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KENYA PASTORALISTS

Kenya'’s pastoral communities occupy three quarters of the countries total land mass, spreading out
over the dry north-east, north-west, southern Rift and inland parts of the coast. Pastoralist’s occupy
most of the border areas of Kenya, and pastoral ethnic groups straddle both sides of the borders
with Somalia, Ethiopia, Sudan, Uganda and Tanzania. Estimates put the number of pastoralist’s at
four million or about one seventh of the total national population of about 27 million. Pastoralist’s
are divided into various ethnic and linguistic groups, ranging from the large and famous groups like
the Maasai and the Somali, who number each in excess of half a million people each, to small and
so far obscure groups numbering a few thousand.

Pastoralist areas remain the least developed parts of Kenya. The economic disparity with the rest of
the country is striking. Infrastructure is poorly developed or non-existent; in vast areas there are no
roads, no schools, no telecommunication services, no health facilities, but only seemingly endless,
seemingly unchangeable, seemingly empty brown scrub-and bush-land. The northern drylands are
so neglected and isolated, that a visitor would oft hear a native Turkana, for instance, speak of
“going to Kenya”, meaning a visit to Kitale, the biggest reasonable size town near Turkana. The
institutionalising of the ‘convoy’ system in the north east, organised to protect travellers from
roadside attacks by ‘bandits’, reinforces the stereotype of remote and inaccessible deserts populated
by harsh and backward tribal’s. Levels of absolute poverty are high, and most of Kenya’s
pastoralist’s are very often forced for several months every year to survive on external food aid.

Partly because of their relative underdevelopment, there are many myths associated with pastoralist
lifestyles in Kenya. Kenyan pastoralist’s have retained a distinct culture, refusing to wholly embrace
European trends, including Christianity, the predominant religion. Non-pastoral Kenyans consider
the pastoralists a fading relic of the past, about to be swept into the archives by modern
development’s. Non-pastoral Kenyans always seem to equate “development” of the pastoral areas
with irrigation and reclamation, and efforts to ‘change the way pastoralist's live and think,” and
envisage no role for a nomadic livestock keeping population in its image of their future.

The harsh reality for Kenya’s pastoralist’s is one of dire insecurities -- fear of famine and starvation,
fear of loss of land to state or state supported cultivating populations, and increasingly fright of
armed conflict with neighbouring usually pastoralist ethnic groups. This is the aspect missed in the
development reports, District Development Plans, the annual economic plans. Symptoms of the
malaise underlying pastoral production abound in Kenya, highlighted by the constant death,
destruction, and loss of livestock in the virtual civil war over resource’s known by the catch all
phrase “insecurity.”

National newspaper reports focus on the occasional dramatic breakdowns of security when large
numbers of lives are lost, or when civil servants or politicians are struck down. Such reports are
clattered with such terms as “bandit™ “rustler” “insecurity” “convoy” “operation area” “frontier”
“Shifta” “homeguard,” which reinforce the image of an other worldly perspective of pastoral areas
of Kenya. Just as a different reporting system exists, a different justice system exists. While
possession of a gun or ammunition could send Kenyans to a ten-year-plus jail term, in the northern
pastoral areas, regular newspaper pictures and radio/television broadcasts show weapons being
‘handed in’ by smiling “former bandit.” Policemen in northern Kenya operate under different
‘emergency’ rules, and discard their normal blue uniform and don military fatigue.



The distances between courts in the arid areas leads to the virtual abandonment of day to day affairs
of most locals to their own justice system, which relies on brute strength and anarchy as much as it
does to traditional systems. The vacuum leaves inordinate power in the hands of the inflexible and
authoritative provincial administration. The lack of formal jobs, schools, the absence of cars,
telephones, lawyers, the absence of a reading public and the fact that no newspapers reach the
divisional areas of the pastoral region means that the checks and balances of western style
democratic society are all absent.

B. Historical background to Resource conflicts in pastoral areas

In historic times, East Africa was a Cushitic island, where pastoralism held sway. Hunter gatherers
roamed the forests, and the plains and highlands were a cattle country. The coming of the Bantu,
pouring out of the Congo Equatorial forest with their superior iron and cultivation technology
changed land use patterns in the regions that were to become Kenya. The more powerful wave of
the two waves of Bantu speakers entering Kenya moved up the Tana river just over four hundred
years ago, and established itself at the source of the river as today’s Kikuyu, Meru, and Embu. The
other wave flowed in from Uganda and spread around the northern part of the Lake. The incoming
Bantu did not have to engage in pitched battles with indigenous people to gain access to Kenya’s
riches, but settled as pockets of cultivation client populations along rivers and in wetter areas. Soon
however, the newcomers began to acquire cattle, and they started to expand their cultivation areas.
They began to absorb some of the proto-Cushitic groups like the Agumba, the Sanye, the Dorobo,
and by the time the Europeans arrived in East Africa, were pushing the large Masai and Kalenjin
groups before them.

The arrival of the colonising Europeans one hundred years ago, was to be the single most
disastrous thing for the East African pastoralists, as the balance of power was rapidly and
dramatically changed in favour of cultivators. Pastoralists were thrown out of their land through
unfair treaties or by the might of the gun, making way for the Rift Valley based ‘white highlands.’
In the highland regions taken from pastoralist’s and turned into large scale ranches, non-pastoral
populations were employed as more suitable, more subservient, more muscled, more productive
workers. Cultivator’s population began going up dramatically, as they took up European farming
technology in their home zones, and expanded elsewhere as workers for the thinly spread white
population, while pastoralist’s were increasingly relegated to peripheral badlands. By co-operating
with the settlers, the non-pastoral communities gained contemporary and technological know how,
including reading and writing, which would prove decisive in their domination of the country in the
post-colonial era. While pastoralist’s resisted change, their more populous cultivating neighbours
generally co-operated, and eventually took the mantle of leadership from the Europeans.

Legacy of colonialism

The colonial division of Kenya created three regions, the highly developed white highlands, a less
developed “native lands” which acted as a pool of cheap cultivator labour, and the “frontier,”
“closed district” or pastoral zones where permits were required for those intending to travel out to
the emerging cities. These ‘closed” areas included the ‘Maasai reserve’ and the vast “Northern
Frontier District”.



The struggle for independence in Kenya was in reality a struggle between three giant and
antagonistic visions. The most powerful vision was that of the major Kenyan tribes that were
strongly influenced by European culture. They wanted a strongly unionist Republic where the
central state took all the decisions, and they struggled under the banner of the Kenya African
National Union (KANU) to achieve their centrist vision.

The second vision belonged to the myriad minor tribes, including all coastal peoples, and Rift
Valley pastoralist's, and who wanted a regional form of governance that would devolve significant
power to local interests. The most pertinent issue in their preference for regional assemblies was the
felt threat to the vast land resources that the many small groups controlled before the advent of
independence. In short, regionalists wished to guarantee their land rights against the more populous
and sophisticated tribes, who they suspected would launch a land grab once they wrestled political
authority from the colonial power. These disperse groups struggled under the banner of the Kenya
African Democratic Union (KADU) to achieve their land defending vision.

The centralist KANU groups won the struggle. They quickly absorbed the KADU party, making
short shrift of its leadership’s proclaimed visionary stand. A huge demographic shift took place as
former “white highlands” were given by the victorious centrist state to the major cultivator group
from central province which its main power base. KANU rapidly dismantled the local government
structures that survived colonialism, and embarked on land adjudication and registration to allow
land titles and land sales. Soon land buying companies started to acquire massive acreage’s of land
for the people of central Kenya in the Rift Valley and the coast.

The third and weakest vision belonged to the northern Kenyan’s including the predominant Somali
and Oromo populations. These people wished to secede from Kenya and join Somali’s in the
formed Republic of Somalia, to form a Greater Somalia that would include Somalis from Italian
Somaliland, British Somaliland, French Somaliland and Ethiopian Somali regions. Over the first
decade of independence, irredentist Somali with Oromo and Rendille support launched the so-
called Shifta war against the Jomo Kenyatta KANU regime. The state won the war as it retained
northern Kenya as an integral part of the country, but the residual bitterness of the armed conflict
undermined acceptance of the Somali residents as equal citizens. Northern Kenya was virtually
abandoned a state seemingly interested in asserting its newly found authority. Throughout the
armed secessionist struggle, the Kenyan state never considered trying less heavy handed methods to
win its Somali and Oromo citizens over, preferring to treat them as hostile subjects.

Throughout the seventies and eighties, the single party “autocracy” subjugated northern Kenya to
mass looting, burning of villages, rape, and occasional pogroms with public mass killings of
innocent. In 1981, Garissa was burned down in a four day operation by state security forces. In
1984, several thousand Somali were killed at the Wagalla airstrip where five thousand people were
detained for a week of torture. In 1989, Kenyan Somalis were singled out to seek a special
identification card, which formalised their second class citizen status. These pogroms has the
misfortune of encouraging local populations tolerance of ethnic and other bandits that would
terrorise citizenry.

Those pastoralist groups who gave up their KADU regionalist and land protectionism dreams, and
that remained loyal to the KANU-run state did not fare any better than the defiant Somali, and may
have lost more in the long run. The Maasai chose to look for legal methods to hold onto their vast
reserve, and the Land Adjudication Group Representatives Act, which promulgated the division of
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Masai land into group ranches, came into force with the support of their leaders. But Maasai-land
has progressively been taken over by cultivators through the buying of land that the Act facilitated,
and through fraudulent allocations of pastoral land. By 1997, Maasai were essentially a minority is
Kajiado and Narok, where non-Maasai now hold sway, populating all choice parts, and running
virtually all the business in the Maasai districts. The fate of the pastoralist's worried of threat from
loss of land, loss of power has been absorption as peripherals into national life.

Insecurity in the pastoral areas

In the eighties and nineties, any semblance of political unity of the pastoralist's vanished in the face
of the triumphant cultivator controlled state. Pastoralist’s became engaged in bitter wars among
themselves, pitting clan against clan, and tribe against tribe, in battles that result in large loss of life
and property. The Kenyan state seems indifferent or merely incapable of doing anything in the face
of continued inter pastoral armed conflicts. In the sixties, pastoralist's struggled to realise political
dreams, in the seventies they struggled to survive prolonged famine and donor assisted
development programmes based on paradigms that relegated them to mere observers of their fate.
Security has become the prime pastoral concern for the nineties.

Pastoralist's are engaged in a three pronged struggle for survival: the bitter localised conflict over
resources between poor pastoralist groups, the wider equally complex national level conflict with
state authorities, a voracious local elite, and expanding populations of peasant cultivators, and the
struggle for meaningful development cognisant and respectful of social and ecological realities of
arid areas. All the three related conflicts makes the life of pastoralists a bitter and often no-win
battle, in which the main focus so far has been the debilitating and fierce struggle between pastoral

groups.

Instead of receding under the impact of Kenya’s growing modern economy, the problem of large
group conflicts pitting entire pastoral tribes scattered over several hundreds of square kilometres,
with all the internal trappings of enraged sub-nationalism’s, involving the use of selected
propaganda, automatic weapons and hundreds of heavily armed co-ordinated warriors in single
battles, is increasing. More areas, more tribes and clans are locked in heated hatred and bitter battle
that has all the appearances of ‘total war’ between them. This seemingly incessant and
uncontrollable armed conflict has rendered vast areas of the pastoral territory no-go ‘bandit areas.’

Tt was fashionable to consider armed conflicts were a characteristic of the remote arid and mainly
Somali-type ethnic areas which went through the destabilising secessionist war. In December 1996,
more than 600 armed warriors rustled over ten thousand head of cattle and killed more than fifty
persons in north Samburu in single incident. In the ensuring series of battles involving all sections of
Kenyans armed forces, the Samburu District Commissioner was killed when his aircraft was shot
out of the air by local “bandits’. Battles of similar ferocity occur regularly in between the Turkana,
Pokot and Samburu, as they have between Boran, Orma, Somali and Somali, Gabra, Rendille.
These massacres have greatly extended the publicly acknowledged ‘no go arid area,” so that more
than half of Kenya is now ‘bandit land’.

The spread of insecurity to non-pastoral areas
On the November 12, 1996, eight armed gangsters fired shots in north east Laikipia in the town of
Doldol. For twenty minutes the bandits looted the shops at will, having scared away residents..
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According to a nominated Member of parliament from the area, and a former Minister of State,
parts of Laikipia district were ‘degenerating into a bandit area with cattle rustlers gunning down
helpless villagers.” In the same vein the Minister for Foreign Affairs and International Co-operation,
who is the Member of Parliament for Mwingi, speaks out repeatedly against banditry in Mwingi,
which he claims wrongly is perpetuated by Somalis from Somalia.

The national circulation “Daily Nation” raised alarm over the exodus of essential staff, among them
teachers and doctors from Malindi, in an editorial piece on October 19, 1996, titled ‘End the
insecurity in frontier areas,’

... School children in this part of the country will not go through the syllabi and yet they
have to compete with their counterparts elsewhere. How about the sick? They will continue
to suffer. We are confident that it is not only us that feel that security in Kenya must be
paramount and that the Government must invest a lot more in it.”

The semi-arid agricultural areas of Mwingi, Malindi, Meru and Laikipia are in 1997 experiencing
the “bandit problems’ of machine gun-armed bands of traditional peoples. As the residents of these
areas arm themselves to defend themselves against invasion, (in the so-called ‘domino’ effect) the
“frontier phenomenon” of banditry has crept relentlessly to within less than 100 or so kilometres
from the major central cities of Nairobi, Mombasa and Nakuru. In virtually all the ‘remote areas’
the authorities have continuously threatened harsh security measures to wipe out the banditry,
pouring in all manner of armed forces. In response, bandits appear to become more violent,
acquiring heavier more sophisticated weapons, and updating their warfare skills.

Among the most crucial questions is: why is it that this conflict, with apparently no political
leadership, no political agenda like secession, regionalism, federalism, or taking over the state, or
even just weakening and breaking up the state, cannot be contained by well armed and trained
national security forces? What explains the ability to perpetuate itself, to expand and to involve
whole communities in its acquiescence despite their unlimited suffering and loss?

Why the insecurity of pastoral areas?

According to Panos Institute, (1990, Greenwar, Environment and War, pg. 7), “For decades now,
civil war has raged across Sudan, Ethiopia, Somalia; violence has raged in Mauritania, Senegal,
Mali, Niger...The use of firearms (in the Sahel) is escalating, and the violence is spilling into the
wider community as certain lands became no-go areas where law enforcement has all but broken
down.”

There are two differing explanations for the prevalent insecurity in pastoral areas of Africa.
Suggestions of solutions to the problems, and the methods of solving the insecurity depend on the
which explanations is taken to hold true.

A major myth that has gained international following is that nomadic communities are traditionally
warlike and aggressive. Some extreme anthropologists who have studied the role of stock rustling,
territorial expansion, ritualised and actual war in pastoral community claim that it is through the war
with neighbours that certain clans gain their identity and sense of being. An easily observable
characteristic of pastoralist people is the way they casually but proudly carry offensive weapons
around. It is easy to assume that the unusual cultural phenomena that concern external experts -
pastoral warrior clans systems, age grade systems, pride of war, traditional raiding, - are the main
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reason for the slow burn wars, banditry, and breakdown of state law and order and have been
characteristic of Africa’s arid areas. If this is the case, then the only way to solve the insecurity
problem is to thoroughly change the ‘pastoralist cultures, discarding traditional ways.

Another view sees the insecurity to be but a symptom of underlying deeper problems, that need to
be solved if the insecurity is to go away. PANOS decries the popular image of the Sahel “as
permanently riven by strife and racked by hunger”, because, the agency argues, “the root causes of
this tapestry of violence are poorly understood.” Dabar Maalim, in his contribution, “Insecurity and
underdevelopment in north east Kenya” to the Symposium for the Sustainable Development of
North Eastern Kenya (held in 1994), laments that “Insecurity has became the greatest hindrance to
development in northern Kenya. Loss of life, loss of property, fear and general stress caused by
insecurity have became the unfortunate characteristics of the region.” According to Dabar, the
roots of the strife are deep: “Insecurity in northern Kenya is but an underlying symptom of a deeper
malaise: historical, economic and sociological realities are perpetuating the bloodshed in the
pastoral areas of northern Kenya.”

What are these ‘deeper malaise,’ these root causes? They may be seen to revolve around problems
of group competition in an environment of changing but undefined tenure arrangements, growing
scarcity of resources, increasing absolute poverty with little alternative employment outside
traditional pastoralism which is itself under pressure of hostile and misguided development
paradigms. We shall try and expose these interrelated issues one by one.

C. Problems, conflicts of resource tenure
“Although the individual situations of Kenyan pastoralist’s vary widely based on their
particular pastoral adaptations, physical environments, and social histories, Kenyan
pastoralist’s do share key problems and processes that affect their mobile livestock
economies.”
(Eliot Fratkin, 1994, Working paper no. 1994-03, Pennsylvania State University.)

Due to the ubiquitous role of rangeland resources in the lifestyles of the people of the pastoral
areas, most conflict have bearing on the resource utilisation and tenure practises. Pastoralist’s
depend on their livestock to exploit the ephemeral produce of their dry land. Water points remain
the critical nodes of influencing utilisation of far flung grazing resources.

The group, not the individual, is the basis for social resource control in traditional pastoral societies.
Society was governed by communal organisation in the form of the tribe, the clan, the ethnic group.
Resources are owned communally and a regime of common property exists. “The use of these
resources has been governed by elders who enforce communal laws”, (Prof. D. Obara, in “Land
Tenure in pastoral areas of Kenya, KPF Topic Meet, September, 1994). An individual identified
himself totally as a member of an ethnic group, such that the name of his clan makes more sense
than an individual’s name: his role, protection, friends and enemies are to a large determined his
clan. Wells, dams, administrative divisions are seen to be the property of the clan. The clan protects
livestock wealth, and re-distributive mechanisms provide some insurance against loss.

Competition for the exploitation of natural resources is thus a group issue. Alliances and agreed
leadership systems to the clan level guide internal competition within local grazing groups. Major
conflicts happen between large groups that identify themselves in the ethnic patterns of language,
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blood, and which claim or contest assumed rights of occupancy to grazing land over which there is
no agreement over occupancy or use, or for which no alliance exists.

Clans make a military type treaty alliances that unite several clans or even tribes who speak different
languages. The Boran-Digodia alliance of 1989 held until early 1997, binding together more than
half a million people across the Kenya, Somalia and Ethiopia border. The astonishing spread of
information in the pastoral areas, ensures that such alliances are observed diligently despite their
ephemeral nature. Competition for grazing, and more critically for watering for livestock especially
in the limiting dry period is entered in by all the alliances. These competitions often turn into
conflicts, which have the potential of involving all members of rival alliances.

The Kenya Livestock Development Project (KLDP): problems of shifting
development paradigms

a) the KLDP

The state structures imposed by colonialism have been at war with the traditional structures in all
parts of East Affica since they formed by the pioneering British invaders. In the wetter areas where
the colonialists aimed to establish a vibrant European settler colony and gain quick economic
returns, the traditional African customary way were quickly replaced with an English common law
superstructure. The similarity of the climate of these East African highland areas with the downs of
England made the changes in land use and control patterns reasonably feasible. In the arid pastoral
areas, where proud traditions existed side by side with an unreliable harsh and hot climate, the
English settler kept away and the colonial administrator preferred a system of indirect rules that led
to a pragmatic mix of customary law, traditional authority and the secular English common law
based state regulations.

After Kenya and Somalia formally agreed in 1968 to end the secessionist ‘Shifta’ war, the Kenya
Government promoted economic development of pastoral areas in order to enhance their
integration with the rest of the country’. The ambitious donor funded Kenya Livestock
Development Project (KLDP) was born. KLDP inaugurated the ‘national stratified beef industry’
model, where the vast northern lands would produce immature stock to be fattened in the better
watered southern range-land.

Laikipia, Machakos and the Coast became the site for company and co-operative ranches, that
awaited the supply of immature stock for fattening. Kajiado and Narok were organised as Group
ranches that would give Maasai title to land to use as collateral against loans from the Agricultural
Finance Corporation (AFC) to buy the immature stock. The Kenya Meat Commission (KMC), in
Machakos was the final destination for the product, where carcasses would be processed for sale
internally and for export markets. Parliament gave the KMC monopoly status in its meat processing
and marketing activities.

Northern range-lands were to be demarcated as ranches called ‘Grazing Blocks’, to be managed by
selected elders, who would supervise the change in production strategies to market the immature
stock. No titles were however issued, thus avoiding completely the adjudication difficulties given
Kenya’s rigid land laws and the complications of the total nomadism of region. In any case, KLDP
did not envision the need for collateral in what was to be but a rear supply area. Livestock water
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was provided through development of bore-holes and dams, to expand the potential grazing lands
by a further twenty five percent. Eventual ownership of these Government financed water-points
and the grazing they threw up was not clearly thought through. The Livestock Marketing Division
(LMD) was strengthened to purchase the immature stock, and the articulated ‘hippo’ trucks were
acquired for the division, which was given prominent status in arid lands livestock marketing. The
legacy of subordination of local marketing mechanisms to unsustainable Government departments
was created.

KLDP’s poor overall performance led to its eventual abandonment by its financiers. The company
and other ranches in Rift Valley and Machakos were bought out and subdivided and used for
unreliable and unviable attempts at subsistence maize farming by other land hungry Kenyans. The
immature stock from the north were not fourth coming in the numbers envisaged, as northern
pastoralist's abandoned the grazing block system, defied imposed committees, and their restrictions,
but took full advantage of the physical facilities granted by the project. A regime of Government
offered public facilities with no responsibilities for privileges ensured. It could be expected that the
inevitable price would come later. The undefined access rights to the new bore-holes led to
massive infiltration of pastoralist's into the developed areas. Immigrants pastoralist's ignored all
traditional strictures on water use and access control regimes. The resulting free-for-all led to
unhealthy competition, pitting large pastoralist groups against each other.

In the group ranch areas the group ranch model became just the forerunner for massive ranch
subdivisions into nonviable ‘ranchlets’ accompanied by land sales to people with cultivator ethos.
Group ranch loans from the AFC were not repaid, and ranches were quickly subdivided into small
pieces of land and auctioned off, leading effectively to a retreat of pastoralism and ranching, and the
massive in-migration of neighbouring agricultural communities into former livestock land.

b) problems of shifting development paradigms

A major aim of government development planning was the perceived need to settle the nomads and
bring them under closer control. A second goal was to increase the contribution of pastoral areas to
the national economy as producer of subsidised beef for the urban markets. The basic motivation in
the KLDP was a felt need by the administration, based on their perception. Such motivation was
typical of all such developments in the pastoral areas throughout Africa. Throughout the seventies,
developmental theorists and learned scientific circles were awash with the gloomy prospects linked
to overgrazing, desertification and the need to prevent grazing peoples from destroying the land
that they occupied. The bias against subsistence livestock producers generally, and nomadic people

especially, were palpable.

“Governments from Senegal to Mongolia think that settled people are somehow more
civilised, or at least operate with the ideology that their welfare missions as modernising
states require the efficient delivery of services at fixed points in the national territory. From
all quarters the pressure to settle is great.”

(Philip Carl Salzman and Edward Sadala, 1980, “When Nomads Settle” New York:
Praeger Special Studies.) '

The dominant ideas about developing rangelands came from the recently constituted American
science of range management. The domination of America in the World Bank and the FAO led to
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the belief that the Western ranch concept was the organisational model for development in
drylands.

“Throughout the 1960’s and the 1970’s there was a blueprint for African range and
livestock development projects: “the ranching model.” (Behnke, R. and Carol Kerven,
November, 1994, ODI Natural perspectives.)

Soon scientists starting pointing to the shortcomings of the model in its implementation in Africa.
Range ecologists subsequently came to advocate that the best managers for pastoral land were the
pastoralist’s themselves, with their nomadic movements, diverse animal species mixes, and locally
respected common property ownership arrangements.

“Conventional range management in dry Africa has been highly interventionist. It has
generated much bureaucracy but little effective action. In the past project managed land
tenure reforms attempted to limit herd growth by confining herds to restricted areas.
Opportunistic strategies of range exploitation stand this reasoning on its head. Because of
erratic distribution of rainfall, forage shortfalls are erratic. Herd mobility and nonexclusive
tenure arrangements that permit mobility are a cost effective way for animals to walk away
from temporary local imbalances in feed supply”.

(Behnke, RH and L. Scoones, 1992, Rethinking Range Ecology: Implications for
Rangeland Management in Africa”, Environment Working Paper No. 53, World
Bank Sector Policy And Research.)

B) LEADERSHIP - TRADITIONAL, SECULAR?

Although it is now realised that traditional patterns of common property resource utilisation were
the best option for the African rangelands, the solution is not as simple as letting things revert to the
“communities.” Complicating factors have set in among local African themselves over the time.
Secular education and the demands of the modern state have led to the emergence of new patterns
of leadership that are in conflict with the tribal and clan systems. Tribes and clans are using the
shortcomings of the modern state’s approach to pastoralist production to launch attacks on other
clans. Old scores are today settled using the ‘educated sons’ of the tribe. A semblance of internal
harmony to keep the stratifying tribe together, is maintained by the need to have everybody united
for defence or aggression.

The group ranches of Masailand undermined traditional leadership, with the emergence of new
leadership that grabbed control of the resources of the land. The traditional leadership and the new
state-dependent leadership system, each with its ideology and pattern are now in competition. The
tensions between the two systems exacerbates existing situations.

¢) land use competition: wildlife
Wild species have been decimated the world over by cultivators and urban populations. Except in

zoos or zoo-like pockets, wildlife has ceased to exist. Leading to the international interest in the
abundant wildlife roaming the pastoral lands; the African rangeland is seen as a last frontier in bid to
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conserve flora and fauna in pristine conditions. East African states, have been happy to oblige with
the creation of large expanses of ‘parks and reserves’ dedicated to animals.

Money is at the centre stage of the conflict. Tourism is the single largest earner of foreign exchange
for Kenya. Wildlife is to several Affican countries, what the Eiffel Tower, the Rivierra, and the
Egyptian pyramids are to their host countries: a world class unique attraction, photogenic, easily
romanticised into packaged tour. But most wild animals do not live in the parks and reserves, they
co-exist with tolerant pastoral communities. But governments has until recently relied on draconian
legal system to ensure the protection of wildlife.

Wildlife conservation in Kenya has become an emotive issue in Kenya. The Maasai frequently clash
with the government over the control and management of Maasai Mara and Amboseli reserves.
Garissa county council has gone to the courts over the KWS sponsored relocation of Hirola
antelope. Minimal amounts of money earned from tourism is ploughed back into pastoral areas.
While pastoralist’s bear costs of coexistence with wild animals, they derive little or only negative
benefits from the tourist industry. Lands is alienated for reserves and parks. Pastoralist’s who kill
any animal for whatever reason, even given the increasingly widespread famine-induced deaths,
risks being hauled into jail. Whenever pastoralist’s are killed by wild animals, “compensation” takes
more than three years, due to the reluctant bureaucracy involved. Incidents sparked off by game
rangers easily spill over into generalised tribal warfare. In 1996, game scouts shot demonstrators in
Isiolo town, leading to outcries that they had taken sides in the inter-pastoralist struggle, and the
escalation of existing warfare.

D) MAASAI FRUSTRATION WITH THE LEGAL PROCESS

Maasai group ranches originally conceived as a buffer against land alienation have ironically proved
an easy entry point for wealthy people to get into Maasai-land. It has been argued by Dr. Mukhisa
Kituyi that the title deed only enabled the owner to sell his land, as it did not confer any new access
rights, while actually curtailing traditional nomadic rights. The group ranches failed to be self
sufficient in grazing resources from the start, were quickly subdivided, and sold off to land
speculators and neighbours bent on cultivation, especially the populous Kikuyu. Maasai have little
to show for the money they received from the land sales. Maasai have not been able to establish
themselves as an urban or business community, and are now facing the prospect of attempting
pastoralism within confined spaces remaining in their control. As the title of the book by a Dutch
scholar states: the Maasai have been “Selling wealth to buy poverty.”

“ Masai reluctantly agreed to the group ranch adjudication affirming that formal and legal
tenure of communal resources was the best protection against individuation and increasing
migration of farmers onto Masai lands. The droughts of 1968 and 1971 showed the fragility
of group ranch boundaries as different Maasai herded their animals in land occupied by kin
or stock associates. By the 1980°s however, individuals gained control of better watered
regions, particularly of the Mau escarpment in Narok district which increasingly was
transformed into a commercial wheat farms.”

(Holland, K. 1987, Land, Livestock, and people: New demographic considerations
for Kajiado Maasai. Discussion paper no. 5, East African Pastoral Systems Project,
Anthropology, McGill University.
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