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Summary.

There is increasing interest in community basedagighes to the management of natural
resources in Africa. Pastoral areas present pdatichallenges and opportunities to
community based management programs. We congidexample where there are
multiple definitions of the community that usesaaurce, and these definitions are both
nested and overlapping. Working at multiple lew#lsocial organization and in multiple
sites was critical for overall program success. fiMé addressing conflict can be a
measure to address resource scarcity. We conohitdey signs that reduced insecurity
has established the preconditions under which isiadtie resource management can be

accomplished.
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1. INTRODUCTION

There has recently been a great deal of attenaahip the literature to the issue
of local participation in natural resource manageinne Africa (Turner, 2002; Ribot,
2002; Environment & Natural Resources Team, 20@2rdtet al., 2001; Mooreet al.,
2000; Kellertet al., 2000; Ingleset al., 1999). These studies illustrate that community
participation is a critical component of effortatlattempt to cause positive economic
and ecological change in African communities. Htigly contributes to the growing
literature on community management of natural ressiby presenting information on
such a program in a pastoral area of northern Keltyidustrates how local participation
led the natural resource management project toaakenexpected route to achieving
positive economic and ecological change by encosipasssues of conflict
management.

This study also contributes to the literature omewn property management in
risky production environments. As is increasinghderstood, the finding that common
property management regimes function best withriglelefined boundaries and
membership (Ostrom, 1992; Ostrom, 1990) is in ecinflith the finding that such clear
definitions can be welfare reducing in highly vataenvironments (Goodhue &
McCarthy, 2000; Nugent & Sanchez, 1999; Vedeld,8198n den Brinlet al., 1995).
This has led to a recent and growing interest stgral development efforts that
strengthen management structures while still piagidor flexibility in land use patterns
(Fernandez-Gimenez, 2002; Turner, 1999; Niamirdf Turner, 1999). This study
identifies some of the promise and notes someethiallenges of conducting such an

effort to build land use management plans on exjssocial structures.



This study also contributes to a growing literatonethe relationship between
environmental variables and conflict. It is reszgd in the literature that natural
resource management and conflict management aselglelated (Castro & Nielsen,
2003; Lind, 2002; Lind & Sheikh, 2002; FAO, 2001A®, 2000). The literature to date
has largely focused on how environmental scareiéyg$ to increased conflict and how
natural resource management plans can be desigmeanage conflict (Lind & Sturman,
2002; Homer-Dixon, 1994; Homer-Dixon, 1991). Therent study provides a different
perspective on the relationship between environalematriables and conflict as it
illustrates how conflict management can be a préitiom for implementing a resource
management plan. This approach also reflects b findings in the recent
literature on development efforts in insecure padtareas. It is increasingly recognized
that addressing insecurity is a critical first stepany development efforts designed to
improve pastoral welfare in such areas (Galaty220ihd, 2002; Kenya Human Rights
Commission, 2000; Odhiambo, 2000; Kratli & Swif§9B). As we will illustrate below,
what began as a program to improve the well befraastoral populations through
improving resource management evolved to beconregram that focused on reducing
insecurity, thus both enhancing well being andveilhgy the potential for improved
environmental management.

An important element of the case study we presethiat adoption of a
community driven approach led the implementing agda confront issues of conflict
management that they had not anticipated in thiggimal program design. The study

illustrates that flexibility and adaptability aretronly relevant to understanding the



behavior of pastoralists, but also critical to desig effective participatory approaches
for community natural resource management.

In the following section we briefly describe thady area. This is followed by a
section that places community management of natesalurces by pastoral populations
in a historical context. In section four we delserihe management structure of natural
resources in the study area, with specific emph@ased on ambiguities arising over
geographic boundaries. Section five discussesumgg in the study area. In section six,
we focus specifically on environmental manageméotts in Marsabit District, and
place specific focus on the evolution of a Germam@ agency (GTZ) funded project in
the area. We close in section seven with a discnsHithe prospects for the future with
this effort, and also summarize the larger thenfigmlicy relevance illustrated by the
case study.

2. THE STUDY AREA

Marsabit District is in the Eastern Province of Ken It borders Ethiopia and
Moyale district to the north, Lake Turkana and Tur& District to the west, Samburu
District to the south and Wajir and Isiolo Distddb the east. The District is the second
largest in the country after Turkana District. T@stimated population is 125,000.
Approximately 75% of the district is classifiedrangelands and main mode of land use
is extensive grazing. The district is a home tueber of ethnic groups like Boran,
Gabra, Rendille, Samburu, Ariaal, Turkana, Burjil &assenetch. Alliances and
hostilities vary from community to community andacige over time.

The pastoral groups considered in this paper fiibé arid and semi-arid areas of

this district and are interrelated in a varietynalys. Rendille and Gabra tend to



specialize in camel, goat and sheep pastoralisththaar livestock are highly mobile.
Boran, Samburu, and Ariaal focus more on cattlelpcton in higher rainfall areas, and
are less mobile than camel based pastoralistsraiGRendille, and Boran are Cushitic
languages and Samburu and Turkana are Nilotic EgeglI Rendille and Gabra share
cultural practices and clan histories. Rendilld &amburu are linked by a history of
cooperation, the outgrowth of which is seen inAni@al group who combine elements of
both Rendille and Samburu culture (Fratkin, 199der&er, 1973).

All groups in Marsabit district have faced sevehallenges in the past thirty
years. Beginning around 1970, there has beeowetlgiof population in permanent
settlements in this district that have grown upuatbwater points. Households that were
nomadic prior to 1970 have settled for a varietyeafsons. One is the loss of animals in
droughts that were experienced in 1969-1973, 1880,1984 leading to household herd
sizes insufficient for maintaining mobility. A swwd reason is the increased provision of
public services in towns, such as health centetmals, and food aid as well as the
increased economic opportunities offered by towknally, insecurity has led to
settlement and concentration of grazing in areasrat towns as regions that were
formerly used as grazing areas are no longer dedsiluse given the threat of armed

raids. People settle in and around towns to peomdtual security.

3. COMMUNITY MANAGEMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES IN PETORAL

AREAS

The ability of pastoral populations in east Afrtcamanage their own resources

has long been viewed with skepticism. In largd,ghis skepticism results from the



view that pastoral production is the cause of dégian and desertification, due to the
inherent incentive problems of common property paiidn and the cultural values of
pastoralists (Jarvis, 1980; Doran, Low & Kemp, 197@att & Gwynne, 1977). Due to
the nature of the production system and the culamatext of production, it has been
proposed that herders will accumulate more anithals is optimal from an
environmental perspective.

Policies influenced by this view were common in tloéonial and early post-
independence period. Sobania (1979) quotes coleraadocuments from the 1930’s
arguing that since pastoralists in northern Kenya tar too many animals from an
environmental point of view, veterinary programdl we counterproductive. Rather, the
document suggests “...a bit of disease now and thembe encouraged in their stock
provided it doesn’t reach epidemic form” (p. 18Qjpscomb (1955) summarizes the
problems of the pastoral livestock sector of Keimyane word — overstocking — and
describes controlled grazing schemes to addresgtbblem. Brown (1971) suggests the
objective of conservation can be met by combiniegtocking with the partial removal of
human populations from semi-arid areas to easelatgu pressure and with change in
the diets of those who remain behind.

As the nature of pastoral production is positetha underlying cause of
degradation, this perspective holds out little hthyz the pastoral population will be
capable of addressing rangeland degradation. eBddr979) argues “The future of large
tracts of Africa thus depends, in the first ins&mn drastic changes in traditional
attitudes towards land-use among relatively unsalaited and uneducated indigenous

peoples. The can only be brought about by contente well-planned programs of rural



reform and education...” (p.51). Walker (1979) supptine view that such programs will
require direction from outside the pastoral sectée. argues that since people with
initiative and high capabilities are attracted aviray semi-arid regions to higher
potential zones, “...semi-arid ecosystems have, thereoften been managed by a
segment of the population which constitutes thetleapable, least innovative group,
often disinterested in what they are doing, butaapiable of changing their
circumstances.” (p. 3)

These views influenced the design of developmergnams in pastoral areas. In
a review of World Bank pastoral development schemeddaan (1994) describes the
development efforts arising from this approachadle into the “Ranching Phase”.

This phase began in the colonial period and lasieitithe mid 1980’s. It involved the
transfer of western technology to arid African ralagds, and involved a high degree of
capital investment and direction by expatriatefgtdbris, 1998). The objective was to
transform pastoral production into commercializadching, which it was believed
would simultaneously increase human welfare by censializing livestock production
systems and reverse environmental degradationdingssing common property
incentive problems.

The outcome of these efforts was disappointing (WBank, 1985; Sandford,
1983). Scoones describes the experience of daweloipefforts in pastoral areas as one
of “unremitting failure...millions of dollars have ée spent with few obvious returns and
not a little damage.” (1997, p. 3). Baxter (citedBrandstrom, 1985) states he pleaded
in vain “...for someone to cite just omastoral development project which had been

even partially successful, so that we might leaomfsuccess if we refused to do so from



failure...” (p. 41). One of the main lessons ledrfrem this failure, albeit slowly, was
that the projects implemented during this era ldckgpport of the affected population
(de Haan 1994, Lusigi, 1981). Marty writes: “TWast investment poured into the
livestock sector has failed to achieve anythingaose of the exclusively technical
definition of the activities and the indifferentrpeipation of the producers” (quoted in
Sylla, 1995, p. 135).

Frustration with the failure of development effddd to a growing appreciation
of the need to involve pastoral organizations iwmgpam design (Sylla, 1995; de Haan,
1994). In the first phase of this effort, pastamaanizations were largely viewed as
institutions through which a project message wdddlisseminated. This extension
oriented approach was designed as a means of diejuaformation to producers via
these organizations (Butcher, 1999).

These efforts have been modified over the pastSlgears to place increased
emphasis on natural resource management by pastgeaiizations (Pra¢t al., 1997; de
Haan 1994). In part, this reflects the overall movthe field of development to
participatory methods (Chambers, 1997). Growingleasis has been placed on
understanding traditional environmental managemeatttices (Oba, 1992). Increased
appreciation for traditional management practidésnodeveloped when pastoral
extension officers found that their work among peatpopulations led to an increased
appreciation of traditional pastoral practicestom part of the extension agent, rather than

adoption of the extension message by the pastisréfikabwai 1992).



4. LAND USE MANAGEMENT, MOBILITY, AND BOUNDARIES N THE
STUDY AREA

While the various ethnic groups differ in the distaif their social organization,
cross-cultural comparison suggests that are conthemnes to the pattern of decision
making authority over natural resources within pesgtcommunities. All of the groups
in this area have some form of a nested decisidangatructure that is not
characterized by a clear hierarchy of authorithe $mallest decision making group is
the household. Households make decisions over ginan¢heir labor force, specific
grazing route, and house and livestock enclosureterance.

The next level of decision making takes place atddmp level. A collection of
households settled in the same immediate area nagiesions as a camp related to
issues such as managing local drinking water ssuthe watering order at water points,
maintenance of water points, the direction in wraaimals will be taken to graze, and
defense against human and wildlife predation.

Representatives from different camps using a garea are sometimes called
together to make decisions at a level that camdeght of as neighborhood associations.
Neighborhood groups deal with many of the sameessis camp level decisions, but
focus on coordinating and managing the efforts oltiple camps using many of the
same resources.

Finally, community decision making also takes plecmeetings where
neighborhood representatives discuss issues rdtatbd grazing area used by residents
of different neighborhoods. As households andslivek are mobile, the grazing area can

be thought of as the area within which a housebafdpotentially move their household
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and animals. Such meetings discuss issues suchgsange migration strategies, the
management of dry season reserve areas, and fst@lict with herders from other
grazing areas, be they of the same tribe or othmst

These different decision making structures defiaediffering levels of social
organization within a community may have overlagpiights to make decisions
impacting a single resource. For example, a siwgler pan or grove of trees can have
household, camp, neighborhood, and grazing arasideenakers draw on cultural
precedent to support their right to make decismres how the resource should be
managed. This presents a challenge to communibagenent of environmental
resources, as it is not always clear which pawiclgdvel of decision making is the most
effective or appropriate for addressing managenssoes of a particular resource.

This challenge is further exacerbated by the faa&t for a given decision making
structure defined by the level of social organ@atimultiple groups at this level both
within and across ethnic groups may claim righta single resource. Strict definitions
of geographical boundaries are not emphasized &t groups. The concept of a
“boundary” does not have a simple analog for th&qral cultures of northern Kenya
(Schlee, 1990). When describing the land assatiaith a particular group, the
discussion focuses on a specific location assatiaith the group (the physical camp, a
water point, a geographical formation) rather thararea with clearly delineated
boundaries.

Oba (1992) and Robinson (1985) describe how thisigunty over geographic
boundaries at the ethnic level is present withimietgroups. Sub-groups within

Rendille and Gabra have specific geographical rtimraoutes that they tend to follow.
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However, a particular groups association with daealoes “...not preclude movement of
other clans into the same grazing area” (Oba, p. 82hlee describes the ambiguity in
boundaries across ethnic groups. When he askewdilR elder what constituted
“Rendilleland”, the elder described a set of plashsre Rendille can currently be found.
When asked explicitly what constituted the bouretadf “Rendilleland” in northern
Kenya, the elder responded that the only real baxynaas “one of fear” (p. 24); where
one had gotten too close to hostile neighbors. Miressed to compare the concept of
administrative boundaries (Marsabit District as paned to Samburu District) with the
concept of boundaries between Rendilleland andhatiek belonging to the neighboring
Samburu, the elder responded these were diffecertepts. He described Rendilleland
and Samburuland as “inside each other...they arednigé (p. 24). The “land of the
Rendille” was a separate concept in his mind froendiearly defined boundary
separating administrative districts, which was \@evas a concept introduced during the
colonial era and carried through to the present day

Whether the issue is multiple claims to the woandhfra fallen tree across camps,
multiple claims on a water point across neighbodso@r multiple claims to a dry season
reserve area across grazing areas, overlappinggeareat authority both within socially
defined levels of organization and across spatddfyned areas present a challenge to
community management of the environment. We now toilone prominent aspect of

this challenge that occurs when there are uncleandaries across ethnic frontiers.

5. INSECURITY
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A major issue to be confronted when working in pestareas of east Africa is
insecurity. Galaty (2002) finds that addressirggurity in northern Kenya is critical
due to the impact of escalating local cycles offloctn Kratli & Swift (1999) discuss
alternative theories about the source of this vicdg noting a gradual erosion of elders’
authority, the failure of the state to provide séguthe proliferation of small arms, and
greater integration into the national political a@bnomic sphere. While conflict
between ethnic groups in this area has always pessent (Robinson, 1985; Sobania,
1979), there has been a qualitative transformatighis conflict from battles among
spear wielding warriors into indiscriminate asssaol populations using semi-automatic
weapons over the past thirty years (Lind & She@02; Kenya Human Rights
Commission, 2000; Galaty, 1999; Kratli & Swift, 9 This change in the nature of
conflict in Marsabit District has contributed talémate of fear and insecurity in the
region, and left a legacy of hostility and mutuadicion.

Lind (2002) notes that overall in Africa, “thereas expanding recognition that
peace and security are fundamental to Africa’sad@rd economic renewal” (p.1). This
is increasingly being realized by donors activpastoral areas. Odhimbo (2000)
describes the experience of a development prajgagtto work in an insecure pastoral
area of Uganda. The program began by trying toesddother development needs in an
insecure area, but was eventually led to the rat&biza that to meet these other needs they
had to directly address the issue of insecurity.

Confronting the issue of insecurity is particularyportant for programs
attempting to address environmental issues. Agrgasingly recognized, rangelands in

northern Kenya are characterized by localized rdatien widespread overstocking.
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Total rangeland resources are more than adequatgport the aggregate livestock herd,
but the majority of the rangeland is either undedugr completely unused due to
insecurity. Environmental change occurs due tqtha spatial distribution of animals
rather than the absolute number of animals ownetidherders (McPeak, 2003; Milimo
et al., 2002; Schwartet al., 1992; O’Leary, 1987).

Community management of natural resources thus taleee in an environment
where the boundary of the resource area is oftBnatkas “one of fear”. This presents
both an opportunity and a challenge to such managestructures. The opportunity
arises from the fact that positive environmentarde can be brought about by reducing
the level of fear so that grazing pressure is spteareas currently underused due to
insecurity thus allowing currently overused areasetover. The challenge is that
communities are often not able to stop the cycl@ence that they find themselves in,
and may need outside facilitation. We describase study of how environmental

management programs in northern Kenya faced thgsertunities and challenges.

6. ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT IN MARSABIT DISTRICT
(&) The integrated resource assessment and maeagplan
The Integrated Project for Arid Lands (IPAL) wallESCO funded project
operating in Marsabit District, Kenya from 197611@86. The project was established
with a focus on “the arid lands of Kenya both floe support of their indigenous people
and in the economy of the country as a whole, @awdbise these lands were gravely
threatened by desertification through misuse.”s{giy 1981, p.7) The objective of the

project was to develop a series of management gtapsould be demonstrated and
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extended to the pastoral population through trgimnd education. A variety of studies
were produced during the life of this project cawgra broad spectrum of topics such as
the soils, hydrology, vegetation, livestock, higtosocial and economic organization of
the study area.

The culmination of the project was an integrateshuece assessment and
management plan produced in 1984. The managenmantpkcribes in detail how the
natural resources of the southwestern portion afsltat District should be managed in
light of the scientific evidence gathered overlifeeof the project. The rangelands of the
project area were divided up into distinct rangdlanits based on vegetation, and
differing management plans for each rangelandweit defined. The plan explicitly
stated that addressing the priorities of the pakpmpulation was critical for project
success. A list of priority interventions exprasbg the community was noted in the
plan, with water development, market developmenproved heath care, veterinary
service, improved security, improved leadershij, drought assistance identified as the
most important issues to be addressed. Howeweplém says that while these are
important “...some items of obvious importance argealb from the people’s list
primarily because they have no experience of tradire. Such are the need for grazing
control, means of storing wealth other than ‘onhbef’ (i.e. banking facilities, and the
registering of tribal rangelands in order to putrthon a firm legal basis).” (p. 486).

Recognizing that “the success of the plan dependbeattitude [the pastoralist
people] adopt towards the whole plan” (p 499),fdle describes an extension
component with the following objectives (p. 617):

(a) To maintain direct contact with the Rendille paaligts;
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(b) To help the pastoralists to develop an understgnalithe management

programmes, and thus predispose them to effectivegperation;

(c) To teach them the need to conserve and rehabilitateenvironment;

(d) To gather and evaluate educational programs.

Outside of a few small scale efforts to implemdahpgcomponents, the
management plan was never enacted. To some etktisntesulted from a series of
struggles between project personnel and localipalits both due to debate about the
distribution of benefits of the program and theoteses of this area and trepidation on
the part of the political elite about the implicats of raising community awareness. In
addition, donors were hesitant to fund a wide naggnanagement plan that
simultaneously embraced livestock, pasture, huneaitin forestry, water, agriculture,
education, security, leadership development, atera income and marketing
components. But perhaps the most important refsdhe limited impact of the plan
was the lack of integration of the target populaiio designing a management plan for
their own future. The plan was premised on thentleat the local population could be
given proper incentives and education that wodlmxathem to live in harmony with
their environment. The design largely reflectesl tbsearch findings of the project staff
and little role was accorded to the local populatiodefining their own future. While
there was some effort to incorporate the goalsaapirations of the community, the
extension program described above largely viewegtpulation as a group that needed
to be convinced of the validity of a scientificatigrived plan.

That the pastoralists would have to have explaiogbdem items of obvious

importance they had not previously considered siscrazing controls was a particularly
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ambitious objective for an extension program. Q&85) reports that only 16% of
respondents from his survey of 167 elders and heidehe study area believed it
possible for humans to cause soil degradation.il&ig only 16% believed droughts
were related to overgrazing. There was a majaodisect between the perceptions of
the population and the view of the designers obaagement plan that was to protect

lands “gravely threatened by desertification thitougsuse”.

(b) Intra-ethnic environmental management commgtte

The German donor agency GTZ designed a succesHeAlLocalled the Marsabit
Integrated Development Program (MIDP) in 1990. MIQater shortened to MDP)
defined four main areas of intervention: livestpc&duction and marketing; natural
resources management; human resources developanerfarming systems
development. We focus in this study on the nat@sburce management component.

Within the natural resources component the maasaof focus were: provision
of appropriate water sources in the under-utiligeszing areas; demonstrating and
supporting rangeland rehabilitation; and promotpglication of useful traditional
grazing practices. With regard to this final olijeg, MDP commissioned a study to
identify and assess traditional grazing systemstamdaborate an extension and
education plan for the pastoral population (Ob®&2)9

Following completion of this study, MDP embarkedmromotion of useful
grazing practices targeting local administrativd aivic leaders, traditional leaders and
primary school teachers at the neighborhood legglben 1993 and 1994. The hope

was that the prominent leaders who participateglarkshops would disseminate the
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importance of the practices through traditionalreteds of communication. This would
lead neighborhoods to define caretaker committeasged with the responsibility of day
to day management of environmental matters withér theighborhoods.

The approach of targeting key leaders who woudah tisseminate useful
practices proved unable to respond to intricacie®mmunity decision making authority
discussed previously. Local residents were expdote@fine action plans to implement
environmental management programs at neighborleals. However, neighborhood
leaders found it extremely difficult to implemehese plans. One reason was that within
a community, there was not widespread acceptantteedégitimacy of the committee
since there was no cultural precedent for suchmaking and enforcement. Further
difficulties arose when by-laws initiated in a sfiemeighborhood were not respected by
pastoralists from other neighborhoods. Pastasatisginating from other
neighborhoods areas did not accept the legitimécyles defined for a given
neighborhood, as there was no traditional precefdert neighborhood to have exclusive
claim to the resources in their area. Given thetiplallayers at which individual herders
felt they had rights to a particular area, ambigatbout what were the spatial boundaries
of a given area, and questions about whether tesadents had a legitimate right to
make decisions over natural resources, the effdmeighborhood leaders to impose
resource management regimes began to appear margpafk to resource use conflict
than a measure to address land degradation.

MDP reassessed its effort to design neighborhewel Inatural resource
management plans in 1995 due to these problensvidw of the program was initiated

to identify the underlying causes of natural reseutegradation, deliberate on how to
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improve existing local level resource managementsires, and initiate a consultative
process on community driven sustainable use of commsources through consensus
building. Participants in these discussions weasvd from two administrative divisions
covering 11 adjacent neighborhoods in southwessiar District.

The results of this review built on previous watkhe neighborhood level, but
also addressed the growing issue of resource ugkct@cross neighborhoods that had
resulted from attempting to implement neighborhtey@l management plans. The main
recommendations were the following: establish suqgport specifically designed
Environmental Management Committees (EMCs) compos$etters, traditional leaders,
women and youths within all identifiable neighbaske; mobilize and raise
environmental awareness for user communities inaafhborhoods; support workshops
to elaborate and disseminate environmental managematocol within their
neighborhoods; initiate and support inter-neighborhdiscussions aimed at minimizing
natural resources related conflict between usarggoand facilitate participatory
assessment of all implemented measures.

Between 1996 -1998 MDP started implementing thesemmendations. The
project area was zoned into management units gameling to traditional definitions of
neighborhoods. Community environmental awareness fiays were conducted in each
neighborhood using posters depicting time-serie#g@mmental changes and degradation
of known areas around them. The objective of cotidgc¢hese field days were to:
analyze with neighborhood residents specific chamgéand use patterns; identify the
causes and effects of such changes; identify theseaf action to take to address these

changes; and identify individuals from each camp wiould form the Environmental
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Management Committee (EMC) charged with managiegésources of the
neighborhood and would be viewed by residentsg@sreate authorities.

By 1998 a total of 29 neighborhood-based EMCslesh formed. A total of
10,150 households (out of 21,602 households invtiide area) were in some way
involved in the formation of these management cames. The established EMCs had a
total membership of 588, and 40% of committee membere female.

Each EMC was assigned the task of defining anrenmental management
action plan for the resources in their neighborhdodhe course of defining these plans,
a common set of issues emerged. First, in spiegfofts to clarify borders between
neighborhoods, there was continued confusion ovgclwmanagement committee was
granted authority over particular resources dueemverlapping nature of resource use
patterns for traditional definitions of neighborldso Second, and related to this, there
was poor integration between EMCs in different hbayhoods; rules set by one group
were not necessarily the same as those set byargtbup. This was especially
problematic when the inconsistent rules were baplied to a resource for which there
were overlapping claims. Third, there was apprstoenabout sanctioning members of
one’s own neighborhood group, commonly expressedfaar of curses. Fourth, there
was no tangible incentive for members of the coreed. In fact, they were being put in
situations where they had to make decisions akdangering their neighbors; if anything
this created an incentive to not be a member oftmemittee. Fifth, the legal status of
the management committee was unclear, particudarhelated to formal government

rules and institutions.
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In response to these issues, between 1998 — 1@99dVactivities were mainly
concentrated on bringing together representativens tlifferent neighborhoods to
harmonize resource management protocols. The B@geanent units with their distinct
EMCs were clustered were into 4 larger managemaid aorresponding to the idea of a
grazing area. Meetings were convened for EMCsedael leaders of each neighborhood
within a grazing area. Through a series of coaiut meetings each of the larger
grazing area units, EMC’s and elder leaders ideudtiproblems that had emerged in
implementing the neighborhood specific managemikamsp Again, they noted poor
coordination and consultation among the EMCs hadlted in an escalation of internal
community resource use conflict. In addition, tineyed neighborhood specific plans
were still not able to cope with herders from otheighborhoods who came into the area.

A harmonized natural resources management protiatalling the procedures
and penalties (based mainly on traditional custgrtaaws) was drafted for enforcement
at the grazing area level. Notable items in th@atguol are how to:

1) Manage water resources.
2) Manage grazing land use by local residents.
3) Manage grazing land use by non-residents.
4) Manage use of tree species.
5) Establish rules over charcoal making.
6) Manage wild fires.
7) Manage movement of diseased livestock.
8) Develop communication mechanisms and dialog #ié local community.
9) Develop communication mechanisms and dialog nétighboring communities.
10) Develop communication mechanisms and dialdly fermal administrative
structures.
11) Protect wildlife.
However, participants in these meetings arguedttimharmonized management

protocol did not address one of the main issuegdimg environmental management

efforts, that of insecurity. Insecurity had lecpptations to converge into more secure
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areas, leaving vast areas of the rangeland unBseticipants argued that addressing
mismanagement without also addressing insecuritylavoltimately be futile, as rest and
rehabilitation of overused areas as called fohenrhanagement protocol required access
to areas currently underutilized due to insecurity.

This placed the MDP staff in an interesting sitoiati By virtue of the wide
geographical area they had worked in, they had bpitrust and confidence with
members of neighboring ethnic groups who had littist and confidence in one another.
They had also developed a familiarity with the aimg issues driving current conflicts.
However, the program was neither designed nor meadda deal with conflict
resolution. With some trepidation, the environnaéntanagement program turned to
issues of conflict management as they agreed Wglassessment of the grazing area

meetings — addressing conflict was a critical congpd of environmental management.

(c) Inter-ethnic conflict management by peace commsttee

The Kenyan government’s recognition that the capaxiformal security
services to address inter-ethnic conflict was kaited to calls by government officials
for cooperation between the administration, thécepthe development agencies, and the
communities to reduce inter-ethnic conflict. Nuyathe District Commissioner of
Marsabit called on the local community in 1999 ¢operate with the administration to
help address crime and insecurity in the DistrRtograms targeted at addressing inter-
ethnic conflict in Marsabit involving a variety wfstitutions; governmental, non-
governmental, and religious responded with vigar{a Human Rights Commission,

2000)?
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MDP began activities in this area between 1999-2002 a series of consultative
meetings to identify sources of conflict and defineans to address conflict (Haro
1999a; 1999b). These meetings were held in colélmor with District level government
authorities, local government authorities, othemr-governmental organizations active in
the District, traditional authorities, and EMC mesnd Resource management units were
clustered around common resources regardlessiokthaic identity. The territory
relevant to these clusters corresponded to aregkhysthe respective resource
management units, regardless of ethnic and admatiist boundaries. This latter
characteristic was important as antagonistic gragesl movement across administrative
(including international) boundaries to attack otiups from an area they were not
resident in. This would often lead to retaliatatiacks on the resident community,
causing counterattacks, fueling a cycle of violewbéch the formal administrative
structure was not well designed to stop. For tlksethnic peace initiative to succeed it
became necessary to bring on board all commumgiesant to the use and management
of a resource area, regardless of formal admitisgréoundaries.

Each group of community representatives was giveopgportunity to describe its
situation. The format for this presentation waet thwas a presentation to the facilitators
in front of the other community representatives] aas allowed to be presented
uninterrupted by the other community representatifée role of the facilitators was
made clear to the participants. The facilitatorseaeot judges or arbitrators to find out
who was wrong and who was right. Rather the roliheffacilitators was confined to

helping parties find amicable solutions since whay were going to discuss were their
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problems and they were the only ones who couldraete acceptable solutions to the

problems.

The community representatives were then divideal im¢ir ethnic groups and

were requested to brainstorm on the conflict issunektheir underlying causes. Each

party was given time to present their deliberatiéger the course of these

presentations, it began to be evident that padidprealized they were all faced with

similar problems. This in itself was an importamtight that helped to tone down the

tension between them. The following is summaryhefconflict issues that were

identified:

1)
2)
3)
4)
5)
6)
7
8)

Conflict over use and management of water.
Conflict over use of grazing areas.

Banditry, theft and murderous activities.

Unclear boundaries between neighbors.

Lack of co-operation among local leaders.

Lack of discipline among herders and warriors.
Over-utilization of natural resources (trees anidiie).
Lack of discipline among Kenya Police Reserves.

Having agreed on the pertinent issues and thegesauhe participants were again

divided into working groups defined by ethnicitydeliberate on and elaborate strategies

to solve the identified problems. It was emphasibed the proposed solutions should be

within their own means to implement, should be rdi for themselves rather than for

other groups to abide by, and should be acceptalitee other parties. Each group

presented their propositions in plenary.

After long deliberations, the participants agreadacet of rules that addressed

the eight sources of conflict enumerated above.agreement reached was then

translated into all local languages and sent teealburce management units. It was then

communicated to different categories of user grdhpsders, warriors, women and
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children, chiefs and local elders, police reserviég) all EMCs falling into a common
administrative location, members selected reprasiees for Peace Committees to

oversee the implementation of the agreement.

(d) Current status of environmental and confliein@gement efforts.

Community management efforts for both environmeatal conflict related
issues continue to this date. We briefly descsii@e of the accomplishments and
challenges facing each type of effort.

Environmental management efforts have achieved suoeess. As noted above,
management of trees was defined as an environnissted to be addressed by both the
intra-ethnic and inter-ethnic groups. Control ouse of acacia species, doum palm, and
cedar has been particularly successful, as evidemgéhe increased regeneration of
these trees around the settlements in Marsabitaisililimo et al. (2002) conducted an
in depth study of environmental issues in NorthtHown where an EMC was active.
They report that by 1999 the majority of residentsreyed accept the authority of the
EMC and agree that the committee is contributingrieironmental rehabilitation in the
area. They note that the EMC has been active iawaging natural vegetation
regeneration for sand dune stabilization, operatieg nurseries, and tree planting
activities.

In addition, efforts at reserving dry season grgzreas have been undertaken in
a variety of neighborhoods, although these havdihatbd success as of yet due to the
drought of 2000-2001 (these have been periods wkerf the reserves was needed, so

it is difficult to evaluate whether they will betseside as reserves in non-drought years).
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A few other accomplishments have been that wilgideching has been reduced with
respect to gazelles and one community has forbitltense of plastic bags in local
shops’

Many of the issues identified at the intra-ethnM& meeting continue to be
problems confronting effective community managenoématural resources.
Coordination among neighboring EMC'’s continuesdalproblem, as does the issue of
non-neighborhood residents being unaware of oreggecting resource management
rules defined by the EMC. Concerns about theilegity of EMC rules within the
neighborhood also continue to be voiced. Althongighborhoods designed these as rule
making bodies, the limited cultural precedent factsclearly defined rule making groups
leads some neighborhood residents to refuse tpatee authority of the EMC as final.
The formal authority of the EMC relies in most case the local Chief, who may not
always be willing to enforce EMC rules and sandcibrin addition, EMC's are
struggling to address the charge that their effamtsonly addressing environmental
issues around settlements, and do not have an irapdbe extensive grazing areas.

Inter-ethnic grazing cooperation has been sucdess@pening up areas unused
previously due to insecurity, and allowed formdrbstile groups to inhabit the same
area. MDP staff suggests that prior to the pro¢gatfiort roughly 60% of Marsabit
District rangelands were underutilized or unusee tuinsecurity, compared to the
current estimate of 25%. Community level researtand use changes conducted in
2002 in the Marsabit communities of North Horr, #iaand Logologo supports the
contention that there are fewer rangeland areasashdue to insecurify. Access to

previously unused rangeland areas was describgadrasularly useful during the recent
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drought, as there were some areas of Marsabitaligtat received rain and had abundant
pasture that would have been unused in previous ykee to insecurity. The presence of
herders from different ethnic groups in the sanea avithout any violence breaking out
was seen as an important accomplishment that watltiave occurred prior to the inter-
ethnic meeting.

Follow-up meetings have been conducted after titi@lin999 workshops to
monitor the progress of crisis prevention and ¢ohfhanagement activities. The purpose
these follow-up meetings is to assess the progmgslso document how conflict issues
between groups were managed by the established peaunittees what could be
improved in the future. Two main successes thaewdentified in these meetings are
worth noting here. Revenge attacks did not occwerwa Samburu herdsman murdered a
Turkana herdsman in May of 1999. After a long nmggtthe Samburu elders agreed to
compensate the family of the Turkana victim throtigdé payment of livestock, and the
case was resolved. Similarly, when a Gabra kél&hmburu boy in November 2001 the
case was resolved without further violence. Agafter a meeting of elders, a payment
in terms of livestock to the victim’s family wasragd upon. While it would be
preferable to prevent such loss of life from ociuytin the first place, it was clear that
the peace committees were able to prevent destera inew spiral of violence.

A variety of issues confront conflict managemeffor$ as they go forward. The
most serious is the issue of collective retributiom essence, if one of “them” attacks

“us”, “we” attack “them” in revenge regardless dii@ther the individuals attacked in
revenge had anything to do with the initial atta€e manifestation of this is the

complaint that EMC'’s are ill equipped to handleleas from outside the district who
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share a common ethnic identity with neighborhoodnimers when they launch an attack
from within a neighborhood with an EMC. Such eltathreaten the fragile peace
between neighborhoods who share resource areabatcommon ethnic identity. In a
related fashion, conflict between ethnic groupadiacent neighborhoods is influenced
by conflict outside of their area due to this piahe of collective retribution. Conflict
such as the ongoing Turkana — Samburu conflicemmlt&iru district, and Boran —
Rendille conflict in the highlands of Marsabit taten the peace between the groups that
have managed to establish peace committees in atbas. News of an atrocity against
one’s own ethnic group by members of another ethroap leads to calls for revenge
attacks in any area where the two groups are segbooximity. Such spillover effects
work the other way as well, as individuals and gwho have an interest in preventing
alliances between other ethnic groups may actiseék to undermine the efforts at
conflict resolution to advance their own interests.

Conflict management committees also must confrontiiguities about the
legitimacy of the resolutions reached by the pe&aremittees in reference to formal
administrative structures. While the terms ofalyeeement defined during the inter-
ethnic meetings calls for turning over an accusadderer to the police, local residents
appear to have less confidence in the objectiviifpional legal structures in this area
than they do in their own deliberations. In badises of murder, traditional restitution in
the form of livestock was agreed to by the tradiilcauthorities in each community, and
in the latter case the traditional agreement waslred conditional upon no formal legal
proceedings being pursued. The government of Kéogk an initial step towards

addressing issues of legitimacy and legality offectmanagement committees at a
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meeting convened by the Provincial AdministratiomMado Gashe, Kenya in 2001. The
aim of this meeting was to harmonize the by-lawdifférent conflict management
committees in different areas of northern Kenyatanglut in place machinery to enforce

these by-laws across administrative boundaries.

7. CONCLUSIONS

When there are multiple users who can exert a ateira natural resource,
management of the resource will almost inevitablyuire addressing conflicts arising
from these multiple claims. Community managemémadural resources does offer
promise, but must explicitly consider the linkapesween community management,
environmental management, and conflict management.

We have highlighted issues arising when there aiéipte nested and
overlapping definitions of community who have claion a given resource. Ambiguity
in decision making authority provides great flekipifor production in an uncertain
environment, but also raises real challenges &rure management plans. The nested
structure of social organization allows some paktitof achieving harmonization of
management plans by calling together groups wheeshambership of a common larger
social structure, as was illustrated by the MDReca3 his allows harmonization of rules
without formally allocating any one level of soc@banization exclusive decision
making authority, thus preserving aspects of fldikyowithout conflicting with cultural
precedents. In addition, borders between comnasitiay be ambiguous. Reconciling
multiple claims within a single management protaegjuires facilitating dialog across

decision making authorities in different areas whage claims on a given resource.
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Dividing up rangeland into range management uratetd on vegetation type is often
done in pastoral development plans, but the nees lon the map may have little
meaning to communities that have claims of vargtigngth on resources within
different range units. Working with existing defians of resource areas introduces
some ambiguities, but also appears to offer sommmise.

This study also illustrates that conflict managetmeay be important for
environmental management even if the conflict ispromarily due to contestation over a
particular resource. While there is undoubtedipe@lement of resource competition
involved in northern Kenya’s insecurity, the cyoleviolence and retribution has taken
on a life of its own. Conflict management in tb&se was required to provide adequate
security within which environmental management géfeould be undertaken.

Importantly, we find that communities are ablertgprove security by entering
into dialogue with each other. What was required facilitation to bring groups
together and allow them to sort out their probleamg to define their own plan of action.
It should also be noted that the success of tHésgsawere obtained due to the
encouragement of formal administrative structuaa$yen the process and the eventual
ratification of the outcome by government instibuis.

A different issue illustrated by this study is tikammunity participation can lead
development agents to become involved in issudgitfiar from their original program
focus. MDP’s original focus on environmental magragnt required program staff to
become involved in conflict management. Workingetiner with the formal
administration, other development agents, tradiit@aders, and community members,

they were able to modify their program to addres¥lect management directly. Again,

30



we would stress that the support of the governragahcies grew over time and
contributed to the current success of these efforts

Overall, we find that improvement in the well bemfgresidents of pastoral areas
is possible by working with pastoral communitiesl atiowing them to define their own
plans. The accomplishments to date of the MDPegtdjave not resulted in a
transformation of pastoral society, but ratherdboih the existing structure of pastoral
society. Learning from the lessons of the MDP reffdfers promise for efforts to
improve environmental management and human welfaséher pastoral areas. This
study has illustrated both the potential and lirmnitsommunity management of natural
resources. We document that there are ways tblis$tand enforce rules in a common
property production setting characterize by unaetgavithout undermining flexibility in
resource use patterns. We note that while itelb wnderstood that resource scarcity can
lead to conflict, it is also possible that conficanagement can be an important element
of addressing resource scarcity. Communitiesaantify solutions to both
environmental degradation and insecurity if givadailftative support, which suggests
there is reason to be cautiously optimistic abastgral development efforts which adopt

this approach.
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Endnotes

' The original intent was for community level EMCsftmction under the authority of the
government appointed District Environmental Offi(PEO). However, as the DEO
position was vacant during the period of EMC format EMCs instead sought legal
authority from other government departments andlte chiefs of the respective village
who had authority through the Chief's Act (Milinebal., 2002).

2 It should be noted that some of these institutttams been working on conflict
resolution for many years prior to this statemgntie government and the
commencement of MDP activities aimed at conflisolfation.

% Beyond being visually unpleasant, residents af #ea also complained that animals
were eating the bags and dying because of ensutiestinal complications.

* Milimo et al. (2002) provide another example of enforcemenbleras as they report
that local police in North Horr were reluctant tengsh local charcoal makers in spite of
the fact that the local police and the EMC had etba memorandum of understanding
that obligated the police to arrest law-breakeesiidied by the EMC as the police relied
on charcoal as an energy supply.

® This research was conducted by one of the co-eaitifahis study (McPeak) as part of

the USAID funded GL-CRSP Pastoral Risk Managemeojekt.
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