A committee was subsequently established to review the granting of the exemption
made up from the Ministries of Industry, Trade and Marketing, and Finance, the Tanzania
Revenue Authority and the CTI (Mande 2007). The final decision reached by Government
was that the exemption could stand as long as NIDA exported 50% of its output (Corre-
spondent 2006). This was below the official minimum export requirement for an EPZ
licence.

Poor enforcement of export requirements of the EPZ programme under liberalisation
echo the earlier failures in industrial policy management under socialism where parastatal
managers, state officials and members of the private sector were able to evade the com-
pulsions attached to state subsidies for industrial development. Yet the weakness of clien-
telism as an explanatory factor, in itself, of economic performance is clear from the
numerous examples from Asia that show that clientelist relations are not inimical to suc-
cessful industrial policy. Nor is it the case that successful industrial policy necessarily
requires a highly centralised state. Political configurations underlying successful industri-
alisation strategies have varied considerably between countries (Moore 1966). The com-
pulsion on industrialists to use industrial policy rents productively can come from sources
other than a centralised state. Indeed, developing countries such as Vietnam (Gray 2012)
and Bangladesh (Khan 2009) that lacked the type of highly centralised political order that
characterised the rapid developers in North Asia experienced faster labour-intensive
industrialisation through a similar set of industrial policy incentives as Tanzania under
liberalisation.

In the cases of Bangladesh and Vietnam, aspects of their political settlements, such as
the prior changes in agrarian structures, extent of primitive accumulation, the nature of
competition between capitalists as well as the specificities of the relationships between
the state and emerging industrial capitalists meant that the subsidies provided by export pro-
motion schemes under liberalisation were effective at driving a more rapid process of
labour-intensive industrialisation. In Vietnam, similarly to Tanzania, many of the elements
of industrial policy under the control of the central state were not very effective under lib-
eralisation (Perkins 2001). Yet, in contrast to Tanzania, the much denser legacy of decen-
tralised industrial activities of the state meant that there was a high level of competition
between emerging capitalists from within provincial and local levels of the state. The
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relatively decentralised distribution of power in Vietnam created a form of industrial disci-
plining that was sufficient to drive a very rapid expansion of low value-added manufactur-
ing under liberalisation (Gray 2012).

Further, in other countries, the existence of a non-indigenous capitalist class, itself a
relatively common legacy of colonial policy, did not preclude the development of more
effective management of industrial subsidies. In Malaysia, for example, the ruling UMO
party was able to establish a distribution of rents and incomes between the non-indigenous
Chinese capitalists and the indigenous Malay that facilitated a rapid industrialisation (Jomo
1993). This suggests that it is possible to construct successful industrial policy even where
the majority of industrialists have limited political legitimacy.

The underlying conditions in which liberalised industrial policy was more effective in
these countries relate to differences in the balance of power in these societies that reflect
specific historical trajectories of contested socioeconomic change rather than the degree
of market liberalisation, as argued by neoliberal economic theory or the degree of state cen-
tralisation, as argued by the developmental state school.

Conclusion

Mainstream economics has mainly approached the history of industrial policy in Tanzania
by highlighting the failures of state intervention. However, by rolling back the state and
conflating an industrial strategy with trade liberalisation, industrial policy under liberalisa-
tion failed to address the critical political constraints on industrialisation. Examining the
political economy of industrial policy in the socialist period and its legacy under liberalisa-
tion is a central part of understanding these constraints. State-led industrial policy was
important in terms of the creation of a manufacturing base that did not exist prior to inde-
pendence. Nevertheless, the failure to bring about a productive industrial transition limited
the legacy of a creation of an industrial workforce and cadre of industrial managers who
could have played a role in the emergence of domestic industry under liberalisation.
With the abandonment of the commitment to an alternative, more egalitarian path of indus-
trial development, the pace of industrial development has been influenced by the extent to
which the state can support capitalist accumulation strategies in industry. The expansion of
foreign direct investment in manufacturing, often on the back of previous industrial invest-
ments made under state-led industrial policy, was facilitated by aspects of the political
settlement under socialism, such as the construction of the one-party state. This limited pol-
itical competition and left a legacy of a stable political order that appealed to foreign
investors.

In terms of the emergence of domestic industry, industrial nationalisations were much
less encompassing than is often recognised and half of all manufacturing remained within
private hands. Informal relations were constructed between the remaining private sector and
the state that continued to influence accumulation strategies within industry under liberal-
isation. Liberalisation may have had little impact on levels of corruption but perhaps more
importantly it did little to strengthen the capacities of the state to manage industrial policy.
As well as the technical and ideological constraints on industrial policy under liberalisation,
there were political challenges for the state in supporting an inequitable process of capitalist
industrial development that was seen to benefit foreign and non-indigenous capitalist
groups. The much more limited set of industrial policy tools available to Tanzania under
liberalisation were woefully inadequate to meet the enormous challenges of developing
domestic industry. The result was a continuation of the longer historical trajectory of a
gradual and uneven path of industrialisation in Tanzania.
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Notes
1. This approach has its intellectual roots in Robert Brenner’s account of struggles over property

rights and the distribution of power in the transition from feudalism to capitalism in Europe
from the fifteenth century (1985). Brenner argues that this occurred primarily as a consequence
of changes in property relations, brought about by historically specific distributional struggles
between different classes, fractions of classes and the state in the feudal economy. Brenner pro-
vides a framework of analysis to assess the historically specific conditions that generate different
patterns of capitalist development from within existing social relations.

2. The term intermediate class comes from Kalecki’s description of intermediate class regimes
(1967) and in the context of Tanzania refers to made up from elements of the classical petty bour-
geoisie and bureaucratic professionals, that Issa Shivji terms the ‘bureaucratic bourgeoisie’
(1976). What distinguishes the intermediate classes is not their position within the system of pro-
duction directly but their organisational power within the party structure which enabled them
first, to lead the nationalist movement, and second to consolidate their power within the state fol-
lowing independence.

3. This was followed by the establishment of a competing programme for Special Economic
Zones (SEZs) that was launched by the Ministry of Planning and Economic Empowerment
in 2006, following the publication of the Government’s Mini-Tiger Industrialisation Plan
(URT; 2004). The EPZ initiative was initially under the National Development Corporation
while the SEZs were under the control of the Ministry for Trade and Industry. The difference
between an EPZ and an SEZ was that EPZs firms had to invest in manufacturing and had to
export over 70% of output. EPZ status could be granted to stand alone enterprises as well as
firms locating in particular physical zones that had access to specifically provided infrastruc-
ture. SEZs, on the other hand, were created to support investment across all sectors and
allowed producers to sell in domestic as well as foreign markets. Despite the passage of
the SEZ Act, by 2010 the programme was still not properly operational as no legislation
had been passed establishing an institutional structure for regulating and managing the pro-
gramme (Farole 2011).

References
Afrodad. 2007. Tanzania’s Experience with Privatisation Policies: A Case Study. Harare: African

Forum and Network on Debt and Development.
Amsden, A. 1989. Asia’s Next Giant: South Korea and Late Industrialization. Oxford: Oxford

University Press.
Balassa, B. 1977. A ‘Stages’ Approach to Comparative Advantage. Washington, DC: World Bank.
Bank of Tanzania. 2009. Tanzania Investment Report. Report produced jointly by the Bank of

Tanzania, Tanzania Investment Centre, National Bureau of Statistics, Zanzibar Promotion
Authority and the Office of Chief Government Statistician, Dar es Salaam.

Bigsten, A., and A. Danielson. 2001. Is the Ugly Duckling Finally Growing Up? Uppsala: Nordiska
Afrikainstitutet.

Brennan, J. 2005. “The Short History of Political Opposition and Multi-party Democracy in
Tanganyika, 1958–1964.” In In Search of a Nation: Histories of Authority and Dissidence in
Tanzania, edited by G. H. Maddox and J. L. Giblin, 250–276. Oxford and Athens: James
Currey and Ohio University Press.

Campbell, H., and H. Stein. 1992. Tanzania and the IMF the Dynamics of Liberalization. Boulder,
CO: Westview Press.

198 H. Gray

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

by
 [

IN
A

SP
 -

 T
an

za
ni

a]
 a

t 0
2:

04
 0

7 
Ja

nu
ar

y 
20

16
 



Chandra, V., P. Kacker, and Y. Li. 2007. “Fostering Growth, Export Competitiveness and
Employment.” In Sustaining and Sharing Economic Growth in Tanzania, edited by R. Utz,
143–158. Washington, DC: World Bank.

Chhatbar, S. 2006. “Nida’s Tax Waiver Rubbished.” Daily News, Dar es Salaam, May 3.
Correspondent. 2006. “Nida Textiles To Get Tax Waiver After All – If it Exports 50pc of Output.” The

East African, Dar es Salaam, July 3.
Costello, M. 1994. “Market and State: Evaluating Tanzania’s Program of State-led Industrialization.”

World Development 22 (10): 1551–1520.
Coulson, A. 1979. “The Automated Bread Factory.” In African Socialism in Practice the Tanzanian

Experience, edited by A. Coulson, 179–184. Nottingham: Spokesman.
Coulson, A. 1982. Tanzania: A Political Economy. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
Di John, J. 2009. From Windfall to Curse? Oil and Industrialization in Venezuela, 1920 to the Present.

University Park: The Pennsylvania State University Press.
Easterly, W., and R. Levine. 1995. Africa’s Growth Tragedy. Washington, DC: World Bank.
Evans, P. 1995. Embedded Autonomy, States and Industrial Transformation. Princeton: Princeton

University Press.
Farole, T. 2011. Special Economic Zones in Africa: Comparing Performance and Learning from

Global Experience. Washington, DC: World Bank.
Fforde, A. 2004. “Vietnamese State Owned Enterprises: ‘Real Property’, Commercial Performance

and Political Economy.” Southeast Asia Research Centre Working Papers Series. Hong Kong:
City University.

Gershenkron, A. 1962. Economic Backwardness in Historical Perspective. Cambridge, MA: Belknap
Press.

Gibbon, P. 1999. “Privatisation and Foreign Direct Investment in Mainland Tanzania, 1992–98.”
CDR Working Paper Subseries. Copenhagen: Danish Institute of International Studies.

Gray, H. 2012. “Tanzania and Vietnam: A Comparative Political Economy of Economic Transition.”
PhD diss., University of London.

Gray, H., and M. Khan. 2010. “Good Governance and Growth in Africa: What can we learn from
Tanzania?” In The Political Economy of Africa, edited by V. Padayachee, 339–356, London:
Routledge.

Hartmann, J. 1990. “The Rise and Rise of Private Capital.” In Capitalism, Socialism and the
Development Crisis in Tanzania, edited by N. O’Neill and K. Mustafa, 233–254. Aldershot:
Gower Publishing Company Limited.

Heilman, B. 1998. “Who are the Indigenous Tanzanians? Competing Conceptions of Tanzanian
Citizenship in the Business Community.” Africa Today 45 (3–4): 369–388.

Husain, I., and R. Faruqee. 1994. Adjustment in Africa: Lessons From Country Case Studies.
Washington, DC: World Bank.

Ichucha, A. 2011. “Parliament to Grill State Over $10 million Lost in Arusha Tyre Firm Revival.” The
East African, April 11. Accessed 11 April 2011. http://www.theeastafrican.co.ke/business/-/2560/
1142016/-/btyy21z/-/.

Jomo, K. S. 1993. Industrialising Malaysia. London: Routledge.
Kalecki, M. 1967. “Observations on Social and Economic Aspects of ‘Intermediate Regimes’.”

Coexistence V. IV, N. 1: 1–5. (Reprinted in Michal Kalecki [1976] Essays on Developing
Economies, Harvester Press: New York.).

Kabelwa, G. 2006. “Potential Impacts of Economic Development in Tanzania”. Paper presented at the
conference ‘Policy Dialogue for Accelerating Growth and Poverty Reduction in Tanzania’, Dar es
Salaam, May 25.

Kahyara, G. 2011. Market Competition and Performance of Tanzanian Manufacturing. Oxford:
CSAE.

Kang, D. 2002. Crony Capitalism: Corruption and Development in South Korea and the Philippines.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Kelsall, T. 2003. “Governance, Democracy and Recent Political Struggles in Mainland Tanzania.”
Commonwealth and Comparative Politics 41 (2): 55–82.

Khan, M. 1995. “Class, Clientelism and Communal Politics in Contemporary Bangladesh.” In
The Making of History: Essays Presented to Irfan Habib, edited by K. Panikkar, T. Byres and
U. Patnaik, 572–606. London: Anthem Press.

Khan, M. 2010. “Political Settlements and the Governance of Growth Enhancing Institutions.”
Unpublished manuscript, SOAS, London.

Review of African Political Economy 199

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

by
 [

IN
A

SP
 -

 T
an

za
ni

a]
 a

t 0
2:

04
 0

7 
Ja

nu
ar

y 
20

16
 

http://www.theeastafrican.co.ke/business/-/2560/1142016/-/btyy21z/-/
http://www.theeastafrican.co.ke/business/-/2560/1142016/-/btyy21z/-/


Khan, M., and S. Blankenburg. 2009. “The Political Economy of Industrial Policy in Asia and Latin
America.” In Industrial Policy and Development: The Political Economy of Capabilities
Accumulation, edited by G. Dosi, M. Cimoli and J. Stiglitz, 336–377. Oxford: Oxford
University Press.

Kim, K. S. 1986. Issues and Perspectives in Tanzanian Industrial Development With Special
Reference to the Role of SADCC, Kellogg Institute Working Paper Number 87, December
1986. Accessed 1 May 2010. www.kellogg.nd.edu/publications/workingpapers/WPS/087.pdf.

Krueger, A. 1974. “The Political Economy of the Rent Seeking Society.” American Economic Review
64 (3): 291–303.

Kweka, J. 2004. Impact of International Trade Agreements on Tanzania’s Trade Performance. Dar es
Salaam: Economic and Social Research Foundation.

Ladha, H. 2000. Profile of Tanzanian Textile Sector. Dar es Salaam: UNIDO.
Loockwood, M. 2005. The State They’re In: An Agenda for International Action on Poverty in Africa.

Bourton-on-Dunsmore: ITDG Publishing.
Malesky, E. 2008. “Straight Ahead on Red: The Impact of Foreign Direct Investment on De Facto

Decentralisation in Vietnam.” Journal of Politics 70 (1): 97–119.
Maliyamkono, T. L., and M. Bagachwa. 1990. The Second Economy in Tanzania. London: J Currey.
Mande, M. 2007. “Nida Takes Over Ginneries in Expansion.” The East African. Nairobi, June 12.
Meru, A. 2010. “EPZ and SEZ Programs in Tanzania.” PowerPoint slides presented by Dr A Meru,

Director General of the Export Processing Zone Authority. Washington DC: World Bank website
(accessed June 1 2010). http://siteresources.worldbank.org/INTRANETTRADE/Resources/
239054-1239120299171/5998577-1254498644362/6461208-1300202947570/TradeComp_
Presentation3.pdf.

Mikiali, J. 2011. “Govt Determined to Revive Arusha Based Tyre Factory.” Guardian on Sunday,
April 10. Accessed 13 April 2013. http://www.ippmedia.com/frontend/index.php?l=27939.

Mkandawire, T. 2001. “Thinking About Developmental States in Africa.” Cambridge Journal of
Economics 25 (3): 289–313.

Mmuya, M. 1998. Tanzania Political Reform in Eclipse: Crisis and Cleavages in Political Parties.
Dar es Salaam: Friedrich Ebert Stiftung.

Moore, B. 1966. Social Origins of Dictatorship and Democracy. London: Penguin Group.
Mukama, B., and C. Yongo. 2005. “Development of Science and Technology Systems and Experience

of Tanzania on S&T Data Collection.” Paper presented at the Regional Workshop on Science and
Technology Statistics, Entebbe, Uganda.

Mukandala, R. 1988. “The Political Economy of Parastatal Enterprise in Tanzania and Botswana.”
PhD diss., University of California, Berkeley.

Mwamunyange, J. 2005. “Dar EPZs Make $20m, Still Lack Services”. The East African, January 3.
Mweta, N. 2010. “Launching EPZ in Dar Outskirts: ATale of Too Little, Rather Too Late?” Guardian

on Sunday, Dar es Salaam, May 23.
Nyerere, J. K. 1968. Freedom and Socialism: A Selection from Writing and Speeches 1965–1967.

London: Oxford University Press.
Odhiambo, N. 2010. “Interest Rate Reforms and Credit Allocation in Tanzania: An Application of the

ARDL Bounds Testing Approach.” International Business and Economic Research Journal 9 (5):
23–33.

Perkins, D. 2001. “Industrial and Financial Policy in China and Vietnam: A New Model or a Replay
of the East Asian Experience?.” In Rethinking the East Asian Miracle, edited by J. Stiglitz and S.
Yusuf, 247–294. Washington: World Bank.

Pratt, C. 1976. The Critical Phase in Tanzania 1945–1968. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Rweyemamu, R. 1979. “The Historical and Institutional Setting of Tanzanian Industry.” In Papers on

the Political Economy of Tanzania, edited by K. Kim, R. Mabele and S. Schultheis, 69–77.
Nairobi: Heinemann Educational Books.

Semboja, J., and J. Kweka. 1998. “Import Liberalization, Industrialization and Technological
Capability.” Unpublished manuscript, Dar es Salaam.

Shivji, I. 1976. Class Struggles in Tanzania. London: Heinemann Educational Books.
Silver, M. S. 1984. The Growth of Manufacturing Industry in Tanzania: An Economic History.

Boulder, CO: Westview Press.
Szirmai, A., and P. Lapperre. 2001. The Industrial Experience of Tanzania. London: Palgrave

Macmillan.

200 H. Gray

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

by
 [

IN
A

SP
 -

 T
an

za
ni

a]
 a

t 0
2:

04
 0

7 
Ja

nu
ar

y 
20

16
 

http://www.kellogg.nd.edu/publications/workingpapers/WPS/087.pdf
http://siteresources.worldbank.org/INTRANETTRADE/Resources/239054-1239120299171/5998577-1254498644362/6461208-1300202947570/TradeComp_Presentation3.pdf
http://siteresources.worldbank.org/INTRANETTRADE/Resources/239054-1239120299171/5998577-1254498644362/6461208-1300202947570/TradeComp_Presentation3.pdf
http://siteresources.worldbank.org/INTRANETTRADE/Resources/239054-1239120299171/5998577-1254498644362/6461208-1300202947570/TradeComp_Presentation3.pdf
http://www.ippmedia.com/frontend/index.php?l=27939


Tarimo, J. 2006. “Govt to Consider Import Tax Exemption for NIDA”. The Guardian, Dar es Salaam,
April 11.

Temu, A., and J. Due. 1998. “The Success of Newly Privatized Companies: New Evidence from
Tanzania.” Canadian Journal of Development Studies XIX (2): 315–341.

Treichel, V. 2005. Tanzania’s Growth Process and Success in Reducing Poverty. Washington, DC:
International Monetary Fund.

Tripp, A. 1997. Changing the Rules: The Politics of Liberalization and the Urban Economy in
Tanzania. Berkeley: University of California Press.

UNCTAD. 2002. Investment Policy Review The United Republic of Tanzania. Geneva: United
Nations.

United Republic of Tanzania. 1996. Sustainable Industries Development Policy SIDP 1996–2020.
Ministry of Trade and Industries. Dar es Salaam: Government Publishers.

United Republic of Tanzania. 1997. Tanzania Investment Act. Dar es Salaam: Government Printers.
Wade, R. 1990. Governing the Market: Economic Theory and the Role of Government in East Asian

Industrialization. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.
Waigama, S. 2008. “Privatization Process and Asset Valuation: A Case Study of Tanzania.” PhD diss.,

Royal Institute of Technology.
Wangwe, S. 1979. “Excess Capacity in Manufacturing Industry: A Case Study of Selected Firms

in Tanzania.” In Papers on the Political Economy of Tanzania, edited by K. Kim, R. Mabele
and M. Schultheis, 111–118. Nairobi: Heinemann Educational Books.

White, O., and A. Bhatia. 1998. Privatisation in Africa. Washington: World Bank.
Wong, M., R. Ruparel, and P. Mwanakatwe. 2007. “Enhancing the Business Environment.” In

Sustaining and Sharing Economic Growth in Tanzania, edited by R. Utz, 207–239.
Washington, DC: World Bank.

World Bank. 2002. Tanzania at the Turn of the Century: From Reform to Sustained Growth and
Poverty Reduction. A World Bank Country Study. Washington, DC: World Bank.

World Bank. 2005. Tanzania Diagnostic Trade Integration Study. Integrated Framework for Trade
Related Technical Assistance for Developing Countries. Dar es Salaam: The World Bank.

World Bank. 2011. “World Development Indicators.” Database, Edition April 2011. Accessed via
EDSD International. University of Manchester.

World Development Indicators. 2011. [CD-ROM] Washington, DC: The World Bank.

Review of African Political Economy 201

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

by
 [

IN
A

SP
 -

 T
an

za
ni

a]
 a

t 0
2:

04
 0

7 
Ja

nu
ar

y 
20

16
 


