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Abstract  
Gold Mining Sector in Tanzania has been experiencing conflicts between mining investors 

and host communi�es. As a result, in 2017 the Parliament enacted a series of mining 

reforms aimed at mi�ga�ng both economic and environmental conflicts. This study 

inves�gated the impact of these new mining legisla�ons in mi�ga�ng mineral conflicts 

between Geita Gold Mine Limited (GGML) and adjacent communi�es. Data were collected 

through ques�onnaire, focus group discussions, in-depth interviews and documentary 

review. Findings from the study indicates that before the new law enactment the mineral 

conflicts were higher compared to the period a/er enactment as a result of frequent 

nego�a�ons between the conflic�ng par�es. Despite the progress made so far, low 

involvement of the community in major decisions affec�ng their livelihoods, delayed 

payments, unfair compensa�on, inadequate environmental educa�on, unfulfilled promises, 

and unequal benefits sharing remain to be the major challenges worth addressing. We 

recommend involvement of communi�es in major decisions through their representa�ves, 

enhancement transparency, �mely payment of compensa�ons and increased socio-

economic support to adjacent communi�es. 
 

Key Words: Mineral conflicts, Mining Reforms, Conflict Mi�ga�on, Small and Medium 

Miners and Corporate Social Responsibility 

 

Introduction 

Mining activities have been associated 

with a number of conflicts at both local 

and global level. The main reasons for 

existence of such conflicts between 

mining companies and the community are 

due to complaints from communities 

adjacent to mining activities (Lutenge, 

2014). These complaints are mostly 

related to inequitable resource benefits, 

land appropriation and environmental 

pollution that affect host communities 

(Mwakesi et al., 2020).  In the studies 

(Emel et al., 2012; Merket, 2019; 

Kinyondo and Huggins, 2021) revealed 

existence of conflicts among communities 

living around mining sites in Tanzania. 

The findings from these particular studies 

indicated that most of these conflicts are 

concerned with use claims and unfair 
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compensation. Moreover, studies show 

that these communities living adjacent to 

mining sites have been experiencing 

complaints of animals dying from water or 

soil contamination, or by falling in 

abandoned pits. Other effects are 

vibrations from blasting that result to 

cracks in houses and land.  On the other 

hand, studies show that the process of 

offering mineral rights to mining 

companies did not consider existing 

surface rights as well as customary titles 

(Nandonde, 2012; Mensah and Okyere, 

2014; Nawanda, 2021). However, the 

findings showed that most of these 

conflicts are settled amicably.  Findings 

show that for court-settled land and 

compensations claims the processes tend 

to be slow such that most of the conflicts 

are sorted out privately through 

facilitation of local authorities, residents, 

mines offices and small scale miners 

associations (Maliganya and Paul, 2016; 

Kinyondo and Huggins, 2021) 

As an effort towards resolving these 

conflicts various governments have taken 

various initiatives including making 

reforms in mining laws. Specifically, in 

Tanzania in 2017 the Parliament adopted 

two Acts, respectively the Natural Wealth 

and Resources (Permanent Sovereignty) 

Act and the Written Laws (Miscellaneous 

Amendments) that intended to increase 

government control over mining 

operations in the country (URT, 2017). 

Among other things these laws aimed to 

compel mining companies to renegotiate 

the joint venture agreements and help on 

putting clear procedures to mitigate both 

economic and environmental conflicts 

(Mushokolwa, 2019). Additionally, the 

reforms introduced a requirement for all 

natural resources disputes to be heard by 

local courts under Tanzanian law and the 

right to cancel contracts with dispute 

resolution clauses providing for the 

application of foreign laws or fora 

(Ballantyne, 2018). Thus, the objective of 

this paper was two-fold (i) to identify the 

main conflicts between GGML and 

adjacent communities and their causes (ii) 

to assess the impact of the new mineral 

legislation in mitigating mineral conflicts.  

 

Literature Review 

The study was guided by conflict 

theory. According to the theory the main 

cause of conflicts in mining areas is 

grievances (Nang et al., 2011). The theory 

asserts that sense of injustice in the way a 

social group is treated in mining 

communities is the main reason for 

conflicts. Generally, the theory states that 

conflicts over natural resources are a 

product of socioeconomic inequality. 

According to Hall (2010) conflicts occur 

frequently in the area around Lake 

Victoria gold fields in Tanzania due to 

increasing grievances over resources not 

benefitting communities and 

dispossession of land for large scale 

mining. In support of these views, Nang et 

al. (2011) noted that poor coordination 

and participation of community in 

decision making process, policies, 

institutions and process governing the 

access, use, ownership and management 

of natural resources, degradation, 

violation of human rights, forceful 

evictions are some of the reasons that 

cause conflicts in mining areas. In another 

study (Okyere, 2013) also found that the 

main reasons for occurrence of conflict 

between communities and mining 

companies include compensations, 

resettlement, unfulfilled promises, 

mistrust and lack of alternative livelihood 

programmes. According to Okyere other 
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reasons include conflicts on royalties, land 

use, survival of small scale mining and 

negative effect on the environment 

resulted from mining operations. In 

another study Mwakesi et al.  (2020) in 

Kenya indicated that sources of conflicts 

between community and mining 

companies are mainly contributed by 

unsatisfactory compensation as some of 

mining companies do not compensate the 

community for damages caused by mining 

activities. According to Davis and Franks 

(2011), mineral laws, policies, strategies 

and institutions governing the access, use 

and ownership of mineral resources are 

viewed as best practices for mineral 

conflicts resolutions. These measures can 

help to avoid costs associated with mineral 

conflicts such as cost of injuries and death 

(Davis and Franks., 2011). 

 

 

 

Study Area 

The study was conducted in Geita 

District, Tanzania (figure 1).  The district 

lies between Latitude 2° 48' 34" South and 

Longitude 32° 12' 35" East and has a 

population of 807,619 people (Census, 

2012). The District is bordered to the East 

by Mwanza Region and Nyangwale 

District; to the South by Shinyanga 

Region and Mbogwe District and Chato 

District. Geita Gold Mine (GGML) which 

is managed by Anglogold Ashanti is 

located within Geita District, 4km West of 

Geita Town. The GGML mine is owned 

and managed by AngloGold Ashanti. The 

District has a tropical wet and dry or 

savanna climate. The average annual 

temperature is 23ºC.  The economy of the 

district is dominated by the extraction 

industry especially the mining of gold. 

Other economic activities in the region are 

agriculture, business, fishing and 

Transportation. 

Fig. 1: Location of the study area 

 

 

Ethiopian Journal of Environmental Studies and Management Volume 16 No.5, 2023 



592 

 

Methodology 

The study adopted mixed research 

approach. Cross-sectional survey design 

applied to collect information in six wards 

around GGML. Data collection conducted 

by using different methods so as to 

triangulate the collected information 

(Creswell, 2014). These methods were 

household survey, key informant 

interviews, focus group discussions, and 

documentary review. The study used a 

sample of 384 respondents including 

households, government officials at 

village, ward and district level, religious 

leaders, GGML officials and councilors. 

Qualitative data were analysed using 

content analysis and quantitative data 

from household were analysed using 

SPSS software.  

Results and Discussion 

Socio-economic and Demographic 

Information  

Table 1 below presents the socio-

demographic characteristics of the 

respondents in the study area.   

 

Table 1: Respondents’ social and demographic information 

Characteristics Number of Participants  Percent (%) 

Age Category 

18-34 93 24 

35-44 105 27 

45-54 96 25 

54 and above 90 23 

Gender 

Male 242 63 

Female 142 37 

Level of Education 

Informal Education 55 14 

Primary Education 191 50 

Secondary Education 83 22 

Tertiary Education 55 14 

Economic Activities 

Mining 110 29 

Farming 263 68 

Civil workers 75 20 

Petty business 136 35 

 

Findings from Table 1 indicate that 

37% were female and 63% were males. 

This could have happened by chance. As 

for age, the majority were in the age group 

of 35-44 years, a youthful group which is 

an economically active group. Regarding 

education the majority (64%) had either 

informal education or primary education. 

Farming was also observed to be the main 

economic activity in the area. 

Types and causes of conflicts between 

community and mining investors 

This objective focused on identifying 

the types of conflicts between GGML and 

the community and their main causes. The 

data to address this objective collected 

through focus group discussion, 

questionnaire and interview with key 

informants. Generally, findings from the 

study identified land boundaries and 

compensation; environmental related 
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issues; lack of allocated areas for small 

and medium miners and unsatisfactory 

community benefits; poor implementation 

of local content policy and unfulfilled 

promises as the main conflicts among the 

communities around GGML. Table 2 

presents the study findings. 

 

Table 2: Main causes of mineral conflicts 
Reasons frequency Percent 

Land boundaries and Unfair compensation 227 59.1 

Lack of mining area for small and medium miners 222 57.8 

Environmental challenges 220 57.3 

Low benefits 218 56.8 

Failure to implement local content policy 214 55.7 

Unfulfilled promises 167 43.5 

 

Table 2 indicates that land boundary 

and unfair compensation are the main 

causes of conflicts (59%) followed by lack 

of mining areas for small and medium 

miners (58%) and environmental 

challenges (57%). Others are low benefits 

(57%), failure to implement local content 

policy (56%) and unfulfilled promises 

(44%). 

Land Boundaries and Compensation 

Findings in table 2 indicate that 59% of 

respondents identified land boundary and 

unfair compensation as the main 

determinant of conflicts between mining 

companies and host communities. 

Likewise, during the focus group 

discussion the respondents indicated the 

mining company (GGML) has been 

paying them unsatisfactory compensation 

so as to shift from their own land. Findings 

indicated that that land conflict between 

GGML and adjacent community started 

since early 2000s.  The respondents noted 

that the valuation that conducted during 

that period was not fair as it did not 

capture the values of all properties owned 

by individuals who were living within 200 

metres. Findings further indicated that the 

community was not satisfied with such 

compensation hence some of them refused 

to vacate their area.  In further analysis 

during interview one of the Ward 

Councillor in Geita Town Council argued 

that:   

“The valuation conducted in early 

2000s did not cover all 

communities by that time because 

there are some individuals who 

were not compensated. These 

individuals have not developed 

their land since that period because 

they do not know when they will be 

compensated. Surprisingly, these 

individuals are not provided social 

services by the government because 

the government demands that the 

area is under GGML license hence 

developing them can create another 

conflict” (Response from a political 

leader, April, 2022).  

Findings from the study revealed that 

compensation and land boundaries are still 

main challenges in Geita district. This 

means that the government intervention is 

highly needed to solve this conflict as the 

community remains in dilemma on when 

they will be compensated so as to leave the 

areas. This also calls for review of mining, 

land and environment laws in order to 

attain harmonized mechanism for 

handling conflicts related with mining 

activities since mining investors may use 
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loopholes of our laws to affect rights of the 

community.   Section 95 of Mining Act, 

Cap.123 R.E. 2019 specifies explicitly 

that: 

“The mineral right holder shall not 

exercise any of his rights under his 

license on any land which is the site 

of or is within 200 metres of any 

building, reservoir or dam owned by 

the government except with the 

written consent of the responsible 

minister” (Section 95, Mining Act, 

Cap. 123 R.E.2019). 

Based on the mining act, compensation 

is only applied to individuals within 200 

metres from mining operations. This 

indicates that for the case of GGML in 

which its license extends to 500 metres 

from active mining operation needs urgent 

intervention. However, such conflict can 

only be solved through consultation 

between government, GGML and 

community. In support of these views, 

Twerefou et al. (2015) noted that mineral 

conflicts in Ghana associated with 

compensation payment due to unfair 

valuation of property for compensation 

especially buildings and crops that 

affected mining activities. The study 

indicated that some of the companies 

prefer using the market value of houses 

which are low because of their low 

quality. 

 Lack of enough mining areas for small 

and medium miners and unsatisfactory 

community benefits 

As indicated in table the respondents 

(58%) identified lack of enough allocated 

areas for small and medium miners as 

other conflicts between the mining 

investor and host communities. Likewise, 

during interview, one religious leader 

commented that:  

“GGML occupies large area that 

makes small and medium miners to 

lack enough area for mining 

activities. It will better if small 

miners will be given small portion 

of GGML concession land for their 

mining activities” (Response from 

religious leader, April, 2022).  

Subsequently, during group discussion, 

the respondent argued that the government 

is supposed to provide them some areas 

for mining activities since GGML 

concession land is too large. The 

observation from the study showed that 

lack of mining areas for small miners has 

resulted to illegal mining. It was reported 

that there are some cases where 

individuals referred as intruders entering 

the mine concession land with intention to 

steal mineral rocks that they believe that 

contains minerals. Therefore, providing 

them a portion of land can reduce illegal 

mining. 

Environmental Challenges and low 

benefits 

As indicated in table 2 individuals 

(57%) identified low benefits and 

environmental issues such as dust, noise, 

land pollution, water pollution and 

tremors as another sources of conflict.  For 

instance, communities at Nyamalembo 

Street in Mtakuja Ward complained on 

water pollution runoff from GGML 

mining activities. During group 

discussion, the respondents noted that the 

polluted water from mining activities 

tends to affect natural springs that used to 

provide water for domestic uses. The 

respondents also claimed that the 

pollution caused by mining activities 

affects their lands that have been used for 

small farming activities. During field 

survey it was observed fears from the 

communities on water contamination in 

Impact of Mining Legislations on Conflict Management in Geita District.…………Mwesiga et al. 



595 

 

many areas as a result of mining activities 

although there was no scientific proof.  

The respondents also argued that 

tremors caused by mining operation are 

one of the sources of conflicts.  During 

field survey, the respondents adjacent to 

GGML such as Compaund, Samina and 

Nyamalembo claimed of collapse of their 

houses resulting from blasting operation 

from the mining. The respondents argued 

that they have been experiencing cracks 

and collapse of their houses due to effects 

of blasting. The next plate depicts the 

effects of mining activities on biodiversity 

as well as physical appearance in areas 

where mining operations take place. 

 
Plate 1: GGML mining extraction Area. Photo by: Researcher. April, 2022 

 

Poor implementation of local content 

policy and unfulfilled promises 

Findings from the study indicated that 

respondents identified poor 

implementation of local content policy 

(56%) and unfulfilled promises (44%) as 

another sources of conflicts in the study 

area.   As per local content policy, the 

respondents recommended the 

government to enhance the local 

community capacity in supplying goods 

and services necessary for GGML 

consumptions such as food products. 

Findings collected through focus group 

discussion and interview confirmed that 

local content policy and unfulfilled 

promises by mining companies are some 

of the challenges in Geita District. During 

interview one Key Informant from Mining 

Commission noted that: 

“Implementation of local content 

policy is still a challenge. We need 
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to build the capacity of our people 

in order to offer some of the 

services at the mine such as food.  

Our aim is to see local people 

providing services and goods at 

GGML mine. But the company also 

must trust the local people that they 

can provide quality services. These 

initiatives can help to increase 

community benefits” (Interview, 

Key Informant from Mining 

Commission April, 2022).  

These findings are in line with findings 

in the studies by (Hall, 2010) that 

indicated that conflicts occur frequently in 

the area around Lake Victoria gold fields 

largely because of increasing grievances 

over resources not benefitting 

communities. Nawanda (2021) also 

indicated that land conflict and 

compensation, forced eviction, 

encroachment, environmental 

degradation, human rights abuse, 

unfulfilled promises, an uneven allocation 

of resources, unresolved grievances and 

lack of employment opportunities are the 

main sources of conflicts in mining areas. 

In another study (Lutenge, 2014) which 

indicated that conflicts between 

communities and mining investors in most 

cases emerge because many of the 

communities welcomed the investors with 

hopes that they would bring them 

development but later on their 

expectations were not met. As a result, the 

communities experienced complain about 

unfairness of compensation, physical and 

economic displacement, land grabbing, 

environmental pollution and human rights 

violations (Lutenge, 2014). 

Generally, findings from both focus 

group discussion, interview with key 

informants and household survey 

indicated that the local communities 

viewed mining activities are not 

benefiting them rather negative effects on 

health and their surroundings.  

The results from the current study also 

resembles with findings from the study by 

Mwakesi et al.  (2020) in Kenya which 

revealed that sources of conflicts between 

community and mining companies were 

mainly contributed by Mining pits, poor 

rehabilitation and large-scale mining that 

caused loss of agricultural land hence 

resulting in reduced crop yields and poor 

living standards. Furthermore, the 

findings indicated that some mining 

companies did not compensate the 

community for damages caused by mining 

activities. Similar findings observed in 

Geita where the community complained 

on unfair and delay in compensation.  

Practices in conflicts mitigation before 

and after enactment of mining 

legislations of 2017 

This research intended to analyse the 

community views on the methods that 

have been mainly preferred in order to 

resolve conflict between community and 

GGML in their respective areas before and 

after mining laws of 2017. The findings 

revealed that in recent years majority of 

respondents (72%) prefer negotiations as 

the best option for mitigating conflicts 

followed by avoidance (48%), arbitrations 

(47%), adjudication (44%), mediations 

(42%) and lastly coercion (30%). The 

findings indicate that the respondents 

preferred negotiations as the main method 

of conflict mitigation as compared with 

previous years where the respondents 

preferred coercion as best option.
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Fig. 1: Respondents perceptions on methods used for conflict mitigation in their areas 

before and after 2019.  

 

Figure 2 indicates that respondents 

rated coercion as the last option for 

resolving conflict between community 

and mining investors. As compared with 

previous years, the respondents viewed 

coercion as the best option for solving 

conflicts. Figure 2 indicated that 68% of 

respondents preferred coercion was the 

best option for conflict mitigation.  In line 

with these results, during interviews, one 

local government officer commented that 

the communities used blockade when they 

felt that negotiation has failed to deliver 

their needs. According to this key 

informant, in some cases, the community 

used to stop or destroy the company’s 

vehicles when entering or leaving the 

company’s premise.  

The findings from the study concur 

with findings in the study by Nandonde 

(2012) that indicated that negotiations and 

discussions have been applied as primary 

method between governments and mining 

companies on solving conflicts between 

communities impacted directly by mining 

operations and mining companies. In other 

study by Mensah and Okyere (2014) in 

Ghana found that mining consultations 

and discussions on resolving conflicts 

with community are always held at a very 

political and centralised. Conflict 

mitigation is left in the hands of 

government agencies and multinational 

companies only with no or less 

engagement of the community. The study 

recommended active engagement of the 

community in all decision-making process 

at all levels and ensuring that their views 

are taken on board.  

As an improvement in solving 

conflicts, the findings from the study 

indicated that there have been good 

progresses in handling conflicts after 

enactment of mining legislations of 2017. 

Responding on the measures which are 

currently used in solving conflicts one 

political leader commented that: 
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“After the enactment of the mining 

legislation of 2017, negotiations and 

discussions are highly preferred in 

solving conflicts as compared with 

previous years”. (Response from 

political leader, April, 2022)  

The Key Informant further noted that: 

“Prior to 2017, the relationship 

between local government and 

investors was poor such that the 

community was forced to use 

coercive measures such as 

destroying properties of mining 

investors”. The communities 

perceived that they were isolated by 

their government on sharing benefits 

from mining resources. For my view, 

I can say that there has been 

improvement in recent years” 

(Response from Ward Councillor, 

April, 2022)  

In support of these views, during 

interview with one of the government 

officials in Geita District Council also 

noted that there has been improvement in 

solving conflicts between mining 

investors and local community. The 

government official further noted that: 

Conflicts are now decreasing. One 

of the reasons is law compliance. 

Mining companies are now trying 

to comply with the mining laws. I 

think close monitoring of various 

government entities may be another 

reason. Actually, we are on good 

progress (Response from 

government official, April, 2022)  

These findings indicated that 

introduction of mining laws of 2017 have 

improved strategies used for conflict 

mitigation whereby currently the 

negotiations is more preferred in solving 

conflicts related to mining activities. 

Moreover, commenting on this, one 

government official from Geita DC noted 

that the community was forced to use 

aggressive methods on solving such 

conflicts because they perceived that the 

government favoured the investors at the 

expense of the community. 

In addition, the respondents requested 

to provide their views on sustainable ways 

on mitigating conflicts between mining 

investors like GGM and the community. 

Responses obtained focus group 

discussions indicated that respondents 

recommended on improving participation 

and relationship between mining 

companies and neighbourhood 

communities, providing mining areas for 

small and medium miners, precise 

valuation and reasonable compensation, 

improving provision of social services, 

improving environmental protection 

measures, enforcement of laws, providing 

another resident area for communities 

living within demarcated mining areas, 

improving openness on implementation of 

CSR Projects and expenditure of funds 

from mining such as service levy and 

others.  

The practice in Tanzania seems to be 

similar to what is practised in Ghana. 

Okyere (2014) found that lack of proper 

dispute resolution was one of the reasons 

for existing of conflicts between mining 

companies and community in Ghana. The 

study by Okyere revealed that strategies 

used in conflict resolution were too 

bureaucratic and non-participatory. The 

researcher proposed new frameworks for 

improving community relationship. The 

researcher also noted that conflicts in 

mining areas are widespread and are the 

result of a number of factors mostly 

relating to land use, water related 

environmental damage, neglect of host 

communities by the mining companies, 

Impact of Mining Legislations on Conflict Management in Geita District.…………Mwesiga et al. 



599 

 

unfulfilled promises, non-payment of 

appropriate compensations, poor 

coordination between mines and 

communities by local and central 

governments, among others.  

 

Conclusion and Recommendations 

Findings from the study indicated that 

the main causes of conflicts between 

GGML and adjacent communities are lack 

of enough mining areas for small and 

medium miners, environment challenges, 

unsatisfactory compensation, prohibition 

to use their areas within GGML premises 

for various economic activities, low 

benefits from GGML, poor 

implementation of local content policy 

and unfulfilled promises as the main 

sources of conflicts. However, findings 

indicated that there has been a good 

progress in handling such conflicts since 

enactment of mining laws of 2017. Thus, 

the study recommends improving public 

participation, transparency and 

accountability; improving community 

supports; satisfactory compensation; 

improving provision of employments and 

allocating mining areas to small miners as 

measures to mitigate conflict within 

between communities and GGML.  
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