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ABSTRACT
Esther N. Mwangi

INSTITUTIONAL CHANGE AND POLITICS: THE TRANSFORMATION OF
PROPERTY RIGHTS IN KENYA’S MAASAILAND

The evolution of property rights continues to concern scholars of institutions in
particular and of economic development more generally. This study investigates why
(and how) group ranch members in Kajiado District, Kenya, supported the subdivision of
their collective landholdings into individual, titled units. It also explores the outcomes of
this transition to individual rights.

An increasing scarcity value of land with population increase and the promise of
new income-generating opportunities in the individualized arrangement are important
factors motivating group ranch members to support subdivision. In addition,
distributional asymmetries that arose out of a failure to enforce internal governance
arrangements were important motivators. Difficulties in enforcing livestock quotas
resulted in poorer livestock herders bearing the uncompensated costs of collective
resource use, while the wealthy herders reaped the benefits. Problems with excluding
non-members, particularly the wealthy, well-connected herd owners from neighboring
individual ranches increased distributional conflict. Group ranch members saw in
subdivision an effective way to eliminate these disadvantages. Distributional concermns
were more pronounced during the (inequitable) allocation of land parcels following group
ranch subdivision.

Individuals and groups shifted between formal-legal and customary institutions as
they pressed for the assignment of their preferred property rights, and as they sought to

‘equalize’ parcel sizes. Power asymmetries between negotiating parties were important
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for conflict resolution, but where insufficient, state structures provided a more effective

avenue for resolution. Viewed over a longer time scale, however, this transformation of

property rights is path dependent with actors increasingly seeking exclusive rights in an

effort to defend their land claims against threats of appropriation by the state, by Maasai
elite, and by non-Maasai. Politics is at the core of institutional change.

Vegetation cover does not vary significantly between the management strategies
that groups and individuals employ’to manage their land after subdividing the group
ranch. The relationship between management regime and vegetation structure is
complicated by longstanding herd redistribution strategies among extended families and
their stock associates. It is also obscured by emerging post-transitional arrangements in

which rights are traded through leasing and pasture-sharing agreements.

Elinor Ostrom, Chair

Dr. J.C. Randolph

Dr. Mike McGinnis

Dr. Kathryn Firmin-Sellers

Dr. Clark Gibson
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CHAPTER 1

The Policy Problem: Why are Group Ranches in Maasailand
Individualizing?

The transformation of property rights in land from ‘communal’ rights based on
indigenous systems to more formal, legally enforced individual rights has been a defining
characteristic of agrarian development in many parts of sub-Saharan Africa (Basset,
1993). Many African governments working closely with international development
agencies anticipated that individual, private ownership would create incentives that
would lead to increased agricultural production and greater environmental care.
Consequently, they expended tremendous effort in transforming indigenous tenure
systems in the late 1960s through to the early 1980s. How well this transition was
managed and just how much analysis and expertise was brought to bear on its
implementation may perhaps be most appropriately evaluated against current trends in
agricultural production and environmental management, which appear dismal. It can also
be assessed against prevailing structures of land access and holdings, and importantly in
current processes of land transformation that are directly related to these earlier reforms.

This dissertation research explores the process of property rights transformation
from collectively held group ranches to individual, titled parcels among Maasai
pastoralists in Kajiado district of southwestern Kenya. It seeks to answer the following
questions: What motivates group ranch members to subdivide their collective holdings
into individual parcels? How is this transition process organized and conducted? What

are the outcomes of subdivision? The Maasai have for a long time practiced transhumant
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pastoralism. Livestock forms the basis of their economic livelihoods, is the focus of their
social relations and a critical element of their ethnic self-definition. Prior to major
transformational changes the Maasai socio-political structure comprised an age-set
system, collective use of natural resources and an ‘egalitarian’ distribution of the means
of production. The Maasai are administratively located in Kajiado and Narok districts of
southwestern Kenya.

Early experiments with land tenure reforms in Kenya’s rangelands were group
ranches in Maasai territory in the late 1960s and 70s. A group ranch is land that has been
demarcated and legally allocated to a group (Kenya, Republic of, 1968b) such as a tribe,
a clan, section, family or other group of persons. The group ranch is composed of a body
of members to whom legal title has been jointly awarded, and a management committee
that is elected by the body of members. The management committee is responsible for
coordinating and implementing development projects on the group ranch. Although land
is held in common by all group members, certain property rights, such a residency rights,
are assigned to individuals. The group as a corporate body also retains some rights such
as control over grazing rights, tillage and water resources.

Group ranches were introduced in an attempt to control environmental
degradation and to increase herd productivity. The British colonial government, as early
as the 1950s, proposed the subdivision of Maasai communal land into privately owned
parcels. According to the colonial authorities, indigenous systems of land management
resulted in severe land degradation because they encouraged pastoralists to keep
excessively large numbers of cattle that exceeded the environment’s “carrying capacity.”

Colonial authorities thought that such systems provided inadequate incentives for groups

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



or individuals to invest in conserving the land resource. Privatization was expected to
create incentives that would lead individuals to adopt better resource management
practice.

Initial efforts at privatization did not divide the range into individually owned
units, but rather sought to maintain legally-titled group-held units, in keeping with the
Maasai communal socio-cultural structure. Upon Kenya’s independence in 1963,
successive governments continued to pursue the policies that had been proposed by
colonial authorities. Although some group ranches were subdivided into individual units
barely five years after their registration, most remained as group-owned parcels until the
mid-1980s. Currently there is evidence that subdivision of group ranches into individual
units is gaining momentum (Kimani and Pickard, 1998; Galaty, 1994).

Viewed against the backdrop of Maasai pastoral livelihoods that have evolved in
conditions of climatic variability and resource heterogeneity, the decision to subdivide is
puzzling. Rainfall over most of Kajiado district is low, between 400-500mm (about 16-
20 inches) each year and variably distributed across space and time. The mobility of
Maasai herds allows for maximum and equitable exploitation of patchily distributed
water and pasture. Mobility is also a crucial aspect of the natural reproduction of the
social structure; structures that represent the dominant means of accumulating livestock
and for investing herd capital (Kituyi, 1990; Doherty, 1987). In most regions of the world
where such conditions of variability persist the dominant land use is nomadic or
transhumant pastoralism (Johnston and Galaty, 1990; Khazanov, 1984).

Subdivision of collective holdings, their parcellation and subsequent distribution

among individuals may more severely impede mobility, a vital component of livestock
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production systems under variable conditions (Bruce and Mearns, 2002; Niamir-Fuller,
1999, 1998, 1995; Mehta at al, 1999; Behnke and Scoones, 1993; Sandford, 1983).
Reduced mobility will likely magnify vulnerability to drought and may jeopardize the
viability of the livestock enterprise upon which pastoral livelihoods are dependent (Van
der Brink et al, 1995). In the longer run, it may also undermine the reproduction of the
pastoral culture. No doubt the Maasai are aware of this.

But then why do they still pursue the subdivision of group ranches? How is this
decision arrived at? Who participates? How is the transition organized? Unlike previous
division of land in this area, when donor sponsored, government-driven initiatives carved
out group and individual ranches from the open, undivided Maasai range, the clamor for
subdivision and individualization of these past two decades has emerged from within the
Maasai community itself (Southgate and Hulme, 2000; Kimani and Pickard, 1998;
Woodhouse, 1997; Blewett, 1995; Galaty, 1994; Rutten, 1992; Kituyi, 1990).

Why would the Maasai pursue a seemingly ‘irrational’ system in the face of a
more rational alternative such as group ownership? Further, what are the environmental
implications of this transition from group-owned land to individual units in a semi-arid
environment that is periodically ravaged by drought? This is a concern shared by many
scholars who puzzle at why seemingly perverse property rights persist in the face of what
would appear to be obvious alternatives. The property rights approach (discussed in
chapter 3) offers a dynamic explanation for the conditions under which private property
develops (Eggerttsson, 1990; North and Thomas, 1981, 1977, 1973; Demsetz, 1967), and
the mechanisms that define the process of transition (Platteau, 2000; Firmin-Sellers,

1996; Knight, 1992; Libecap, 1989). The concept of path dependence allows for a
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contextual grounding of current transformations in longer term, historical processes of
institutional change (North, 1997, 1995, 1990). The Institutional Analysis and
Development framework, which acknowledges that frequently encountered situations are
‘comprised of universal elements, in turn provides a useful diagnostic kit for organizing
enquiry into a problem (Ostrom 2003, 1999, 1998, 1995). Under this framework,
community actors can be disaggregated, their preferences and incentives outlined, and the
influence of their resources of power and wealth on processes and outcomes evaluated.
Actors’ decisions and actions are embedded within prevailing biophysical, cultural,
institutional and material conditions. Theoretical approaches are then used to link actors,
actions and outcomes. This dissertation draws from this analytical framework to explain
the process of group ranch subdivision in Maasailand.

The importance of land property rights as a policy issue cannot be
overemphasized. In much of sub-Saharan Africa land is a crucial resource serving
economic, cultural and symbolic functions. Access to land is a key means to livelihoods
and survival. The institutions which define how land is held and distributed also
determine social relations. These institutions range from constitutional provisions,
statutes and judicial rulings to norms, conventions and customs regarding the allocation
and use of property. Because property rights assign ‘ownership’ to valuable assets and
designate the distribution of the benefits and costs of resource use, they structure
incentives for economic behavior (Libecap, 1989). Indeed, changes in property rights
have been noted to affect macroeconomic performance and may result in economic

growth or stagnation (Eggertsson, 1990; North, 1990).
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Yet the process by which property rights change and whether the changes
represent a legitimate solution to a particular social problem have received much less
attention (Libecap, 1989; Feeny, 1988). The beginning and end points of institutional
evolution has been overly emphasized at the expense of the dynamics of institutional
change. By considering the internal process of change, over and above the reasons for
change, this dissertation research responds to this theoretical concern for fleshing out the
dynamics of institutional change. It also responds to the need for providing a deeper
understanding of the evolution of private, individual property rights in a concrete cultural
and development context, within a contemporary setting.

The relevance of the current study is broad, extending beyond the fore mentioned
conceptual concerns. This transition in Kajiado district represents the outcome of forces
that will likely influence development throughout the arid and semi-arid lands of Kenya,
which account for approximately 80 % of Kenya’s terrestrial land mass. In many of these
areas land 1s still collectively held under the group ranch structure or as grazing schemes.
Similar processes may also be anticipated in different parts of Africa’s rangelands where
group ranches and other forms of enclosures were implemented as part of rangeland
development policy with donor support. Indeed, the Kenyan group ranch was the
forerunner of many similar projects that were started in later periods in Rwanda, East
Senegal, Niger and Bostwana (Sandford, 1981).

Increasing democratization in Central and Eastern European countries from the
early 1990s has seen extensive privatization of state and collective farm lands, while
Mexico in Latin America continues to grapple with the challenges of re-distributing land

carved from the ejidos among its members (Munoz-Pina et al, 2002; Swinnen, 2001;
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Cungu and Swinnen, 2001; Doucha et al, 2001; Hoskins, 2000). All these countries too
are faced with the challenge of managing difficult transitions in property rights structures
that will influence individual’s access to land and productive resources with ultimate
implications for efficiency and sustainability.

The development of pastoral resources is one out of a multitude of problems that
face African nations. Africa’s agrarian decline in the 1980s and 90s even in the wake of
widespread privatization programs has firmly secured the position of land property rights
on the agenda of development analysts and practitioners. Land reforms aimed at
salvaging agricultural decline, and importantly, as part of a wider process of democratic
governance are rapidly gaining currency in different parts of the continent. These reforms
are chiefly of a legal character and their effects are yet to unfold. What is troubling,
however, is the disconnect between local-level processes and macro-level policy and
planning (Wily, 2002). This research will provide micro-level insights into the dynamics
of how land resources are acquired and contested in order to inform these macro scale

legal reform processes.

1.2 Why are Group Ranches in Kajiado District Individualizing? Some

Answers From Recent Research

There have been substantial efforts by scholars and practitioners to document and
understand the process and implications of privatizing Maasai land. Earliest
commentaries on group ranches expressed considerable concern over the organizational
structure and ecological viability of group ranches. Davis (1970) envisioned that group

ranch management committees would face severe challenges in enforcing livestock and
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grazing quotas and in dividing power within itself.! He also questioned the ecological and
socio-cultural basis of group ranches. Several years later Halderman’s (1972) work in the
Kaputiei region of northeastern Kajiado, where the first group ranches in Kajiado district
were established, began to confirm the ecological challenge to group ranch viability.
Because each group ranch did not include the complement of wet and dry season grazing,
residents continued with their semi-nomadic practices. Group ranch boundaries were
rapidly losing relevance particularly in times of stress. This undermines the primary
intent of creating group ranches—to be able to exclude non-members as a way of creating
incentives for members to manage their resources more carefully.

Njoka (1979) analyzing vegetation data over a 10 year period between 1969 and
1978 in 13 Kaputiei group ranches finds a decline in desirable grass species and an
increase of undesired species, largely the result of higher grazing intensities.
Investigation into livestock productivity, however, showed that group ranches were just
as efficient, if not more efficient than the individual ranches that were created at about the
same time (Bekure et al, 1991; Onchoke, 1986; Evangelou, 1984; White and Meadows,
1981 ). Increasing commoditization of livestock and livestock products seem to severely
constrain women’s access to and decision making over such resources (Kipury, 1989;
Talle, 1988). The economic gap between Maasai men and women has widened.

Barely ten years after their creation, group ranches begun to contemplate

subdividing. A new set of closely related issues emerged. Halderman’s (1985) continued

! Davis (1970) refers to a two-pronged structure for the group ranch management. A committee that is
responsible for operational management as opposed to the group representatives, whose purpose was the
safeguarding of traditional interests in the land and who were supposed to act to check committee excesses.
While the terms committee and group representatives exist in the group ranch Act there seems to be no
difference in practice. Both terms are used interchangeably to refer to the group of individuals elected to
manage group ranch affairs. My conversations with Dr. R.K. Davis reveal that it was the intent of the
drafters of the group ranch legislation that decision-making power be divided between the committee and
the group representatives and that veto powers be vested in the group representatives.
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work among the Kaputiei cautioned against the individualization of group land as the
semi-arid to arid nature of most land in Kajiado district required large land units to
compensate for fluctuating water and grazing. Nonetheless, group ranches continued with
their intention to subdivide; those in Kaputiei having begun as early as the late 1970s and
early 1980s. Demands for subdivision in other parts of the Kajiado district increased
between 1984 and 1996. By 1996 titles had been issued in 22 group ranches as compared
to 7 in 1984, 11 other group ranches were in various stages of subdivision (Kimani and
Pickard, 1998). My field findings indicate that by 2000, 31 group ranches had subdivided
and titles issued, 14 had resolved to subdivide and being surveyed, while only 12 have
resisted subdivision.

What fueled these increased demands for individualization? Many of the earlier
subdivisions were conducted in the Kaputiei and Keekonyokie areas of northeastern and
northern areas of the districts which are relatively closer to Nairobi, Kenya’s capital city,
than other group ranches in the district. Both are also located in areas of significantly
higher rainfall than the bulk of Kajiado district. Galaty (1993) characterizes the demand
for sﬁbdivision as ‘over determined’; all individuals, both rich and poor were in favor,
hence the overwhelming decision to subdivide. Three reasons seem to drive this
overwhelming support for subdivision.

Group ranch members seem to anticipate ‘development’ once individuals receive
land titles. They would then use these titles as collateral against loans which they would
invest in productivity enhancing technologies (Galaty, 1999, 1980; Kimani and Pickard,
1998; Rutten, 1992; Grandin, 1987). The success of the early individual ranchers, who

had obtained loans from the Agricultural Finance Corporation and installed dips, water
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tanks, bought grade cattle, built permanent houses and bought cars, was instrumental in
fuelling the desire. Most of these studies were conducted in the Kaputiei group ranches,
with the exception of Kimani and Pickard (1998) who studied 10 group ranches in
different parts of Kajiado district, across different rainfall zones and Maasai sections.

Individual’s preferences for subdivision were also shaped by an increasing sense
of uncertainty and dissatisfaction with the group ranch structure as a suitable mechanism
of securing their land needs. Population increase within individual group ranches and the
automatic registration of successive age sets increased the number of individuals entitled
to a share in a limited land resource (Galaty, 1999, 1994, 1993; Kimani and Pickard,
1998). This sense of insecurity was heightened when outsiders or individuals with no
legitimate claim to group ranch land were registered and allocated parcels (Galaty, 1992;
Rutten, 1992). In some instances parts of group ranch land were carved out and issued as
individual ranches to those with the ability to influence the management committee
(Galaty, 1993). This last problem was particularly intense in Loodariak and Olchorro-
Onyori group ranches in Keekonyokie section. Here, officials from the Ministry of Lands
and some of their spouses were allocated group ranch land (Ole Simel,1999). In
Loodariak for example, a total of 345 outsiders were registered and allocated a total of
20,000 hectares at the expense of 2000 rightful owners.

In the more arid areas of Loitokitok division in southern Kajiado district, where
the Ilkisongo reside, demands for subdivision are closely tied to the development of

commercialized agriculture (Southgate and Woodhouse, 2000; Woodhouse, 1997). The
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success of irrigated cultivation by Kikuyu and Kamba immigrants has led to increasing
calls for the subdivision of the Kimana® group ranch.

Thus there is a mix of motivations underlying individuals’ decisions to support
subdivision. But how has this process of subdivision played itself out? How were
decisions made, and what were the outcomes? Few authors have tackled this question in
much detail. In Elangata Wuas group ranch of the Ilodookilani section, the decision to
subdivide was taken amidst great tensions between the Iseuri age set and their ‘sons’ who
feared exclusion (Galaty, 1994). In Embolioi and Olkinos group ranches, a highly skewed
distribution of land resources followed subdivision (Rutten, 1992).

Ole Simel (1999) provides a clearer illustration of the intensely controversial and
political nature of subdivision. In Ewaso-Kedong for example, large parcels, were
distributed to the committee members and to individuals with close ties to the committee.
Sometimes these individuals received more than one parcel. The extent of concentration
was such that about 40,000 acres of group land were distributed among 400 individuals,
leaving the remaining 800 members to share 12,000 acres. Individuals who were openly
opposed to this inequitable distribution of holdings were allocated small parcels or
parcels of lower productivity land as punishment. The previously cited case of Loodariak
is yet another example of a similar problem. In order to silence dissension, the group
ranch committee in collaboration with local government administration used threats and
bribery. The Loodariak case is still under review by the courts. Ole Simel (1999) thus
provides some valuable insights into the nature of interactions that shaped the transition

from group ranches to individual parcels. Interactions that have far reaching

? Kimana group ranch has made a conscious decision to restrict subdivision to those areas of the group
ranch where such cultivation is possible.

11
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consequences on access to and distribution of land resources to different segments of the

community.

1.3 The Organization of this Study

Though the findings presented above reveal crucial features of the process of
subdivision, they generate additional questions. If some members supported subdivision,
such as the Iseuri elders of Elangata Wuas, while others did not, such as their ‘sons’, how
was the transition implemented? How does social differentiation within the group ranch
affect members’ preferences for subdivision? What were the decision rules and how did
they affect outcomes? Who were excluded and why? Because the bulk of the cited studies
were conducted mainly in the Keekonyokie and Kaputiei areas, would the same results be
found in the more drier regions of Kajiado district that are less close to Nairobi city?
What was the role of different institutions, both ‘formal’ and customary in structuring the
process, in creating accountability and in mediating conflict?

Clearly, a closer look at actors, their incentives, the institutions, and the varied
interactions that determined the outcome of subdivision might deepen our understandings
of this critical process. The chapters in this dissertation represent a systematic
exploration, by way of institutional analysis, of the process of land transformation in
Kajiado district, Kenya.

Chapter 2 presents the biophysical and socio-cultural context of Kajiado district.
The list of maps and tables are intended to familiarize the reader with the conditions in
the district that form the background to and appear to greatly influence actors’ decision

choices. A conceptual framework for analyzing privatization processes is discussed in

12
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chapter 3. Much empbhasis is placed on explanations forwarded by property rights
scholars to answer the following questions: what motivates individuals and groups to
seek a reassignment of property rights? What are the costs and benefits of different
property arrangements? Who wins and who loses in such transformations? What role
does a resources’ physical attribute play in actors’ property rights decisions and choices?
Is there a role for history in current transformations? The final part of this third chapter
provides hypotheses that guide this inquiry.

In chapter 4 the criteria used in selecting study sites and data collection methods
are presented. Chapter 5 is an historical analysis of the recent evolution of land property
rights in Maasailand, while chapters 6 and 7 discuss results obtained from the empirical
analysis. Chapter 8 explores the implications of the property rights transition on
vegetation structure. Chapter 9 provi’des a summary of the research findings and
discusses their policy implications. The appendices that follow the list of citations include
a complete listing of individuals interviewed,” the survey instrument, procedures used for
soil chemical and physical analysis, a list of plant species and annual rainfall values for

the study sites.

? Interviewees have been listed according to the dates of interview. This order of listing bears no
relationship whatsoever to the coded responses that have been cited in this study’s empirical chapters.
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CHAPTER 2

Background to the Study Area

In order to address questions on land and property relations in Kajiado district,
there is need to have background knowledge of the administrative set up, the biophysical
world, and the Maasai culture. This chapter presents a summary of the administrative,
physical and social conditions of Kajiado district’. Maps and tables are used to illustrate
the various biophysical and social attributes of the district. The socio-cultural and

political organization of the Maasai is also discussed.

2.1. Location and Size of Kajiado District

Kajiado district is located on the southern tip of the Rift Valley province, one of
Kenya’s eight provinces. A province is part of the country’s administrative system; and is
further divided into districts, divisions, locations and sub-locations. Kajiado district is
situated between longitudes 36°5” and 37°55 East and between latitude 1°10” and 3°10°
South (Figure 2.1). It covers an area of 21,105 Km?, which is 3.5% of Kenya’s total area.
It is the ninth largest district in Kenya and second largest in the rift valley province after
Turkana district. It is bordered by the republic of Tanzania to the southwest, Taita-Taveta
district to the southeast, Machakos district to the east, Narok to the west and Nairobi,

Kiambu and Nakuru to the north.

* Much of this information is obtained from the following documents: Kajiado District Development Plan,
2002-2008 (Kenya, Republic of 2001a), Kajiado District Atlas (Kenya, Republic of 1990) and Kajiado
District poverty strategy report (SNV/SARDEP, 1999).
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The district is divided into seven administrative divisions namely: Ngong,
Magadi, Isenya, Central, Namanga, Mashuru and Loitokitok, which are further divided
into 47 locations and 120 sub-locations (Figure 2.2). Central division is the largest in the
district and hosts the district headquarters, Kajiado Town. Two of the four group ranches
that were investigated in this study i.e. Enkaroni and Torosei, are located in Central
division and each comprise an administrative location. The other two i.e Meto and
Nentanai are in Namanga division. Meto is an administrative location while Nentanai is
part of the Bissil location. Politically, the district is divided into three parliamentary
constituencies of Kajiado North, Kajiado Central and Kajiado South. These do not
coincide with administrative boundaries. All four group ranches are in the Kajiado central

constituency.

2.2 Topography

The district is divided into four topographical areas: the Rift Valley, the Kaputiei
Plains (Athi-Kapiti), the Central Broken Ground and the Amboseli Plains.

The Rift Valley, part of the Great East African Rift that stretches from north of
the Red Sea to Mozambique, forms a low depression on the western side of the district.
Running across in a north-south direction, this area varies in altitude between 600 to 1740
m (1968- 5708 ft) above sea level. Some of the important features in this system are the
Kedong valley, Mt. Suswa (2357m or 7732 ft), Oloolkesalie Hills, Lake Magadi and

Lake Natron.
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16

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



:
s

i
. . .
s yopy

%wxm;ﬁm% | L

o
&

TG

MACHAKOS

20 RO :
30 40Kkm

Figure 2.2: Administrative Set-Up of Kajiado District

17

Source: Kajiado District Atlas, 1990

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



The Kaputiei Plains consist of open rolling land with gentle slopes which become
hilly towards the Ngong Hills (2460m or 8070ft). Ngong hills are the catchment area for
the Athi River, an important source of water. The altitude here ranges between1580-
2460m (5183- 8070 ft) above sea level.

The Central Broken Ground comprises a 20-70 Km (13- 43 mile) wide stretch that
runs from the northeastern border across the district to the southwest. The eastern margin
of this belt is occupied by the Machakos Hills, while its central parts have several hilis
such as Enkorika, Maparasha, Ilaingarrunyoni and Ilemelepo Hills. On the extreme
southern part of this topographical region are found the Nkiito and Oldoinyo Orok Hills.
The Chyulu Hills and part of the slopes of Mt. Kilimanjaro form the southeastern part of
the system. There are no permanent water sources draining in this area; it is characterized
by numerous dry river beds that are an important source of sand for the construction
industry. The altitude here ranges from 1220 to 2073m (4002-6801ft) above sea level.
Enkaroni, Nentanai, Meto and Torosei group ranches fall under this topographical region.
Toroset is on the southwestern section of this area and is bordered by the Magadi group
ranch that is within the Rift Valley topographical area. Torosei thus represents a
transition zone between the central broken grounds topographical zone and the bottom of
the rift valley at Magadi. Enkaroni is close to the southern tip of the llemelepo Hills,
Meto is close to the Nkiito Hills, while Nentanai is fairly close to the Maparasha Hills.
Figure 2.3 presents a topographical map of the Central Division, large parts of which are

in the Central Broken Ground relief zone.
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The Amboseli Plains are characterized by flat to gently undulating rolling slopes
within a basin that is surrounded by Oldoinyo Orok and Haingurranyoni Hills and the
slopes of Mount Kilimanjaro. The plains surround Lake Amboseli. Altitude ranges
between 850m to 1340m (2788- 4396ft) above sea level.

Figure 2.3 illustrates the topography of Central Division where the study sites are located.

2.3 Climate

The district has a bimodal rainfall pattern. The short rains fall between October
and December and the long rains between March and May. Annual rainfall in the district
is strongly influenced by altitude (Figure 2.4). Loitokitok, on the foothills of Mt.
Kilimanjaro in the south, has the highest average rainfall of about 1250mm (49 inches).
Lakes Magadi and Amboseli, the lowest points in the district, have the lowest average
rainfall of less than 500mm (20 inches) per annum. Heavy rains also occur around Ngong
Hills, Chyulu Hills, the Nguruman escarpment and the slopes of Mt. Kilimanjaro. For
most areas, about 50% of the rainfall is received in the March-May season, while just
about 30% is received in the October-December short rains. This pattern is however
reversed in the Mt. Kilimanjaro area, with the December rains accounting for about 45%
of the annual totals and March-May about 30% of annual rainfall totals. Apart from being
Iow, the rainfall is highly variable from year to year. Appendix III presents rainfall data
over stations in Kajiado district that are in the general vicinity of the group ranches

studied.
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Figure 2.3: Topography of Central Division, Kajiade District
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Temperatures in the district also vary with altitude and season. The highest
temperatures of about 34°C (93°F) are recorded around Lake Magadi, while the lowest
minimum of about 10°C (50°F) is experienced at Loitokitok on the eastern slopes of Mt.
Kilimanjaro. Mean maximum of Loitokitok is about 22°C (71°F). The coolest period is
between July to August and the hottest are from November to April.

Based on these rainfall and temperature regimes, Kajaido district can be divided
into five agro-climatic zones with varying ecological potentials (Figure 2.5). 55% of the
district falls under agro-climatic zone V and 37% under agro-climatic zone VL. This
makes Kajiado district part of the arid and semi-arid lands of Kenya. Ranching forms the
appropriate land use in ASAL areas. Rain fed agricultural potential however exists in
agro-ecological zone II, III and parts of IV, mainly on the slopes of Mt. Kilimanjaro,
Chyulu Hills, Namanga, Ngong Hills, Nguruman escarpment and the flood plains of the

Ewaso Ng’iro river. These arcas comprise not more than 8% of the district.

2.4 Water Resources

Most of the district is drained by seasonal streams and rivers. It is thus more
dependent on ground water reserves. Major rivers in the district are Athi in the north,
Ewuaso Ng'iro in the west, Olekejuado in the central parts and Nooltureishi in the south
(Figure 2.6). These rivers run in both wet and dry seasons. In the central part the major
watercourse 18 the seasonal Kiboko River which is made up of the Olkejuado and
Eselenkei tributaries. Shallow wells are dug along the water course of both rivers. Most
group ranches were demarcated to include such areas. Group ranch members that were

able to invest in the digging of the wells were granted permission by the committee to do
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so. However, they are under obligation to allow access to other members, often on a
family basis on condition that those using the shallow well participate in its maintenance

and observe the watering rules.

2.5 Vegetation

Vegetation in the district is influenced by altitude, soil type and human
occupation and utilization of the land. The main vegetation types consist of wooded
grassland, open grassland, and semi-desert bushland and scrub (Figure 2.7). Dominant
species associations in these vegetation types are presented in Table 2.1 below. |

In the low rainfall rift valley topographical region of Kajiado district, vegetation
comprises thorn bushes and sparsely distributed grass. Here, the main woody species in
the northern reaches is Tarchonanthus camphoratus, while Themeda triandra is the
dominant grass. The southern reaches are dominated by Acacia species. The Athi plains
comprise mainly grasslands and wooded grassland physiognomic types typically found
around Ngong area. Themeda triandra and Acacia drepanolobium form the main
association here. The Amboseli plains comprise largely of a mix of bushlands
interspersed with open grasslands. Acacia sp and Commiphora sp are the dominants here.
Swampy areas can also be found at the foot slopes of the Kilimanjaro Mountain. The
central broken grounds, where our study sites are located, comprise wooded bushlands
dominated by Acacia species.

The vegetation over much of Kajiado is rapidly undergoing modification.
Clearance for agriculture in both the relatively higher potential areas and more marginal

ones is one reason for this modification. Also in areas that have been undergoing or have
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undergone subdivision trees are cut down for charcoal to feed demands in Nairobi.

Acacia tortilis seems to the species of preference. The areas between Meto and Iibissel,

such as around Ilpartimaru group ranch, seem to be the worst hit. Bush encroachment of

predominantly Acacia mellifera seems to be underway in Meto and Nentanai areas.

Weedy species such as Ipomeoa kituensis are rapidly invading degraded areas.

Table 2.1: Species Associations in Main Vegetation Types

Zone and Type

Vegetation Association

Wooded Grassland

Digitaria macroblephara
Cymbopogon pospischilli
Combretum zeyheri
Balanites aegyptiaca

Wooded and Bushed Grassland

Pennisetum mezianum
Lintonia nutans
Commiphora africanus

Woodland

Chloris roxburghiana
Themeda triandra
Commiphora africanus

Grassland and Woodland

Digitaria macroblephara
Cymbopogon pospischilli
Combretun zeyheri
Balanites aegyptiaca
Acacia seyal

Acacia xanthophloea
Acacia drepanolobium
Commiphora africanus
Cynodon dactylon

Bushland and Woodland

Pennisetum stramunineum
Cenchrus ciliaris

Acacia nubica

Acacia tortilis
Commiphora africanus

Bushland

Pennisetum strammineum
Cynodon plectostachyus
Acacia mellifera
Balanites aegyptiaca
Commiphora africanus

Grassland

Digitaria macroblephara

Sporobolus fibriatus

Ipomoea kituensis (an invader species common in
degraded areas)

(Source:Kajiado District Atlas, 1990)
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2.6 Population Structure and Composition

Kajiado district has one of the highest population growth rates in Kenya. The
population here has increased steadily from 22,000 in 1948 to 86, 000 in 1969 to 149,
005 in 1979 to 258, 659 in 1989 and to 406, 054 in 1999. Between 1989 and 1999 alone
the population increased by 57%. While the population is predominantly Maasai, the
district is also occupied by such non-Maasai groups as the Kikuyu, Kamba, Luo and
Somali. A significant portion of the district’s population increase can be attributed to the
influx of the non-Maasai groups primarily Kikuyu and Kamba cultivators moving away
from the overcrowding in the central highlands. Only about half or even less is due to
natural growth among the Maasai themselves. The Kikuyu and Kamba are found in the
higher potential areas of the district such as in Ngong, Loitokitok and in the foot slopes of
the Namanga Hills. Luos are found around Kiserian, Ongata Rongai and Ngong, while
Luhyas settle predominantly in the Nguruman area. Other ethnic groups such as Somalis
are found in the urban centers.

Table 2.2 below presents Kajiado district’s ethnic composition.

Table 2.2: Kajiado District Population: Ethnic Compesition

Ethnic 1969 1989 Increase Annual
Group (69-89) % Growth %
Number % of Total | Number % of Total

Maasai 58, 961 68.6 146, 268 56.55 148.1% 4.9

Kikuyu 16, 258 18.9 61, 446 23.96 277.9 7.2

Kamba 4,321 5.0 20, 755 8.02 380.3 8.6

Luo 1,612 2.0 8,084 3.13 401.5 8.9

Luhyia 1,166 1.3 5,416 2.09 364.5 8.4

Others 3, 585 4.2 16,710 6.25 366.1 8.4

Total 85,903 100 258,679 100 201.1 6.0

Source: SNV/SARDEP, 2001.
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Average population density has also increased over the years, from 4, 7, 12, to 19
persons per kilometer square from 1969, 1979, 1989, 1999, respecitively. Though the
district is on average sparsely populated its distribution is highly uneven. Densitites range
from 41 persons/Km?2 in parts of Ngong division to a low of 4-7.6 persons/Km?2 in some
locations such as Torosei in Central division, Oldoinyo Nyokie in Magadi division and
Lenkism in Loitokitok. The sparsely populated areas are much more arid than the rest.
High densities in the Ngong division are largely due to it proximity to Nairobi and also
immigration by cultivating communities.

Kajido district’s population is generally characterized as a youthful one. In 1969
those aged 15 years and below accounted for about 48% of the total population. By 1979
the proportion of children had increased t0 49.4%. The 1989 census indicates that the
proportion of population that is under 20 years is abdut 60% of the district’s total

population.

2.7 Socio-Economic Development

About 92% of the district is used as rangeland. It is dominated by pastoral
economic activities. It also supports a significant portion of the country’s wildlife
population. Livestock continues to be the main source of subsistence. Milk, meat and
blood have major dietary roles among the Maasai. Livestock production was centered on
movement between wet and dry season grazing areas. The historical confinement of the
Maasai plus the recent immigration of cultivators has slowly reduced the wet season

grazing areas. Movement is thus confined within the more marginal areas.
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The dominant livestock production units are individual and group ranches, and
grazing systems have been modeled on the traditional transhumance system. Most group
ranches range from 3000 hectares to 151,000 hectares in size, while individual ranches
are on average 800 hectares. Figure 2.8 presents the distribution of group and individual
ranches within the district. The number of group ranches is steadily diminishing as group
ranch members begin to subdivide and distribute amongst themselves. Figure 2.9 shows
the status of subdivision in Kajiado district.

Figure 2.8 highlights the location of the group ranches that I studied within
Kajiado District. Meto and Torosei are neighboring group ranches both located on
Kenya’s border with Tanzania. Meto is 65 kilometers from Bissel, the main livestock
market in the area, while Torosei is about 56 Km. Enkaroni, only about § Kin from Bissel
is located almost in the middle of Kajiado district, while Nentanai is 18 Km to the
southeast of Enkaroni and Bissel. Enkaroni, Meto and Nentanai have subdivided and

issued land titles to members, while Torosei is still in the process of subdividing.

2.8 Socio-Cultural and Political Organization

The Maasai are a pastoral people with livestock as the basis of their economic
livelihood, the focus of social relations, and a critical element of ethnic self-definition.
Pastoralism was traditionally considered to be the only worthy pursuit, and tilling the
earth was regarded as a degrading enterprise. This often quoted ‘pure’ form of
pastoralism is rapidly changing as Maasai confront formal markets, state intervention,
immigrants and land pressures. Maasai are now increasingly engaged in agriculture,

trade, and formal employment (Kituyi, 1990). Nonetheless they have retained some herd
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mobility and ‘being people of cattle’ is still core to their self identification. They are still

pastoralists.
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