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Abstract

Discussion on the future of pastoral popu‘lati.ons in East ,
Africa has been subject'to» swvings of opinion due to drought and
lpoliti.cal presgsure, For the Maasai, images of "the noble savage"®
and ‘"disaster”™ have glyen currency to radicallfy different
prescriptions for their future. This thesist focuses that
discussion in terms of t_he hard evidence ;:oncetning a variety of

/
changes in Maasai pastoralism. . -

T%ere are a number of ext‘erf\al pressures on the\masai'to
move more  tovards commercialization. Hoﬁe:Jer, at the core of the
thesisu'are the internal demographic pressures of land, livesiock
and people. VDémog:aph‘ic analysis demonstra‘t\es that there are too |
many animals and. gople on the rangelands either to Su_staif\ a
sound environment 'or provide subsistence for the Existing
population. This thelsis examines these~ problems and they
calculated alternatives and possibilities open to the Maasai as

wvell as data which will become increasingly important as the

Maasai move to determine their own future.
hY
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Les courrants d'opinion concernant le future d'eg Populations
de pasteurs nomztndes de 1'Afrique de 1'Est ont varié Sefon‘» un
cycle conjoncturel ou l1'importance de la séchergsse alterne avec
les impératifs de la raison d'éetat. Pour les Maasai, le cliché
du "noble sauvage™ et celui de "victime" de la fanfine en Afrique,
ofit donné lieu & des recommandations divergeantes concernant leur
avenir. La question du futur du pastoralisn;e africain est 'ici
abordé a Ppattir d'études tasées sur un certain nombre de
changements intervenus chez les qpasteurs Ma_asai.

Des facteurs externes poussent inexorablefnent leé Maase;i vefs
un type de pastoralisme subordqnné aux rapports mar'chands'.
;:ependant, le présem’. Mémqire aborde la situar:ion 4 partir des
facteurs démographiques, accroissement de la popula.tion h@aine
et celle des troupeaux, qui ont un effet négatif sur les
piturages. Un; analyse démographique démontre qu'il y a sur
exloitation. des pAturages qui ne peuvent plu; assurer les besoins
de subsistente des pasteurs et de 1eﬁrs troupeaux., Cette thése
considére ces problémes et les solutions calculées ainsi que les
possibilités qu‘? sont ouvertes aux Maasai, de m&me que certaines

données dont 1'importance s'accrofitra & mesure gque les Maasai

/' !0 1]
avancent en vue de déte:mme; leur avenir.
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PASTORALISM ON THE HORNS OF A DILEMMA:

[
-~ ™

IS THERE A VIABLE FUTURE FOR .THE MAASAI?

They do not want to be forced to accept changes that
would destroy their 1life-style, but they are not
unthinking conservatives. They do not want to be
treated as ‘museum specimens to be preserved for display,
but they wish to be respected people who can plan and
make their own choices., They oppose the project in so
far as it 'shows them no respect, forces them to accept
what they have had no chance of considering and forces
them to give up;features of their life which they regard
as vital" (Salisbury writing about the Cree, 1972:8).

The fundamental problem -of education with pastoral
people, judging from the experience of my own Maasai, is
changing their attitude by creating something they
believe in. Most pastoral people are not looking for a
handout; such an attitude is repulsive to them. What
- they want is something they can really paricipate in as
their own, right from the beginning ... it's the whole
attitude, the whole approach toward pastoral people
' that's wrong. People begin by assuming these people
will never change. And so they bring in things,
sometimes. consciously, sometimes unconsciously, that
completely antagonize the people and stop them helping
themselves (Mpaayei quoted in Galaty 1981b:195).
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CHAPTER ONE - THE PASTORALIST MAASAI SITUATION

1. Introduction
O

Thousands of pastoralists in East Affica find themselves on
the horns of a dilemma. One option open to them (which in itself
is almost illusory because over the years it has diminished as a
true option) is to continue to hold on to their traditional way
of life making no changes, but then to see large lumbers of their
kinsmen gradually squeezed entirély out of a pastoral existénce.
This would occur as a result of a number of factors beyond the
pastoralists' control, not the least of which is the continual

s ¥
loss of their good grazing 1lands. Another option is for
BN

pastoralists consciously to adapt their traditional way of iifg

to the changed circumstances, demands, and_gréssures of their new
nation states and attempt to find their own way into the future,
by the use of what may be called ;hew adaptiQe strategies”, This
,thesis is ah attempt to use an anthropological analysis of what
might be some of. these new adaptive strategiés "for one pastoral

group, the Maasai of southern Kenya.

- - Y

The Maasai of East Africa are probably one of the best known

v groups of the whole continent of Africa. Numerous documentary

films, glossy picture books and National Geographic articles have
popularised these people and their nomadic way of life. Various
images of spear-carrying warriors who hunt lion and buffalo have

served to "romanticize" the Maasai way 'of life in the minds of

~
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many people. In reality, their life is harsh, demanding, and is
becoming increasingly more difficult as a result of various
pressures and.imposed constraints.

The Maasai .are a people who pursue tragshumant pastoralism
which means that they must attempt to find dry season pasturage
for their animals. There are 241,395 Maasai in Kenya (Kenya
1981) and appproximately 90,000 Maasai in Tanzania. Their social
and economic life céntres around cattle, sheep and goats which
together form the basis of their subsistence. Historians have
demonstrated past reliance on a grain trade (Bernsten 1976;
Waller 1985j. Their diet was traditionally milk, meat and _blood,

but .in fact agricultural produce frequently supplements their

‘current diet especially durin§ the dry seasons and in time of

drought. However, cattle mean far more to the Maasai than merely

" food and economic security. The entire social system is geared

to herding and to the demands of a transhumant mode of
subsistence.
. )
" In an ecological perspective Maasai society is designed
to strike a viable balance between man, 1livestock and
the physical environment - water and pastures (Arhem
1985b: 12).

The Maasai see themselves as being "people of cattle" and
this is important to any understanding of the "meaning" which
thef attach to their economy, their culture, and their very
lives. The Maasai will only be able to see themselves s people
of cattle as long as there are cattle and the resources available
to support them. Maasai réfers, then, to that self evident body

of persons who bear the name, and who are coterminous
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with the membership of a set of subtribes or sections
(iloshon) each with its own territorial association ....
The core image Maasai hold with respect to themselvés is
that of iltung'ana 1loo ngishu (people of cattle) or
entalapu (those who are under cattle; or those who'are
sucEIes)"(Galaty 1977:4). - -

¢

One of the pressures impinging upon the Maasai life-style is
the gradual and continuing diminution of‘ their land-base both
absolutely and in per capita terms. If fhere is insufficient
land for the M?asai herds, then some Maasai may have to leave
pastoralism. Butt even if,there is sufficient land many may
still wish to go. ThoseQdevelopment plannegs who use the
ecological arguments to speed up the pace of the changes
affecting the Maasai do so perhaps wfthout fully appreciating
that ecological arguments are.'only part of the total argument
about change and development involQing the Maasai. There is a
difference between the ecclogical constraints and the economic
constraints, thoggh the two are closely related. People "adapt",
they do not passively "conform" to the constraints. Even if the
ecological situation could be finely balanced (resources,
population projections and range preservation) we would still
have tg face tfhe question _of the possibilities, the
desirabilities, and the probabilities of changes affecting the

8

lives of some or many Maasai, and how they adapt their lives to

the ecology. -

The challenges facing the Maasai centre particularly on such

questions as: Can the Maasai hold on to their traditional way of

life in the face of the tremendous pressures being brought to ’

bear upon it? What would be necessary to ensure the viability of

-
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this-way- of life for all those who want it -to réemain viable?
What are the alterhatives open to the Maasai who do not wish to
continue in the pastoralist way of life? Is this transition to
be habhazard or planned for and directed? Who is to do the
actual directing: the Maasai,’ large or small International
Agencies and missions, or the Government? How are the
pastoralists to prepare themselves to move out of pastoralism
and/or to rely less on livestock and more on other sources of
ineome and food? Do existing data or facts support or invalidate
the»viability of the Maasai pastoralists' way of 1life? A moral
stance of indignation and an insistence that it should be allowed
to survive is not sufficient. We need to know if it is possible
for it to survive and to know the conditions that will enabie it
to be viable. What amount of lgnd will support what numbers of

people, what is the real livestock capacity of the existing land,

what are the ways open to the Maasai of holding land tenure

presently and in the future, etc? These are some of the points
relevant to this issue of viability which are addressed in this
thesis through an examination of the Maasai pastoral way of life

and of questions bf continuity and change among the Maasai.

The ~subsistence transhumant pastoralism practised by the
Maasai ié‘an extensive system of lana use and is under pressure
because of population inqrease, land 1limitation and 1land loés,
and various ‘production constraints. Calculations indicate that
annual and seasonal livestéck capacity has already been exceeded.
I shall demonstrate thgs in a later chapter' comparing the

Government projections and the actual figures recorded in the

kd
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197978ationa1 Census (Kenya 19B1). Tﬁbrefqre, changes are taking
place now which perhaps had not occurred before because of lack
of 'pressure. These -changes were historically slow to begin
possibly because of Maasai reluctance and’the lack of government
encouzageﬁent, but now there |is evidence that they are
acceler‘f&ng in such domainsg as: J .

a) education, = -
" b) wage employment, '

c) commercial beef production,

d) diversified production and consumption in agriculture,

e) thé use of shops and purchased commodities,

f) the development of small-scale indust;ies. ‘
.- o~ . . .

- . |
" The Maasai are ﬁeitheg living as th;y‘ did before the
seventeenth century, nor have they lost mapy essential elements
of tﬁeir culture. }hef havé actepted - over‘;en:uries of limited

contact wiéh‘ non+Maasai —‘tqgls,' methqps " of tiavél, heélth'z
services, éduéation, wage emplo&ment, diet | and other features‘of
European or A}rican life. Though they have bgen able to
incorporate these elements into their ownxdistinctive life-style,

)

admittedl§ they have done so_  guardedly and with- some
reservations. This has ‘beéh the Maasai approach to project

FE .

planning and innovations in general.

We propose to approach these issues by looking at the
pastoraljist way of life in its own terms and at how "development”
has affected it for particular groups, particularly the ﬁaasqi of.

Kajiado"Diétrict in Kenya. If indeed the pastoralist way of life
3, ’ -
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is viable, and. its meaning can be preserved for the Maasai, then
we can start to say what the "costs of ‘preserving meaning" for

one ethnic group are for the nation of Kenya (or Tanzania) as a

.

-

whole,

k)
+

Assumingjthat there is iustifiéation for the preservaé&qn and
coqginuénce of the pastoralist way of life and for the cultural
and moral survival of sgpecific groups, such as the Maasai, at
least as a valid option for those who may wish ;; make the choice
in the future, f would like to look at the context within which
this way of life is beina threatened or is adapting ,itself. I
would also like to look at the factors ¢f production and
reproduction withiﬁ that way of life. We s?all look at some. of
the new adaptive strategies“which are being employed by sohe
Maasai to safegquard pastoralism as a way of life, and we shall

consider other "adaptive strategies" which they might adopt.
/o ,

This thesis is based on the belief that it should be possible L
to enhﬁnce _thz standard of 1living or‘cdnditions of liée of the
Maasai pastcralisés living in their own areas. If there are more
productive uses of the land, then- the Maasai should be given the
means to achieve this. . It may well be that traditional Maasai
pastoralism will event;;lly be on; of the residual options open
for those who may wish to choose it. However, the point is that
the Maasai who may wish to make this' choice should be able to
make it freely and there has to be something left for them to,

\ : \

choose or to opt‘for - namely, adequate resources to sustain a

number of people and animals. This option is fast becoming’less

;- DY
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of a feasible possibility because of the population growth of the

Maasai themselves -and fhe isncursions of non-Maasai onto their

¢

land with the subsequent loss of grazing resources and access to

To assess the sustainability or the viability of the social

water.

and economic 1life of the Maasai, this thesis wiil examine the
avgilable information on livestock offtake rates, the annual and
seasonal livestock capacities, the Maasai population; and the
size and composition of the herds of the Maasai living in the
Diétrict of Kajiado, Kenya. The thesis relies heavily on
» published material (especially that of 'Davidl Campbell);
Government publ%ca%ions, includiné_ the 1979 National Census
figures (Kenya 19813; as well as on personal observations made
over a number of years living and working among the Maasai. -One
of the realizations which has emerged from these readings an&
observations is that 1little research has been undertaken to
' analyze the economic and political importance of the numbe;s gf
educated Maasai and those/who have leftAfor wage employment in
the urban areas, the amouéts of money going back into Maasailand,
and how this money is being spent by Maasai living 1in the range
areas, etc. -The non-availability of this data will be reflected
to some extent in the thesis. We dd have some information on
household expenditure for the Maasai %}ging inysome Group Ranches
in Kenya '(Metson 19?4: Meadowg ana White 1981b). Thiq“
information, however, need$ to be examined carefully, e.g. the
expenditure of those Maasai 'living on the Kaputiei Group Ranches’

I "
could well be affected by the fact that Kaputiei has more hoteli

7
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(small cafe type bUSinesées) set-up "within that particular Group
Ranch than others. The presence of these small bﬁsinesses is,
however, not basic to the concept of the Group Ranch.

&

In posing our question about "the Maasai way of 1life", we

deliberately do

priority to the
benefits to all Kenyans, an

not first adopt the approach of those who give
‘ nal development of Kenya and the national
see the Maasai only as a source
of increased beef ptoduc?ién. We take the position of
considgring the pastoralists first. We seek data on the benefits
and costs of the pastoralist way of {ife to see if it is a viable:
way of life for _those_who wish to opE for it, Only then can we
say what the costs are to them of being producers for the
national economy and so compare these costs with national
benefits. The secohdary question is the extdnt to which,Maas;i
can serve the nation. It is true that the Maasai _are the major
beef broducers in the country, and so measures that can add to

their capability in this. field, e.g. ihproved é€3ck, better
pricing and marketing systems, etc., should also lead to an

improvement in their own welfare.

Pi

-

A comparison of these benefits should take into account the
meaning -people attach to their own lives - and it should take
into account the cost of sustaining that meaning and those values
either in terms of tﬁe small community itself or in terms of the
;ation at large.- There ﬁay have to.be a certain calculus of pain

(Berger 1976), or a give-and-take on the part of the Maasai-and:

on the part of the Kenya nation! Development projects need to be
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more people-centred and possiH}y a little 1less resource-eentred

if they are to achieve this "meaning": it should  be _less °

"livestock development"” and more “Maasai development". As one
anthropologist wdrking for the United étates Agency for
International Development 1lamented: "Cattle rather than people
are treated as the target populations"”(Hoben 1979:25). We shall
re&qrn to this aspect of development pfbjects in Chapter 2. Even
during the colonial period, great efforts were made to protéct
the settler irdustries by inhibiting the improvement of Maasai
production and‘ when increased Maasai markéting was reguired it
was achieved throughaéiréct extraction rather than through any
form of “"Maasai development".

. L]

Thié thesis accepts’ the fact that the_Maasai are not living
in total isolation and affirms that there is no point in
attempting to construct "a wall" around them to brotgct them ftog
influences which will expose them to change, etc. It is not easy
to accept the type of sentimenss expressed by such commgnts as’
neducation is an invasion ‘that will poison théir minds And
destroy their culture”, nor is it‘easy to accept va%ué—statemgnts
such ag "out-migration will undércut gheir fami;yklife and value
system.“ The poéition taken in this thesis is "neither a unique
nor particularly'original ;taﬁdéoint in éq}hroéology and is based
upon the‘fact that o
(a) there are threatg of one kind or another to pastoralism; o
(p) the Maasai will solve their proBIems by

some form of adaptation;

(c) knowledge is required for the preseqtation .

[4N

;

»
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of the best choices.possible; and that

‘

‘(d) anthropologists can help @he Mazsai

(and the other interested parties) to acquire this knowledge.,

*

4 ' [

A major example of this "anthropological help" that comes to
mind was that given to the Cree nation in northern Quebec. This
Qas an  attempt to describe and support the collectivity of the
Cree as ihey faced massive transformations in their way of life
as a- result of major alterations in éhe way in which land was
being used in northern Quebec.' . Various images were held
éoncefning the Cree Indians of n&rthern Quebec at tﬁeltime.when a
propésed new hy@ro-electri scheme was 'tP alter dramétically
their traditional lands and;their usdge. There were at least two
extreme images abopt this group of people: one‘depicted them as a
band of happy, carefree Indian hunters I;Qing at one with gheir
en;iroﬁment {iith never a care in the world. — Another image
depicted them as al group of obsolete or c&lturally extinct
hangers-on. Neither of these extremeiihhges, of course, depicted

the true picture of the Cree as they really.were,

k]

'

A "predictive model” was -emﬁioyed which involved a
census-setting of the different ways-of-life .practised.by the
Cree, a factoring-out, and a projection of what it would take to

sustain different forms of Cree life, in terms of urban wage"
N : ‘

employment, trapping, fishing, etc., and then a planning of the

available resources to support, as far as possible, the diverse
b

-

images of the future that the Cree could have (Salisbury et al.

1972, 1977). There was also a commitment to the idea that the
. ( -
v, ' ; - ’ ’ .

“s
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Cree themselves would have to discuss those situations where it
did not appear that any réalistic élan might be able to sustain
any of the images -e.g. those ‘situations where _the gnreé;ist;p
‘desi;es or wisheg of the group might nst be sustainable or made

€

‘'viable because of inadequate resources.

s

.A\ ‘This model has not been confinéd to the Cree ‘alone, it has
‘beer and is still being used to assist some Indian groups in
.Latin America, 'the BAborigines of Australia, and the Lapps of
Scandinavia. It looks ihcreasingly like the kind of model that
social scientists everywhere who follow a "bottom-up" model (as
opposed to some form of a "blueprint" or "éop-down" model) will
be employing on a predictive basis for fucture development
progammes and pfojects. The Cree model is based on hard facts
combined with the moral claim of a people to the defence of their
land and culture. It is a question of adm%tting that there-are
some positibe-elements there with ;hich to work - land, people,
data, visions, rights, etc.,- and it is a question téo, of being
prepared to find out what the people themselves want to do with
all those elements. "ﬁaasai development” must be based upon
facts as well as the moral claim of the people to the definition

-

and defence of their.land and culture.

-

There are a number of factors which must be weighed
carefully if any realistic discussion is to take place about the
future for the Maasai.~ Part of the problem has been the
inadequacy of a@ailable information - the data and the Eacts -

regarding certain aspects of the changes ©occuring within
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Maasailand. One example of this was the set of Maasai populatio
predictions which formed the basis for so many development
projects, etc. Once the , 1979 Census figu?es becéme available
(Kenya 1981) these predictions were seen to be well wide of the
mark.
v
The discussion to be presented will examine major resource
needs for retaining pastordl productioﬁ. It will also examine
alternatives to pastoralism. The fact that 30,000 Maasai 1in
‘Kenya already live outside Maasailand indicate that at least
12.5% of the total Maasai population in Kenya; according to the
1979 Census (Kenya 1981), have already found such alternatives,
though we do not have any clear information on what those
alternatives actually are. We.have some information on household
expenditure for Maasai but we need much more information on where
the-Maasai get their money and how they spend it, if effective
development stategies are going 'to be produced for the Maasai
areas. There is too, the need to integrate the demographic
information and knowledge obtained from the latest Census into
future Maasai development perspectives e.g. family sizes, gggg.

o

sizes, the number of live births, deaths, etc. .

"In the second chapter of this thesis, I shall deal with the
inability of some previous major development projects to assist
the Maasai to adapt, change, or become integrated in the wider
social, political, and economic groupings of the emerging
nation-state. The third chapter, taking the Maasai (and the

non-Maasai) of Kajiado District in Kenya as the sample, discusses

-
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the most important factors concerning the 1land and the
demog;a}hic pressures on it, the: 1livestock and the human
populations: First of all, there are issues of human and animal
population growth which include such ele/ments ‘as present and
proiected populations of the Maasai and the non-Maasai,as well as
thxe wild and domestic animal popula(tions to be Erazed in the
Maasai areas; second, there is t;he important question.of the
ayailablé land and water resources, together with the livestock

capacities during the wet and the dry seasons; third, there is

3
the pressure that is arising from various forms of encroachment.

v
«

Ln the fourth chapter, I shall deal with some of the faxtors[
affecting the Maasai and their ability to respond to possible
alternatives to pastoralism: differential access to education
leading to greater employment opportunities withid -and outside
pastoralism, as well as access to .the local and national
political fora; the interesting and, I fear, underestimated
influence of the in.»7 and out-migration of the.Maasai for wa;;e
employment in the’'cities; and the increasing\lﬁy intrusive element
of consumerism, particularly where th’isrinteracts with, .or
impinges upon, the diet of the Maasai family, .

There are commercial alternatives too, ghich are related to
the pastoral herds: there are the possible herd composition

changes which c¢ould 1§ad to beef productionl streams ‘within the

pastoral herds; there are livestock related enterprises such as

dairy produce, hides and skins, leatherwork, etc.; and there is
' —
the whole interesting topic of a symbiotic relationship between

. !
] . / -
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the Maasai pastoralists and the local farmers in some £6rm of
compatibility between agriculture and pastoralism. These factors.
are all important in any discussion about the future of the
Maasai, their cuiture and their way of 1life, and they have to be
taken into account if our model 1is to be transf_er::ed and applied
to a pastoral setting (as opposed to the Cree hunting/fishing

setting).

The fifth chapter attempts to respond to the question:“ Is
there a viable future for the l&aasai_? The tentative answer is
affirmative to the extent to v:hich the Méa'sai will be able to
adapt themselves to the changing situation around them (béth in
Kenya and in Tanzania) and affirmative to the exten:t that we have -
up-to-date informationjand data on what the current situation is
among the Maasai in terms of pressures and changes, etc. The
fact is that we do not have this up~to-date information and data
on the current situation nor do we have a complete picture on the
pressures and changes affecting the Maasai'today. The chapter
suggests cert:.ain areas which LcouLd benefit from further research
where there is ‘an inadequacy of information and data,¢ and makes
some suggestions with regard to increased or‘ changed emphases in
terms of development stategies which could well wei:ghi: thé

balance in, favour of the Maasai and their ability to enter the

twenty-first century.

Inevitablv, when one is attémpting to look at ’th/e issues,
factors, constraints and possibilities within the realm of

'developmgnt; .there will emerge dilemmas, predicaments, paradoxes

-~
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and even apparent inconsistencies. This is part of the “agony"
of making deuvelopment decisions. It " is relatively simg;le to
decide to follow one ideological 1line of thought and development
and thig may seem to make the paradoxes and inconsistencies
disappear at the blue-print level - but at the level of living
and ir;volvement with the wider networks of social, economi¢, and
" political relationships, the dilemmas and paradoxes may still

remain, as do the issues which still need to be addressed.

We have already pointed <:>u§i/~ that a pastoralist production
system does not exist in a vacuum. It is inyolved in a wider
network of relationships with other production systems which are
external to it. It is also embedded in the national and ‘regional
social, economic, and political framework of. interests and
pressures. Thus, there 1is a polit'icai igsue, an igsue of
competitién for the land with the agriculturalists, and there is
the issue of the pastoralists' lack of effective political clout.
There is too, the question of how they actually go ahout
acquiring tﬁ}s effectivity within the nation state: defending -

themselves, or acquiring the ability to defend themselves, in the

face of other politically powerful groups.

II.. Images of the Maaééi
4
There are a number of issues or problems which tend to
aggravate discussions about the development of the Magsai, their

<

cattle and their land. Part of the problem is the wide range of
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visions or images associated with the pastora,l\ists themselves,
their.way of life, and their problems. There are a variety of
images available: there is the image of an impending ecological
‘crisis; there‘ is the image of the independent nomad, or of a
people being forc\ed to change in spite of t;hemselves; and thete
is the image that such incredible encroachment is taking place
that the whole pastoralist system is on the verge of . total

collapse.

* There is another image too‘, often implied within some
anthropological 1literature, which gives thé im.pression that
things are not quite as bad as some people would like to make
out. The impression given is that the pastoralists have survived
for a long time and they have been able to adapt themselwves .;nd
to continue this long in spit'e of predictions to the cbntrhry
made inorg than thirty y;eafs ago. This being the case, there is
no real reason why’ th‘ey will not be able to petsis‘t and survive
for ;nother thirty years - perhaps -there is no real crisis after

all. However, to counter this complacency perhaps one can assert

«tl}at just because the crises were misconceived or misunderstood

Y -

now.

v ~

| in the past, does not necessarily mean that there is no cziéis~

There is also a major differéncg in the attitudes of the -

prst-colonial governments towards the Maasai pastoralists, their
cultures, their rights, and their land. (Arhem <1985a> has
demonstrated that there is still* quite a degree of "prejudice"

towards the Maasai of Tanzania and a degree of what he refers to
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as "internal cdionialism”.) All of these images can be reduced~
to the diéhotomy between th? romantic images WE the Maasai, on
the one hand, and the real situation of the Maasai, on the other
hand. Thg_images need challenging with hard facts.-and data.’

Fortunately, there |is wiﬁhin Anthropology, the tradition of
defending a people's right Fo determine their own future and to
preserve \their way, of 1life and their culture (Aronson 1981,
Goldshmidt 1981a, Marx 1981, Salzman 198la). There is, for
example, the Cultural Survival group based around Harvard
. University which keeps ‘a close watch upon infringements of human )
rights where these are concerned with the cultural identity of
peoples around the world - often this is human survival as well
as cultural survival. This 1is not to say ;haf anthropology
defends a culture merely for the sake of preseréing something
rather quaint and picturesque ( a "cultural 2zoo" mentality) n&r '
does it mean that anthropologists see value in attempting to
force survival on a people tha; may'hqve collectively decided to
discard their .culture and to struggle instead for assimilation
into a 1larger group, Insofar as the people knowingly and
deliberaéel; set out to follow a path of integration in the face
of dwindling resources, this diminution could affect both human
and cultural survival. To a certain degree we %have to
distinguish here between these two - human and cultural survival
- which are ?ot quite the same_thing even thgﬁgh they are closely

related. If there is no human Survival we can hardly speak of

cultural survival. »

/7
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The Maasai have the right to choose their own future as a
collectivity, and they have the right to express, in one form or
4
another, a collective defence of their rights to their homeland
~and their culture.
Everyone has the right to freedom of movement “and
residence within the borders of each State (Universal
Declaration of Human Rights art. 13 No. 1).

All people have the right of self-determination. By
virtue of that 'right they freely determine their
political status and freely pursue their economic,
social and cultural development (International Covenant
on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights, Part I, Article

A I’ NO. I)-
A An assumption has to be m;ZE that the Maasa%{gill' be able
eventually to influence the pétterns of development and change
operating in their territory, and that they will be able to
J ’
choose, in some meaningful way, what their own future will be.
At the moment they appear to have 1little or nd choice other than
to accepé, or unsuccessfully oppose, the decisions made by the
-local authorities (many of whom are themselves Maasai) in viitue
of the powers vested in them by the national governments. Unless
Lhe Maasai can settle among themselves their disparate opinions
and ambitions, and can reconcile their different _interests, and
look to the future development of their lands and their people

]

with some degree of unanimity at the district planning levels, no
Maasai is likely to regardgany developmedt projects in the area Q
as something which has taken‘into accbunt'h;s or her opinions and
wishes. This State of affairs is much the same as existed prior
to and during the "Cree Projéct" in Quebec kSalisbury '1972).
T™his question of,gpeaking with one voice is not going to be very

’

easy for. the Maasai because there is a lack of cohesiveness or

.
P
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homogeneity among the Maagsai themselves - sdme are frore
opportunistic and more commercially oriented than others, and
some are quite prepared to manipulate and schemﬁ\ in order to

succeed, even at the expense of other Maasai. The Maasai-do not

. présent a united Ffront, nor do they speak with one voice =-_not

all the Maasai are "helpless victims". More participatory

democracy needs to be introduced. If this does not.__h’appen éhe‘n
- -

the present situation of polarised ‘epposition to .almost any

project is likely to continue.

L

The future of the Maasai has been seen too often in national

;.-conomic terms, but should be seen more. in cultural terms too,

since the Maasai have this moral right to pursue their system of

pastoraiism including all the moral and 'symbolic comitmenté‘

N

. these entail.

Social development requires the assurance to everyone of
the right to work and the free choice of employment.
Social progress and development require the
participation of all members of society in productive
and socially useful labour and the establishment, in
conformity with human rights and fundamental freedoms
and with the principles of justice and the social
function of property, of fdrms of ownership of land and.
of the means of production which preclude any kind of
exploitation of man, ensure equal rights to property for
all and -create conditions leading to genuine equality
among people (United Nations Declaration on Social
Progress and Developement Part I, Article 6). '

Emphasizing the interdependence of economic and social
development in the wider grocess of growth and change,
as well as the importance<’ of a strategy of integrated
development which takes full account at all stages of
its social aspects (United Nations Declaration on Social
Progress and Development, Preamble).

This vision may not be accepted wholeheartedly by development

»
1

\
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plannem’.‘ nor may it have much immediate impact. Nevertheles's,
it may be beneficially cathartic in the long run insofar as it
may ‘help in surfacing Maasal aspirations.and npeeds.,as well ‘as

exﬁosing national governmental attitudes towards the Maasai .

3

t;hemselv_es . :

%



CHAPTER TWO - DEVELOPMENT PROJECTS AMONG THE MAASAI

I. Introduction

A‘ pastoral \production system involves a human population and
a livestock éopplation; it also involves a biotic environx;zent
which affects, and is affected by, both piopulatj.ons'; ilt also
“involves a social, political ‘and economic framevork which
affects human activity and which is based on .interaction with
other production systéms. Some of the above aspects of pastoral
production systems have consistintly been undsr-statéd ;anq
under-appreciated in the context c;ﬁ development projects drawn
up for. the Maasai pastoralists. Higher productivity will
produce benefits to the Maasai, whether through market or home
consumption, but one major question is the relative :osts of the
inputs — the issue of offtake is another question. Almost all
Maasai would welcome better veterinary services and medicine
which they see as contributing towards higher productivity in

“

‘their herds.

The dynamics of each of the compone;:ts ‘of the pastoral
[.;i':oduqtion system are complex, which mc;ans that the production
systems bésed on their interaction are even more complex. This
is why the appeals for an interdisciplinary approath to
development have, been so important (Dillon 1973). More

recently, the ILCA  Report of 1978 called fof an

interdisciplinary approach arid this call seems to be bearing

\.77
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* . lip=-service is paid to the role of the social sciences, and
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"some fruit and to be more widely accepted.y But it has still not

been put into practice by many develoément groups. Minimally,
anthropology in particular in the whole prockss of prob,em
identification, implementation and evaluation, bl.{t there is a
long way to go yet before there is a truly integrated and
systemic approach to development among pastoralists (Sandforv;l
19.51, 1983; ILCA Report ‘1984). There is a danger that an .
"anthropological approach" alone may overemphasize the isolation
of paétoral systems from the wider societies of which they
usually are a part (Dyson Hudson and Dyson Hudson 1980) but th;s
difficulty has to be met and is probably better dealt with
through an interdisciplinary and holistic appré;ach to
pastoralist development. Some - development teams have been
interdisciplinary, but t‘his is not enougﬁ. There has to be a
sensitivity t‘o the rights of the "target ' populations” and they

too should be involved right from the very beginning 'of the

project.

-~

II. Failure of Livestock Development Projects in General

More than US$650 million have been spent on, various
livestock development projects (LDP) in Tropical Africa du'ring
the past twenty years (ILCA 1980,1984). Unfortunately, the

regults have proved disappo'inting, and this has been due, in

part, to the fact that many projects were designed and

implemented with a very limited understanding of the internal
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dynamic; and the ébjectives of the very prod,ﬁction systems which
they were supposed to improve (Baker 1975, Hoben 1979, ILCA
1980, USAID 1980). The actual plénr;ing and evaluatioh of
pastoral projects has been seriously handicapped oo, by' thé
shortage of relevant factual information on the complex pastoral
systems themselves., . °

"Research on the’  behaviour of liwvestock 'herders in
-Africa is about at the same point where research was on
the economics of crop production some 20 years ago ...

ny assertions and sparse supply of facts"(Eicher and
Baker ,1982 cited in ILCA 1984:3).

In fact, one anthropologist stated that, B

"The picture that emerges (from this review of livestock
development projects) is one of almost unrelieved
failure. Nothing seems to work, -few pastoral peoples'
lives have improved, there is no evidence of increased
production of milk and meat, the land cgntinues to
deteriorate and millions of dollars. have -bBeen spent"
(Goldschmidt ,1980:39).

This secﬁion of the thesis |is intended to indicate briefly
why these projects have not been successful. rather than to. take
"pot-shots" at the development pro:iects among the Maasai and to
discard them as total fail{xres_. All too often, |

development ‘economics has been tied to regional,
national, and international level planning, with the
elements of local economics and social systems being
considered as %o much inert raw material ... to ' be
rearranged and-used for more effective higher level
systemic operations {that is, to praduce beef, or hides,
or foreign exchange for the Nation (Aronson 1984:74).

The cultures of various pastoralist groups were overlooked in
favour of what they could contribute towards the economic needs

and fptute of the nation. A clear distinct;ion should hax}e been

-

‘made between iivestock development projects which emphasize beef

’

-

~
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. production for markéting and those whigh favour dairy production"

or dairy related production. An examination of the documents can

show that thig was not sufficiently stressed or developed. The _
main' reason these ﬁrojects have failed, according to Arhem‘
(1985a), is because they have been imposed without any ;
understanding of bastoralist societies, and imposed "jto achiéx}e
objectives whi?h have little to do with the vobjectives of Vthose ‘
,societies  (cf. the epigram to this thesis). African
decision-makers are as much outsiders in terms of pastoralism as
are western or northern "experts". The _leaciers of tl;e"
governments, in a number of L;ou'nt:i'es - having  nomadic .
,pasto'ralists, come from groups which are not only not pastoral,
but which have historiéally vi’ewed pastorai " people with

ambivalence at best, and often outright hostility (Arhem 1985a),

”

)

» a

ITII. The Problenm o_f Change and Development Planlnling

' in Maasai Pastoralist Society
Liv‘estock. develoéﬁnént projects aﬁong tE\e Niaasai. h;ve hot been
more guccessful‘ t-:han livestock projects elsewhere (Halderman
1972a,. 1972b, 1978; Devres Inc. 1979a, 1979b; Hoben 13979;
Sandford 1981; Goldschmidt 1981b); These projects stem from some
aut-:si.ders' view, vision, or perqeption that "something is wrong" -
or "inadeqpate" or "inefficient™, and _the blueprint is drawn ‘up,

~

presented, and executed as an attempt to ‘remedy this "negative"

v

situation. One of the major and obviocus reasons, why these

)

projects failed is p:eci‘se}y because they did not start from the
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Maasai perceptions of what they have "(their "meaning") and where
they want to go (th°eir "vision"). The Maasai perception of what
they see as being "wrong" or ":i.nadequate" may not be the same as
that of the government or thé development plai{ner.
<, ‘

The failure of a number of LDP has been due to this tension
between the objectives of the pastoralists themselves and those
of the government or developmant agencies inwvolved. These
conflicting objectives are probably best expressed and
exemplified by the diffet'en‘ce between the/ "people—based"” a‘nd the
"resource-based" perspectives (Aronson 1981). Natiaonal economic
objectives and the objectives of the Maasal may not neg:essa:?.ly
be the same. The gc{rernments of both Kenya and Tanzania see the
pastoral resources as national resources to be used and developed
in éccordance with "national perceptions of utility". However,
the Maasai do not share this same perception of their lands as -
part of the national resources which are to be made available to
other people. Naturally, they see their lands as’ belonging to
the Maasai to be used by them for;::heit ‘cattle - in fact,' the
Maasai see all graziné lands (all grass) as belonging tol the
Maasai., They have tried upsuccessfully .to halt the expropriation
of their lands. In Tanzania this h;as (been doub];y difficult
because unfortunately -

(t)he Interim Const'itution of Tanzania does not c¢ontain \

a Bill of Rights, although the subject has been raised

at different stages in the country's constitutional

history (Martin 1974:39). L
This heans that the Maasai, along with other groups .Ln the

country, have no“rights and are unable to appeal - any decision



X
v " 27

made by the Governmglt concerning land tenure or land rights.' It

has also meant that development ‘projects have hbeen applied to the

o Y

Maasai without any social soundness analysis (Aronson 1977,

Bourgeot 198l1). SR

2

The policy making ;;roups. in both Kenya and Tanzania, have
drawn up tHe national economic plans including the Maasai as
commercial beef producers (cf. \ILCA 1984). Livestock development
programmes have been seen as the means. of achieving this end,
- sometimes within a regional economic -perspective (Galaty et al.
1981a). In{ both Kenya and Tanzania, development for the Maasai
has been presented to them in the form of érious Livestock
Development Projects and Programmes (LDP). Numerous planners and
politicians have discussed the Maasai "situation", and many
schemes and projects have been designed as positive responses to
what have been seen as negative situations. An- examination of
their ‘justifications and activities will demonstrate how -they
have become part of the Rroblem, and not the solutions.

~The governments had visions of what should be done to remedy
what was wrong in the livestock sector of the Magsai way of life.
An analysis was made of what needed changing, and then steps were
taken to bring about these changes. It was felt that . 1f the
Maasai were to Dbecome more sedentarized then this would
facilitate a more responsible exercise of Maasai land and
resource control. Thus, sedentarization, in one form or another,
was one of the changes whi}.ch both the Ke/nyén and Tanzanian

governments wished to effect. Development (as a set goal) has

\
P -
5 Y
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been depicted as thg more intense participation by the Maasai in
the nﬁtional economy, and more especially'in the production of
beef for the domestic (urban) and thg international market (cf.
Evangelou 1984). However, I do not think that development for
the Maasai can be viewed in these narrow economic terms, nor do I
think that it can be viéwed only in ecological terms, i.e. land
and water as resources for the pastorali;t econony. Develoément
for the Maasai has to be seen holistically, in other words,
taking into account the iocal, regional, and national economies,

the ecological situation, and,thertotal cultural context of the

Maasai pastoralists themselves,

A realisation of the existence of this framework is crucial to
an understanding of the strengths and weaknesses of @lmost all
development projects, not only pastoralisc ;rojects. The
problems of projects among the pastoralists cannot be divorced
from such issues as price policy, the role of thexparastatals,
the public and private sectors, _land policy, access to and
integratiqn in extern§1 markets, administrative structures, etc.
This is the reality of the fotal development context within which

the pastoralists' future will be decided; if it has not alreédy/

been decided.

-

One exampler of how national policies' emphasis can impinde
upon the lives of the Maasai and enter inlo regional planning is

contained within a statement of . the Arusha Region: Development

Strategies and Priorities for the next 20 years: |

-
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As a consequence egg rapid population increases and
resulting land preBsures, competition for land will
increase and traditional liyestock management will be
modified. More than likely, the nomadic practices will
have to yield to enclosed, 1land intensive range
management and production methods. While such a change
will be difficult, it could be tremendously beneficial
to the -Region and to the primary producers, by reducing _
land conflicts and deterioration and leading to
significantly higher production and incomes (Regional
Commissioner's Office, Arusha, 1981). :

Bearing in mind that this is more of a prediction pertaining
to Tanzania rather than a. definitive policy statement, similar
constraints to these, -or similar, rationalisations about the need
for change/development and  plannéd interventions 1in the
pas;pralis; sector, can easily be found in the Kenyan literature.
For example, in the 1950s, the administration saw land
degradation as being a result of overstocking, and so compulsory
destocking was usually the first step in deyelopment schemes at
that time. Unfortunately, short-term ,efforts in rangeland
management development contributed toa long-term resource
deterioration and culminated in a disastrous famine in the early
1960s because the extension of the surface water facilities plus
the <extensive use -of bore holes etc., had brought about massive
concentrations of cattle in limited areas with all the consequent
problems to the :environment. The district commissioner- for

. . &
Kajiado reported that the earlier stages of erosion created by
overgrazing was worsened over the years by drought seasons.
Wrong types of ‘"water de&elopment“ schemes had preceded the
drought and probably made its effects much worse for the'land,

humans and animals (Prole 1967; Talbot 1972; Sindiga 1984).B

[
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Cost-benefit analysié has often been the yardstick for
development efforts among the Maasai, and development’ has been
measured‘in terms of improved liveweight at sale as a result of
improved veterinary services or more efficient transport, etc.
The.move towards cost efficient commercial beef production amang
the Maasai has not been successful largely because it conflicts
with the interests of the people - their chief concern is

-»

survival in a milk-based subsistence economy (Haldermap 1983;
Hoben 1979). There has been a general inapility to incorporate
effectively the pastoralists into the projects at the planning
and execution levels and this i
constitute(s) a case study in' the basic deficienbies‘
or misconceptions of the ‘'project' approach to
structural economic gnd social <change in . the
developing countries -~ and especially of the attempt

to convert migratory pastoralists into sedentary
livestock producers of beef (Bennett 1984:104).

> s

Allan Hoben (1979) recommended that' the United States Agency

for International Development seriously consider making the well

' being of pastexaiists, and‘the ecologically sound management of
the r;sources on which their present and future well being

depends, the primary project objectives. This had not been the

'casg up to that time. Such a change in emphasis would have meant
that the pastorélists rather than the lives.ock QSB{S\be, the

direct beneficiaries of the prgjects. and this would medn that

the projects would only be identified after an assessment of the

problems faceé by particﬁlar groups .g. by herdeérs without

livestock, or by women. Socio-economic feasibility studies would

focus on understanding pre-project production systems and income
N



, ' {31

strategies, rather than on constraints to beef production and
marketing alone. Future project interventions would be broadened
to include the provision of human services or consumer items
which are locally desired and which groups would support. In the
past, livestock production and land-use management, rather than
. the nutrition, health, security, or income of pastoralists, had
become the project objgttives. In addition, the primary focus of
livesézck projects had invardiably been cattle, rather than sheep
or goats, and beef production, rather than dairy products or
hides. Economic and financial analyses tended to be nazrow’and
centreo on beef production and range management, rather than on
relations of production and improved pricing and maﬁketing in the

pastoral production system.

(

The Institute for Development Anthropology was well aware oE
the above-mentioned deficiencies when, in 1980, it organized 1ts

\
"Workshop on Pastoralism and African Livestock Development":

The priority objective for development’'at this time .
should Dbe the reinforcement of the pastoral
subsistence base, to provide the herding populations
with surer means of sustaining themselves. While
recognizing the claims of the domestic urban
‘populations for 1low cost meat and the needs of the
state to : improve foreign exchange ©positions by
increased exports of livestock and livestock products,
it was argqued that the sequencing of action should
focus first on improvement of subsistence, income, and
quality of life' of herders via ecologically sound
interventions (USAID 1980;19).

Nonetheless, as recently as 1984, some economists were still

pressing for livestock development damong the Maasad¢ pastoralists
’ i

to be geared principally towards a beef-producing market-oriented

economy-prov{ding for the meat needs of the nation:

- - - ——
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unless conditions constraining livestock pfodﬁction
levels in pastoral areas such as Maasailand are
overcome, the required supply of 1live-stock will not be
forthcoming, and projected meat deficits for the nation
will become a reality (Evangelou 1984:13).

There have also been a number of economic predictions based
on incorrect assumptions confusing increased produs&ivity with
the different issue of price-response. Improved prices and the

4
Maasai response to them is not the same as the question about

productivity. - Price response, as one among sev actors, does
gL

ar on increased productivity, which could enhance

A )

not seem to
'ﬁaasai welfare apart from commercialization and could result in
enhanced income for the Maasai. Bué:the{)undetlying assumpt;on
here is that they woulé decide offtake rates on the basié of
motives of economic gain (1). This is not the case in reality.
Maasai pastoralists make decisions about offtake on "the basis of
a great many sociél, cultural, and economic factors, many of
which have no relationship to mpneta?y gain" (Bennett 1984:86).

. * . . )

Some clarification may be necessary here concerning. the
issues regarding price policy and improved land//animal/labour
productivity. The question of piices p#id to producers for the%t
(often unprocessed) products_ is seen as critical bf many
observers for levels of markeging'and/or forms of investment in
rural economies. = The argument SUggéstsl that insofgr as

-parastatals or other means of monopolizing marketing keep priéeg .
reliably 1low, there will be less incgntive ' for peasants (or -
pastoralists) to market more products, thus(encouraging ghortages'

and stimulation of a blackmarket, as has occurred in Tanzania.

i
'
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As producers have less return, they are less able to reinvest in
their own domestic economies-. and'thus rural economies tendgto
stagnate. With higher :prices, there will be more positive

incentives to sell animals and more funds £for improvement of
coﬁgitions of production, ingluding higher quality animals. One /
partial counter argqument ‘is~that peaéants only have finite‘cash
needs, and thus higper prices will only allow them to meep‘those
" needs sooner, by selling fewer animals. It is more tham likely
that both price responsiveness .and non—responsivenésa.occur; the’
latter éstablishing limitsﬁ to marketing based on housvhold
subsigtence and herd reproduction, the former shifts in marketing
within minimum and maximum consttaints (Galaty 1985b).
! .

Productivity, on the other hHand, 1is a theoretical notion
'depicting comparative outbut to input, and can be gqneraliy used
to describé‘ the nature of labour, given the existing lewvel and
type of technology. Essentially, "economic development" implies
sﬁifts of produc;;vity in one of these three .areas, anﬁ entails
- getting more' for less; without shifts in productivity of some
sort, economic change isnmegely an exercise -in futility. wéile
in some economic domains,  impressive improvement in productivity
has proven possible }genetic innovations,.new tools, fertilizer,
etc.), in the R?storal area the cosg of such innovations
(fencing, water development, veterinary care, genetic
improvements, etc.) often préves higher\ than the returns, or the
innovations themselves prove faulty (game destroy ' fences, dams
silt up, borehole pumpg break "down, ubgraded animals die, etc.).

In bﬁq settler community, control of many factors and government

-

—

.
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subsidy ;llowed for the development of a more productive form of
animal husbandry than paétorélisﬁ, but it is ;;t clear that tﬁese‘ ,
cOnditions exist in the rangelands. Many developmént §Ehemes
attempt to introduce technical imprbvements, but many of them
simply produce a context in which marketing of animals will
increase, which is increased productivity if animals sold }s the‘
measure of output. But the critical 1gnovation of most schemes
is altering parametets'bf household/herd movement; by anchbring
families to given "Ranches"”, they will theoretically make more
"productive" use of their resources (at least this is what the
pianners hope will bhappen). Unfortunately, this invariably
result; in lowered productivity for the herd, which undermines_
the transformation at the outset (Galaty 1985b).

Now the issues of animal and labour productivity are somewhat
different from those posed above which pertain. largely to land.
Improved breeds often produce more milk or yield ~more or better
meat, but unless marketed represent poor returns on capital,
especially gince many of them do not thrive and require many more %
inputs. Improving labour productivity is difficu;t unless a
Ranqh is fenced; the most significant change 1is taking manpower .
out of the system through .ed-cation, making the use of more
skilled-labour necessary for the same tasks previously carried
out by the lesser skilled (elders for child labour), and ofgin ‘
for the same gutput'(thus lowered productivity of labour)., This~
. may not matter much until -the point of hiring in.labour occurs,
at which time it is more costly and éerhaps.produces lower

returns - hired herders are often less concerned about the herds

J
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than the chiiﬂren of the herd owner.

There are a puéﬁer of points to be borne in mind in this
discussion about price and productivity. Too much development
emphasis on the sort. of technical inputs which alters
productivity is not sensible, giéen that‘they often fall short
and returns never'matgh investment;.' As often as not investments
‘ aimed at improving prpductivity do no such thiné (aﬁimals die,

fences are knocﬁéd'down, etc.). Another ppint is that increased

productivity does not justify the capital investment, as when a

small increment in milk yields result from quite expensive

bréeging programmes, All too often, technical investments which
might alter ,prodyctivi£y‘tend to be to the benefit of the more
A 'wealthy and educated herders (more "progressive" perhaps?) and
thus dg not alter the conditions of production or standard of
living of ' the average herders, who wmay thus have missed out on

.alterpative fnvestments .of development aid in social services,

weltaif%%htc. - ‘

. The main question here in this "issue of prices and
productivity is not so much that of‘ the desirability of
pipdud&ivity‘itself, but rather that of the costs involved. The
egénomia "jargon" must not Re confused with the desired outcome -
every herder wants more milk, meat, water, meney, for relatively

6-
less input of land, capital and labour.

Perhaps as a result of this confusion of jargon and dJ;ired

outcome, the directions of change taken by the Maasai themselves
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are quite different from those of the large-scale projects funded
by/the international agencies. ' These projects have failed, by
and 1large, and they have little relationship to what iC~ now
happening to the Maasai in both Kenya and Tanzania. They have
made little or no impact on the general attitude of the Maasai
‘towards change, integration, or even towards a' genuine and
realistic appraisal of themselves in relation to their resources
and their future. The strategies adoptéd by the Maasai in the
face of change seem to bé chosen in sbite of these projects and

not because of them. . \ [,

»

Iv. Maasai Group Ranches in Kenya

The most important genre of project among the Maasai,

supported by the Government of Kenya, international donors, and

even some Maasai, has been the Group Ranch'programme carried out
in Kenya's two Maasai Districts. A Group Ranch consists of a
demarcated area of rangeland which provides grazing fo§$gertain
herds of livestock owned by traditional pgstoralists such as the
Maasai. These pastoralists have official land rights as a group.
.If ;ights are held by individuals, thé projects are termed
"Individual Ranches." In Kenya, the ighroduction of the Group
Ranch was the means by which the government hoped to solve, to
some extent, the "pastoral dilemma" - how the traditionally
transhumant Maasai pastoralists were to continue subsisting off
the products of their herds in the face of a dwindling resource

 base.
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‘A range development policy was inaugurated in Kenya shortly

after independence in 1963. Group Ranches were established in

Kenya in the mid 1960s during that cduntzy's land tenure

reorganization programme, and the plan was regarded ~as one
possible. fofm of 1land ‘Eonsolidation appropriate for the
pastoralist areas." The concept of the Group Rancﬁ had evolved
out of the’effog:s by the British Colonial Administration, dating
back to the 1930s, to control gfazing on the "~ Leroghi Plateau in
Samburu district, Kenya (Spencer 1978; Oxby 1982). Subsequently, ~
even the Ranches among the Samburu were rejected by them as
inadequate for their needs (Helland 1980b).

In Kenya, by the end of 1964, over 8,000 ha. had been
adjudicated as 1individual holdings in the area of Ngong:; these
were émall farms 1ocafed on the higher potential slopes of the
hills. The fact that the land involved was only 8,000 ha. should
not cloud the fact that this was ‘high potential land and
therefore its value to the Maasai laf in its use during the dry
season and during'droqght. In some cases, land had been set
aside as Individual Ranches by the ‘"leaders ahd éovernment
officials . among the Maasai themselves. These individuals
proceeded t? divide and sell or rent the 1land to immigrant
farmers who then refused the Maasai access to the land during the,

dry seasorn.

i

. <
‘This -form of land adjudication was originaliy intended to
encourage the Maasai in sound raffge-management practices and in

this way the government hoped to maintain the rangeland- in good



38
" condition and to provide an incentive for the Maasai to change
their mode and means of production.  But, wthe ecological
viability of range use by pastoralists depends on a great many
‘factors in the social and management sphere, and not only on 'the
tenure factor"” (Bennétt 1984:119). Apparently, there had been
very little properly organised and conducted sociological
investigations made by the UNDP/FAO Rangg Management Project
prior to ;he formation of the pilot area, the Kaputiei Maasai
Group Ranch, and what 1little had been done was disregarded.
Consequently, the Group Ranches' "sociological groupings" did not
correspond to the basic éocial’ units which the Maasai themselves
recoénise as territorially, politically, or economically
important (Hedlund 197}J Halderman 1972b,/Eoldshmidt 1981b).

There were a number of reasons for the emérgence of the‘Group
Rancheiﬂ among them the following three:

(1) Pressures from major international dornors who insisted

that without some policy of the 'gradual privatization of
:'land-holdings and ‘

without the certainty of ownership and the clear right
of the group to exclude outsiders, which is provided by
(land) registration, no agency would be prepared to lend
money for range development (Galaty and Doherty 1982:21;
cf. also Swynnerton 1954; Okoth-Ogendo 1976).

v

(2) There was too, the '"ecological image" of the Maasai

overgrazing and damaging the rangeland. It was felt that if

individuals or small groups were-given the legal tesponsibglity

for a particular piece of ' land, they would exploif it in an

.
*
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ecologically scund way - which meant increased meat production
‘for the national economy and fuller integraﬁioh of the Maasai

\
into the national state.

(3) Another reason for the emergence of the Group Ranches

was the Lawrence Report of 1966. The Group Ranch was devised as

i

a way to provide the Maasai with legal land title without further

, ca:viﬁg up the district into Individual Ranches. Initially,
there had been a number of Maasai Individu;l Ranches carved out
of the district, but without légal title: to the land (Hedluﬁd
1971). The creation: of 19 initial Group Ranches with
registration of land titl? in Kaputiei took place rapidly,
probably pecause the Maagai feared that they would lose their
land to Game Reserves or to the neigﬁbouriné agriculturalists,
the Kamba and the Kikuyu.

The adjuﬁ;catio; of Maasailand, in Kenya, also seems to have
.encouréged the development of classes and factions among the
Maasai (Hedlund 19?9; Galaty 1980). / Bourgeot has observed the
"emergence of. this "livestock bou;geoisie" in those nomadic areas
undergoing development, and he predicts that

»

any development effort conscious of this reality and
contributing to it provides the engine for a machipe
eliminating nomadic societies (1981: 165).
There has been the emergence, among the,pastoralistsf of a new
"wheat elite', i.e.'those who have rented or leased their land to
the Kikuyu or Kamba for wheat production, and who have then built
up their herd? on the monies received from this leasing (Dohérty

)-
i
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1979a). Individual entrepreneurs among the Maasai have used the
land for their own gain and advancement’ sometiﬁes at the expense
of the larger community (Galaéy 1980). In spite of all this, the
GroupJRanches were seen by some Maasai as an improvement on the

Individual Rapches into which the land was initially being

- supdivided. Cgfaective freehold was considered a better way of

trying to keep the land in Maasai hands, and the Maasai saw the
Group Ranches as a means of stopping the appropriation and

{
subdivision ®f their land (Galaty 1980).

In their implementation, the Group Ranches contained within

/ . .
themselves the roots of further problems. They were not based

hpon any ’Eraditional units or boundaries, contrary, to the
recommendations of anthropologists who were included in the
design teams (Fallon 1962; Jacobs 1963). Some of the ranoches did
not include sufficient dry season pasturage for the numbers of

" livestock involved; and the process of registration of
individuals .- for different Grodup Ranches seemed to havg been
haphazard.(2) °

&

As Fumagalli (1978) Héq observed among the Samburu, even

N

though Group Ranch bomndaries were bééed there on social units,
insufficient consideration ‘haq been <given to climatic and
ecological factérs. In the case of the Maasai, éhe Group Ranches’
were based neither on correct Maasai social units nor on
ecologital units with adequate 1land and water resources. The
Utaﬁ Un;versity team (1976[ has pointed out that prior tqQ the

[ ; o
implementation of the Range and Ranch Management Project there

e
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had been a deagth‘of data ‘and .information on such vital tppiés as
rainfall patterns etc., which gave rise, ultimately, to the
formation of inadequate grazing blocks elsewhere in. Kenya. The

fact that the Maasai no longer had adequate access to wet and dry

season pasturage within the confines of their own Ranches meant
that they were obliged to seek dry season pasturage elsewhere.
In fact, there is, even today, a great danger that the migratory
patterns of the pastoralists, which have been a primary feature
of their adaptability in the past, will be disrupted, and they
will be confined to wunits of »and which are, in fact,
sub-econghic, and in no way able to support the expected human or
cattie populations (Hopcraft and Reining 1977). What remains to
pe explained is why the government and the development agencigs
seemed to disregard the advice and the qrecommendations of their
own experts who were often aware of the. inadequacy of the Group
Ranches as they were designeg.

i

.There has been no evidence that the éroup Ranches have

implemented either of the two production innovations which the

planners had ' envisaged - namely sgock and grazing limitations.
There has been evidence-that stock management was directed
towards herd increase and that efforts to reduce stock and to
limit grazing have been unsuccessful (Halderman 1972b). So far,

there has been no evidence that stock numbers have been reduced

' except by the migration of some stock owners and their animals

outside the confines of certain Group Ranches (Oxby 1982). The
"surplus”" animals are not being slaughtered, as the planners had

envisaged, but are .ncreasing the pressure on the available

v
4
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pasture resources. There 1is also evidence, which we shall

\ . . . C o e : .
discuss later, that the increased capital is being reinvested in

new stock. The planners argued that there were too many animals,
and the Maasai argued that there were not enough for the numbers

of group ranchers who needed milk.
¥

The non-residence of numbers of herd owners has also creaéed
problems on the Group Ranches. Certain ‘decisions™ about
management need to be made on the spot. As Doherty (1979b)
" observed on the Rotian‘blmakongo Group Ranch in Narok District,
24 out of the 80 members did not live on the ranch at all. This’
situation has been paralleled in other Group Ranches and has
created proBlems there also. However, in spite of these
difficulties, the Maasai .saw some benefits arising %rom the
adoption of the Group Ranch Schemes in Maasailand though the only
real value of the Group Ranch scheme for the Maasai seems to have

been to .ensure 1land rights in the face of large-scale

~

encroachment by many different groups.

Many see any type of adjudication, subdivision or
demarcation of land as undesirable, since the common and
God-given right of Maasai to move freely into pastures
is being qualified. It is the very process of turning
"pasture" into "land" which is seen as the root of the
threat against the Maasai way of life and the major
threat to -their collective existence. The Group-Ranches
are not seen as helpful since they do not alter the
fundamental need of the Maasai for grass and rain, and
the fact that they were imposed upon the Maasai is
resented. Many others see the Group Ranches as
desirable in comparison with the Individual Ranches into
whicch the land was being subdivided until the new plan
was adopted. (Galaty 1980:165).

There are a number of important consequences resulting from
Pyl -

the introduction of the Group Ranches among the Maasai. "One



I~

™3

example Qf this is to be found in the loss of status and power of

-

the elders holding traditional offices (wvirtually none of whom

were elected to represent their respective Group Ranches). These
men were regarded as represen'tatives of 'tradition' and lacking
in formal .education (Hedlund 1971). Because the Group Ranches
were not based on any traditional units and because the
registration was haphazard, members have little identification or
commitment to the Group. Whenever there is a shortage of
pésture, especially during the dry season, numerous Maasai will
simply move their livestock elsewhere - on to another Group Ranch’
if needs be. If the main purpose of che Croup Ranch was to give
responsibility for the land ‘to a group of Maasai pastoralists in
order to make the best use of it ecologically, then it has‘ ﬁot
been a successful experiment or .preject. The Group Ranches have
generally proved not to be wviable ecoiogical units. Halderman

(1972b) noted that even the pilot scheme at Poka in Kajiado

District, was unviable in bad years and that it ‘was unreplicable

L 4
since conditions there were @ better than on the other Group

-

Ranches. \> . .
;L | P,

There' is considerablek/movement, " even today. across _ the
boundaries of the Group Ranches, and this even after the granting_
of legal tiitle to the ‘lanci. In many senses, the Maasai are not
really "ranchers" at all, but use the ranches or tine range as the

need arises. There have been & number of works describing herd

movements outside of, Ranch boundaries (Davis 1971; Halderman

1972a,1972b; Galaty 1985b).
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Despite this form of "land tenure" in the form of the
Ranches, the land ié still being taken away from the Maasai in
what amounts to an ongoing "1land grabbing" process: (Jacobs 1973;
Galaty 1984). This is not the same as saying that land is going
out of pastoral wuse by means of Group and Individual Ranch land
. allocation. 'The situation that we are concerned with is that the
dry season pasturage (i.e. the land that is best watered, and
still provides gréss in thé dry season) has been divided up into
various types of “Ranch" hardly anhy of which are capable of
sustaining the Maasai if they restricted themselves merely to the
grazing within those adjudiated areas.  Near the Maasai Mara, the
Mau, Ngong, and Narok, stretches of adjudicated Maasai land are
being taken up and used for wheat_ schemes, etc. These represe;lt
important losses to the Kenyan Maasad ir{ terms of 'high potential
dry grazing areas b\;t, bécause it is ongoing, we do not possess
any adequate statement of just how much land has been lost. by the
Maasai. According to some reports, ver& little of this -is
ha;;pening in . Kajiado, outside of Ngong aqd Loitokitok (Galaty
;986, personal comrl;unication). As we shali see later, the Maasai
can ill-afford to lose such valuable areas for whatever reasons,

.

V. The Maasai Livestock and Range Management Project in Tanzania

The major development project found in Tanzania- was t:'he
Maasai Livestock and Rangé Management Project funded by' the
United States Agency for International Development. The. Agency
funded a study in 1962 whfch for:med the basl’i.s/ of the Range

Management and Development Act of 1964. By the end of 1975 there

IS
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were 8 éanchgng Associations in various stages of developme;t in
Tanzahia; ’Tﬁe average association covered some 300,000 acres,
hqd 500 families and 200,000 Livestock Units (Hoben 1976). Once
regisgeied, the Rancﬁing Association Qbuld have‘been entitled to
rights of occupancy and certain water rights. However, by 1976,
only 3. of‘the Ranch;ng Assgciations had beert granted rights of

occupancy, and the legal staéus of even these rights was being

held in question by the end of that year. This tenurial

‘insecurity sounded the death knell for the whole Ranchiﬁg

Association programme, since the Tanzanian Maasai- wanted aBove
all to feel secure in the possession of their lands just as the
Kenyan Maasai wanted to obtain tenure over their territories.
Bennett has astutely observed that the Maasai approval of the
"Ranching“ scemes (in both countries)

was predicated not only on the land issue, but also on

the fact that acceptance of a group ranch entitled them

to receive benefits they had always sought: animal

health measures, breeding stock, and extension setvices

(1984:121).

This whole Tanzanian Project started from a very similar

perspéctive on the part of the government and planners as did the
Group Ranches in Kenya -~ namely, an "écological",model. However,

in Téniania there was also a very., strong element of the "beef

producing" model as part of the general ideology or theory behind

the Associations Eight from the beginning. Some indication of

this can be obtained from the stated goal of the project:

to assist the Government of Tanzania to achieve its
objective of self-sufficiency and an exportable surplus
to earn foreign exchange in the 1livestock sector (Utah
1976:5).
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The measurement of this goal was to be twofold: (1) Imports
of livestock peat productg would be . eliminated, and (2)
domestically produced livestﬁck meat products would be available
-in adequate supply and be properly marketed and distributed to
meet total national demand. Even further insight into the
' economic moti;es of the project can be gathered from ﬁhe
following stated purpose of the pr&ject, which was: |

to achieve a sustained high level of 1livestock offtake
in the Maasai District consistent with proper resourge
management and Tanzanian  development goals (Utah
1976:6). ) :

This purpose was to be measured in terms of achievement by
means of seven differeht changes in herd management: 1) an-
increase in annual offtake; 2) an increase in average slaughter
_steer liveweight; 3) an increase in calf drop; 4) 'a decréase in
calf mortality; 5) an increase in the effective calving rate; 6)
; reduction in-the average agé of slaughterk steers; and 7) a
‘reduction in the average agé of females at first calf. From the
stated goal and purpose of the Project, one can hardly fail to
appreciate the type of model from which .it arose, nor can one
' miss the underlying attitude towards what was "wropg“‘df "broken"
or "inadequate" in the pastoralist production system. Hess
,(1976) observed that the primary objectibe of the fitsf Ranching
Associations in Tanzania was to obtain’an annual average market
offtake rate of 12% or more per annum (which seems to be somewhat‘

" optimistic if not vuntealistic). Technological innovation and

improved animal and range management practices were reéarded as -
¥
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absolute prerequisites Ffor attaining project goals ...
the primary factors inhibiting change and delaying the
transformation are basically cultural and sociological
rather, than technical (Utah 1976 29 quotxng the original
1969 project paper).

S

The culture, and especidl;yﬂthe deqisibn-making_brocesses, of

‘the Maasai vere seen as major obstacles to the goal and purpose
lof the projecf. In fact, in ité implementation, the inhibiting
factors turned out to be technical ones on the part of< the
) Project Team and the Tanzanian Government officials, rather than
the soclal and éultural considerations whichlthey had en&isaged.
' The Maasai readily adoptéd those technical imputs which benefited
the growth and the health qf'their herds. T

‘In fact, rather than demonstrating a closed system

vig-a-vis inputs, the Maasai demand some technical

improvements which cannot be provided fast . enough

(Hatfield and Kuney 1976:5). -
IBuq the Maasai had little economic incpnéive to sell more cattle.
The overall . effect was an actual increase in stocking levels.
Thé R{nching Associations which were supposed to control the
stocking levels, coordinate marketing, etc., never really got off
?he grouné. Hoben -(1976) suggests that one reudson for this,
among othgrg. was:the fact that the Maasai never obtained any
‘éécute rights .of‘ occdpancy, nor‘ Qere ;héy ablce ta stop
encroachment through participation in the Ranching Assoviations.
Sometimes too, the Tanzanian Government policy of villagization
engénderea conflicts with the Ranching Associations concérning
such topics as boundaries, functions and jurisdiction.

.4

. By the end of 1975, some progress had been made in terms of

<
[N
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. surface water projects and bore-holes, and in 8some areas the!

\

establishment of liv‘est:ock'develop’ment centre;. ' Ei*gt'xt Ra.:nlch'ing.
Associations (out of a proposed twex:xty-one) had begun to be
established. However, no progress had been made on establishing
any monitoring system for ran§§ conditions o'r ‘ stocking .levels.
'In act, the District Livestoc Development Offic\:e‘r. in Monduli
estimated that the livestock tripled in legss than a decade (Hoben

1976).

When it came to evaluations of the Project, almost all
feed-back stated that ' the Project was a failure (notably Devres
Ing.; Nellum; Utah State University; USAID).“ The Utah-AID team
placed a lot of the burden for the failure of the project on the
u;asai attitude towards marketing. So long as the Maasai view
their animals as.their most desirable possession, marketing will -
be‘ sporadic and unlikely to provide the level of offtake desired
- this was the view of the Utah team. This opinion is an
important statement of what a number of development personnel
\te‘elllabout the Maasai. Whether it is true“or false is importa-ﬁt

for development policies among the Maasai in the future.

Evidence does nat support the view  that the Maasai do‘not‘: buy
or sell. (A n;xmber‘of Maasai had even said that they would use.
the money oBtained from the sales of the compulsory 10% offtake

. programme 'impoéed by the government to purchase fresh stock).
There is a tremendously .active unofficial market situation
throughout Tanzanian Maasailand, and across the border with

Kenya. One author estimated that approximately 100,000 head of

[
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cattle crossed over the border illegally every year (Hoben 1979).

Some .of the more obvious negat'ive results of the Range
Management Programme could possibly have been minimized or even
‘avoided altogether if more cognizance had been taken of the
initial warnings and observations of the project's first "rural
sociologist”, This person, James Hamilton, was, in fact, a
social anthropologist who had worked in Thailand and among the
Kuria 1in Ta%ania. His frustrations and difficulties were
eloquenf:ly expressed when he wrote:

It was not clear to anyone ‘what I was expected to

conttibute to the project. Indeed, I was considered

excess baggage by some. Both the Tanzanian and American
governments saw me as a salesman or miracle worker in
transforming Masai social customs, and they were
disappointed when I <could not produce immediately.

USAID was ambivalent cqgncerning my desire to do

additional research in a control area, where no project

work was being carried on. The Tanzanian officials
believed such research unnecessary since they "already

knew all about the Masai"(Hamilton 1972:127).

The Evaluation Report on the Maasai Range Management and
Livestock Development Project, in Tanzania asked the following
q'uestion: "Will the Maasai be the victim of or the beneficiary of
change, (since) change he must?"(1973:79) This was neither a
fruitful way of posing the question nor of facing the problem
since both aspects made the Maasai the objects not the subjects
.0f change. This is not a mere quibble in semantics; it
represents a basic prevalent mentality which sees the; Maasai
pastoralists as objects or pawns in a game of national
development economics. A further example and expression f this

comes from the Sector Goal of the Maasai Range Management and
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Livestock bevelopment Project (MRM and LDP) in Tangania which
was:

To obtain the highest national beef production possible
with environmental conservation and .improvement.
.Increased production and offtake will permit higher per
capita protein consumption along with greater foreign
exchange earnings from imports (1973:2):.

Il

The beneficiaries were to be the nation as a whole and little or

no mention of consideration was made of the pastoralist primary

_ptoducerBAthehselves.

Perhaps too, the 'Eollgwing “Table of Contents" from the

Evaluation of the -Maasai Livestock and Range Management Project

in Tanzania, will give some indication of the areas of failure of

\

that ten year project:

inadequacy of base-line data; drought; TanGov policies
of villagization and decentralization; changes in the US
foreign policy; Wildlife Conservation Act; unfavourable
balance of p&yments; dissolution of the East African
Community; the withdrawal of World Bank support for the
-bull ranches; National Service obligations; failure of
the Tanzanian Livestock Marketing Corporgtion; the
Ugandan war; lack of capable leadership ithin the
project; insufficient technician time in the field; 1lack
of follow-up on problems identified in evaluations and
appraisal reports; unsatisfactory working relationships
with counterparts; limited home office support; supply,
procurement, and repair problems; inadequate staffing on
the part of. the TanGov, together with insufficient
funding, inadequate project records, political pressure
and lack of adequate support for the Near East
Foundation technictans; inadequate management on the.
part of the USAID, plus unsatisfactory work coordination
and implementation between the TanGov, the USAID and the
NEF; lack of follow-up on recommendations made in prior
evaluations; technical assistance . problems;
range-management inadequacies; water-development
inadequacies; inadequate resource use; dipping program
failures; etc.{Devres 1597%a).

+

- ) f\ .
The goals of the Project were extraordinarily ambitious

;\
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considering ‘the actual range conditions and the management’
practices of the Maasai "themselves. The overriding ‘economic
purpose  of the Project - to convert the Maasai herds to
commercial beef production - was ambitious and in itself would
have taken a 1lot longer than the ten years allowed for..the.
Project. The whole Project’did not é@dreés itself adequately to
the necessary changes in the social structure,‘ values and
attitudes of the Maasali which will have to take place before
éhére will be any change in’the range management practices of the
people. ‘

This situation in northern Tanzania underscores a
fundamental feature of the livestock development program
affecting pastoralists: the concentration on animals
and economic matters and relative neglect of the social
infrastructure. While most project documents for all
coyntries mention the ‘benefits'’ to the human
communities, little or no investment was made in these
facilities, nor was research accomplished which might
have described the necessary social adaptations required
for a shift to commercial production on a ranching basis
sees Mast economic development projects made the
assumption that once the. economic and production
structure was changed, the human community would follow

along. This is often the case, but it requires
Eacilitation {Bennett 1984:125).

Today, no individual title to land exists in Tanzania, which
asserts - national ownership of all 1land. Géhe Parks, towns,
: éities, airports, army camps, wheat fields, and large scale
c;mmercia; beef ranches (often held by ‘non—Maasai) all occupy
vast stretches of land held by the Maasai less than 100 years
.ago. The attitude ;owards thel,land is that it is there to-be
" used by. the natiqn for the nation, and current emphasis on land:

productivity only serves to canénize the land-grabbing tha;/is

constantly taking plaée\ in many parts of Maasailand, both in

4
~
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Kenya and Tanzania.

One of the major éreas of Maasai wvulnerability is in land ‘
tenure. This }tas now become more stabilized in Kenya than in
Tanzania, where the Maasai have no officialr tenure to their
lands. The two natfions are admittedlf( different in this regard.

\
The current erosion of land rights in Kenya is actually because

the Maasai obtain title and then lease the iand or even sell it.
The Group Ranches were conceived as one way to prevent this sale
b.y the Maasai and so to protect the resources. The Ranches have
failed in this regard, and the Maasai are still losing land.
Esgsential resources - are becoming increasingly more inaccessible
to them. The hopes that development planners had about the

benefits for the Maasai from these two forms ‘of livestock

development have not materialised.

These projects among the Maasai have failed because they
demcpstréted weakness - generally in the direction of a need to
move the Maasai too quickly into comercial beef production and
.away from dairy subgsistence, and in the direction of .seeing“the \
land as an underproducing national resource which should 'be.
'better utilized. Group Ranches did not correspond to the
pattet'ns of actual Maasai groups. The 1land demarocated "all too
often was inadequate for dry season pasturage, and the Maaséi did
not feel constrained to remain within the confines of the
Ranches.. In a/ certain sense, they felt little or no loyaltyl to

the concept or to the reality.
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Group Ranches still exist and are the major unit of

land-holding in Kényan Maasailand. The situation is rapidly

- changing and is perhaps leading to sub-division within the Group

since the constituent " members of the Ranches are not finding it
possible to satisfy their grazing needs, especially during the
dry séason, ‘utilizing the adjudicated resources. )

Though Group Ranches and Ranching Assgciations are different

development schemes, they do have similarities, e.g. in

structure, and in having increased livestock sales as goals.

However, historically they are different .- the Ranches were seen
as a way to divide Maasailar}d into manageable unit;, the
Associations were much more of a commercial operation.  The .
projects faile_d’basically because they did not ‘correspond to what
the Maasai and their way-of-life is all _aboui:, and this was aff

almost inevitable deficiency since they were drawn up by

non-Maasai and virtually no Maasai were consulted in their’

_ preparation. . : .
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CHAPTER THREE - LAND, LIVESTOCK AND PEOPLE:

I. Introduction, . ’ . _

SOME DEMOGRAPHIC CONSIDERATIONS
\

An(imbala:née between the human pc;:pulati'on and the resources
which support them gives rise to what scholars term "rural
population préssure" (Anzagi and Bernard 1977). There are a
number of factors which affect this balance between land,
livestock and people in herder districts. One of the most
'impo/z:tant is that of land encroachment- especially int‘b "high
potential dry season grazing areas, i.e. those areas which are
) recogni'zed\ as c;apable of bearing {rarious types of agri.cultural
crops. These are usually the areas which have good rainfall
patterns and ones which "the Maas’ai}’ would normally reéort to for
d.ry\season :pastqrage. This land enci‘oachment has continued over

a long period of timé with various degrees of severity and levelsu

- of repercussion on the Maasai pastoral economy. (1)

-
~

A useful preject which has not yet been attempted, would be a
current inveritory of Maasai lands, or put another way, a clear
listing of the total amount of land lost by . the Maasai to

Ranches, farms, Development Centres, Projects, National Parks,

Co;msetvation Areas, administrative centres, missigns, schools,

clinics, industrial zoneyairports, etc. Not surprisingly,

" there is little factu#l Anformation available in either Kenya or .

Tanzania with regard to this rather important issue.

’
=]

i 3
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Another variable closely related to the land question is the
actual livestock carrying capacity of the land available to the
Maasai. The size and composition of herds is also important, as
is the question of the implications of changes in herd structure
for increasing either milk or beef production. Because the
livestock production system functions first of all <o support a
given population of pastoralists, the existing and projected
populations which have to be supported on a given amount of land
with limited resources, are relevant and . importantr to the
discussion. In this chapter, I shall attempt to show that the
available land base, shrunk as it has been up until now, will
certainly not be capable of supporting the populations projected
through 1990 into the year 2000 A.D. Some specialists are
convinced that it would not be sufficient, even today, were it
not for the fact that the Maasai, generally speaking, do not rely

on animal products alone,

II. Land Resources: Encroachment

EN

In terms of resoﬁrce use, large scale land alienation h&s
affected " in the past, and will continue to affect adversely
livestock prdductivity in the traditional pastoralist sector
primarily by its effect on animal distribution and seasonal use.
.This has occurred through a reduction of the total available
area; and therefore of livestock/land ratios, interference with

traditional patterns of resource use, and alienation of key

areas, the loss of which constrains resource use over a much
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larger area. This latter &s an effect which is quite
dispréportionate to the actual size of the areas alienated, e.g.

®highland reserves, water sources, etc. (cf. Peterson and Peterson

1980).
. /

The Maasai traditiéhally control land as communal property and
this means that the ultimqte rights to the land are vested in
some collegtive body. It does not mean that individual
herdowners do not exercise "considerable right over perticular
tracts of "land uhder particular circumstances or at particular
times" (Bennett 1984:15). Beneath this system of communal use,
all the pastoralists in East Africa have a highly‘coﬁblex and an
., adaptively changing system of customary usufruct rights

concerning land at the local level. These vaisible systems of
tenure’ become visible, and often become the source of new
disputes, "when new nations abroéate unwritten tenure rules, e.g.
.as in the nationalization of all agricultural land in Tanzania
and the Sudan"(Bennett 1984:16). This became the case in both
Kenya and Tanzania with the abrogation of the traditional tenure
rights of the Maasa#i in favour of the government§ and the "needs
of the nation". I shall now priefiy recapitulate the history of

Maasailand relevant to a demonstration of how various losses have

. occurred.

/

7
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A. The colonial and post-colonial periods
s ) -
Maasailand originally stretched from central Kenya (including
the hiéhlands and the ceéttal Rift valley floor) to Ugbdgo and
c;hehe in central Tanzania (Arhem 1985a). They acquired thisy;and

by migration and by the assimilation of pastoral and non-pastoral

peoples with whom they came in contact. However, with the

> .
passage of time this area has been reduced and today the Maasai

occupy less than two thirds of their former territory (cf. Map

1). Although the actual amount of land lost is disputable, it ié
clear that what the Maasai have 1lost have been the wettér or
higher potential areas and Ehis loss, even though small in terms
of total land area, has serious repercussions on the abifity of

“

the rest of the land to sustain the Maasai pastoralists.

The Kenya/Tanzania border chts across Maasaif;nd for 300 km
from West of the Mara River ,to the eastern slopes of Mount
Kilimanjaro. The process whereby the Kenyan Maasai were deprived
of much of their best land and restricted to a diminished section
of their 1land (called the Maasai Reserve) by the Treaties of
1904,1911 and 1912, 1is well documented elsewhere (Great Britain
1934a, 193§b; Huxley 1961; Mungeam 1966; Leys 1573; Campbell
1979; sindiga 1984; Arhem 1985a, 1985b). In the "first Maasai
move" of 1904, the Kenyan Maasai had been confined to 2 separate
reserves: one to the south of the Kenya-Uganda railway, and the
6ther to the north of the railway on the Laikipia Plateau, In

1911, these 2 reserves were combined into one extended Maasai

Reserve in the southern Rift Valley - this was the "second Maasai

5N
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move"”. The Maasai lost land arounh Lakes 'Naivasha, Elementeita,
qakuru and Baringo, together.with the grazing along the banks of
the rivers flowing into them b - areas which provided the dry
season grazing for the Maasai herds in those districts (Sindiga

1984).

High pogential, dry season pastures and water resources play
an indispensable part in allowing the entire yearly cycle of
Maasai transhumance. These are the areas for which there has
been, and still 1is, the highest competition. The establishment
of commercial ranches by colonial settlers, in these very areas,
marked the beg;nninga of the expropriation of Maasailahd.

\\
something that has continued “over the years. As Galaty has

L

pointed out, the colonial formation of commercial ranches, in
the Rift Valley and in northern Tanzania, represented only the
initialberosion of Maasai access to these areas - a process which
is 8till continuing both in Kenya ahd in Tanzania.

The reqgions of Ngong and Loitockitok contain well watered
and fertile land and thus were obvious targets of
agricultural expansion ... Maasai gained individual
title, land values escalated, and appreciable land was
sold to outside cultivators with greater market
sophistication and awareness of the future value of
those regions. Today, Kikuyu and Chagga control much of
Loitokitok, effectively removing these regions £from
pastoral use, as well as from Maasai hands. Similarly,
wheat schemes were formed on high potential lands in
both Kajiado and Narok Districts, commercial ventures
now dominated by agro-corporaticens which bring capital
into the region, but at the expense of pastoralism
(Galaty 1980:162).

Between 1911 and 1945, the Game Parks also began to take
their toll of Maasailand, for example, the Nairobi National Park,

the Tsavo West National Park, and the Amboseli reserve. By
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iﬂdeéendence, tﬁe “Maasai Reserve" had ?een divided into the two
districts of Narok (iﬁ,lis sq.km.) and Kajiado (19,605 sq.km. ).
These two ;réas comprise the land currently available to the
Maasai - a reputed total of 35,720. sq. km. (1979 Census, Central
Béreau of Statistics, ' Kenya 1981). It is a “reputed" figure
- because land is still being sold, rented, leased, or absorbed by
agricultﬁtallsts and ' this figure of 35,720 sq.km. obviously
over-represents the real amount of land actually avajlable to and

being used by Maasai pastoralists.

After Kenya's "independence, many government officials, who
were invariably non-Maasai, cleared areas within thg pastoralist
zones aﬁd invited their relatives to join them. This
- encroachment espécially ?ffected the wetter areas around the
Ngdng Hills and the slopes of Mount Kilimanjaro (Mbithi and’
Wisner 1972). The Maasai and non-Maasai composition of the two
districts of Narok and Kajiado may be ascertained from an
~examination of the figures for Kikuyu migrants in the districts.
Between 1962 and 1969 the Kikuyu constituted 53.6 and 44.9/ per
cent of all immigrants in the two areas respectfvely
(Rempel,1974; Migot-Adholla,l1981). The proportion of the total
population in Kajiado District counted as Maasai had decreased
from 78%, in 1962, to 62.8% in 1979, and this despite an increasg

of the Maasai population by 75% (Kenya 1981; Evangelou,1984).

X N
The Tanzanian Maasai also have a long history of land losses.
By the beginning of the seventeenth century the Maasai ‘were

occupying the Serengeti Plains and the Ngorongoro Cratg¥'and the
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surrounding area., By the 1930s they had lost some of their lands

including one of their most sacred areas, oldoinyo loo'lmoruak,

5

the hill upon which some of the age-~-set ceremonies norm&lly took -
plaée (the olng'esher’ceqemony). This land was alienated (under
Farm 312, which was then in Monduli District) as a way  of
containing the Maasai, aﬁd preventing them from coming ‘into
.direct contact with the white settlérs;

the Maasai bélngfno respectors of land rights, there was
always the possibility of friction and trouble arising.
(File 17/3, Tanzanian National Archives)

4

In 1931, when the. Administrative Offiter- of northern
Maasailand apbealed, on their behalf, for the feturn of this land
,sacred to the Maasai, the negative reply of the District Officer,
Moshi, was both unéquivoqai and revealing:

(I)s it sound and right that they should be given land
... which can be put to greater economic use by
Europeans, for no better reasons than the preservation
of barbaric customs; which should in my humble opinion
be persistently, steadily, and gradually discouraged
.«..No, for the sake of the Maasai, peace and
tranquility, let us keep the Maasai where they are. We
cannot establish good ground for resisting the
alienation of these farms. (TNA 17/3 qQuoted in Ndagala
1978:225)

An interesting observation made in 1942, by the Chief

Secretary to the Legislative Council concerned the fact that in

Maasailand (59,570 sq. km.):

a large proportion.of the area is unusable for other
than pastoral purposes, owing to the unreliability of
the rainfall, and for the same reason the bulk of the
highlands included form an essential reserve of grazing
for periods of drought....In Government's opinion, the
Maasai make the fullest economic use of the:-land ... and
would not, in the conditions which prevail, be able
permanently to maintain their preserit herds on an
appreciably lesser area. (File 23075,TNA)
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This was an enlightened comment about the relationship
between the Maasai herds and the amount of land needed to
maintain a subsistence prqduction system. (2) However, in 'spite
of this comment, even further alienation had taken place by 1949
- Mondulj Mount‘in tiéqe, as well as Mount Landekenya, the Sanya
Corridor, five farms at Olmolog (an important dry season grazing
area), and the whole of the Oljoro area. In other areas of
Tanzania, like the Sinya, Ngare, Nanyuki and Longido plains,
where they lost their dry season reserves in the highlands around
Mount Meru and Mount Kilimanjaro, the Maasai were forced to
settle in the low potential areas which were normally only used
for wet season grazing. The Maasai even 1lost:. some lower
potential areas in what is presently Arumeru Diéttict. including
Oljoro, Kisongo and Oldonyo Sambu (Parkipuny 1975, Peterson and
Peterson 1980). As Arhem his pointed out:

In order to compensate the Maasai for the heavy losses
of land and to remedy some of the disastrous effects of
the.new land policies, the Maasai Development Plan was
launched in 1950. The aim of the programme was to
modernize the traditional pastoral economy by providing
improved services - pipelines, dams and boreholes - and
by combating the tse-tse. The programme collapsed in
1955, Its most lasting effect was a notable resource
depletion (Arhem 19B5a:35).

Arusha Region, in Tanzania, comprises- 82,423 sq.km. qs which
59,782 sq.km. are grazing lands in the three predominantly Maasai
districts, and 4,135.7 sg.km. (5% of ‘the total land in the
Region) are classed as agricultural land (Arusha Region
Today:1981). There are six districts in the Reglion, three of
which are pastoral and three are mixed-farming. The three

\

pastoral district?;,of Monduli, Kiteto, and Ngorongoro, do not

-
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represent the total area whicp the Maasai had occypied prior to.
colonialism or independence. Their 1land in Tanzania has been
greatly reduced - larqely’ as a result of the encroachment of
agricultural groups, the National Game Parks, aﬁd theiland given
over to local government installations and : local administration
settlements which effectively are villages made up o{ non-Maasai
civil servants, These villagers have proceeded éo develo§
agriculture in the vicinity of their centres,.for example,at

Monduli, Kibaya,r Kijungu, Loliondo, Wasso, Simanjiro,” and

Malambo. . :

By 1967, ;here\\mere 106,900 people 1living in Tanzanian
‘Maasailand of whom 78,000 (or 72.96%) were Maasai (Ndagala 1978).
This meant that 27% of ‘tie total population were non-Maasai. The
1978 populations for the three pastor‘l districts were as
follows; Kiteto -~ 59,800 (of which 4.4% were urban); Monduli -
68,900 (of which 3.3% were urban);’ ana Ngorongoro - 47,000 (none
of whom were urban). It is not easy to ascertain ethnic
Qitferences inlpopulation groups in Tanzania since the Natidnal
Census deliberately does not set out to gather such "divisive" or
"differentiating” information. Regardless of the actual ethnic
mix in the districts, itvis‘estimated that the 1land resources
available to the Maasai per caput, in 1964, were abproximately
four times greater in Tanzania than in Kenya. (Hopen 1976: 17).
Ho&ever, the grazing }and in Kenya, though smaller, is probably -
of higher potential than that of Tanzania. It remains to be seen
in the future, whether or not the Maasai of Tanzania will be in a

"stronger position than the Kenyan Maasai in terms of the-
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viability of their way of life - since future viability is
closely related to the availability of resource;; The major
problem for the Maasai of Tanz;nia is to secuté their 1land
boundaries and to obtain someiform‘pf legal land tenure.

3,
iy,

B. Encroachment ;nd the pastoral production system

Unusually for pastoralists, the Maasai in both Kenya and
Tanzania do ' have land that «can be used ©profitably for
agriculture. Though such small portions of their total 1land
might prove, in thé long run, to be more productive as farm iand
than as grass and browse for 1livestock, the taking out of
p;storal use of these smali areas may have very deleterious
effects on the use of the much larger range avqiiable to the

»

people (Goldschmidt 1979; Jacobs 1973).

i

Allan Hoben's comment sums up the plight of the Maasai in
both countries in terms of the cdntinuing reduction of rangeland
resources 2vailable to them which has-

created increasing ecological stress and set in motion a
process of environmental degradation that has altered
their herding systems and diet, and threatens them with
a slowly accelerating descent into absolute poverty
(Hoben 1976:15).

This comment was made ten years ago, and the "threat" has
accelerated as the demographic pressures for land have increased.

The continuing reduction in 'the available resources (especially,

dry season resdurces) per person, together with the resultant
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degradation of the environment because of ghis dwindling base and
the incréase in the human and herd populations, is one‘ of the
major proplemsl facing the Maasaj today, and is crucial to ahy
understanding of .development efforts among these pastor#lists.
Hoben has noted that once the available pasture per livestock
unit decreases, herd quality follows suit and families living
near the subsistence level are forced to augment the number of |
their 1livestock in order to obtain the same level of
production,“not out of misplaced sentiments but because of the
hard realities of their situation” (Hoben 1979 gquoted in
Sena,1984:5). |

%

Jacobs ’has made the very important ‘point that it is’ not .
necessarily ag:iculiural encroachment per se which is the real
thfeat to potential land loss and degradation in Maas;iland, Eut ‘
rather it 'is the encroachment of the mixed farming commhnities
that pose the greatest threat to the land (Jacobs 1978). This is
Secauée of the high concentrations of livestock 15' confined
',areas} pnd especi;lly on hillgides and the sides of valleys.
These concentrations result in over-grazing’ and the sloughing of
the top;soil. Eventually these processes léad\‘to soil
degradation and erosion.agﬂThese negative effects of "mixed
'farqing" communities’ grazing patterns were also reported by
Hﬁmewood and Rodgers (1984). The degradation cauéed by this
mixed farming is certainly borne out by\ both the maps and the
figures ‘presented in the report of Ecosystems . Ltd. to the
Tanzanian Government,'Livestock, Wildlife and Land Use Survey,

Arusha Region, Tanzania'(1980).
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Soil erosion is widespre€ad, especially in ' the heavily
settled, central parts of the Region. The south of the
Region is relatively free from erosion.... The densities
of mabati (Swahili for corrugated iron) and thatched
houses are strongly associated with the heavily eroded
areas (Ecosystems, Ltd. 1980:32).

Evidence based on the history and pattern of desertification
in the Sahelian region suggests that agricultural expansion into
marginal areas, specifically the pastoral agricultural transition
zéne, increases the vulnerability of both groups in periods of
drought (Jacobs 1978; Campbell 1979a, 1984).

t
The areas into which subsistence and mixed farms and larger
commercial operations have expanded, and °coantinue to expand, are
not ‘empty unused "lands. They are the homelands of pastoral

o “
people and include their grazing areas, watering places, and
human settlements. When agriculturalists move into these areas:

Both groups compete for land, and the range deteriorates
because of overgrazing by the herds kept by the
sedentary agriculturalists. Range deterioration in the
dry season endangers the collapse of 1livestock systems
and causes crop failure, The ‘ensuing decrease in
productivity, coupled with the continued population
.growth, leads to movement into new areas, which are

again marginal for crop cultivation, and the 'cycle
spirals deeper and deeper (Arusha Region Today:1981:12).

»

This "vicious circle” has become more of a reality in the
Maasai areas since independence (in both Kenya and Tanzania) and
ﬁis sgili continuing as more -and mo:é agriculturalists seek land.
This unrestricted agricultural expansion fnto grazing-- areas
- adversely affects the: land-use practices of the pastoralists

: al;eady'living there.
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C. Large-scale commercial enterprises

As we have already noted, there is not a great deal of
information available on the actual amounts of 1land in Kenya
which have ;een taken over since independence, and which are
still being taken over, for large scale commercial enterprises
suph as wheat schemes, dairy farming, etc. One .of the
difficulties is that a number of indi&idual Maaéai, and even
groups of Maasai, are involved in land transactions where the
land is hired out, leased or so0ld outright to varioug farmers or
land speculators (Campbell and Migoé-Adhola 1979). In this wiy:
the land is often being divided up for purposes other than

pastoralism, e:g. the large wheat schemes of Narok. Sindiga

(i984) has teported‘that the Kenya Government is committed °to
' »

. -arable farming in the high potential 1land in western Narok

!

- district and -the adjoining areas (Kenya 1979).

When the planned Narok Agiicultutal Development project
is completed, some 320,000 hectares of 1land will be
brought into commercial farming use. The project will
aiso open up 13,000 hectares of new land for wheat and
barley production. Virtually all the high - potential
land in Narok district will be covered in this program.
Cultivation in Narok appears to be profitable and
will likely increase in acreage in the years ahead, but
it should be noted that 1land adjudication in Maasailand
has created a real estate market with a potential to
further reduce +the dry season herding resources,
interfere withh seasonal movement of stock, and even turn

* ~ . some Maasai into a landless class. Already the role of

the Maasai in wheat production is often that of leasing
the land to individuals or:- group ranches or to complete

outsiders.
In Tanzania, the pastoral lands alienated for various large
scale agricultural production during the colonial period include

the highland reserves on West Kilimanjaro (where 16,000 Hw. of
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land was adjgdicated as farm land - and thus lost to the Maasai);
the slopés of Mt. 'Meru; tracts on Monduii, Lepurko and Essimingor
Mountains; .as well as the lower potential areas in what is”

presently Arumeru District, including Oljoro, Kisongo, and

Oldonyb Sambu (Peterson and Peterson 1980). Alienation of

pasture has- also oqccurred through large leases granted for
seed-bean and wheat farming. A typich example of these large
commercial leases was the one granted for a p;bvate’cattle ranch
straddling sections within the two Maasai "grazing" districts of '

\

Hdnduli and Kitéto. This was earmarked to take up 153,783 ha.
({380,000 acres) of prime wet seasgn gri;ing-lanq, and took away
land from the pegple of Mboret, {Zibor Sirret and Kipilondo. It
also tpok away the traditional wet season grazing ‘landsl at
Ngaserai. This Qhole plan had been arranged without any

consultatlon thh the Maasai elders..wlthln the two Districts and

' only came to light when the parties concerned attempted to obtain

even further land leases near Soit Sambu and Loliondo (Peterson

and Peterson 1980). This second land grabbing attempt failed. (3)
D. Wildlife dnd-encroachﬁent

In addition to white settlers and farmers, the encroachment
of the Wildlife Sanctuaries has alienated vast stretches of land
from the Maasai.‘\The wildlife sanctu;ries within Kenya have been
:espdns{ble for taking away extensive‘seétions of land from the
Maasal of that country. 1In 1945, the Nairobi National Park was
gazetted and this land was lost to the Maasai; then, in 1948,

Tsavo West National Park on the eastern boundary of Loitokitak

¢
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Division in Kenya was also gazetted and the Chyulu Hills and
Amboseli areas were all desiénated as Reserves.(4) These moves
éarticularly concerned and annoyed the Maasai because a number of
~very imbortant Watering points were enclosed within the Park's
areas. The‘Maasai, even though they had access to the Reserves,
were gradually denied access to the water . and grazing resources
of thé Tsavo National Park. During the major drought in‘1948,
the Maesai were permitted to water their livestock in the Park
(Kenya‘1949), but when they repeated the request during the dry
pe}iod in 1953 they were told that they could water the{r animals
only if they paid a fee. Needless to say, the Maasai did not
avail themselves of the 'opportunity'. 1In 1974, the Amboseli was
gazetted a; a National Reserve, and the Maasai were excluded from
it a few years later, in 1977, when it became a National Park
(Campbell 1979a, 1979b).

-

‘Tanzanian Maasailand is comprised of the three. pastoralists'
districts in the Region of Arusha. This part of Maasailand’ alsd '
sufféred land losses in favour of the wild animals: there are 3
National Parks (froﬁ thich the Maasai have been excluded) which
cover 2% of the Region, and there are 13 Game ,Céntrolled Areas
covering 46% oft the Region, and there 1is the Ngorongoro
Conservation Area, wﬁich covers a further 8% of the Region.(S5)
This means that 56% of Arusha Region has been set aside for wild
animals. But one half of the world-renowned pl;ins actually lie
outside the Parks (especially the Serengeti). This massive

concentration of millions of wild ungulates spends, on average,

six months of the rainy season every year outside the boundaries

/
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of the Park sharing rangeland resources with the domestic herds

of the Maasai (Parkipuny 1983).

Ecosystems Ltd. (1980) put the number of migratory ungulates
at over 3 million, of which the wildebeest population is
approximately ‘2 million, increasing at the rate of 1;% per
annum. (6) The presence of these animals outside the Park gives
rise to a grazing problem because of the limitakions on pasture
and because of the danger to the Maasai herds of developing
bovine malignant catarrh which is related to the pastures used by
these gnu during their\ calving season. Unfortunately, these
animals calve outside the borders‘aszhe Park and this means that
the Maasai canﬁot use these open range pasture§ for some months
‘because of the danger of disease to their cattle. The Maasai had
to move from ‘an area 1000 kilometres square on the eastern
boundary of Eﬁe Serengeti because the wildebeest changed their
. migration patterns - South of Loliondo - during the pe;iod

1969-80.

The presence and the migratory habits of these wild animals
gre important factors in the land issue for the Maasai of both
countries siqce there is competition for grazing between the wild
and the domestic animals. Nairobi National Park {7) covers ah
area pf 117 sqg.km. and yet wild herds "continually use land
outside the Park" (Thresher 1973:2) and seasonally migrate over
an area covering more than 2000 sq. km. This means that even
"the land which is nominally or officiall%&available to the Maasai

is not always available in reality. This Eactor* is very
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important in the question of the totai livestock carrying
capacity of the distriéts under our attention. One of the
recommendations of the bevrhs Report (1979) was to encourage
research to determine the ‘extent and the full effect of wildlife
grazing on rangelands; their céppetitive use of feed and water,

a

and the extent to which- they are responsible for the transmission

L]

of disgeases.

-
Y S
.

- . 2

A major difgerence betwhen the present situation facing the

Maasai, and that which they had to face in the past, lies in the

&l fact that the Maasai have now been squeezed into smaller areas
and they are unable to graze in what were formally their
traditional dry season pastures. These have been taken over by
agro-pastoralists, wild-life sanctuaries, conservation ‘areas,

etc. 1 This means that the livestock and human cépacities have

been dramatically reduced as a regult 6f\the reduced land base.

Not only has the 1land resource been diminished, but also the
actual land” left for pastoral use is of an quality inferior to

~

the land which has been expropriated.

III. The Seasonal Livestock Capacity of the Land:

Wet/Dry Season Pasturages .

We have looked at the amount of land available to stﬁg
Maasai, in general. Now, taking Kajiado District as a sample of
one of the five Maasai districts, I shall attempt to show that by
the year 2000 A.D. thé district will not be able to support its

projected populations of animals and people, even at a
! ) 3,
3 '
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—subsistence lewel, under-  present —ecological-conditions.- This

state of affairs wﬂill be exacerbated and hastened if there is any
further logs of land and water resources from the pastoralists'
holdings. In fact, I shall use the 1979 Census figures to show
that theoreticallyh and statistically it should not be able to
support even the present population (and probably would not be
able to do so if it were not for the fact that the Maasai are

relying more and more on a non-pastoral diet).

The critical variable by which resource sustainability is-
usually measured is ‘"carrying capacity’: which is the measure of
the capacity of the laﬁd to support livestock. To project
carrying capacity is somewhat risky: for one thing, it assumes
that technology will remain stable. Second, we must distinguish
seasonal and micro-regional variations in carrying capacity. If
we relied only on the annual average livestock carrying capacity
then it would fail to show the most important aspects of the
semi-arid grazing environment, namely the major seasonal

differences in available resources.

o
According to "ecozones", as commonly defined by Kenya

land-use analysts (Pratt and Gwynne 1978, Campbell 1978, Campbell
and Mbugua 1978) the country may be divided into a number of

ecorclimatic zones:

Climatic zone I Afro—-Alpine climate (high altitude)

Climatic zone II = Tropical climate; humid to dry sub-humid
Climatic zone III '= Dry sub-humid to semi-arid '
! .

Climatic zone IV = Semi-arid
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—€limatie-zone V. __= Arid

Climatic zone VI = Very arid
(Source: Pratt and Gwynne 1978:44)
Table :1 shows the percentage of land in Kajiado District
according to ecozone, the number of hectares required pér
Standard Stock Unit, and the maximum number of Standard Stock

-

Units (SSU) each ecozone can carry.
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Total hectares in each ecozone; the percentage of-each

Table 1
R ecozone; the number of hectares required per Standard
Stock Unit by ecozone; and the carrying capacity of
each ecozone in Kajiado District (in SSU)
Eco- Total v of land Ha.required Maximum SSU able
zone hectares in the Dt. ’ per SSU : g_é be carried
(a) by (o) (a)
II 22,050 1 0.8 24,699
I 13,900 1 1.6 13,125
v 78\3,072 36 4.0 186,000
v 1,390,578 62 © 12,0 105,900
Total 2,209,600 100 329,724

Source: own compilation after

(a) Campbell (1978) !

(b) and (d) Kenya, Ministry of Economic Planning and >

Community Affairs, 1979, Appendix X, Table 6.

(c) Pratt and Gwynne (1978)

One Standard Stock Unit = 450 kg.'liveweight

«

the district,"

discussions on the following pages.

Because ecozones lI

I shall omit these

‘= 2 Zebu cattle.

[3

and III comprise only 2% of the land in
zones from the Tables and the

It should make it easier for

K
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the presentation of the material and for the discussion if we

e — e — — il *~—

restrict ourgelves to ecozones IV and V (which comprise 98% of
the land in the District). This is  also mﬁre realistic since
much of the good 1;nd in ecozones IT and III has already been
lost by the Maasai. However, these two areas of high potential
land should not be 1left out of the reckoning compietely since.
they do inclq@e 11.5% of the carrying capacity of the district,
and their importance is increased during the dry season and
‘during drought.

The capacity of a pastoral area to support human beings is
primarily a function of the productive capacity of the 1land
itself, together with other factors such as the rainfall during
particular seasons, tpe milk yield capabilities of the aniéals
being grazed, etc. To be able to discuss the Maasai future, we
need to calculate as closely as possible the .actual livestock
capacity of the amount of 1land in question (in terms of the
number of animals, male and female, young and old); its varied
capacity depending on the seasons; the particular ecozone in
which it is classed; the prodt.u:t:ivit:y‘6 of cows at different
seasons; and thus the number of people that this amount of land
is able to provide food for in those various seasong.. ToO do this

we shall look at different calculations: l

The first calculation is that presented by the Kenya
Government itself (cf. Table 1) - that the carrying capacity of

'

ecozones IV and .V is 291,900 Standard Stock Units (Kenya 1979).
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The second calculation is based on Pratt's estimates (Table

75

3) for the annual livestock capacity of the two ecozones in Kenya

(Pratt'and Gwynne 1978). One conclusion to be drawn from Pratt's

figures is that zones IV and IV together have an annual livestock

capacity of 311,649 SSU (which is not much greater than the

Government 's figure of 291,000 SsU).

In contrast to the preceding figures computed as annual

livestock capacities, Campbell argues (1979b) that the diffétent
livestock capacities of wet and dry seasons are critical to any
discussioﬁ of human support capacities. The dry season °is the
critical constraint that has to be taken into account in any
meaningful analysis of the livegtock capacity on a seasonal
basis. Again, if we restrict ourselves to Kajiado District’aé a
case study area, then. there is, appro;imately, a half year of
rainy weather, and a half year which may be regarded as dry
(Norton-Griffiths 1977). Thus, a better and more reliable
coecébt would be that of the “seasonal 1livestock capaéity"
(uéiliz;ng only zones IV and V) - 219,613 SSU during the dry
season and 544,991 SSU during the rainy season (Campbell

1979b:3). We shall return to a discussion of the significance of

these differences shortly. -

It is also not sufficient merely to regard the district as a
unit only capable of heing divided accordin?>to the eco-climatic
4zones. There are variations within the district in terms of the
zones and their geographical positioning. Therefore, following

Campbell, we can further divide Kajiado District into three

13
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sepaut’e areas - West, North, and South - because these three

contain the ecozones in diffeérent proportions and t'nere?ore have

e om sl

,—Eifgren? li-s;:sto&h‘c;;acit‘:-ﬂs,;? different t;Tmes “of the y:ar.
The northern part of the district has no good grazing land (zones
II and III) and has a large prcportion of arid and semi-arid land
(zones 1V and V). Similarly, the southern part of the district
has very little good grazing (zones II and III} but a very large
area of arid ilahd (zone V). These differences stand out clearly
in the livestock ;:apacities for the geographical’'areas and their

' respective ecozones (Table 2).

‘TABLE 2. Annual livestock capacity by Unit and Ecozone,

District of Kajiado (in Std. Stock Units)

Unit A IV v (all zones)
West 84450 45217 156105
North 72275 21017 93292
South 39043 51648 98504
District (a) 195768 115882 347901
(b) (186000) (105900) (329724)

Source: (a) Pratt and Gwynne, 1978:43.
+ B}
(b) The figures in brackets are the maximﬁm number of

SSU supportable in each ecozone, according to the

Report of the Ministry of Economic Planning and

Community Affairs,

1

Sy
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We can now bring together some of the concepts we have
encountereiandlﬂbegdi‘rl to see the total environmental pictuce
emérginé. ('i‘able 3) These figures presume that all the land is
‘accessible and productivg. In the seven years since they were
drawn up, even more land has been lost to various enterprises,
wheat schemes, peri-urban encroachment, etc. According to Pratt
(1968) zone IV requires 14.0 ha.per person (in terms of the
relationship between the cattle needed per person and the amount
of land available) i.e. 4 ha. per SSU x 3.5 SSU per person = 14
ha. per person. But zone V requires 48.0 ha. per person i.e. 12
ha. per SSU x 4 SSU per person, These figutes‘wot;ld refer.to
situations where the people involved would be relying sol'ely upon
livestock products. We can estimate from the known size of each
zone what each one can support by way of animals and humans.
Zone IV is 783,072 ha. and zone' V is 1,390,578 ha. and if ve
divide these figures by the number of hectares per SSU then we
obtain the average livestock capacity of the zones: Zone IV =
195,768 SSU and Zone V = 115,881 SSU. (Cf.Tables 3 and 4) We can
also estimate that zone IV can support a maximum of 55,933 people
and zone V can support 28,970 people. There is a discrepancy of
19,749 SSU between the figures arrived at by the Kenya Government
(186,000 SSU and5105,900 SSU) and . those of Campbell (195,768 SSU

and 115,881 SSU). These two sets of figures were arrived at from
i

independent measurements and this may account for the differences

shown.
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- ' TABLE 3. Relationship between ecological zone,
'livestock capacity and maximim population density

~ — —~ . _ . _ under gbsif_gn‘cigastoralismkajiado\Digkrict)
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—

————

Ecoclifiatic Zones

w vv

Ha. required per SSU " 4.0 ¢ 12.0
Maximum number of SSU
which can be supported (a) 195,768 SSU 115,881 SSU
Ha, requi{red per head

of population 4.0 ' 48.0
SSU required to support

1 head of population 3.5 ! 4.0

. : , .

' Maximum populdtion : "
which can be supported - 55,933 28,970

Source: Own compilation after
| Pratt and Gwynne 1978:43.
‘(a) Figures obtained by dividing the total number of
ih ‘ hectares in each ecozone by the number of hectares

o required per SSU.
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The figures in the Table presume that all the 1land is

accessible and productive; if actual population density —under

e

subsistence pastoralism even approaches these estimates of Pratt
. .

ind Gwynne then serious overpopulation is‘indicated. Higher

populations may only be supported 'if the pastoralists derive a

substantial part of their subsistence from vegetable foods,

collected, grown or obtained in exchange for 1livestock or dairy &

p(oducts {cf. Pratt and Gwynné '1973:43). The maximum population
which can be supported under  subsistence pastoralism conditions,
according to the Table, is 84,903. This figufe has:hlreaay been
exceeded, according to the 1979 Census, and six years ago stood

at 93,560 Maasai in the Distticg..

k The actJfl calculation of excess capacity, or "capacity
deficit", is based upen the meas?re of carrying capacity which
indicates the average annuai capaéity to support livestock.'.In
semi-arid areas which- have seasonal rainfall patterns it may be
more appropriate to calculate the seasonal livestock capacity as
& measure of the seagsonal ability of areas with different
potential to support livestock. ‘

Such a measure reflects the seasonal adjustments of the.

livestock distribution by the Maasai herders in response

to seasonal differences in the availability of pasture

and particularly water (Campbell 1979b:9).
Table 4 presents the two capacit;es {annual and seasonal) and
éives some jindication of the differences\ in terms of hectares
required per SSU 'between the figures for the two major eco?ones

IV and V which together contain approximately 98% of the total

land in the district.
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TABLE 4. Comparison between the number of hectares required

per SSU according to the annual livestock capacity

and seasonal livestock E:apaci_ty Ti(aji:do b—istri—ct)

' Hectares per Standard Stock Unit

—==w== livestock capacity----—-==—e-—--- .
Zone Annually Wet Season Dry Seasbn
IV ) 4 . 0 2 . S ) 5 . 5 s

v 12.0 " 6.0 18.0

Source: own clompilatlon
after Pratt and Gwynne (1978)
.Evangelou (1984) and . -
Campbell (1979b). |

In zone V, 18 hectares are ne;zded per SSU during the dry J
season as opposed to 6 hectares per SSU during the wet season.
Such adifferencé is of considerable importance when one is
attempting to ascertain the numbers of animals that may be
supported in a particular area during each season. The c.;{;:rying
cap;city concept would only indicater 12 hectares per "SSU,
whereas, in reality, a further 6 ha. per SSU wbuld be needed
during the dry season shortages, and 6 ha. less (than the 12 ha.)

during the wet season. ¢ :

However, if ,we' take our analysis further, following

§
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Campbell's notion of the seasonal livestock capacity, then it is

interesting to compare the two different seasohal livestock

— - — capacities by unit and_by zone and this gives a different idea of _

the total annual livestock capacity of the district. The figures

are obtained by dividing the total number of hectares in each
i zone by the different totals for the wet and dry season livestock
capacities (cf. Table 4). This new data is presented in Table 5.

TABLE 5. Wet and dry season livestock capacity by zone
and by geographical area (in SSU), Kajiado District.

Zone IV Zone V
Season ' ,4 Season
WET DRY WET l DRY

Wegt 135,120 61,418 86,433 28,811
North . + 115,640 52,564 42,033 14,011
South 62,469 - 28,395 103,296 34,432
District 313,229 142,377 ) 231,762 77,254
Source: Own compilation \

/

after' Campbell 1979b.

» Table 5 indicates the seasonal livestock capacity of Kajiado
( District and shows that the dry seascr‘:'n livestock capacity is
— lower than the wet season livestock capacity and much lower than

th;e annual livestock capacity' (shown in Table 2). This dry

~

3
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season livestock capacity is a strong limiting factor. to any form

of development that may be

envisaged in the district. A

_comparison of the two types of capacity under different grazing

situations is given below in Table 6. According to Campb?ll

(1979b) the dry season capacity for z2one II is 36,750 SSU, and

zone III is 11,583 SSU.

TABLE 6. Comparison of the annual livestock capacity (all zones),

with the total dry season livestock capacity

(zones IV and V), Kajiado District

Total annual

livestock capacity

(in 8SU)

All Zones grazed

-

Total dry season

livestock capacity -

(in SSU)

/

Zones IV and V only grazed

West = 156,105 West = 90,229
North = 93,292  North = 66,575
South = -98,504 South = . 62,827
’ 219,631

District 347,901

Source: Own compilation

after Campbell 1379b, Pratt and Gwynne 1978.

Even { £ the other two Eéqzones (II and III) were to be added

to the above figures,they would only in}:rease it by approximately

,48,333 SSU. 'In other words, this would still only give a total

g
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seasonal livestock capacity of 267,964 SSU (219,631 + 48,333 SSU)
for all zones and this 1is considerably less than the more
commonly presgentied carrying capacity figure of 347,901 SSU.

If the :iand in ecozone II is not available to ' the’
pastoralists then an estimate of 231,214 SSU is the highest that
can be supported during the dry season in Kajiado District (West
= 101,812 SSU; North = 66,575 SSU; South = 62,827 SSU). since the
inclusion of zone III to our reckoning does not add any ﬁmcrare
grazing capacity for the north and the south. This is a decrease
of 13.7% from the 267,964 SSU that could be grazed if zone II
were to be available to them (Campbell 1979). At a ratio of 1l
head of cattle to 1.3 shoats (Campbell's survey of Kajiado
District 1977) and assuming that 1 SSU is equivalent to 2 cattle
and 20 shoats, then 231,214 SSU is equivalent to 367,000 cattle

and 954,000 shoats.

Evangelou (1984:31) has demonstrated from Kenya Government
sources that Kajiado District will only support a total of
329,724 Standard Stock Units. This is a lower figure than the
one presented by Campbell, but ‘ both are in exgess of the real
figure supportable on available range grazing during a reqular

dry season in the district - 219,631 SSU.

Basing ourselves upon the figures presented in Table 1l we can

\
now draw some conclusions about Kajiado District from the
different figures and assumptions (by dividing the’ total hectares

in each zone by the number of hectares required per §SU):

i s
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1. The Kenya Government:

annual livestock capacity (IV and V) 291,900 SSU

2. Pratt and Gwynne:

annual livestock capacity (IV and V) = 311,650 SSU
3. All zones grazed (II - V):
annual livestock capacity = 347,901 SSU
' 3

All zones grazed:

(dry season) livestock capacity 267,964 SSU

4. Campbell:

[}

wet season livestock capacity (IV and V) 544,991 SSU

dry season livestock capacity (IV and V) 219,631 SSU

This would still mean that the dry‘ season livestock capacity
is just half that of the wet season capacity (if only ecozones IV
and V are grazed). These are important differences in.terms of
numbers, in terms of what is implied by annual livestock capacity
as opposed to the seasonal livestock capacity, and in terms of
what number of animals the land can support é;er the course of
the two seasons. The figures also demonstrate the inadequacy of
the Government figures which. do not take into account the dry
season paucity of grazing. We should also bear in mind here our
observations on the amount of land used during the migrations of
the wild}beest in Kenya, seriously 1limiting the amount of usable
grazing left to Maasai herds in competition with the wild
ungulates. Unfortunately, the wild animals have an advantage
over the cattle ingsofar as their cal{}ng grounds have to be left
ungrazed due to the presence of the wildebeests' discarded,

placenta. In the next section we shall look at the actual
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livestock population of the District.

IV. The Livestock Population
N
The East African short-horned Zebu forms the mainstay of the
pastoral Maasai livestock holdings. This breed is renowned for
its longevity, hardiness, sturdiness, and adaptability to arduous
semi-arid range conditions. Its qualities are measured in terms
of its aEility to trek long distances, survive on meaqre food and
little ,water, and its resistance to high temperatures and to
tropical diseases. As a breed the Zebu is probably the most
suitable for the range conditions with which it has to_contend in
Kenya and Tanzanja. It is also accepted by the Maasai as the
animal most -suitable for their subsistence economy, i.e. where
low productivity is an accepted norm weighed against all the
other environmental factors. These arimals are kept for mi Rk
production since fresh or curdled cow's milk forms the bulk of
the Maasai pastoralists' diet. (8) Unfortunately, the milk yield
is low. The Zebu has a iow genetic potential for high rates of
weight gain and early maturity, important~ elements of high
productivity in livestock production (Parkipuny'1975). This low
genetic capability ceiling has led to efforts to improve the
breed. Presumably, higher milk yields, higher fertility rates,

and higher slaughter weights would help subsistence as well.

Cows 3re rarely slaughtered (except old and barren ones which

are -used for sale, trade, and slaughtering). Steers were
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traditionally raised mainly for communal ceremonial feasts.
Three methods of cutting down the size of the herd are practised
- sale, trade and slaughter. The Kenya, Central Bureau of
Statistics, 1979 census, set the figures for the District at
600,000 to 650,000 ca;tie and 701,000 small stock. Meadows and
White estimated” the number for 1978 as being 547,000 - which is
reasonably similar to the above figures. This indicates that

already the livestock capacity had been exceeded in the district

for the dry season grazing areas. by approxiffately 430,370 head
of cattle alone, not counting the further 701,000 small stock in
the District. Figures for the annual sales offtake rate among
the Maasai herders of the Ngorongoro Conservation Area {as one
example of the Maasai practice) have recently been calculated at

about 8% (Homewood and Rodgers,1984).

We have seen the annual livestock capacity and the seasonal
livestock capacity of the land available to the Maasaiin Kajiado
District, and now we shall look more closely at the size and the
composition of the Maasai herds. Later, we shall look at the
human populations supported by the 1land and the livestock. This
st;tistical comparison should underline the argument that the
Maasai livestock and human populations cannot be adequately
supported on the diminished (and still diminishing) land base

e
left to them under present technology.
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A. The size of the herd

The principal unit for the management of the herds amdng the
A
Maasai is the homestead enkang' consisting of a man and his wives

and children. These homesteads, inkang'itie, often join together

for any of a number of economic, or social reasons to form what
is referred to as a boma (the more widely used Swahili rd for
the multi-homestead encampment), This is a collec??on of
homesteadsl surrounding the 'principal cattle kraal or corral.
Each boma may consist of 6-8 families, i.e. some 30 to 80
persons, In a favourable 1locality with available water and
grazing there may be up to 20 of these bomas. Using the ratio of
3 SSU per person (Pratt and Gwynne 1978;38) such a locality might
have up to 4,800 SSU. This number would vary according to the
severity of the climate, more being needed in semi-desert areas,
(3.5 SSU to 4.0 8SSU), and less in areas of high rainfall and

regular milk supply (2.0 SSU to 2.5 SSU) (Pratt and Gwynne 1978).

The actual size (and composition) of pastoralists' herds,
{
in East Africa, has been well researched and documented by
numerous scholars (notably Spooner 1973; Baker 1976, Dahl and
Hjort 1976, Pratt and Gwynne 1978, Dyson Hudson and Dyson Hudson
1982, Behnke .1983,. King et al. 1984). According to Spooner,
(the) ability of the herdsman to control the animals in
any given topographical situation is a major factor
determining the maximum size of the herd. The
requirements of the family or other grouping that

subsists from the herd are a factor determining the
herd's minimum size (1973:9).
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Thus the maximum size refers to the effective management of

herds, whereas the minimum size pertains to livelihood. The
"minimum size" of the herd depends on dimensions of non-pastoral
activities and incomes, in many cases, and is ?lso, therefore, of
a variable character (Khazanov 1984). Herd size varies from
family to family, and estimates of the total cattle populatioﬁ
are invariably iﬁpccurate from one year to the next. Twenty five
years ago, a sample of Kisongo Maasai possessed on .average, 14
head of cattle per person; a typical family of 8-10 persons owned
125-140 head of cattle, of which 57-60% were adult milch cows

(Jacobs 1975).

"Shoats" are kept mainly for meat, not milk, and for trading
off to acquire more cattle. A typical family of 8-10 persons
might have an average of between 150 and 120 shoats. Dahl and
Hjort (1976) consider the minimum herd size for the "reference
family" as a cattle herd of 50-60 head, or 38 camels, or more
than 100 head of sheep and goats, assuming total subsistence on

animal products.

V. The Human Population
>
The next step hypothesizing whether present Maasai
pastoralists and their descendants can continue a viable life on
the rangelands must-come from an >pstimation of how many people
can be supported by existing herds. Then we can begin to discuss

the gap between tﬁe potential human support capacity and actual
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numbers ¢f people presently or prqjecteé to be in the rangelands.
The 1969 Kenya Census figures were othe basié for the
population project&ons and development strategies of the kenya
Government and various development agencies during the 1970s.
What is interestiné is that some governmen; documents, for

example, Kajiado District Assessment Report 1980, were still

basing themselves on the 1969 Census figures, even though the
projections containéd there for the year 2000 had almost been
reached already. Due cognizance of the actual 1979 figures would
seem to be essential pretequisites for future developmept
programmes for the Maasai. The 1979 census' figures ornly became
available in 1981, and these showed alarmingly that the
projections for 1980 based on the 1969 figures had been exceeded.
In fact, the actual figures for 1979 have almost reached " the
projectioris made for the yéar 2000 AD and thus these figures
identify new demographic pressures. Population projections were -
based on an annual rate of increase of 2.2% p.a. for pastoralists
and 3.3% p.a. for farmers (Schaffef of the African Medical and
Research Foundation, Nairobi cited in Campbell 1979b). There has
been gfeat in-migration of farmers into the Maasai District
(Campbell 1979b) and therefore 7000 Adult Equivalent farmers had
been included in base popﬁlation projections for 198b ({this was
to allow for the increase in the population from sources other
than the population increase by birth-rates alone, i.e. the 2.2%

and 3.3% increases). (Table 7)
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TABLE 7. Maasai population projected to the years
-
1980, 1990, and 2000 AD.

(Kajiado District)

Unit 1980 1990 2000
" West 25858 32144 39958
North 24478 30429 - 37827
South 17467 21713 26992
District 67803 84286 104777
(62927) (78225) (97242)

Source: Campbel]l 1979b.
The figures in brackets are projections

from Kenya, Ministry of Economic Planning

23

and Community Affairs, 1979,Appendix X, Table 3,

are in Adult Equivalents and are based

on the 1969 Census.

Rate of population increase assumed to be 2.2% p.a.

Uniés expressed in adult equivalents (AE).

One adult = 1 AE; one child = 0.67 AE '
If we accept a growth rate of 3.3 pe:' annum among the

subsistence agricul’turalists. and if we further assume that the

average farm size is about 3.5 ha., then ther;'.- will be a shcrtage

of land for the projected agricultural population as well as for

the Maasai pastoralists.(9)

The Central Bureau of Statistics (198l1) gives the actual

4
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* District figure for 1979 as being 149,005. This represented an

increasg of 73.5% over the 1969 figure, and a growth rate of

5.66% p.a, (Kenya Population Census 1379, Volume I, 198{). The

Maasai numbered 93,560 AE (62.8% of the total population) and the

L“"nnon-allaasai 55,445 AE (37.2%) of the total population.

v

= “*

A m’l‘here ’is~‘a startling difference of 49,423 AE between the
comfortable prediction of Campbell and the number recorded by the
1979 Censeus. There is an even greater difference between the
Kenya Go;ernment's'projection for the year 1980 and the real
figure - a discrepancy of 55,086 AE. The figures projected for
the year 2000 AD have almost been achieved already - 20 years
ahead of time. The actual rate of increase {currently at more
than 73% of the‘total‘popula;ion over the ten year period since
the last 1969 - Census) for whatever\‘reason, will present
difficulties in the coming years in terms of the availablé
resources and the rapidity of the exhaustion of those resources.
This fiqure of 73% means that the population of the District is
almost doubling itself every‘ten years - rather than after the
expected twenty years. This is particularly so in the northern
part of the District which includes Kaputiei, Ildamat,
Dalalekutuk, Purko and Matapato. Campbell's population

" prediction for these areas for 1980 was 24,478 and his prediction
for the northern area for the year 2000 AD was 37,827. This
latter figqure had almost been reached by 1979 when it was 36,477
(Kenya 1981). The Kenya Government's predictions for 1979 based
on the 1969 census wére also wide of the ﬂqu. Theif projections

for 1980 for the District were 62,927 whereas the real figure for

¢ .
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1979 was 93,560 (Kenya 1981). In fact, this real figﬁ}e _is
already beyond the government's prediction for the year 1990,
-which was 78,225 and it approaches the predicted poputhion for

(h the year 2000 AD which was set at 97,242.

VI. Land, Livestock and People - The Future
~
Campbell (1979b%‘has stated that the majority of the Maasai
pastoralists remain confident of the continued viability of tg&if
way of life. They recognize that cultivation and the creation of
National Parks have reduced their access to dry-season resources
but do not envisage any critical shortage, and the most commonly
stated precaution against future drought is to increase the size
of the herd.
But among younger Maasai there is a realisation that
the pastoralist economy will have to adapt to altered
conditions and they see the Maasai as needing to
diversify their economy to reduce their vulnerability
to any future drought (Campbell 1979a:54).
What is clear 1is that many Maasai realize that théy cannot live
by their livestock alone in the changing circumstances in which

they find themselves, and in fact many of them no longer attempt

to do so.

We can recall here the figures from Table 6. Even if all
zones are gpazed, the total seasonal livestock capacity would
only be 267,964 SSU which would still be below the figure

required to support pastoralists at a subsistence level -~ 366,719

[N
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SSU.This projection itself is well below the real figure because

the human population projection for 2000 AD was based on the 1969
Census figure. As wé have already oQgsrved ™his projection for
the year 2000 had already been reached almost twenty years aheag' <
of time. |

'f/

What is important here is the relationship between the land,
livesiock, and population {in Kajiado. In ecozone IV, each SSU
requires( 4.0 ha., and 3.5 SSU at a gin{hum' are required to
‘support each person. One SSU equals 450 kg liveweight. In
Maasailand, this would mean about 2 head of cattle, i.e.
gpproximately 7 cows per ‘adult (Campbell 1979b) therefore the
minimum numbef of Standard Stock Units required to maintain the
1979 recorded pastoralist population at a subsistence level would
be as follows:

93,560 Maasai would need (at 3.5 SSU per person) 327,460 SSU
which in turn would ne;d 81,865 ha. for grazing.

Again, the same number of péople would need

(at 4.0 SSU per person) 374,240 SSU.

We know that 219,631 SSU is the dry season livestock capacity
for zones IV and V (Table 6) and thus it is clear that an

almost‘imﬁossible situation aready exists in the District.

Comparing these figures with the figures presented previously
in Tables 5 and 6, we can see that the land during the dry season

is not able to support. the minimum numbers of animals required to .
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maintain this Maasai 'pastoralist population at a subsistence
level (without heavy overgrazﬁng). The capaci;y has already been
exceeded.+ This must mean that' the Maasai have already begun to

find alternatives to dairy broducts in terms of their diet and

\
nutritional intake, and are relying on other inputs or income

squrces. Sometimes reading some of the literature on the Maasai
one is left with the impression that this is'understbpddyet never
actually stated. On the other hand, the current studies being

3

undertaken by the ILCA teams do move in the general direction of

ascertaining the actual dietary éﬁanges and the amounts of money
S

being spent in certain selected Group Ranches on non-traditional

© -

foods etc-. . )

> Table 8 gives Campbell's piojeetions for the livestock needed
v \ ‘

to maintain pastoralist subsistence for the years 1980, 1990 and

2000 AD (and this on the presumption'that this "subsistence" is

dependent upon primary dairy productsy.

w
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Table 8. - Minimum livestock numbers required to maintai’n‘

pastoralist subsistenge in sSU (Kajiado District).

* (Projected to 2000 AD) : b
N S
Unit 1980 . 1990 N 2000

. - . ® ’

West 90,503 112,504 © 138s3 . &
North 85,673 “ 106,502 132,394
Soith 61,135 75,996 <. ' 94,472 -
District 2?;,311 . 295,002 366,719

e

Source: Campb:ell 1979b,

- The minimum tota°l of vlivestocic units required tq support the
pastoralists at a subsistence level by the year 2000 A.D. would
be 366,719 SSU. But the dry season livestock capaciéy for the
district, grazing only ecozones IV and V is'219,631 $SU. This
short~£fall of 147,088 SSU is a figure based on ;:he present
condition of the dry season pasturéqe and upon its acreage. If
the size diminishes or if its condition deteriorates, then this
figure of 147,088 §SSU would be an under-estimation. The " dry
season livestock capacity is 212,631 SSU (Table 6), and so, at a
minimum of 4.0 SSU per petsg‘n:' él?at would mean 54,908 persons (or
62,752 persons at 3.5 SSU per- perso?).' But, by 1979, there were

already 93,560 Maasai in Kajiado District. The land neither

\supports enough cows to feed the people throughout the whole year

and is overgrazed, nor are there less cattle in thé dry season

than are needed. The fact is that the Maasai resort to other

1 L
|

-
4

~
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The presence of this number of Maasai.with their animals in
the District meant tha® the livestock capacity for the area had
a%ready shrunk to 5.87% by the year 1979 (and this graziné all
zoﬁesp at least theoretically). This figure 1is arrived at by
using she annual 1livestock capacity fig:res of Pratt and- Gwynne

(1978) found in Table 2, and using the population figures from-.

the 1979 census. (10)

1]

l'stock capacity - population demand x 100

N R

-’ livestock capacity

Therefore the annual livestock capacity for all zones:

.

93,560 AE # 3.5 SSU = 327,260 SSU \
| - required for tqtal{Ma&sai population -
District livestock capacity

7, = 20,441 'SSU (surplus)

347,901 ssU - 327,460

"

20,441 x 100 = 5.87%

9 o
“ L

347,901 ‘ L

+
’

These figures mask the plight of the northern part of the

District for tie annual livéstock cépacity (grazing all zones).

. The 1979 popu;stion of the northern part of Kajiado District was

- ° -
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36,477. Using the same method of «calculating the surplus
capacity, we find that 1in 1979 the northern part was already

-36.85% beyond or above its capacity.

The figures are even more disturbing when we look at the dry
season grazing capacities for the District as a whole, and for

the northern section (cf. Table 6):

The dry sé!!on livestock capacity (zones IV and V) for the
District allows for 219,631 SSU. The population is 93,560 AE (x
3.5 SSU) needing 327,460 SSU. There 1is therefore a deficit of

-107,829 SSU.

-107,829 x 100 = a shortfall of -49.1%

“219,631

This means that the district as a whole in the dry season was
nearly -50% beyond its capacity by 1979 and the dry season
livestock capacity for the northern part was -91.8% by the time

the census Qés taken in 1979.{11) .,

The number of adult equivalents that can be supported at a
rate of 3.5 SSU per AE during the égx season is only 76,561 1f
the whole district is available for grazing activities, which of
course it is not. This figure had already been exéeeded by 1979.
The deficit in the grazing capacity together with the excessive
numbers of pastoralists to be supported do not auour well for the

future of the District.
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According to the Kenya Government, Ministry of Economic
Planning and Community Affairs (1979), the maximum number of
pastoralists capable of being supported in Kajiado if all the
land is available to them is 94,207 AE (Table 9). But this
capacity had almost been reached by the year 1979. ;ccording to
these predictions, the land would be capable of supporting
various population projections of Maasai. However, I think these
projections are flawed because they were based on the 1969
figures, even though they only appeared in 1979. The 1979 Census

figures show conclusively that the population 1is already well

beyond the estimated numbers.

These projections indicated that the District of Kajiado
would only be capable of supporting 83,400 pastoralists if they
are excluded from ecozones II and III, and there would seem to¢be
this exclusion at the moment where =zone II 1is already under
intensive cultivation and there 1is more and more encroachment

into zone III and zone IV. (Table 9)
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TABLE 9. Maximum number of pastoralists supportable under
different land restrictions, and year by which the

pastoral carrying capacity will be exceeded.

® (Kajiado District)
Land Maximum pastoral Year pastoral population
Restrictions population supportable will exceed capacity
(A.E.) . (year)
All land
available 94,207 1999
Restricted
from Zone 2 87,160 ~ 1995
Restricted °
from Zones
II and III 83,400 1993\7
Source: Kenya,Ministry of Economic Planning af

and Community Affairs (1979) Appendix X,Tables 7 and 8. -
Based upon 3.5 livestock units per Adult Equivalent.

I would hazard to suggest that the predicted years giyen in

Table 9 and in the Appendix Table 2 are no longer valid, because
g

of the new knowledge that we have from the 1979 Census figures.
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If the rangelands will not be capable of supporting the
numbers of animals necessary to provide subsistence for the
population of the future (or the present for that matter) then
what are the alternatives? We know that the pasturage set aside
for the Group Ranches is not adequate for the Maasai herds.
Supplemental feeding 1is used to a very limited extent on a few
Ranches, and is not practised on any of the Ranches on a reqular
basis, and on most not at all. (Peterson and Peterson <1980>
reported that fodder crop production was practised very little,
if at all, in subsistence mixed livestock and crop gystems in

Arusha Region, Tanzania.)

The fact that there are still people moving into the district
from outside and practising various forms of agriculture and
mixed farming has put tremendous pressures on the Maasai
pastoralists. Apart from in-migration, the population growth of
the farming population, wvia fertility, is 3.5% p.a. and this is
higher. than that of the pastoralist group. The occupation of
zone II land by the farmers reduces the dry season grazing
resources available to the pastoralists. High potential areas,
e.g. zone II, assume greater importance in the dry season only
when the quality of the water and grazing in zones IV and V
declines.(12) More and moere 1land is being taken over by
"peri-urban spread”" and light industrial expansion as well as
agricultural encroachment in the whole district. Since most of
zone II s already under cultivation there is now some

encroachment even into 2%2ones III and IV.
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The requirements of an ever increasing population of both
farmers and pastoralists would outstrip the capacity of the land
by the year 2000 AD and would seem to point to the need for a
greater move away from subsistence towards some form of
commercialization. The district will not be able to provide for
the needs of its total population if the people are entirely or
even primarily dependent on their own agricultural or pastoral
produce for subsistence. Perhaps what is indicated is a need
either to transform the technology of production or simply to
sell more animals, in addition to other forms of diversification.
In the next chapter we shall examine some of the possible changes

within and alternatives to pastoralism,
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CHAPTER FOUR - CHANGES IN PASTORALISM

I. Introduction

We have investigated the hi?torical circumstances affecting
livestock production among the ﬁaasai and the changes in their
resource base., The Maasai cannot be reduced (as a people) merely
to their cattle, nor’can they live by cattle alone. There ig, as
Galaty (1981), has correctly identified, "a dialectic of change"
within the lives of the Maasai of both Kenya and Tanzania, as
opposed, for example, to a unilateral process of change or a
whole plethora of changes; They are not living in two worlds, as
some would have it, but are in process within the one world - a
world of pressures and change. It is not as if there has been
some kihd of "quantum leap” from the traditional to these changed
patterns of 1living, 1implying some kind of breakdown or
deteriocration - rather there has been an on-going dialectic, a
continuous process of change. This "breakdown"” image is based on
an assumption made by a number of .authorg (Ferguson i979;

Konczacki 1978; Dahl and Hjort 1979).

The Maasai seem to be making their own on-going adjustments
to the various pressures:weighing upon them and at the same time
theY.seem to be holding on to what they regard as the essential
elements of their traditional way of 1l1life. In this way, the
*past", or the "traditional®, is a mode of creation in the

*present” (Levi-Strauss 1966; Sahlins 1976; Stiles 198l1), as the

’
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Maasai create conditions which will allow them to exercise their
own innate capacity for responding to the -"challenges which face

them.

<

x

Clearly the Maasai, in both countries, are in trangition,
employing what Bennett (1984) referred to as "adaptive
strategias" in order to survive, to hold on to what land is
still remaining t? them, and to preserve their cultural heritage
at the same time as they take their placé in the new nation
states. One classic example of this is to be seen in the
adaptive strategies employed by the Kenyan Maasai vis-a-vis Group
and Individual Ranches where they have used the Group Ranches and
the Individual Ranches to their own advantage (Davies 1971;
Hedlund 1971; Halderman 1972a, 1972b; Galaty 1980). When the
need arises they just cross the boundaries and take their cattle

outside the confines of their own ranches. (1)

Now we shall look at some of the changes in pastoralism as
praébiged by the Maasai (to various degrees), such as: education,
migration for wage employment, additional imcomes, the question
of supplemenéary animal feeds and refined breeding in the herds,
shifts qin diet (e.g. towards more grain - euther home grown or
purchased), and commercial options, such as small 1livestock
related industries, etc. We shall also loock at some of t@e
historically-based factors which have limited the economic
diversification of the Maasai and their integration within the
wider and more complex economy. This is both part of the.

historical background to an analysis of the present changing
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situation in Maasailand, as well as being part of their 'future’

in terms of the options open to them.

In reviewing these chaJZing "gstrategies"” or "ptocesses"‘being
ehbraced by. the Maasai themselves, we should not lose sight of
the fact that there is a tremendous need for government and
development planners to establish and congolidate the
ingtitutional structures which would encourage desirable ends
such as higher family incomes or better quality of 1life.
Government determined structures play an important role in the

dynamics of these changes.

II. Differential Access to Education: Political Encapsulation

The educational facilities available to the newly independent
African nations in the very early 1960s were 1limited and
unequally distributed between various geographical areas, both
regionally and locally (Hedlund 1979). I; the case of Kenya, the
problem of regional imbalance in the distfibution of educational
resources and opportunities "originated in the economic mode of
colonial developéent, the location of missionary activity, and
the pattern of local self-help activity" (Court . and Kinyanjui,
1980:1). As the need arose for local people to £ill positions in
the expanding administration, so the emphasis grew for secondary
and higher education for those who were already in the education
system at the time of independence. Invariably these were not

the pastoralists.
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Generally speaking, the colonial administration had "benignly
neglected " the pastoralists, and had thus safegquarded them from
the effects of any of the major changes which were taking place
within the neighbouring agricultural societies and groups:

While Ministries of Education were involved full-time in
attempting to meet popular pressures, little attention
could be given to those groups within the populations of
many African states who had never seen the attributes of
formal schooling (King 1972:389).

Schools in‘ most societies are the main channels of social
mobility, but in Africa they are the almost exclusive means of
access to wage-paying occupatjons and elite roles in the 'Aew'
sgciety. Unfortunately, pastoralists occupy oniy peripheral
soclo-economic and political (and oftenq‘geographical) positions
in their respective countries. .This means that they have little
influence on the policies and programmes decided by ‘central
government, for their areas. In the case of the Maasai, this

marginalization or peripheralization 1is 1linked closely to

differential access to education in both Tanzania and Kenya.

Kenya particularly has given’ﬁore and more emphasis to the
importance of academic achievements as expressed in exam results.
As the public sector assumes greater importance, so does the need
for educational qualifications to assure the person of a position
in the emerging bureaucratic administration. As a result, the
distribution of higher-level education has become a means of
access to future status and security, and schools have become
"the arena for important political competition .... (The) demand

for regional equality is the demand for more schooling" (Court
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and Kinyanjui 1980:5).
A. Primary education

In both Kenya and Tanzania, the critical examination which
actually. determines access to secondary education is the
Certificate of Primary Education (CPE). Like all such exams it
tends to favour or benefit the students of the better endowed
schools and to disfavour or disadvantage those from rural or poor
urban schools. éecause of this, the Maasai in both countries
have found it very difficult to compete for secondary school
places with the students 1living in the urban areas or in the

administration centres.

In Kenyan Maasailand there were 62 primary schools by 1970
which had been established to attract and to serve Maasai
students. There were 5 secondary schools set up within the two
Maasai districts. In Tanzanian Maasailand there is not yet one
secondary school which may be s§id to serve the Maasai
specifically, although there are 10 secondary schools in the
Region (almost all of which are located in the town of Arusha).
There are currently nine Full Primary. Schools within the three
Taazanian districts of Maasailand. But these schools do not
serve primarily the Maasai pastoralists. A number of the schools
have been established in or near the 1local government
adminigtrative centres, e.g. Loliondo, Kibaya, Kijuﬁgu, Wassé,

Nainokinoka, Malambo, Soit Sambu and Endulen. It is mainly the

children of the 1local government and Party officials working in



107

these administrative centres (together with the children of their

a

relatives) who attend these schools.

-
5

It is not easy to assess the implications of the rate of
Maasal participation in’education as compared to highly motivated
farming communities nearby or other pastoral groups. However,
there ha; nevér been much enthusiasm among pastoralists for
sending their children, espeéially e girls, to school (2) and
therefore it is nog surprising that in the égrly 19705 there were
still a number of districts in Kenya which had 1less than
two~thirds of their primary school age population enrolled in

school. This two-thirds percentage is not at all a high fidure

»

compared to the enrolment percentages of the other districts nor
is it a significant figure truly representative of the actual
numbers of Maasai children attending those primary schools
because the momentum for educational growth in Kajiado 1in more

recent years

has come mainly from the population which has migrated
into these .districts from Central and Western Provinces,
with the result that these districts have had the
highest rate of growth {in primary educatio in the
country (Court and Kinyanjui 1980:23). :

In the colonial era, three "~ districts in particular (Turkana,

Samburu and Maasailand) were relatively deJrived of educational

I

poesibilities, but

in recent years, these areas have also been penetrated
by people from the developed districts who have settled
on some of the high potential lands in these districts.
Furthermore, the movement of children from the more
developed districts to these educationally backward
districts is a common phenomenon so that public funds
expended on education .in a particular district may not
just benefit the children cf that district (Court and

x
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Kinyanjui 1980: 25-26).
It is for this reason that the statistics given for the Maasai
5 . -

districts and presented by the governments of both Kenya and

o

Tanzania -do not adequately represent the situation among the

-

pastoral Maasai of the five Kenyan and Tanzanian districts
involved. For example, the number o% children in school as a
prqoportion of projected 6-13 school age population in Kajiado
District rose from 45% in 1971 to 69% in 1975; for Narok, the
percentage rose from 26% in 1971 to 50%~ in 1975 (Ministry of
Education Annual Report 1971 and 1975: Kenya Sﬁﬁfistical Digest
cited in Court and Kinyanjuih 1980:21).. Vithout further -details,
the increase in the growth of primary education could be taken
either as an indicator of the increase in Maasai.participation or
as an indicator of the rise in the population of "outsiders"
whose children have been attending these schools in the heart of
Maasailand. Thus, in the Rift Valley, because speciAI facilities
have not been accompanied by ethnic quotas, they have only served
to intensify the regional differences which have persisted over
the years and to continue the imbalance by providing additional
opportunities for these outsiders from areas which were already
reasonably well endowed with educational facilities and
opportunities (Hunter 1966; King 1972,1974; Van de Laar 1973;
Annual Manpower Report,Tanzania 1975; Gorham 1977; Court and

Kinyanjui 1980).

The practice of "repeaters" within the primary school system‘

hag made it difficult for Maasai students to obtain places in the
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gseccndary systems of both countries - but especially in Kenya
where the repeaters in the region (sometimes as high as 75% of

the total number of students in Standard VII) may well q?ve come

e

£ some of the more prog}essive regions in the country rather
’\\.ﬂ from the Maasai region. For example,
the Kipéigis colony.in the Kilgorié division of Narok
District now control 60% of the double stream entry to
Narok Secondary (King 1974:141). ’
- %
This gives some idea of the magnitude of this practice and

how it 1is affecting the opportunities open to the Maasai for

educational and political advancement.{3)

IS
-

B. Secondary education

NS

rn‘TaﬂiihIETfﬁIE'Ehé“Iggagjﬁzgg;;~—;;;*;zzzz—only one Middle
School for the whole of the Monduli District, and even this was
closed ‘in "1965. The first Tanzanian Maasai graduated from
secondafy school in the early 1950s, and since then the actual
number of Maasai graduates does not seeﬁ to have gone up very
much atall. Parkipuny was able to say, as late as 1975, that the
& figure has ”néver actually been larger.than 4 annually ia the
pfeceding years" (Parkipuny 1975:58). ’The figures for the period
1968-74 in.Tanzania indicate that the Maasai student .intake into
Form I of secondary education was then quite low (for all the
Maasai students eligible for admission into any of the secondary ?
schools in the whole country): the intake for i968, 1969, 1970
'was 1, 4, aﬁd 3 respectively; it was 0 for the years 1971 to 1974

~

inclusive (féble 10). ,
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TABLE 10. Secondary Education:
Form 1 intake and numbers of Maasail

in Monduli District, Tanzania (1968-74)

Year No. of ) No. of pupils Form 1 Maasai in. )
Pr. Schools in Class 1-7 intake Form 1 intake
1968 na na 22 1 ‘
71969 28 ., 3,090 31 4
) 1970 33 4,585 18 3 |

1971 g - '5,081 _ 11 ¢ ©

1972 41 5,949 .10 0

1973 47 " 6,402 50 0

1974 52 ‘ - 6,520 39 0 -

[y

—— e ———— =

«

Source: Files of the Education Department at Monduli
v cited in Parkipuny 1975: 58.
It is easy to see that the statistics given by the Annual

Manpower Report to the President, 1975, concerning education in

-\ Tanzania, and .more specifically vis-a-vis the proportion of.
selected p&pils to secondary schools, cover the fact that the ‘
number of Maasai students selected must have been minimal
coﬁpared to -the students from the other primary schools in the
Region, The statistics indicated that out og ; total of 6,261

students enrolled in Standard 7 in September 1?75, only 387 were

selected for Form 1 in 197s.
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In 1963, 30% of all secondary schools in Kenya were in the
urban areas, and these catered mainly for the Asian and European
communities, which toéether only made up about 3% of the total
population (Court and Kinyanjui,l1980:16-17; Anderson, 1970).
This situation ~hanged somewhat after independence with a limited
number of primary and secondary schools being found in the two
Maasai districts. The number of children between the ages of 15
and 19 in Central Province was 153,000 and these were served by
70 maintained secondary schools. The Rift Valley Province (in
which the Maasai Dbistricts are placed) had 227,000 children
between the ages of 15 and 17 vyears, but it had only 47
maintained secondary schools (Court and Ghai 1974).

There is obviously a differ®nce between Kenya and Tanzania
with regafd to educationai opportunities. There are
proportionally more Kenyan than Tanzanian Maasai secondary school
leavers a d graduates. King (1972) records 85 Maasai secondary

N

school leavers from the Narok School in Kenya during the years

. 1966-70 of which 27 were  employed in the District and 47 were

employed outside the District.

Since independence, participation in education has
dramatically increased in Kenya, and to a limited degree even in
Tanzania. I would not lay the blame for 1low <participation
entirely at the door of the,  Maasai, though there are factors
arising out of the Maasai pastoral economy which militate against
allowing the younger childreﬁf especially the boys, the

D

opportunity of an education. School directly competes for the

o

)
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labour of <children and influences the domestic production
process. There are daily herding labour needs among the
pastoralists which involve the boys of both primary and secondary
school age. The fact that almost all of the secondary schoolg
available to the Maasai would involve boarding the students away

from home also tends to discourage secondary school attendance.

There are other reasons too, which enter into the 1low
participation of many Maasai families. The circumcision
ceremonies and the period of moranhood for the boys, the
clitoridectomy ritual for the girls and their subsequent
marriage, impinge upon the availability of the younger Maasai men
and women for secondary and tertiary education. ¥n a cu}ture
where young women are married at the age of fourteen or fifteen,
the possibility of continuing with a secondary education is
somewhat limited. Another reason for the low numbers of Maasai
students attending primary school is that few parents will allow
their young children to walk excessive distances 1in the late
afternoon in areas which are game sanctuaries and thus be exposed
to attacks. These few observations are not intended to be an
exhaustive list of the reasons why there has been such a low
degree of Maasai participation in the education system, but they
do represent wvalid reasons why the Maasai in the pagt did not
. flock into the school system, and why so many of them left school

prematu:rely. )
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III. Outmigration: Education and Labour

The second "solution" or "adaptation" to the problem of the
inability of the land to support an increasing Maasai population
in subsistence pastoralism 1is linked to education and wage
employment in areas outside Maasailand, e.g. Nairobi or Nakuru
(Dyson-Hudson and Dyson-Hudson 1982). There are some recent
statistics available giving some indication of the actual dumbers
of Maasai who have left pastoralism for other forms of employment
in the rural areas or in the urban centres. The 1979 Kenya
Census gave the fiqure of 241,395 Maasai living in Kenya; there
were 93,560 Maasai in Kajiado, and 118,091 in Narok. This meant
that there were 29,744 Maasai living outside the two recognized
Maasai Districts. Though this may not seem an unusually high
number, it does represent 12.3% of the total Maasai population
who for one reason or another (not necessarily migration) are no
longer living in the two Maasai districts, and many of whom may
no longer be practising pastoralism. A high percentage of these
"Maasai of the diaspora" were still living within the Rift valley
Province (19,475) but a further 10,269 were living in the other
Provinces (Kenya 1981).(4) There are differences of opinion about
the actual occupations of these dispersed Maasai, but the point
is that we do not have any surveyed data on what they are doing
for a living. We do not know, for example, if the Maasai living
in other districts of the Rift Valley Province are involved in
pastoralism, agriculture, or other wage employment. Nor are
there any available \statistics on the educational attainments of

these Maasai living outside the two districts. This information
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would be most useful as would some knowledge of what those Maasai

men and women are doing in the other Provinces of Kenya.

The fact that the educational system has not attracted many
Maasai secondary school students could be interpreted eithgr as a
disadvantage or as an advantage depending on one's Qtandpoint.
If more young people had been attracted into the school system
and had been given a secondary or tertiary education, then more
of them might well have left the Maasai districts for "other
pastures"”, On the other hand, if more had been given this
opportunity, then it is possible that the future of the Maasai
pastoralists might well look better than it does today if for no
other reason than there would have been more educated Maasai in

positions of responsibility in national and local government.

If pastoraliéts and farmer-herders are increasingly being
attracted by employment outside the sector, this could well be
another expression of the new adaptive strategies of the Maasai;
the involvement of a good number of Maasai who have left home to
work elsgwhere and either sehd money home 46r buy animals and
return to improve theii herds. There are quite a number of young
Maasai men who are now '"champing at the bit," desirous of a
secondary education, but they are not able to achieve it. This
is partly due to the fact that they are not in control of their
own financial resources, depending upon their fathers, uncles, or
brothers to provide them with the money needed for a secondary

education in either Kenya or Tanzania. A few actually make it,

generally through the help of Western patrons, friends or

PR
.,
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missionaries. Tilough we have no clear indication of the actual
numbers of Maasai men and women who have opted out of pastoralism
in Tanzania, (5) nevertheless we can say that, at least, there is
some definite movement due to a number of factors - secondary
education, wage émployment, paup?rization {due to 1loss of
pastures or cattle), marriage, etc.

Needless to say, those who have left have not: only been the
educated ones looking for other employment and livelihood. There
have been tremendous cattle losses in wvarious parts of
Maasailand, both in Kenya and in Tanzania. A number of Maasai
have not been able to sustain their losses or to reconstitute
their herds and have had to leave pastoralism for other forms of
subsistence. Though historians have referred to the
sloughing-off of pastoralists in every epoch, there may well be a
case to argue that the pressures are such nowadays that more are
being sloughed-off due to the diminished ability of the general
group to help them over the difficult period. The pauperization
of some of the Maasai seems to bé taking place more frequently
these days (Arhem 1985b). In fact, in at least one boma in
northern Tanzania, the Maasai have decided not to attempt to
rebuild their herds (after repeated cattle-raids and deaths due
to disease) but to continue as long as they are able with goats
and sheep only. Admittedly this is an exception, but at least it
is some indication of the pressures under which some of the
Maasai are living. Again, there are no reliable figures on this

class of "impoverished" Maasai.
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I have first hand knowledge of the existence of large numbers

of pauperized Maasai (and Turkana) who have sought employment in
the urban areas of Nairobi and Nakuru, Ngong, Kajiado, etc., as
night-watchmen, house-guards or labourers. 1In other cases in the
rural areas, Maasai work as herders and dairy-hands for other
rich Maasai (for example, those working on the dairy farm of ole
Ntimama in Narok) or for farmers from other ethnic groups.
Outmigration has its advantages, for if the diminishing resources
are not going to be able to support the total population of
Maasai, then it may be to the advantage of the "remnant" to enjoy
the resources which may be left to them in the future (Evangelou
1984; Campbell 1979b). A certain "off-take" may not be such a

bad thing even for the human population.

A few rich Maasai tend to have “"a foot in both camps". A
number of these entrepreneurs maintain herds and homes in the
range areas or -adjudicated Ranches, and, at the same time, they
run small businesses (shops, dairy farms, bead-work outlets,
cattle-trekking groups, etc.) either in the rural or peri-urban
areas. Some educated Maasai, whether rich or otherwise
originally in terms of cattle and small-stock, have left
pastoralism completely, become attached to government departments
or to non-government development agencies, and have gone to live
énd work in the urban centres.\‘In one séﬁse these are' part of

‘the "new bureaucratic elite” and sometimes they are in posditions
which favour their advancement in terms of becoming rich

(comparatively speaking). These stated involvements obviously do

not represent an exhaustive list of the various strategies being
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adopted and exploited by many modern Maasai. However, they do

give some indication of the range of alternatives.

1v. Cash Flows: Consumerism/Commoditization within Pastoralism

There are already producer "class" differences among the
Maasai of Kajiado District - some are recognized as large,
medium, or small producers (King et al. 1984; ILCA 1984), and the
structure of their herds may reflect their openness to beef
production. It will be wvaluable to 1look at some of the
differences in the herds managed by Mpasai employing various
alternative strategies: 1In addition, the contributions of these
Maasai living and working outside the pastoralist economy are
pertinent to the question of the cash flowing into and out of the
pastoralist areas. Needless to say, this is only one possible
source of income slnce sales of products must also outweigh
remittances, but it is an important source and one which is often

overlooked or underestimated.

A. "Output": An analysis of the totality of livestock

products

Using one of the group ranches in KRajiado District (Olkarkar)
as an example, ILCA (1984)-has tried to quantify both the sou;ce
of “"output" and its division into subsistence and livestock
production, including stock accumulation, The researchers

discovered that in aggregate, 46% of total annual output (in
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terms of value) was used for subsistence 1living, and 54%
reinvested in livestock production. Milk, for home consumption,
represented 26% of the total annual output; meat, £for home
consumption, represented only 5% of the annual output. Sales of
livestock and 1livestock-products to help finance household
consumption expenditure constituted 15% of the total output. The
corresponding rates ~for financing livestock production expenses
accounted for 9% of the total output. "The remaining 45%.of total
annual output was reinvested in the production system in the form

of stock build-up" (ILCA 1984:89).

This information 1is relevant to the 1issue of the carrying
capacity of wthe land which is affected by the reinvestment and
remittance practices of Maasai engaged in wage labour, livestock
marketing or trade. The implications of this become clearer when
we look at the three levels of producers and their reinvestment
percentages. Small scale producers in the sample spept 63% of
their output on subsistence living and only about 30% for stock
build-up. Medium scale producers spent 56% of total output for
subsistence, whereas the large scale producers in the sample
spent only 39% of the total output for subsistence - which meant
about 60% was 1ef§ for reinvestment (ILCA 1984). This is an
immense capital investment ratio and may imply lack of knowledge,
lack of alternative investment opportunities for diversifying the
risk of herd loss in time of drought, or intelligent investing in
something which the Maasai know represents a reasonably "safe"
investment. The point is that market flows from outside did have

an influence on the Maasai subsistence behaviour and economy and
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on the whole question of reinvestment in that economy. The
Maasai pastoralist production system is not a closed system
operating within an economic vacuum - it is open to outside
influences and it responds to them and in an opportunistic way

uses them to its own advantage.
B. The purchasing of consumer goods by the Maasai

It should be of ingerest and value to social development
planners and others to know just how much money is going into
Maasailand from sources outside the districts, and how much is
being generated from sources within the districts themselves.
‘There are exchanges within Maasailand and with the outside.
However, what has not yet been adequately researched are the
sources of Maasai income and the full range of uses to which that
income is put. The relationship between earnings from wage
employment, cattle and small stock sales, and expenses for
children's schooling, medicine, veterinary services, clothing,
travel, etc., has not been researched for the different parts of
Maasailand - though Meadows and White (198lb) have done a
considerable amount of research on five Ranches in Kajiado
District. Unfortunately, there are not yet any comprehensive
statistics, covering wide areas and differeét groups of Maasai,
on these vitally important areas of knowledge (athough ILCA is
now attempting to collect and to analyse such data (cf. ILCA

Bulletin 16, 1983).

Meadows and White (1979) also did a survey of the money being
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spent within the District of Kajiado in 1977. They found that
the population of the district was spending up to Kenyan Pounds
1,657,750 on food and drink (in 1977, 1 Kenyan Pound = 1,33
Pounds Sterlingﬁ. The Maasai comprised 70% of the population of
the District, according to the 1969 Census (by 1979 the Maasai
were only 62.7% of the total population oI the District being
59,000 out of 85,900). The two researchers worked on the
assumption that the Maasai population gte§ "by about 2% annually
and the non-Maasai by 5% - this would make the 1977 population
107,000, of whom 65% will be Maasai" (Meadows and White 1979:17).
These authors also worked on the gssumption that the Maasai

"accounted for two-thirds of this expenditure.A,This represents a
considerable involvement in the cash economy ;ébﬁhe district.
.

We know that the average/price of cattle sold in Kajiado
District in 1977 was Kenyan Pounds 50. Thus, in order to finance
their expenditure on food and drink (as presented by Meadows and
White), the) Maasai would need to sell 33,000 head of cattle.
This would be the case if the money was to come entirely from
internal cattle sales. In fact, the recorded cattle sales were
32,000. But there was also money obtained from the sale of milk,
ghee, hides and skins - these monies are often overlooked in
income estimates for the Maasai - as well as the money coming

from the Maasail livingﬁoutside Maasailand.

Because we do not have any clear idea of the kinds of work
Maasai living and working outside the pastoralist economy are

engaged in, we have no idea of the amounts of money flowing into

.
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the Maasali families from these 'outside' sources. Meadows and
White's research does give us some data on the household
expénditure of certain groups of Maasai ‘living in Group and
Individual Ranches in Kajiado District. This survey of income
and expenditure makes no statement of the possible unknown
sources of income just mentioned, deriving the budget of Ranch
families from Ranch activities alone. The researchers discovered
that the average annual household expenditure over the survey
period ranged from Kshs.‘10,603 to Kshs. 32,343 (of which Kshs.
9,409 of higher figure compriséa livestock purchases), and on a
per caput basis ranged from Kshs. 739 to Kshs. 2,121 (or Kshs.
1,778 excluding 1livestock purchases) (Meadows and White 1981b}.
However, little or no indication is given of the supplementary
food obtained from their own agricultural activities nor does the
study deal with incomes derived from outside Maasailand and the

specific Group and Individual Ranch system.

It appears that the Maasai are now eating non-traditional
foods more regularly than before. These changes include the
eating of wild animal meat (which the Maasai traditionally did
not eat) as well as various grain foods consumed at different
times of the year. It 1is also true that the Maasai have been
trading for maize with neighbouring agricultural groups since (or
even before) the mid-nineteenth century (Berntsen 1979; Waller
1985), but there now seems to be qréater use of grain foods
especially during the dry season. Meadows and White (1981b)
found that 30% of the annual food budget of their surveyed

households was spent on maize.
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Maasai not only buy grain, they commonly have small plots or
shambas clogse to their encampments (Nestel 1982). In fact, I
know from personal observation that hundreds of Maasai households
in northern Tanzania and across the border in Kenya have small
plots where they grow maize, pumpkins, and sometimes even
tobacco. This development too, marks a change in the
pastoralist’'s way of life and it is one about which we have only
fragmentary data and information. There has been some research
to find out how many households in Maasailand now rely on
purchased maize, etc., but we have no clear'Picture of just how
“many households throughout Maasailand plant ané harvest their own
grain. The study by Metson (1974) found that 93% of households
in Kajiado district rpurchased maize-meal weekly, 92% sugar, 52%
tea, 31% fats, 22% potatoes and 13% rice. Of course, what we do
not seem to learn from all this is how much non-dairy products
peaople actﬁally eat, or, pu@ more specifically, what percentage
of their total nutrition is now derived £from these non-dairy
products. If the "reference family” now needs only about 70%
(Eor example) of its nutrition from animal products, then the
human support capacity needs recalculating. This could mean that
40% more people on the same animal levels could be supported
given that 30% of the nutrition may be derived from outside
direct dairy production. Change in diet and nutrition could, and

should be, the sybjegt of extensive research in the near future.

This inadequacy of our knowledge- about the diets of Maasai
households also means that the whole set of assumptions based oﬁ

the Maasai being subsistence dairy producers for whom 80% of the
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diet is milk should we do not know what milk requirements exist,
we do not know how many cattle are required. But we do know that
60% of the Maasai households in the South Kaputiei- Ranches in
Kajiado District successfully harvested maize, beans, and

pigeon-peas during 1981 (Meadows and White 1981b).

Maasai use of money concerns not only what they buy in the
local shops, but also their use of the various "serwvices" offered
to them,~ such as schools, clinics, veterinarvy se’rvices,
trangportation, etc.(6) Figures on this use a\r’e not easily
available but are needed for any serious discussion of the future
of Maasai pastoralists. Discussion must also .take into account

alternative sources of income which are related to the pattern of

migrations.

As the resource base diminishes and population  pressures
increase, the "hidden economy" - not manifested in the data and
the statistics of the government censuses or enumerations of
cattle, milk, hides and skin sales - will play an increasingly
important role. This black-market operate$ continually within
Maasailand, across the regional boundaries and across
intérnational borders. This trade now includes such items as
soda ash (from Lake Natron), wildlife trophies, afid food and
goods purchased in Kenyé (with money obtained from illegal cattle
and hide sales) for resale in Tanzania. This hidden economy is
also one of the reasons why the whole range of projections made
by economists based on (the "ove?" economy may be su;pect or, at

e

international Kenya/Tanzania

-~

least, open to doubt. T
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black-market has not yet begun to be taken into account in
_economic analyses and predictions. This aspect of the real
Maasai economy can probably be seen as one of the alternative
strategies employed by them to cope with the pressurés arising
from a diminishing resource base and the population increase. It
' has certainly been used by the Tanzanian Maasai to obtain better

prices for their animals and to purchase at non-inflated brices

basic commodities not available in their own country.

-

V. The Alternative of Commercial Livestock Production

Some planners envision the transformation of rangelands into .
zones of commercial beef (and other meat) production, which in

their argument would diminish the number of1livest?ck carried per
hnit of range, increase aggregate output (in part through
upgrading animals), and would secure incomes for rangeland
producers, thus hélping them to diversify their diets. Most
pastoralist development proérammes include goals andnmeans of
commercialization aﬁong their objectives, but none has been an
unqualified success in part due to lack of project consultation
with local  people, the incluéion of many other (and sometimes

_contragicto:y) goals in the same projects, and the continuation

AS
of interests which compete with commercialization. Other
=<

1

, .
constraints, such as price, infrastructure, etc., still exist.
In fact, radically altering pastoral systems to commercial

systems is probably ' not in pastoralist interest, because of
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intrinsic differences between them: commercial systems often
subgtitute capital inputs for 1labour, becoming profitable by
increasing animal and 1labour productivity; while they are aimed
at producing meat and other animal products, they do not serve to
sustain relatively large human populaticns; fyrther, they benefit
from centralized manaéement, which is antithetical to the

dispersion of production units and decision-making in pastoralist

systems.

However, making it possible for pastoralist households to act
less as large-scale commercial operations and more as small-scale
peasant economies with access to markets for their livestock may
simultaneously serve to supply meat and to sustain human
populations. This is, in fact, happéning, and would increase 1if
there were more reliable sources of grain foods, higher prices
offered for 1livestock, belter marketing systems, and better
facilities for banking and credit, etc. Some of these goals have
been served b; the Group and Individual Ranch programmes.

~

Thus, paradoxically, improved marketing anH increased
commercialized livestock ptoduction may actually serve to secure
the basis for a society based on_ pastoralism insofar as this is
animal production, and insofar as such forms of diversification
are now necessary. This process of commercialization may then be
positive, while the theoretical) transformation of pastoralism
into large-scale commercial production - through centralization

of land-holding, provision of a few ranchers with capital, and

stimulated exodus off the land - would not have been.
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There would seem to be little or no likelihood of the Maasai
being given back any of the land which they have 1lost. There
seems little likelihood, too, of a halt to the continuing loss of
land. Therefore, assumptions must be made on the basis qf either
the present land available to them, or on the basis of even
greater land losses. Campbell (1979b) estimates that about 4,000
jobs will be required by theoend of the century 1if the district
is tb support those unable to provide for their own subsistence
needs at that time. This estimate was made on the basis of the
1969 census figures and Campbell's population projections for the
year 2000 AD. On the basis of the population increases which
have actually wovccurred and the fact that the diminishing
resources are going sto force more and more Maasai out of
pastoralism, I would estimate that even more jobs are going to be
needed and I would put the figure closer to 8,000 or more. This
necessity for massive job creation was one of the points made by
Behnke (1983) when he wrote about the number of pastoralists who
would be forced off the land because of the unavailgbility of
resources, and as a result of the commercialization processes at

work among the pastoralists.

There are a number of economic or commercial alternatives for
improving the pastoralist staé&ard of life - more use could be
made of pastoralist owned tourist lodges, wildlife utilization
fees, etc. There coliud be changes in herd composition, possibly
reflecting a move towards beef production and greater control

over the processing of the products of the livestock economy, and

there could be reduction in the size of the herd by regular sales




/
2 127
(this would enable them to sav; cash for the purchase of other
food stuffs in the dry season, or to purchase new stock) and the

growing and storing of crops (which 'would reduce, to a limited

degree, their dependence on outside sources of food). However,
"regular sales” do not necessarily reduce herq sizes, since
"regular increase" is also taking place. There could also be an
emphasis on increased milk sales during the wet season and the
saving of the monies to purchase grain for family use during the
dry season. Such alternatives could help to sustain more Maasai

on a decreased land base.
A. Herd composition: Subsistence or beef?

Despite many minor variations in the herd compositiop, most
analysts agree that Maasai herds (a) have remained stable in
composition over the years, and (b) have a consistent percentage
of milk cows {(ILCA 1980, Meadows and White 198la, King et al.
1984, Evangelou 1984). Jacobs made one of the earliest counts
and composition analysis of the Maasai herds, in both Kenya and
Tanzania. Basically, his figures indicated that on average the
adult cows numbered 57% of the herd, bulls were 6% of the %erd.
bullocks 14% and calves 23%. This could indicate that sale or

slaughter of males was very high even in the early sixties.

During an extremely good rainy season the number of cows
needed to sustain one adult human may be as low as 2-3, but this
figure may rise during the dry season wher it may need as many as

¥
10-15 lactating cows. During exceptionally dry periods of
X
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drought this may even go as high as 25-30 head of cattle needed
to obtain sufficient milk £fot one adult male (Jacobs 1961).
Jacobs' figures represent unusually high estimates for the dry
season (and are even higher than Dahl and Hjort's "reference
herd" to which we have just referred). These days, the Maasai no
longer rely entirely upon milk during the dry months and
therefore they can afford to have fewer animals since their diet

includes, among other things, maize porridge.

Meadows and White developed a model to gauge the structure of
the herd and determinants of offtake rates for Kajiado District
bétween 1962 and 1977. Their hypotﬁétical herd was based on
avallable figures of the cattle population in the district from
1947-77 and on the figures for the annual cattle sales for the
period 1953-77. As a result of these figures they were able to
hypothesize its most likely composition and growth from 1962 to
1977. They estimated an offtake rate of 16-17% with an
accompanying growth rate of 7-8% initially (after a severe
drought) slowing down to 5% as the grazing pressures increased.
They estimate@ 5.8% as the average offtake of cattle sold for
slaughter within the district of Kajiado over the period 1962-77.
The total offtake of cattle and calves from the herds was
estimated by these two authors for the same period, and the
average was 18.2% (this includes sales, slaughter, and other .

"disappearances” from the herd).(7)

There are some interesting up-to-date figures on herd

structures available from King et al.(1984) for 1livestock
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holdings in three of Kenya's Group Ranches. These figures
représent three different producer classes, within the Group
Ranches - those with large, medium sized, and small herds. . The

following is a breakdown of their statistical tables:

TABLE 11. Cattle herd structures by producer class
as per cent of the total herd.

(3 Kenyan Group Ranches)

! female . male
cows heifers calves % bulls steers calves §
Large 35.8 19.9 9.3 65 5.0 23.1 6.9 35
Medium 34.7 23.5 10.8 69 6.3 14.3 10.4 31
Small 40.7 18.4 10.7 69.8 5.7 16.1 8.4 30.2

4

sourde: Own compilation
after King et al.(1984).

At first glance, the proportion of cows appears ' lower than
that found b§ Jacobs. But if Jacobs' figure of 59% cows
specifically referred to "adult” females then King's figures
represent a considerable drop in this number throughout all three
producer samples. However, it is 1likely that "heifers" were
included in Jacobs' category of adult females - otherwise heifers
do not appear in his calculations at all - and this means that

the figures are comparable and compatible.

From King's figures we can see that the rich producers in the
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sample have more males (35% : 30.2%) and in particular more
immature steers (10% : 4.2%) and therefore less females (65% :
69.8%) than the smaller producers:, This could indicate that they
are capable of producing beef as well as subsistence dairy
products. King et al. (1984) concluded from their analysis of
herd structures that

(1) the Maasaili do not normally keep steers beyond finishing
weight which is about 300 kg.,and that,

(2) in spite of development efforts, herd structures still
retained the characteristics of a subsistence unit with

milk as the primary output (ILCA 1984:45).

While wvariations among species and sex-age proportions do
exist by ranch and wealth stratum, nevertheless in the Kenyan
Grogp Ranch sample: "the herd and flock structures fundamentally
imply non-commercial objectives" (Evangelou 1984:136). This may
also be related to the fact that the richer producers need less
milk than the subsistence pastoralists because they are able to
purchase other foods. The subsistence pastoralist has to
maintain a higher proportion gf ptod:cing cows because that is
.all he has to live on. These are mere speculations since we do

not know why the richer Maasal in the sampled Group Ranches

tended to have more immature steers.

The herd composition figures of King et al.(1984) are not so
different from those of Meadows and White (198l1)'nor are they
very different from Jacobs' figures (again presuming that heifers

were included in his enumeration of "adult females"). Meadows



131
and White's figures indicated that two Group Ranches respectively
Had 42% and 46% cows, 18% and 16% heifers, 16% and 17% males of

+]1 year, and 24% and 22% calves.

Though the fligures seem to indicate that there has been no
radical change to the pastoral subsistence herd composition over
the past 20 years, in spite of development efforts to change it,
nevertheless, the 23% for the rich producers of the Group Ranches
does seem to indicate an increase in steers. This might indicate
better market coaditions and more of a beef origntation. The
figures support the assumption that the Maasai are still very
concerned witf*maintaining milch cows and are less concerned, in
geﬁeral, with the development of steers for commercial beef
production. What it could indicate is that there is evidence to
show that different 1levels of producers are more likely than
others to move into beef production; witness the extra males in
the herds of some of the rich producers. A number of these
'p}pducers are also moging into other areas of entrepreneurship,

* e.g. the employment of women to make bead necklaces, etc.

B. Livestock related enterprises

At the present time, Maasailand is the primary producer of a
number of raw materials which are processed elsewhere, e.g. meat,
hides, and milk. _ Any move towards a fully integrated livestock
industry which would include such activities or processes as
slaughter, tanning, meat-dressing, leather-craft workshops, etc.,

&

might be an incentive to a number of Maasai to stay in the Maasal
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Districts and to move into a more diversified economic structure.
As it stands at the moment, some of these _activities are
performed on the perimeter of the Maasai areas, e.g. Ong'ata
Rongai and Ngong', which serve as Maasai way-stations for the
Nairobi markets, however they are not exclusively run by Maasai
but more by Kikuyu, for reasons at least partially due to the
Maasal responses to such activities.
s
Again, we lack real information on the prevailing attitudes
towards some of these "industries" which traditionally were
regarded as demeaning. - Cultivation too, was regarded as
demeaning in the past, but more and more Maasal are turning to
cultivation as a basic survival strategy to supplement their
economy.‘ Even in the more recent past many Maasai in Kenya
possessed shambas but never actually cultivated them. Others did
this work either because they'had leased the fields or because

they were being employed by the Maasai owners.

Bearing in mind the changes in attitude which are currently
prevailing in Maasailand, one can foresee that slaughtering
(Maasai fashion), butchering, and leather-crafts, etc.,, may also
evensually be more acceptable to the Maasai and espécially to the
women (in the case of the leather work) and they may begin to
take over some of the existing industries and even create new
ones. The meat demand in Maasailand is low compared to that in
Nairobi, and I thihk the Maasai will eventually see the market
potential of Nairoﬁ; for their dairy goods, and will take over

more and more of the middlemen positions currently occupied by
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non-Maasai traders
’

One possibility to encourage further diversification would be
the encouragement of some of those secondary activities mentioned
previously - based on the livestock resources and labour skills
of the Maasali. Jacobs, as far back as 1978, suggested the
production of skimmed milk and ghee, meat powder, blood meal and
bone meal. This might encourage some of the Maasai to leave
subsistence pastoralism and to opt for wage-employment in
livestock-related industries or at least involve themselyes in a
more diversified economy. The growth of this non-subsistence
economy might further encourage the development of various
tertiary activities. The emergence of these 1livestock related
enterprises may enable some of the Maasai to stay on the land as
herders (and eventually work in tanning and leathercraft) and may
encourage some of the others to diversify or to leave and use

their skills elsewhere.

Quite a number of hides and skins are exported from Kenya,
and a number of these come from Maasailand (and from the Sonjo of
Tanzagia who cross the border and sell their skins and hides in
the markets at Narok and Kajiado). If there are 650,000 cows in
Kajiado District, and 701,000 shoats - according to Meadows and
White (198la) - or if there are 602,000 cows and 1,254,000 shoats
in Kajiado - according to the Kenya Ministry of Economic Planning
and Communitye Affairs (1971) - then there 1is the basis for an
excellent local industry processing skins and hides. At the

moment the Maasai produce only second- or third-rate hides
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because they do not process them properly on drying racks, etc.
but leave them pegged out to dry in the sun. Nowhere in
Maasailand will one ever see a drying rack - at least not in the

range areas of the transhumant Maasai.

There is also a "condescending" attitude on the part of the
Maasal towards those who work with hides and this may have
restricted the development of this particular craft industry.
Nevertheless, the number of hides &nd skins available in
Maasailand could point to the development of a small tanning
industry (especially for the women who traditionally take care of

the hides and skins).

Working on the basis of an annual offtake rate of 15% this would
give us the following:
Kajiado = 97,500 hides and 105,150 skins per annum

Narok = 90,300 hides and 188,100 skins per annum.

If 75% of these hides and skins are purchased as raw material
for tanning etc.,
. then we have:

Kajiadoi= 73,125 hides and 78,862 skins

Narok = 67,725 hides and 141,075 skins.

If we agsume that 90% of these items are suitable for tanning
then we have:
Kajiado = 60,750 hides and 70,795 skins per annum
Narok = 60,952 hides and 126,967 skins per annum.

\
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Alternatively, on a weekly basis we would have:

1,215 hides and 1,420 skins per week

Kajiado

1,220 hides and 2,540 skins per week.

Narok

These figures would mean that up to 750 - 800 people could be
employed in this small industry of tanning’and leather working if
there is sufficient demand for such items. Even if the Maasai
did not enter into the production of leather-goods, they coulé
still be involved in the processing - most hides are sold after
some processing. If one included such support activities as
slaughtering, dressing, meat pfeparation, and by product
processing, then perhaps as many as a further 200 people could be
employed. (B8) Thus there is still scope for increased employment

Y

and greater diversification in the economy.

C. Locally based (wet-season) dairy industry

If there were to be an emphasis upon a locally based daigy
industry, at least during the wet season when milk is a little
more abundant, this would imply certain things. Transportation
would be required, a network of small-scale milk trucks which
would pick up milk locally; thus entrepreneurs and better road
networks are implied. Most critically, a dairy industry might
Yell take away milk from the. household economy and deliver it to
towns (with serious implications for the nutrition of children)
and probably move economic control over milk f:om the domain of

women to that of men. In spite of these dangers, an emphasis on

dairy products ' might well prove 1less disruptive for the Maasai
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‘pastoralist economy .than a more radical change to beef
production. It is not 1likely that a viable year long milk
industry could be built up in all parts of Maasailand using the
traditional Zebu cows, while upgraded animals could thrive only
in certain Maasai regions with other capital inputs (Mokinyo's

ranch south of Kajiado is one successful example).

A cost-benefit analysis of the improvement of road and
transport services would be relevant to the establishment.g’of a
dairy-centred development programme. There are structural
problems concerning ; milk industry - financing, storage,
transport, competition with other milk producing groups, the lack
of good milk productivity of the 2ebu cattle, etc. - but these
a;e not insuperable difficulties. Many parts of Maasailand have
an abundance of milk during thé wet season, but this is the time‘
of'year when access to the outlying areas is most hazardous.

Many of the road networks traversing Maasailand are more for the

benefit of the  tourist industry than for the benefit of the

Maasai (Sindiga 1 is would have to be altered if the

roads were to se he development needs of the Maasai 1in the
future. There\wou d have to be some sound analysis too, of the
total costs. involved in storage and handling, as well as these
transport costs. These are merely observations (and possible
suggestions) since, to the best of my knowledge, there is no plan
yet to commercialize milk production - though Meadows and White

have recommended just such an endeavour:
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The long term future of the Zone IV areas of Kajiado
lies in dairy-ranching. Fodder crops such as napier
grass could be grown in favored sites and wused to
supplement dry season feed. Consideration should be
given to setting up a pilot milk collection scheme, for
example, around Kajiado- Town, from where road and rail
communications to Nairobi are good. (198lb: vi)
Dairy-ranching differs from beef-ranching which would require
a major change in 1livestock compoéition and in the process of
pastoral production. Many Maasai in both countries have rejected
breeding interventions in their 1livestock management practices
and in the composition of their herds. They have indicated
repeatedly that dual purpose animals do not seem to be adaptable
to the normally harsh range conditions to be found throughout
most of Maasailand. Also they have expressed a dislike Qf the
change in the quality of the milk yielded by non-Maasai cattle
which have been introduced at different times into their herds.
This attitude could probably be more accessible to change than

could their resistance to interventions directed more towards

beef production.
D. Supplementary cattle feeding

Another of the alternatives sometimes suggested revolves
around the feeding of cattle throughout the year, in a cost
effective manner. In other words, are there economic ways of
providing animals with fodder through the dry season? There is
little evidence that grain-feeding would be an economical use of
grain. What imported feeds (e.g. byproducts) from other areas

would assist the livestock through the dry season and at what
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coat? In other words, for how many months could the livestock be
Qupported by .imported feeds and at what 1level of feed and
ultimately at yhat cost to the pastoralist producer? 'One would
‘also need to know here how much.fodder would be needed by the
local cattle breeds, and how much would be peeded by each herd
owner. These are questions for which there are mro available

answers (or data in some cases).

In terms of a cost-benefit analysis for the introduction of
grain fodder, one would also have to bring into the analysis the
Y] of improved road and °transport sevices within Maasiland -
especially‘ with;n Narok District where the 'roa§ surfaces are
particularly treacherous du:igg the wet season and are left in
bad repair déring the dry season.

Y

f
r

In the early days in the Amer}can West and in Quebec, hgtders
;razed their animals, fed themjhay, or rented pastures owned by
other farmers. In :these p;stures the herders grew hay and then ‘
stored it for the winter. More recently, in much of the western
United %tates, the Taylor Grazing Act (19345 has allowed ranchers

from their own land for winter feeding. This access other

to graze National Forest areas in the summer and to s e hay
[
land-for pasture or for haymakihg allowed them to support more
animals than their own land would have allowed, and in a cosé
effective manner. Some plannerstask if it is possible that this
prgctice be extended to the Maasai situation. In response, we

can say, tentatively, that there may well be' some possibility of

an alternative method of feeding and sustaining the pastoralists'
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herds during part of the dry season. (9) But subsistence
pastoralism (i.e. non-commercial herding) itself cannot support
haying, and the transport costs of bringing in fodder from

elsewhere could be too great.

E. (Compatible agriculture

\

3

Perhaps some form of land use zoning could be inaugurated
whereby a symbiotic relationship between the farmers and the
pastoralists could be developed as is found in the Sahel (cf.
Delgado 1978). The 1land could be zoned for the seasonal use of
the farmers during the wet season, and for the pastoralists
during the time when they‘would most need it - the dry séason.
Int this way, land could be agriculturally productive and the
animals could later graze on the stubble remaining in the fields
and on fallow lands. Herders would obtain grazing rights and
farmers would gain the manure which animals would leave in fields
(Van Raay 1975; Campbell 1979). This might well prove to be one
of the most feasible and acceptable of the proferred alternatives
.and one which need -not necessarily require a great deal of
bureaucratic organization since it «could arise as a private
arrangement between the farmers concerned and the pastoralists.
The one drawback to this kind of spontaneous contract arising is
the ongoing antagonism between th: farmers and the Maasai about
land and water resources - it. may not now be such an easy
relationship to establish since the resources are in such short
supply and the relationships between 'the farmers and the

pastoralists are at a critical point.
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The cultivation taking place in zones IV and V is in areas
near swamps or along the valleys of perennial streams, e.g. at
Kimana and Namalok swamps where irrigation agriculture is
practised. In terms of compatible agricultural practices and
pastoralism, there is an obvious possibility here of those
agricultural communities producing some form of a forage crop, or
allowing the Maasai to graze their herds there during the dry
season, This may well be happening, although I have no

information one way or the other.

The maximum population of the District under compatible
conditions (i.e. farmers and pastoralists counted as using the
same land, and especially zone II) is 106,000 AE = 66,000 herders
and 40,000 farmers. If the land use could be compatibly arranged
80 ;t the farmers produce during the wet seé}yn and allow the
herders access during the dry season ?hen Kajiado could support a
much h!bhet population of herders - perhaps as many as 76,500.
This presumes of course that there is stubble, i.e. standing
grass, of sufficient nutritive quality to make feasible an
arrangement between the two groups. There is little or no
evidence of this compatibility taking place - rather the
opposite, pastoralists and farmers are constantly disagreeing
about the animals grazing in the fields. There is also
widespread use of fencing now in many parts of the district to
restrict the grazing of the pastoralists' animals. Compatible
practice, if it were to arise, would also alleviate the stress
caused by the agricultural encroachment into zones IV and V

which is beginning to take place.
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F. 'Maasai cultivators?

Cultivation is possible in a number of swamp areas during the
wet season, but the importance of access to these places for
livestock is 4increasing as the farmers encroach upon the
traditional dry season pasturage on the hillsides. A more
flexible land use system of cultivation in the wet season, with
herding access in the dry season, would maximize the use of the
available land resources and could assist the pastoralists to
supplement their diets and income through the simultaneous
development of agricultural and pastoral activities (Campbell
1979b). If the Maasai themselves began to cultivate the land
with agricultural potential, then this would act as a form of
break to any further encroachment by others, and would permit
them to do all of the above for their own benefit. However, even
if the Maasai were to do this, the major problem would still
exist, and these attempts would only serve as short term

solutions.
A

VI. Adaptation and Change as a Survival Strategy
o
Activities are indeed changing. Galaty and Doherty (1982)
documented the various strategies of some of the commercial
ranchers in Kenya - the businessmen, the cattle-trekkers, those
involved in the informal sector, and those in wage-employment
elsewhere. But as those authors have noted these are only

"symptomatic of stress” produced by the whole lack of any




\ 142
well-planned and directed development, and of the strains being
put upon pastoralists within the limitations which we have
pointed out. There has also arisen that type of "contradiction"
referred to by Hedlurﬁ (1979) in the peripheralization of the
Maasai (though his attack 1is largely concentrated on “western
education”) which is part of the dilemma to which we pointed in
the first chapter. This contradiction has appeared as external
ideclogical influences which threaten to disrupt the old social
practices of the Maasai but which have had to be accepted in
order to secu_g'e the reproduction of the Maasai society. It seems
that many of the younger Maasai are adapting and changing because
they see these as strategies for future survival in the face of
diminishing resources and tl:xe distinct possibility of future

droughts.

There is an agonizing decision to be made by new Maasai
elders. They know that they are marginalized. This was the way
their fathers wished to remain - on the edge of the nation state
where they were able to maintain their independence, left to
pursue their transhumant way of life. On the other hand, these
new elders also now know that if they remain marginal or
peripheralized entirely, then they will eventually lose the
possibility of continuing that transhumant life-style. Thus many
see that partial assimilation and some form of "compromise" i}_

crucial to the future of the Maasai as "people under cattle”.

The facts indicate that the Maasal themselves are adapting

and changing. More and more are seeking to get an education; are
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out-migrating to engage in wage employment outside subsistence
pastoralism; are entering the market arena as cattle-trekkers and
salesmen; are obtaining cash from sales of cattle and- small s¢ock
and are both saving and using this cash; are purchasing
commodities and changing their diet; and are engaged in what
amounts to subsistence agriculture (maize growing). These
avenues should all be taken into account when the development
planners consider future plans for the Maasai districts. These
new directions should be included in any future strategies - but
in a planned and holistic way, not hapha;ardly or without
planning. It could well be that there is a paradox here too.
Perhaps some of these alternative strategies are working for the
Maasai precisely because they are neither planned nor controlled

changes in pastoralism,
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CHAPTER FIVE - WHAT ARE THE FUTURES FOR THE MAASAI?

I. Introduction

The core of this thesis- is the process of commercialization,
though the substantive core is the section on demography and the
inter-related pressures of land, livestock and people. We have
looked at a number of issues such as the government sponsored
development initiatives which have aimed at increased
commercialization (particularly beef sales). These, generally,
have been ill-planned, poorly executed, essentially misguided and
sometimes detrimental to the well being o£ the land and the
Maasai. Substantively, demographic analysis shows not only that
there are far too many animals and peopl®2 on the rangelands
either to sustain ilsound environment or to provide subsistence

for the existing population, but that the crisi:s is even worse

than was imagined in previous predictions,.

We have pointed to a number of directions of change as
alternative strategies within pastoralism and outside it to which
the Maasai are themselves turning as a means of surviving. There
is a form of “"commercialization" occurring, since diversification
and non-pastoral inputs are obviously necessary to sustain the
projected population. The differential access to educational

possibilities and the outmigration of numbers of Maasai
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particularly for wage-employment are also part of these

alternative strategies.

Perhaps more of an emphasis should be placed upon pastoral
households (or small groups of households) as units capable of
producing 1livestock for 1local markets, to sustain both the
pastoralist and urban populations. One of the major needs is for
improved "service" organisation to improve production, provide
higher prices for livestock, better marketing systems, access to
markets, better and more accessible facilities for banking and
credit. To achieve these improvements, changes will be necessary

in existing schemes.

There 'are changes taking place among the Maasail which did not
occur in the past. Historically, one may say that these changes
were slo; to begin because of tne resistance of the Maasal and
the 1lack of government facilities, e.g. education, wage
employment, beef production, diversified production, shops, small
scale industries, etc. But all these avenues are now being
pursued by the Maasai quch more readily, especially because of
pressures on their production system. These areas of change
imply the diversification of the Maasai economy and may provide
for the support of more people, both within Maasai pastoralism
itself, and outside pastoralism in other fields. Consolidation
of these areas may assist a number of Maasai pastoralists to
maintain their way of life and to provide an identity for those

other Maasai who, for one reason or another, move out of

pastoralism and become assimilated into the national economy, but
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may wish to be known as the people of Maa - a people under

cattle,.

II. Which Direction?

The Maasai, as a group, have to find a place in the emerging
national social, political and economic systems. They have to be
congsidered in the contexts of employment, income levels, standard
of living, socio-economic class and power positions, job training
and skills, and education. As we have already pointed out,
education is one major factor in this social and occupational
advancement process, and the pastoralists are increasingly
disadvantaged for a number of reasons in this whole area of
education (Nkinyangi 1981),

bl

A. Education and Change

The Mjasal have reached a similar point in their history to
that of the Cree at the time of the James Bay Agreement (cf.
Salisbury et al. 1972). Not all the Cree wished to continue a
hunting economy, nor was it a question of lamenting their
departure from the hunting bands to work in forestry. On the
contrary, the time had come for some of them to make the
decision, voluntarily, about a change in occupation. They still
remained as much Cree ags their hunting brothers and‘sisters, but
had moved into a more diversified economy. The key to their

integration and insertion into the new economy was planned

$
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education and enhanced training possibilities. Educational
planning had to be envisaged well ahead of time (ten years ahead)
if the Quebec Government wished to employ Cree workers on the
proposed hydro-electric scheme when it would be completed - or
even during its actual construction (Salisbury et al. 1972). The
potential'earning capacity of those "Cree-to-be-—educated" also

had to be taken into account in development plans.

In the future, any increase in educatidnal possibilities
would increase the range of options for Maasai, and would enable
some of them to take up alternatives other than subsistence
pastoralism. As it stands at the moment, the paucity of
educat{onal possibilities, for whatever the reasons, also gives
rise to a paucity of options and outlets. The Maasai are faced
with a number of possibilities which appear to range between, on
the one hand, subsistence pastoralism, and on the other hand,
ranching for beef production (as a Government supported
alternative). However, a number of Maasai seem to be reconciling
and combining these options and are finding a middle path. Some
young men are turning to commerce - as shopkeepers or cattle
traders (Galaty and Doherty 1982), some have opted ou of
pastoralism for a variety of reasons, e.g. young men see¢king
urban wage employm‘pt, etc.,and others have been forced out of

pastoralism, have nét found employment, and have become "urban

paupers”.

Of those Maasai who wish to leave pastoralism, many are often

ill-prepared for the natiefal labour market, lacking basic job
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skills and marketable expertise. AI? too often, they end up as
night-watchmen or house-quards in the wurban areas with very
little pay and even less security of health and position. Again,
we have scant researched information on these people as regards
their "mobility" in the towns or in the country as a whole. Even
if the land base were sufficient to support a given number of
pastoralists, many of them might wish to leave pastoralism. An
emphasis on education now within Maasailand would prepare them
for that future and would allow those who wished to make other

choices the opportunity to do so.

It can be argued that the more exposure the Maasai get to
"the nation"' and all that it has to offer them and to their
children, the more will be the likelihood of future development
projects having meaning and proving fruitful. This outcome is
plausible because the more educated Maasai there are, the more
the likelihood of a diversified economy developing in Maasailand,
and the more the chances are for the "remnant" to be able to
remain as Maasai pastoralists. Though there is an apparent
contradiction involved in advocating education’and subsistence
pastoralism, since it is the educated’ Maasai who are actually
pressing the others into greater and greater change. The
political influence of educated Maasai can be an asset to the
group but the major struggles in Maasailand over development are
not only government versus the Maasai, but are educated versus
non-educated Maasai. Education on a wiéer or broader scale may
well reduce this tension and bring about a more broad vision of

vhat "development for the Maasai by the Maasai" may well mean.
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B. Maasai-centred projects

A number of development projects among Maasai pastoralists
have tended to be more resource-centred rather than
people-centred. As Aronson has observed, in a resource-based
attitude towards development, it is often ‘"change" that is
pursued and not "development", which, in many cases, is:

an applied weberianism: it consists of the integration
of a given population into national participation by
means of the elaboration of bureaucratic mechanisms of.
control, and it seeks the specialization of the economic
function of the group (for example, meat production)
within the national organism (Aronson 1981:43-44).

We may assume an air of scepticism when confronted with
development projects and programmes which discuss variou; forms
of land specialization and animal breeding practices (and
changes) with scant attention paid to social data on the people
in whose lives these interventions will take place. Some form of
secure land-tenure is vital to development among the Maasai, and
possibly some form of Groﬁp or Cooperative Ranching system,
properly researched and constructed may Qell be the best method
of acquiring this security. Tenure has to be inserted into the
existing social system, including institutions of property
ownérship and transmisgion. If there are going to be
modifications to the existing Group Ranch system or programme,
then no "Ranch" should be demarcated or decided upon until
detailed research on property rights and institutions has been
conducted and anaiyzed {Bennett 198;). This may seem a little

late in the day vis-a-vis Group Ranches in Kenya, but there is a

distinct possibility that the programme may be revised to make
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some of the Ranches more viable as units. The land tenure
programme in Kenya has already meant that Maasailand be divided
into Ranches. However, tenure or 1land rights was the critical
issue dividing Ranching Associations and Pastoralist Villages in
Tanzania for a long time, and the whole‘problem has not yet been
resolved in that country where the Maasq{ are still losing their

land.

0
If development projects were more "Maasai-centred", this

would enable them to solve their perceived problems and to
achieve their own goals more rapidly and with less)cohstraint
than has been the case in the past. Development would be more of
an "attempt to respond sensitlvely to badic human needs beyond
calories and shelter" (Aronson 1981:46). ’ The Matonyok Rural
Training Projects of Mpaayéi go some way towards this
Maasai-centred approach (Sena 1985, Mpaayei in Galaty 1981b) .
This is not to say that 1livestock development is unimportant.
The way to the Maasai is through their animals - they ar& "people
of cattle", and if they were able to obtain more income from
their cattle, some of the possibilities~mentfoned‘in chapter four
would follow more quickly and more easily?’ Livestock development
- especially in the area of better market%ng and pricing - is a
form of economic diversification, complementary to other forms
previously mentioned.

Following as a developmeni: principle, "do what is best fgrf'
the poorer rural dwel}ers (here pastoralists) rather than an

abstract Nation", we have looked at problems and 'calculated
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alternatives and possibilities from the Maasai point of view.
That is why it is illuminatifng to see that Kenya's own national
planning often persists in viewing rangeland from the point of
view of the national livestock needs. The Kenya Governmer}t

document, the Development Strategy for Kenya's Livestock Sector

(1983) makes little or no x’nention of Maasai producers, ang under
the heading of "Livestock Development Goals" says: .
livestock develbpment is to be geared towards:-—

4
- improvement of nutritional requirements of Kenyans by
increasing the production of animal protein,

- fuller ut%lization of the nation's rangelands,

- intensification of production systems in the higher,
potential areas,

- provision of raw material for dependent
agro-industries -

(Ministry of Agriculture and Livestqck Development,
Kenya,1983). - .

°

Elsewhere in this document we read that one of the national
objectives is.the "promotion of rural deveiopment by increasing
ﬂthe productivity and market access of pastoralists and small
farmfers" (1983:1). However, even this statement could hardly t;e
called "people—centred". Merely to increase pastoral
productivity without speaking of who benefits from this increase
or how they benefit, or what the pastoralists are to do with any
increase in the returns - inﬁ money., herd growth or- nutrition -
made available to them through increased productivity, is not to
address the major issue of what development means for the Maasai,

of wi‘gich increased productivity is only a part.

TEmacs

2
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C. Dairy ranching: Increased milk production

The Development - Straée“gy calculates that if milk proddction
is increased from the 150 litres per lactation. for Zebu to 1,000
litres for ‘dual purpose animals then this would redu.ce the number
of animals required to satisfy the pastoral ‘family's nutritional
needs. But these calcualtions are based on zones II and III
which are alread?but of the control of 'the Maasai. The possible
improvement of the milk yield is much less for the more arid
zones IV and V. It is unlikely that the yield can be increased
tenfold using Zebu and the survival ' c\f° dual purpose animals is
also unlikely under the existing range conditions in which the
Maasal live. We know that, even if product;ivitff is incx;eased by
25%, the land will still not be able to support th’e number of
animéls involved in production for the proje‘cted human population

(cf. Appendix Table 2).
3

Talk of ”ma’king fuller use of the rangeland" has been shown
not to recognize the intense use - even to overstocking - already
made by the Maasai and limited mai-hly by encroachment of
agricultural non-Maasai. A true pastoral ecology of pastoralism

that takes into account the 1larger economic structure (Hjort

A]J.982; Little 1985) must not neglect the core element. of that

economic system; pastoral production its®lf. But if the

implication ig that the Maasai reduce the large number of milch

lcows‘_and substitute for them a smaller number of beef animals -

what is proposed is a reduced use of rangeland. As Simdiga has

Rl

stated:
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a strategy which calls for direct substitution of
commercial ranching for traditional pastoralism cannot
succeed in the 1long run because it involves the
displacement of many people from the land and requires
heavy capital investment (1984:36).

Improvement of herds has failed where it has been a matter of
\4:> the introduction of exotic animals which cannot live outside the

"hot-house" environment §f§the "model ranch" or "project". More
t

attention could be paid an improvement of the milk yields of

local Zebu. Better breeds may well result in fewer animals with
the same or even increased production. 1In €he past, many of the

projects were designed to transform traditional pastoral
self-sufficiency production systems into commercial,
market orjented production.... Falilure to recognize *
livestock producers' objectives relative to product and
species mix has been a key shortcoming -g?or example,
pastoralists' principle production ob%gzzive is more
milk. It is the asis of their esired diet -
essentially, *their survival. Yet, past development
efforts have not stressed increased milk output, but
rather beef production, This divergence between
national project. objectives and those of individual
producers has slowed development of the industry
(Development Strategy for Kenya's Livestock Sector,
1983:4).

Vi

However, I do not think that increased milk ‘yields or increased

animal productivity for beef, or even increased prices at the
o markets’, alone are going to solve the problems which are arising
K¢, concerning the ability of the increasing numbers of~ people to
live off ever-diminishing land and water resources. The issue is
a much more fundamental one. These other points are similar to a
"moving the deck-chairs around on the Titanic" stratég?ﬂ‘of
tdesperation. I think it is much more important to look at the
human population €first and only when that has been clearly (/,‘\ .

analyzed and understood to look at the livestock development
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issue as such.

III. Conclusion

Accelerated presssures of education, wage employment,
commercial beef production, diversified produetion and
consumption of agricultural products, the use of shops and
purchased commodities, and even the development of small~scale
industries within the pastoral setting, can all have both
positive and negative results for the continuance and viability

of Maasai pastoralism.

If one wishes to continue a labour intensive pastoralism,
i.e. the Maasai as a "people-under-cattle", the way one can do
this with a diminishing land base is to substitﬁte the type aof
government supported and encouraged commercializagion with that
of the  Maasal supported and initiated forms of
"mini-commercialization." In order to afford the many inputs
necessary for ény form of commercialization there has to be some
money <Jirculating within the system. The Maasai, without
throwing in their iot completely with those forms of
commercializagion which will dramatically change their way of
life, have given limited support to other forms of
commercialization which will assist them to acquire sufficient
money to be able to purchase certain inputs which they have seen
as beneficial to them. There are certain pressures toéards

commercialization which arise internally, 1i.e. within the Maasai
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pastoral system itself, in order that money be generated and be

circulated within the system,

There is a difference between encouraging, on the one hand,
some form of small scale dairy industry during the wet season, or
a skin and hides industry throughout the year, and giving, on the
other hand, whole hearted and enthusiastic support for a rapid
and maj%; transition of the Maasai dairy—-based economy to a
highly commercialized beef-producing economy. The former need
not necessarily imply too rapid a transition in the social,
political and religious 1lives of the Maasai through radical
intrusions into and changes of their economy; the latter could
well mean just that. Short €e£; support ggﬁ for dairy-related
industrial activity does not necessarily exclude long term
hope that gradually the Maasai themselves will maklhe decision

to make further changes in their economy and in their diet.

One of these radical changes could, for example, be the move
from dairy subsistence to commercial beef production. Such a
change may also entail the development of two streams within the
Maasai domestic herds - one for beef sales and the other for the
Maasai families' own dairy requirements. I am inclined to think
that this has already begun to happen in the herds of a number of
Maasai in both Kenya and Tanzania where they are responding to

the economic stimuli around them.
*

Factors of differential access to education, outmigration,

wage-employftent, commoditization/consumerism, dietary changes,
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health services, household expenditures, divergsification of
economy, etc., are more important issues that should be addressed
before one gets involved in economic andlyses and predictions
concerning "beef production” pursued per se, though all these
issues are linked closely to animal production. The notion of
"beef production” as an ideal type is somewhat of a red-herring
drawn across the development trail, since it will not happen.
There is much more of a likelihood of the Maasai getting higher
revenues from better animals marketed for higher prices. Téis is
the change which would make the biggest difference in Maasailand;
an increase in prices paid to Maasai for their animals. Efforts
should be made to sirengthen the pastoralist mode of production
to benefit, first and foremost, the Maasai themselves.. The
Maasai are producing beef already and it is in the national
interest to strengthen the subsistence base of the Maasai, as
well as giving it the opportunity to be broadened and
diversified. Integration within the national economy need not

entail the total 1loss of ones's economic mode of production,

ones's homelands, or one's cultural identity.

So far we have examined various Maasal strategies from
subsistence dairy production onwards. We have found that the
biggest problem is the "take-over" of the best grathg, ‘;f the
political roles, and of school places and farmland by non-Maasai.
Unless Maasai ownership of land is supported by government and
courts, there will be a crisis. Group Ranches (and Individual

Ranches) are one way to limit land take-over. Maasal are using

them as ways to affirm land rights (and exclude fofeigners). The
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Group Ranches are not successful though. They are not working in
a European way, but in a Maasai way, ai“at/pdaptive strategy. We
have shown that the possible other options open to the Maasai -
.mixed farming, education, cattle sales - suggest that the Maasai
are not relying exclusively on ‘"ranching" or *“subsistence"
st;ategies to meet their problems, Though the figures are
unclear, we have extracted data which expresses the desirability
of getting better data on some of these issues. We have
clarified some of the major issues though we have not solved the
probiem. This can only be solved by the Maasai themselves. More
data is needed on what the Maasai are actually doing themselves
in terms of the changes within pastoralism and more is needed

before their adaptation is facilitated amd made mare effective -

at least to hold on to the amount of land that they still

possess.

4

We have arqued that the nation's rangelands are fully
utilized - even over-used. What may be impeding fuller rangeland
use is 1land alienation /expansive agriculture. The Maasai are
not able to support themselves totally from dairy products
because their subsistence land base has diminished. Those Maasai
with assured tenure do invest, add steers to their herds, and in
some cases do produce agricultural goods. Milk is fitted with
purchased food items, with migrant labour, and with part-time
agriculture., If the national government encourages some of the
Maasai adaptations whiéﬁ we have discussed, then the national

aims will ensue,
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The Maasai are involved in these adaptive strategies and they
are proving effectivebfor them. More and more Maasal are seeing
education and out-migration for wage-labour as a "way-out" for
their children and as a "way-in" eventually for supplementary
cash and consumer goods. There is too, the strategy involved in
choos;ng alternative food and food sources especially during the
dry season. However, they are doing all this in spite of, and
not because of, the general thrusts of the development processes
so far initiated by the government and the planners. It would be
much more beneficial for the Maasai, perhaps, if their attempts

at "alternative strategies” be recognized and encouraged.

The question too, of the integration of the Maasal into the
national economy often has a one way reference - that they should
produce milk and beef for the national and international markets.
However, it appears that, in both countries, there {s a real
inadequacy of integration from the other standpoint, i.e, in
terms of how much thi*"nation" or the "state" is doing or could
be doing for the Maasai, by way of education, health facilities,
provision of foodstuffs, veterinary services, etc. This is the
role of government, and, as part of the "cost of meaning” that we
spoke of earlier, could well be seen or weighed in terms of
domains where the state could do more, especially in :

- returning some of the land which has Been taken from the
Maasai and which is being used for other purposes (for
example, important dry season pastures);

- drawing up land tenure agreements and land title guarantees

for the Maasai (in Tanzania, since this has already been
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done in Kenya);

- intervening to stop the selling, freehold 1leasing, and
general carving-up of Kenyan Maasailand;

- providing more schools in Maasailand, and particularly
secondary schools in the: case of Tanzania;

~ providing more employment opportunities and job traiging
facilities both in the private and public sectors, possibly
on a qliota basis;

- establishing better pricing and marketing structures for the
pastoralists' products;

- spending more money on the road and transport facilities
throughout Maasailand; and

- extending and improving the health services in Maasailand,
both human and animal.

In Kenya and Tanzania, a number of Maasai are leaving
pastoralisg through outmigration. This can be assessed in two
ways: One is to see it as unfortunate, and attempt to make it
better for the Maasai pastoralists to stay in pastoralism rather
than to leave it. The other response is to see the move less as
a loss, and to look at it more positively as an independent
exercise of choice or as a statement to the effect that, "I can
have a better 1life outside this system." 4’btil the pastoralist
economy can be madg to sustain larger numbers, it may be for the
good. that an incr;asing number of pastoralists be encouraged to

seek education and wage employment elsewhere,

Those Maasai who live outside pastoralism actually form a

a
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kind of bridge between the economic and the cultural, within
which the Maasal can make their own decisions. Those still
ingide the system can give some base for the others to return,
either physically, qdffarally, or emotionally, identifying
themselves still as "Maasai" and "people of cattle". An economic
analysis of pastoralism can easily overlook these Iimportant
contributions of the Maasal 1living 1inside and outside the
"cultural, economic and social system”™. Arhem with great insight
succinctly stated this:

What is economically necessary is emotionally charged

and symbolically invested (1985:13). e

C

Even if the viability of the rangeland were to be guaranteed
for the future, there will always be the question of the relative
psychological attraction of remaining in pastoralism or going to
the "big city". The future is not solved by keeping the
production system going if this does not keep up with other
sources of income and ‘"prestige". There are psychological
rewards and in the face of wages many times higher than they
would get from pastoraﬁigg many Maasai may still choose
pastoralism as a psychologically rewarding form of 1labour. This
has to be taken into account if we are to speak realistically
about viability. In other words, some /Maasai pastoralists will
still choose to remain within pastoralism even 1if the financial
rewards of other employment are made as attractive as possible.
I would hazard to suggest that somehow or other the psychological
attractions of subsistence pastoralism have to be outweighed by
some other psychological attractions of education, out-migration,

or wage-employment in other sectors if the demographic pressures,
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are to be defused realistically. Ultimately, however, the final

choice has to rema:n freely and definitely in the hands of the

Maasai themselves.
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Chapter Two
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FOOTNOTES
Increased prices need not necessarily be an inducement to
the Maasai to sell more animals. Although producers may

seek the highest priced markets, sometimes they may present
a negative supply response to price, because an increase in
price will enable them to sell fewer animals to meet their
cash needs and at the same time will enable them to maintain
larger herds (even buying more animals with the new wealth).

There are two different points here: (a) increasing
market prices for animals may }nvolve selling fewer rather
than more animals; and (b) increasing animal {and labour?)
productivity through genetic and technical innovations,
which 1implies higher returns in the same inputs. Thus,
measures aimed at increasing animal productivity cannot be
expected automatically to induce herders to keep fewer
stock. This is not to suggest that there should be no
livestock improvements - but the planner should be prepared
to witness no immediate response on the part of the Maasai
to increased prices, etc. Increasing production will enable
larger herds to be developed, not oﬁly because the stock
will multiply faster, but also because only a smaller
proportion needs to be sold to meet the pastoralists' cash

needs (cf. Meadows and White 1979).
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Pastoralists were told to remain in the area in which they
were residing at the time of the registration, and they were
told to sign for that particular group ranch. Most of the
Maasai did this, because they were being asked to register
during the time when there was good grazing in those

particular areas.

Chapter Three

The issue of encroachment and political encapsulation is

not a new one in the history of Maasailand. In the past,
agricultural encroachment has often been encouraged openly
in other nomadic pastoral areas, e.g. 1in Karamoja in Uganda
where the government moved Kiga agriculturalists into the
Karamojong's western rainy _season grazing area "with the
objective of undermining the Karamojong pastoral system"
(Sena 1984:6; Baker 1975).

By 1915, the Maasai of Xenya could not' use S51% of their
Reserve - 30% was too arid, 8% had tsetse fly, 3% had East
Coast Fever, and the Magadi Soda Company had possession of
10% (Sindiga 1984). In addition, nearly all the perennial
streams were under the control of the Europeans (including

the Kiserian and the Ngong).

At the end of the war, the Maasai herds were relatively

small, since many animals had been bought by the government
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for the army and many more had died during the severe
drought of 1943-46. Sales during the war were high, 66,333
head of cattle, which accounted for a ratio of 75% of the
herd being males over 3 years of age and these sales were

undertaken by the Maasail in spite of the drought of 1943-46.

In fiszfﬁf:;s second plan was thwarted only because of the

complaints about and the publicity given to it by a number
of migssionaries working among the Maasai. Photostat copies
of the documents granting the lease were obtained and sent
to the President's Office. An enquiry took place and a
number of officials were called to account for the
transactions. Nevertheless, the initial land was taken over

for commercial use. The second land deal, however, was

never pursued.

In terms of the land taken for Game in Kenya:

Name \ Area (km.sq.)
Maasai Amboseli Game Reserve 3,248
Maasai Mara Game Reserve 1,671
Olorgegailie National Park = ===--
Naifobi National Park :5 117
Kitengela Game Conservation Area ' 583
West Chyulu GAme Conservation Area 368

Tsavo West National Park —_—,
(not presently within Maasailand

Bbundaries. but it includes areas
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which were formerly used by the

Maasai)(Sindiga 1984)

There is a certain irony in the fact that the Tanzanian
Government has been urging the Madsai pastoralists to settle
down and to begin cultivqting. Yet, in the Ngorongoro
Conservation Area (which has been home to 18,000 Maasai
pastoralists and their QF:ds) this i; a forbidden activin;.
Thbse Maasai who wished to engage in some form of limited
gubsigtence cultivation have been ejected from the Area.
'

This ironic predicament was parglleled in 1968 by the
case of the Maagai in the Narok District ®f Kenya. - Wheat
schemes were initiated there and fﬁgée not only produced
surpluses to an extent that the government could not dispose
of the grain profitably and lost alarge sums of money in
subsidies, "but the Maasai were ‘then prevented for the next
two years from replanting, and they were urged to return to
full-time herding, while their fields remained idle and
non-productive (Jacobs ih Monod 1975:419).

The yildebeégt remain in the Serengeti and Ngorongoro

Consefvation-Atea during the wet season (Nov.- April), then

sthey migrate into the Serengeti woodlands in the early dry

.season (May-July), and move noF%h into the Masai Mara Game

Regserve in Kenya in . time for the late dry season (Aug.-
Oct.). Once the rains begih in November they move south

again onto the Serengeti Plains.

~
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7. Wildlife viewing in Kajiado District contributes
approximately Ksh.70.6 million to the Kenyan economy, yet

L

little of this goes to the ranchers on whose land these wild

1

5

,animals have grazea (Thresher 1973:3).

i
-~

8. Jaco?i estimated that the milk portion of the diet was 80%
+(1975:408) and a UNESCO/FRO Report also gives this figure. I
am inclined to think that this: Qes not changed much, during
the wet season, over the past ten years. Though there have
been some Fhanges in 'the Maasai diet, éue partly to the
reeurrent droughts in the area. lThe Maasai in Taqzania have.
become somewhat more accustomed to the use of grain during
drought and the -dry” seasons in general. Meadows and White
found in - thexr 1979 Kenyan survey that a household of 10

' persons consumes 1 kg of maizemeal per day ¥or 6-9 months of
the year i.e. 168-252 kgh of maizemeal per year (1979:19).
Nevertheless, this does not represent any radical or massive

change in the almost entirely milk diet of the Maasai.

9. The Kenya Government's projections ffor the population of
Kajiado District in the years 1980,° 1990 and 2000 @AD were
based on the 1969 Census and were 62,927; 78,225; and 97,242
respessively~(Min. of Economi¢ Planning 1979, Appendix X,
Table /). These e;timates were smaller (by approximately
5,000 ﬁach time) than those of Campbell. The projection for
< the agriculturalists in the District was 30,992 AE by the
year 1980 and. the projection. for 2000 AD was 61,667 AE

needing 33,268 ha. of land.

\ .
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the surplus capacity as a percent of the total livesto }/‘

The figure is actually lower if we use the Kenya
Government's (1979)  ° carrying capacity estimates. The
Government figures (Table 1) allow for 329,724 SSU (grazing
all zones). This would mean that by 1979, using the Census
figures, the District had already reached 0.69% ~ of 1its
carrying capacity.

y

Here capacity (following Campbell 1979) is measured by
capacity:
percegtage surplus capacity =

livestock capacity - population demand x 100

a

livestock capacity

. All zones annual livestock capacity (Kenya Government):-

t

93,560 AE x 3.5 SSU = 327,460 SSU required for the total
population,

Livestock capacity = 329,724 SSU - 327,460 = 2,264 SSU

(surplus)

2,264 x 100 = 0.69%

329,724

This is 5.15% less than the estimates based on Pratt and

Gwynne's carrying capacity figures. ° /

Campbell (1979) gives some predictions for the livestockt

S
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Egb;cig;—of‘kajiéag 6I;trié;_under various situations:
APPENDI* TABLE 1.
Capacity to meet the grazing demand for the Maasai.
1980 - 2000 AD (based on the Dt's livestock capacity).
' \
annual dry season( dry season
livestock capacity capacity
capacity all ecozones less
grazed ecozone II
1980 2000 1980 2000 1980 2000
West 42.0% 10.4% 29.4% -9.1% 11.1% -37.4%
North 8.2% -41.9% -28.7% -98.9% -28.7% -98.9%
South 37.9% 4.1% 16.5% -29.0% 2.7% -50.4%
Dst. 31.8% -5.4% 11.4% -36.8% -2.6% -58.6%
Source: Campbell 1979b.
el L3

The exclu%y6;/of Zone II from grazing, especially during the

s . . .
dry season, means that the northern section-of the district

remains unaltered in

terms of its inability tom

aet the

grazing demands by the year 1980 and 2000 (-28.7% and -98.9%

respectively).

However, the

other

two area

s drop

considerably in their capability to meet the grazing demands

by the year 2000.




- - - - _ 163

West - = =37.4%

North = -98,9%

South = -50.4%
District -58.6%

Even if productivity increases by 25% or even 50%, the
resources will still be unable to support the projected
populations as Appendix Table 2 demonstrates. This is
relevant to any discussions about increasing the
productivity by the wuse of importeé fodder, changes in the

-

herd composition to higher productivity, etc.
APPENDIX TABLE 2.
Year by which the pastoral carrying capacity will be
* exceeded under different stocking rates, levels of
technology, land use, and population growth rates.

(Kajiado Districe)

Land Availability and Level of Technology

, All land Zone II unavailable
Stock Pop. Current. Current 5

tio rowth capacity +25% +50% capacity .+25% +50%
ra | s capacity *+2io% 29 __EL___X/l £ 29
/

Ssu $ meememesoscoeosee- year<=s————-——-- e

/

per
~

AE
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3.5 2.2 1997 2008 2017 1994 - 2004 2013
2.5 1996 2006 2014 1994 2003 2010
3.0 1995 2003 2010 1993 2001 2007
2.0 2.2 2024 2035 2043 2020 2031 2040
2.5 2020 2030 ‘2037 2018 .2037 2034
3.0 2017 2025 2031 2015 2022 2028
Zone II and III Zone II and III, and
/ unavailable 1/4 of Zone IV unavailable
3.5 2.2 1993 2002 2011 1985 1995 2003
2.5 1993 2001 2009 1984 s -1994 2002
3.0 1992 1999 2006 1984 1994 2000
2.0 2.2 2018 2029 2038 2010 2021 2030
2.? 2016 2025 2033 2009 2018 2026
3.0 204 2021 2027 2008 2016 2021

Source: Kajiado, District Environmental Assessment Report,

1980, Table S.1.

The impact of this loss means that the dry season livestock

capacity in the total district is reduced by 13.7% from
267,964 SSU to 231,214 SSU which is the difference 1in the
liwestock capacity once zone II is taken out. Zone II =
36,750; zone ITI = 11,583; zone IV = 142,377; and zone V =

77,254;thus the total capacity, in 8SU, for the district,

using all the land = 267,964 SSU during the dry season.

)
-
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Thegse figures are derived from the data given by Pratt and

Gwynne (1978) and Campbell (1979).

The maximum population that can be suppofféd at a level
of 3.5 SSU per adult is therefore 66,061 AE. This is a
figure which has already been exceeded. The 1979 Census
figure gave the Maasai population of the district as 93.550
AE and these were being supported on the basis of 4.0 - 4.4
SSU per person. This represents an even greater strain on
the resources than the support of 66,061 people at the rate

of 3.5 SSU per person.

Chapter Four J)

l.

\

In the nine samples of Individual Ranches selected by

Evangelou (1984), only one Ranch had provided sufficient
grazing such that the cattle remained there for the whole
year - three spent the whole year grazing the cows outside
the ranch boundaries, two spent half the year outside the
ranch, two sp&yt four . months of the year engaged in

off-ranch grazing, and one spent three months of the year

“outside the Ranch. Though these figures ate‘for Individual

Ranches they do give some idea of the amount of grazing
outside the confines of the established Ranches - prcbhably
more for the Individual than for the Group Ranches. .
Parkipuny (1975) gives a very 1nteresting reason why some -

Maasai elders ‘sent children to school. It seems that the
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parent chose the dullest or the son of the wife with whom he
was out of favour; "the reason behind the choices is that,
in case the boy later gets spoiled and goes astray i.e. opts
to stay in town away from his people, then the loss is sort

of not most severe" (Parkipuny 1975:56).

Somerset writing in Court and Ghai (1974) estimates that
nationally (in Kenya) between 35-40% of the CPE candidates

repeat the examination in the following year (1974:152).

The other significant areas were:
Nairobi - 2,500 males and 925 females,
Central Province - 1,213 males and 637 females,
Western Pt;vince - 1,115 males and 1,017 females.and
the Coast Province - 875 males and 634 females.

(Sourée: Kenya Census 1979)

The figures for Nairobi would indicate that there are
many males in that city,soa{aing there for purposes of
employment, etc. Thérimbalgnce between the numbers of males
and females would suggest that they are not families, but
rather single men. . This imbalance is also indicated in the
Maasai residing in the Central Province vhere there are
nearly twice as many men as there are women again giving the
impression that the men are there w%thout their families and
are engaged in some form of rural lgbout.

I

Kamuzora reported that fot Monduli District at least,

A
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"outmigration to urban areas is negligible"(1981:13).

There are some figures from ILCA which give some
indication of the total household expenditure for two group

ranchés in Kenya:-

. Mbirikani Olkarkar ’
- Group Ranch Group Ranch
Mean
Household Expenditure
. (food items) 86% 74% of total
Mean
Household Expenditure
(hotel food and drink) 14% 268 of total
-
Total 100% 100%
Mean Annual Expenditure
non-food consumer jitems K.sh.84 K.sh.79

’

Offtake for Meadows and White also includes disappearances

from the herd E?ﬁ a number of reasons, including sales for
slaughter, subsistence consumption, or mortality. Sales '
comprised an average offtake of 4:5% of the herd numbers
over the period 1953-64. Also it must be borne in mind that
the Kajiado herds fell from 630,000 in 1960 to 200,000 in

" .

- B e
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1962 as a result of the extensive drought.

In the tanning sector, four persons can easily

process sixty skins and thirty hides weekly. Therefore, we
can estimate that if a large item = 2 hides or 1 hide + 2
skins, then one person can do 1 article 'in three days.
Again one person can proceés 2 hides and 4 skins weekly and
therefore the industry can oécupy 600 persons per week with
a possible 760 persons being employed throughout the
industry. Campbell made some pro-jections (500 new jobs)
basing himself on information from the Administrator of the
Maasai Rural Training Centre a’t Isinya, and especially on
information from the Tanning Unit of the Centre.

What is not commonly known is that the Maasai have for
generations used the pods of the Acacia spirocarpa as stock
fodder in the dry season because the grass alone at that

time of the year has a low nutritive content,
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