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Acquisitionn of land on Marsabit Mountain 

Ass we have seen in Chapter 4, Marsabit District as a whole has only very limited potential for 
arablee farming. However, of the land in the Marsabit Mountain area where cultivation is 
possible,, only less than 3 per cent is presently in use for arable farming. This seems strange, 
consideringg the rapid population growth and the chronic food shortages in the mountain area. 
Thee limited proportion of land that is used for farming can be explained by the rules for 
accesss to and control over land. The acquisition of land by pastoral households is an important 
stepp towards a more sedentary way of life. It was and is often the case that households that 
comee to the mountain build their 'temporal' houses next to the house of a relative or friend 
andd search for land in the event that they want to settle or farm on a more 'permanent' basis. 
Evenn though a very limited portion of all the fertile land on the mountain has been 
transformedd into farmland, it is very difficult for poor households to acquire a piece of land. 
Thee number of animals a household possesses determines its starting position in the 
competitionn for land. In this chapter, we highlight issues of access and acquisition of farmland 
byy rural households, related to socio-economic factors like gender and livestock wealth. The 
aspectss related to herd tenure will be dealt with in the next chapter. 

Howw land is obtained 

AboutAbout resource ownership rights amongpastoralists 
Thee economic production system in nomadic pastoralism is based on several forms of 
propertyy rights relating to key resources. Broadly speaking, two classes of property rights can 
bee distinguished in the purely pastoral production system, namely the private ownership of 
livestockk and the communal or shared ownership of pastures (Khazanov 1983: 123) and water 
resources.. Although ownership rights and use rights with regard to livestock are diverse in 
theirr forms of reciprocity, lending, borrowing and all kinds of trust systems (see Chapter 7 
andd 11), private ownership of livestock is a characteristic of many pastoral societies. 
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However,, livestock can be raised by non-owners, who may have derived rights to the milk 
andd offspring of the livestock they tend. Moreover, settled pastoralists have such 
arrangements,, even though it seems that the process of sedentarisation has led to a greater 
individualisationn of livestock holding. In the next chapter, we will show that among the agro-
pastoralistt communities on the mountain a smaller section of the family herd is owned by 
otherss (animals in custody). Yet, many people who have settled give their animals in trust to 
employees,, relatives or friends, and they borrow lactating animals for one or more seasons 
becausee they are not able, or willing, to move with their own animals. The type of trust 
relationss between herders and settled people might change, but it does not decrease in 
importancee with sedentarisation. Trust relations exist not only in areas like Marsabit where 
farmingg is a relatively new phenomenon. In Mali, Mossi farmers and Fulbe herders have 
similarr arrangements (Breusers 1998). 

Therefore,, private property arrangements concerning livestock among (agro) pastoral 
communitiess do not imply that non-owners have no rights of use. When it comes to 
communall  ownership of key resources, of which we can distinguish natural resources like 
water,, pasture and forest vegetation, there is a wide array of arrangements in property 
regimes.. The great diversity of arrangements in property regimes in Marsabit is striking, but 
thiss is probably a common phenomenon in every disequilibrium environment (see Chapter 8 
andd 11). Recognising the various arrangements is a difficult task, but understanding them is 
evenn more challenging. This is partly due to the fact that in disequilibrium environments 
manyy arrangements are temporal, flexible and sometimes vaguely defined. To ensure optimal 
mobilityy and flexibility , use and access rights, the allocation of resources and management 
obligationss are subject to seasonal factors and can change in the course of the year. As 
Chapterr 8 on water resources will show, access to water in crisis times is a result of 
arrangementss between ethnic groups and is based on sharing rather than on competition. 
Thesee arrangements do not automatically continue during rainy seasons and have to be 
renegotiatedd in the next dry season or drought. 

Thesee arrangements between users of common property resources do not seem to have 
changedd due to sedentarisation, although arrangements and local negotiation mechanisms are 
subjectt to pressure by government plans to adjudicate land and to impose private ownership 
onn individuals or ethnic groups. 

Sedentarisationn involves increased individual ownership of land, which may be perceived 
ass a major cultural change in a nomadic society. It is often claimed that private landowners 
havee a different relationship with their land than pastoralists would have with the commonly 
ownedd range. In the same line of thinking, it has been suggested that the private ownership of 
landd would be an alien concept to pastoralists who are used to perceiving land as a common 
propertyy resource. 

Landd in pastoral areas is communally held and 'owned' by the community as an entity. The 
individuall  within the community exercises only usufructuary rights. Thus the concept of the legal 
ownershipp of land within pastoral communities does not exist. The individualisation of tenure 
amongstt pastoral communities is frowned upon and pastorahst communities are strongly against 
anyy introduction of such a form of land tenure (RANTCO 1998: 13). 
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Thee fact that people only started valuing private farmland in Marsabit in the 1970s would 
tendd to prove this idea. However, considering the fact that the individual ownership of 
livestockk is an important feature among pastoralists, the individual ownership of land as a 
productionn factor is not an alien concept at all. Owning a piece of productive agricultural land 
comparess quite well to owning a productive herd. The fact that it took so long for pastoralists 
too value land ownership had a great deal to do with valuing farming as an alternative 
productionn system, partly because the switch to farming was not an obvious and 
straightforwardd step to take for many impoverished pastoral families. 

Itt often took a long time for people to acquire land and to start farming after they had 
arrivedd on the mountain. The time between arrival and the acquisition of land varied from 0 to 
200 years. Some households did not manage to obtain land at all and were 'squatters' at the 
timee of interview in 1998. In addition, the year that a household started farming implied a 
differentt step in the process. Some households worked as labourers on farms before they 
obtainedd land. Others obtained land and started farming years later. Only a very small number 
off  households failed to start farming at all. To acquire an insight into these various steps we 
lookedd at the time a household arrived at the mountain, acquired access to land for farming 
purposess and for the construction of a (semi) permanent house, and the year that farming 
activitiess were started. 

LandLand ownership 
Thee wide range of livestock tenure and use arrangements (described in Chapter 11) shows that 
theree are bundles of rights that could also be called secondary or derived rights to livestock or 
livestockk products. Likewise, rights relating to land use go beyond private ownership or land 
rental.. Private property arrangements in the Marsabit mountain area do not exclude others 
fromm using the land, nor do they exclude others from deciding what happens to it. 

Ass mentioned before, ownership of land in Marsabit is vague in the legal sense because no 
titlee deeds have been issued, even though most 'high potential' land seems to be individually 
claimedd (Box 6.1). 

Inn Marsabit, the local land committee consists of a combination of elders, area chiefs and 
councillors.. However, participation of members and the distribution of power in the 
committeee seem to change over time and differ from place to place. The village elders often 
havee the strongest decision-making power in the committees. If members of the land 
committeee have agreed on the claim of the household over a piece of land, vagueness as 
regardss 'ownership' decreases. 'Vagueness' decreases further if the land appears in the 
registerss of the county council and the tax has been paid. In particular, in the densely 
populatedd area on the Borana-speaking part of the mountain, where everyone seems to know 
too whom each piece of land 'belongs', land ownership is unclear as far as the registers of the 
Countyy Council are concerned. Many households fenced off a small piece of land that they 
calll  'theirs' even though the land is not formally registered at the county council. Yet, from 
thee land registration books of the county council it is clear that some large landholders have 
nott registered their land either. Moreover, large pieces of land that are fenced off and claimed 
byy the urban rich, and effectively closed for neighbouring households, are not registered (that 
alsoo means that no tax is paid either). 
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BoxBox 6.1 
Thee land adjudication process in Marsabit District and elsewhere in Kenya 

Thee land adjudication process started in 1996 and resulted in a number of clashes when the District 
Officerr officially opened a survey with rough sketches of Songa, Kituruni and Leiyai. Residents 
fromm other areas disputed the rightfulness of the survey and the property claims by residents of 
Songa,, Kituruni and Leiyai. In 1997, the survey of Kituruni was complete but title deeds had not 
yett been issued. It was deemed necessary to stop the land adjudication process for the time being 
becausee of the violence it generated (Kevin Smith,, personal communication). 

Elsewheree in Kenya, the land adjudication process led by the new independent government 
startedd in 1966 with the appointment of a mission of Land Consolidation and Registration. So far, 
inn many Districts, land has been adjudicated and title deeds issued. The districts in which this 
processs is not taking place or is being severely hampered are Tana River, Ijara, Garissa, Wajir, 
Mandera,, Isiolo, Marsabit, Moyale and Turkana (Njuki 2001). These districts are characterised by 
semi-aridd or arid conditions where the majority of the inhabitants live a (agro) pastoral way of life. 

Landd in these areas is Trust Land OVCT which the County Council has legal decision-making 
power.. The County Council in Marsabit established the Land Committees in every locality, where 
thee Councillor and a group of elders allocate land and solve border problems between land users. 

However,, once the local land committee has agreed on a claim of land, that land is 
consideredd to be, to some extent, private property. Yet, even though this land can be sold or 
rentedd out to other households, the neighbours, elders, chiefs and councillors can block a 
transactionn if they think the ethnic or clan identity of the buyer is a threat to the 'peace' in the 
community.. The land committee therefore seems to operate as a very strong 'filter' and an 
institutionn that, for instance, guarantees that livestock have sufficient access to water sources. 
Itt also seems to be the main institution that guarantees the exclusion of certain individuals or 
groupss in a given area. Most Borana-speaking families are presently unable to buy land in the 
Rendille/Samburu-speakingg part, whereas Rendille/Samburu-speaking families would not be 
givenn such chances in the Borana-speaking part of the mountain. This was different in the 
past,, when Borana-speaking households used or claimed land in Songa, as can be observed 
fromfrom the register at the County Council.1 In addition, some powerful individuals seem to 
encounterr no hindrances when dealing with the committee and appropriate land at will . 

Althoughh private property in this area is not as private as in other areas, land ownership in 
thee Marsabit Mountain area is officially defined by customary law and in practice farmland is 
treatedd as either individually owned land or borrowed from another owner. Only 6 per cent of 
thee sample households in the rural villages said that they did not own any land and 70 per cent 
off  the households owned more than 2 acres each. Of those who did not own land, most 
borrowedd between 1 and 10 acres of land. Only two households without land did not borrow 
land.. Ownership of land varied per site. In Badassa we observed the highest number of 
landlesss households: 17 per cent of the households had no land of their own in 1998. 

LandLand acquisition procedures 
Landd in Marsabit is obtained in many (sometimes obscure) ways. The concentration of 
householdss in the settlements belonging to the same ethnic group shows that ethnicity played 

11 There are Rendille/Samburu-speaking households with a Borana name in Songa, so ethnic identity cannot be 
deductedd from the names only. 



195 5 

ann important role in determining the place a family acquired land. On the other hand, the 
placee where people live can also influence the ethnic identity someone has chosen. Whether 
ethnicc identity determines where people live, or the place determines someone's ethnic 
identityy is not always clear. 

Familiess who never acquired access to either privately owned or borrowed land, are not 
representedd in our sample (because they either live in the township or do not live on the 
mountain),, so we are by definition left with the relatively lucky families. From informal 
interviewss we gathered that in every ethnic group there were families who had more 
difficultiess in obtaining land than others. They either had to leave the area or live and beg in 
Marsabitt Township. 

Wee defined seven broad categories of procedures as to how the first piece of land in 
Marsabitt was acquired. The first category shows the number of people who had not yet 
obtainedd land and who borrowed or rented someone's house plot or farmland. The second 
categoryy shows the number of people who acquired access to their land through the Mission 
andd the UNHCR, which are the households living in the settlement schemes of Sagante, 
Manyattaa Jillo, Kituruni, Karare and Badassa. 

Thee third category shows the people who bought their first piece of land } 
Thee fourth category shows the number of people who obtained land via the land 

committee,, the elders, the chiefs or the councillors. The land committee is the most powerful 
institutionn as regards the allocation of land. From our survey it was clear that the largest group 
inn fact obtained land via the land committee. Some people said that they just went to see the 
chieff  and then acquired a piece of land. Others were told by the land committee that they had 
too write applications to the municipal council. They sometimes waited for years until they 
acquiredd their land. Some were told to look for a piece of land and just let the committee 
knoww which land was demarcated. People often stated that it was necessary to be on good 
termss with the people in power, to bribe them, or to belong to the right family. To 'acquire 
landd via the land committee' in fact did not mean that any legal or transparent procedure was 
followed,, but meant in practice that every family in their own way had to negotiate with 
differentt chiefs, councillors, Members of Parliament (MPs) and elders in the area until land 
wass obtained. 

Anotherr possibility was that land could be inherited from parents who had settled before, 
orr obtained via relatives like parents-in-law, clan brothers, cousins or uncles. There is also the 
categoryy of people who said that they 'grabbed' unoccupied land and demarcated it with a 
fencee without asking anybody and finally those who obtained land from relatives. 

Tablee 6.1 shows the relative importance of the land committee in the acquisition of land. 
Landd acquisition through inheritance or through relatives was only possible for a very small 
group.. Twenty-six percent of the first generation migrants in our sample acquired their land 
throughh the mission and the UNHCR refugee committee. Only 16 per cent of the first 
generationn of migrants grabbed land, and 16 per cent bought their first piece of land. 

Theree is a possibility that households in the other categories borrowed their first piece of land before they 
acquiredd their own land, but this was not investigated in any further detail. 
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TableTable 6,1 
Howw land in Marsabit is acquired by the first and second generation of settlers 

Firstt generanon Secondd and third generation 

Borrowed d 
Mission/UNHCR R 
Bought t 
Landd Committee 
Inherited3 3 

'Grabbed' ' 
Relatives s 
Total l 

16 6 
64 4 
39 9 
73 3 
9 9 

41 1 
8 8 

(6%) ) 
(26%) ) 
(16%) ) 
(29%) ) 
(4%) ) 

(16%) ) 
(3%) ) 

(4%) ) 

2500 (100%) 

10 0 
10 0 
12 2 
2 2 
2 2 

37 7 

(27%) ) 
(27%) ) 
(32%) ) 
(5%) ) 
(5%) ) 

(100%) ) 

Source:Source: Own survey data 1998. 

Landd is purchased relatively more often by people from the second and third generation of 
settlers,, although for this group acquisition through the land committee is still an important 
wayy to obtain land. However, the procedure of land acquisition differed per research site, as 
shownn by Table 6.2. 

TableTable 6.2 
Proceduree of land acquisition per research site (n 
Proceduree M.Jillo Dirib Badassa 

== 287) 
Dakhaa Sagante Kituruni Hula Karare Total 

Borrowed d 

Mission/ / 
UNHCR R 
Bought t 

Landd committee 

Inherited d 

'Grabbed' ' 

Relatives s 

Total l 

1 1 
(3%) ) 

17 7 
(46%) ) 

4 4 
(11%) ) 

14 4 
(38%) ) 

1 1 
(3%) ) 

37 7 
(100%) ) 

2 2 
(6%) ) 

11 1 
(31%) ) 

16 6 
(46%) ) 

4 4 
(11%) ) 

2 2 
(6%) ) 
35 5 

(100%) ) 

6 6 
(17%) ) 

14 4 
(39%) ) 

9 9 
(25%) ) 

5 5 
(14%) ) 

1 1 
(3%) ) 

1 1 
(3%) ) 

36 6 
(100%) ) 

1 1 
(3%) ) 

10 0 
(29%) ) 

12 2 
(34%) ) 

12 2 
(34%) ) 

35 5 

4 4 
(11%) ) 

15 5 
(43%) ) 

2 2 
(6%) ) 

11 1 
(31%) ) 

1 1 
(3%) ) 

2 2 
(6%) ) 

35 5 
(100%)) (100%) 

1 1 
(3%) ) 

4 4 
(11%) ) 

5 5 
(14%) ) 

16 6 
(44%) ) 

5 5 
(14%) ) 

1 1 
(3%) ) 

4 4 
(11%) ) 

36 6 
(100%) ) 

2 2 
(5%) ) 

8 8 
(21%) ) 

2 2 
(5%) ) 

1 1 
(3%) ) 
21 1 

(55%) ) 
4 4 

(11%) ) 
38 8 

(100%) ) 

14 4 
(40%) ) 

7 7 
(20%) ) 

14 4 
(40%) ) 

35 5 
(100%) ) 

17 7 
(6%) ) 
64 4 

(22%) ) 
49 9 

(17%) ) 
83 3 

(29%) ) 
21 1 

(7%) ) 
43 3 

(15%) ) 
10 0 

(4%) ) 
287 7 

(100%) ) 

Source:Source: Own survey data 1998. 

Thee way households obtain land could indicate land scarcity and unequal accessibility in 
certainn areas. For example, land is most often borrowed in Badassa and Sagante (on the 
Borana-speakingg part of the mountain). These villages are densely populated and located in 
thee most humid, fertile area on the mountain. In Kituruni, Hula Hula and Karare (the 
Rendille/Samburu-speakingg part of the mountain) it is not common to borrow land. The land 
committeee allocates land that has not been used for five years; so absentee ownership and the 
presencee of land squatters are not common phenomena there as is the case in Sagante and 

AA first generation migrant can inherit land if his/her parents or other relatives had land while the inheritor 
wass still 'mobile'. Some remain mobile for years, even though they own land through inheritance. Once they 
settle,, they are in our definition 'first generation' settlers. 
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Badassa.. Land grabbing was the most common way land was obtained in Hula Hula and in 
Karare.. These villages have been relatively recently populated and are situated in the drier 
ecologicall  zone where land is not intensively used for fanning. 

Landd has been bought mostly in Dirib Gombo, Badassa, Daka-baricha, Kituruni and Hula 
Hula.. It suggests the presence of a land market, but purchase of land in the households is 
stronglyy limited by the influence and involvement of the local land committees. We will look 
att the price of land later on in this chapter. 

Householdd characteristics and land acquisition 

TimeTime of settlement and land acquisition 
Wee asked the first generation of migrants about the settlement history of the male head of the 
household.. In those cases in which he had passed away we asked the wife about the husband's 
historyy instead of the female head's settlement history. We identified three types of migrants: 
onee type came as a child with their parents and later founded their own household, the second 
typee came as 'bachelors' to the mountain without families and (re)married after arrival, and 
thee third type came after marriage with a wife and family. 

Wee asked the first generation of migrants who came to the mountain as adults when they 
married,, when they arrived on the mountain and how many years after marriage and 
settlementt they obtained a piece of land. 

TableTable 6.3 
Timee of marriage and time of arrival on Marsabit Mountain 

Non-schemee households 
Schemee households 
Total l 

Marriedd one 
yearr or more 
beforee arrival 

633 (63%) 
377 (37%) 

100(100%) ) 

Marriedd in the 
samee year 

144 (67%) 
77 (33%) 

211 (100%) 

Marriedd one year or 
moree after arrival 

522 (83%) 
111 (17%) 
633 (100%) 

Total l 

1299 (70%) 
555 (30%) 

184(100%) ) 
Source:Source: Own survey data 1998. 

Fromm Table 6.3 we can conclude that there is a large group of households who migrated to 
thee mountain after marriage, and a small group who married in the same year of arrival. The 
groupp of young unmarried men who migrated to the mountain is highest in the non-scheme 
households.. The men who (re)married after arrival on the mountain in the schemes are mostly 
respondentss from the refugee settlement. 

TableTable 6.4 
Differencee between year of arrival and year of land acquisition (of first generation of settlers) 

Hadd land before Got land in the same Got land after Total 
arrivall  year of arrival arrival ^ 

Non-schemee households 7 (88%) 40 (63%) 83 (72%) 130 (69%) 
Schemee households 1 (12%) 24 (37%) 33 (28%) 58 (31%) 
Totall  ______ 8(100%) 64(100%) 116(100%) 188(100%) 

Source:Source: Own survey data 1998. 
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Tablee 6.4 shows that the majority of the respondents acquired land one year or more after 
arrival.. Only a few households (about 4 per cent) owned land on Marsabit Mountain before 
theyy decided to settle on the mountain, of which most live in the non-scheme households. 
Thiss mostly concerned people who inherited land or acquired land through the committee 
whilee they were still moving around with animals or were employed elsewhere in Kenya. 

TableTable 6.5 
Differencee between year of marriage and year of land acquisition 

Hadd land before Got land in the Got land after Total 
marriagee same year marriage 

Non-schemee households 26 (70%) 11 (73%) 92(70%) 129 (70%) 
Schemee households 11 (30%) 4 (27%) 40 (30%) 55 (30%) 
Totall  37(100%) 15(100%) 132(100%) 184(100%) 

Source:Source: Own survey data 1998. 

Fromm Table 6.5 we can conclude that the majority of people in non-scheme households 
alsoo acquired access to land after they married (72 per cent). 

Thee time lag between the year of arrival on the mountain and the year land was acquired 
andd the procedure by which a household obtained land depended on the household's needs 
andd wealth, (a household with a lot of animals might not have needed farmland immediately, 
butt could have had a good social network and obtained land easily); someone's ethnic 
identity;; and the place on the mountain where he/she settled. A good social network certainly 
increasedd one's chance in the procedure of obtaining land through the land committee. 

SettlementSettlement and livestock wealth 
Thee Table 6.6 shows the wealth of a household at the time of settlement in the number of 
TLU44 the household owned at the time of arrival on the mountain. We are aware that this 
numberr is a weak indication of the wealth of a household per capita because we do not know 
howw large the household was at the time of arrival and we do not know if households had 
otherr assets (like cash money). Livestock wealth at the time of settlement is however the only 
indicatorr we have. 

Thiss table also shows the time gap between arrival and land acquisition for groups with or 
withoutt animals according to the procedure of land acquisition. The table shows data for the 
firstfirst generation of settlers who came without parents (as adults). 

Tablee 6.6 shows that the time gap between arrival and land acquisition is largest for the 
groupp of migrants who arrived with an unknown number of animals. This group did not want 
too disclose how many animals they had on arrival or they had forgotten how many. If we 
ignoree this group, the time gap between arrival and land acquisition is largest for the group of 
migrantss who arrived without TLU. They 'waited' or negotiated 6.3 years on average before 
theyy obtained land. A large group acquired the land through the mission and the UNHCR, for 

44 1 TLU = 1.42 cow, 10 small stock, 0.84 camel (or 1 cow =0.7 TLU, I small stock is 0.1 TLU and 1 camel is 
1.22 TLU). 
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whichh they 'waited' almost 7 years on average. A large number acquired land through the 
committee,, for which they waited 6.2 years on average. The time gap for those who bought 
landd was 8.4 years after arrival on average. 

TableTable 6.6 
Firstt generation of settlers and the mean number of years people waited before they obtained land after arrival 
accordingg to the land acquisition procedure 

Proceduree of land 
acquisitionn (n) 

Borrowedd land 
Mission/UNHCR R 
Boughtt land 
Landd committee 
Inherited d 
Grabbed d 
Relatives s 
Total l 

Hhh with 0 
TLUU at the 

timee of arrival 
(n)) mean 
(6)) 4.7 

(29)) 6.9 
(8)) 8.4 

(24)) 6.2 

(8)) 4.0 
(1)) 1.0 

(76)) 6.3 

Hhh with TLU 
betweenn 0.1 

andd 11.9 TLU 
(n)) mean 
(3)) 13.3 

(20)) 2.4 
(12)) 8.3 
(17)) 2.1 

(23)) 0.4 
(3)) 4.7 

(78)) 3.2 

Hhh with TLU 
greaterr or 

equall  to 12 
(n)) mean 
(1)(1) 13.0 
(6)) 0.8 
(4)) 7.8 
(8)(8) 5.9 

(3)) 0.3 
---

(22)) 4.4 

Unknown n 

(n) ) 
(1) (1) 
(2) ) 
(4) ) 
(5) ) 

(12) ) 

mean n 
32.0 0 
16.0 0 
13.8 8 
10.2 2 

14.2 2 

Total l 

(n) ) 
(10) ) 
(57) ) 
(28) ) 
(54) ) 

(34) ) 
(4) (4) 

(188) ) 

mean n 
10.3 3 
5.0 0 
9.0 0 
5.2 2 

1.3 3 
3.8 8 
5.3 3 

Source:Source: Own survey data 1998. 

Thee group who had between 0.1 and 12 TLU at the time of arrival took less time to obtain 
land.. On average they obtained land after 3.2 years. An important number of people in this 
groupp 'grabbed' land within one year on average. 

Thee group who had 12 TLU, or more, at the time of arrival obtained land after 4.4 years, 
onn average. The largest group obtained land through the land committee. The group that 
boughtt land did so after 7.8 years on average, slightly faster than those who had less TLU 
uponn arrival. One could argue that livestock rich families did not need to acquire farm land 
immediately,, because they were able to live from their animals. On the other hand, those who 
wantedd land could afford to buy it because they were wealthier. 

Somee households in the class of >12 TLU at the time of settlement acquired land through 
thee Mission and the UNHCR within a very short time (0.8 year) upon arrival on the mountain; 
fourr of them were 'wealthy' refugees from Ethiopia, who acquired a place in the Badassa 
refugeee scheme. The remaining two were settled in the scheme in Karare and they said they 
hadd left behind large herds in Laisamis. 

Statisticallyy there was no direct correlation between the number of TLU at the time of 
settlementt and number of years between arrival and acquisition of land. The correlation 
(Pearsons)) between the variables is affected by the fact that wealthy herders did not need land 
immediately,, but at the same time had a higher chance of acquiring land because they had 
animals.. If we use Spearman's rho correlation coefficient to classify both animal ownership 
andd the number of years between arrival and land acquisition, the correlation is -.248 
significantt at the 0.001 level, which indeed means that the more animals households had at the 
timee of arrival, the less they waited to acquire land. 

Thiss data does not show, however, how poor people were at the time they obtained land. 
Mostt households did not obtain land immediately after arrival and we have no way of telling 
whatt happened to the animals during that time gap. If people had arrived on the mountain 



200 0 

withh large herds and waited to obtain land because they were not in immediate need to farm, 
theyy might have lost their herds in the process and they could have become impoverished 
pastorall  households. For example, there is a group of people who live in the settlement 
schemes,, but who arrived on the mountain years earlier with some animals. They lost them in 
thee Shifta War and the droughts and were eventually helped by the settlement schemes. 

Thee amount of TLU per household at the time of settlement is therefore just a rough 
indicationn of the household wealth at the time households migrated to the mountain. It is 
interesting,, however, to note that 51 per cent of the group with less than 12 TLU or no TLU 
(noo animals at all) at the time of arrival (89 cases out of 174) was married before arrival. 
AboutAbout 10 per cent of those with less than 12 TLU married in the same year of arrival and 27 
perr cent married one year or more after arrival. So the majority of those who did not have 
enoughh animals to live a mobile life at the time of arrival were married households, while less 
thann one third were young bachelors with less than 12 TLU at the time they arrived. 

Tablee 6.7 shows that the group of married households with less than 12 TLU at the time of 
arrivall  is highest among the scheme households. 

TableTable 6.7 
Numberr of TLU and married status of household at the time of arrival (first generation of migrants who came as 

TLUU upon 
arrival l 

OTLU U 
0.1-11.9 9 
TLU U 
122 TLU or 
more e 
Total l 

Married d 
before e 
arrival l 

22 2 
12 2 

1 1 

35 5 

Schemee households 
Marriedd Married 
inn the after 
samee arrival 
year r 

5 5 
2 2 

. . 

7 7 

2 2 
5 5 

4 4 

11 1 

Total l 

29 9 
19 9 

5 5 

53 3 

Non-schemee households 
Marriedd Married Married 
beforee in the after 
arrivall  same arrival 

20 0 
35 5 

8 8 

63 3 

year r 
6 6 
4 4 

2 2 

12 2 

21 1 
19 9 

6 6 

46 6 

Total l 

47 7 
58 8 

16 6 

121 1 

Source;Source; Own survey data 1998. 

Inn the non-scheme villages, this group (people who arrived without animals and married 
beforee arrival) represents only 17 per cent of the population although it corresponds to 42 per 
centt of the scheme villages. The group that arrived on the mountain with less than 12 TLU 
andd who married before arrival (22 plus 12 households) represents 64 per cent of the 
populationn in the settlement schemes, while for the non-scheme households this group (20 
pluss 35 households) corresponds to 46 per cent of the population. Although this percentage is 
lowerr than in the scheme households, it is still a high number. It stresses the fact that 
sedentarisationn in the spontaneous settlements also involved a large number of households 
thatt did not have enough animals to stay within a purely pastoral production system. 

Althoughh migrant households in the spontaneous settlements are for a large part 
impoverishedd pastoral households as well, we think that their network and social position 
offeredd them a better starting position at the time of arrival. 
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11 1 
57 7 
28 8 
54 4 

1 1 
34 4 
4 4 

190 0 

6.0% % 
30.0% % 
15.0% % 
28.5% % 

0.5% % 
18% % 
2% % 

100% % 

TableTable 6.8 
Proceduree of land acquisition for first generation of migrants who came without parents 

Hhh married Hh married in Hh married after Unknow Total 
beforee arrival the same year arrival n 

Borrowedd land 3 3% 1 5% 7 11% 
Mission/UNHCRR 37 37% 6 28% 11 17% 3 75% 
Boughtt land 12 12% 2 10% 14 22% 
Landd committee 22 22% 10 47% 21 33% 1 25% 
Inheritedd - - 1 1 % 
Grabbedd 26 26% 1 5% 7 11% 
Relativess 1 5% 3 5% 
Totall  101 100% 21 100% 64 100% 4 100% 

Source;Source; Own survey data 1998. 

Tablee 6.8 shows that, as far as the households were concerned in which the couple had 
marriedd before arrival, the land acquisition procedure in most cases involved the Mission and 
thee UNHCR committee. Furthermore, those that grabbed land were more often households 
thatt had married before they arrived on the mountain. The land committee only provided a 
piecee of land in 21.8 per cent of the cases in this group. 

Iff  we combine the data from all these tables, it looks as if the households that arrived after 
marriagee and with a few TLU, obtained land through the Mission and the UNHCR, while the 
wealthierr households whose need was not so great (because they married later) more often 
acquiredd land through other means. This seems to confirm our earlier statement that the 
settlementt schemes actually helped the most vulnerable families with very small (or no) herds 
(andd therefore a limited social network) that would otherwise have had very limited chances 
too obtain a piece of land. 

Tablee 6.9 shows that there was a group of people among the first generation of migrants 
whoo started farming on other people's land before they acquired their own land. This group is 
relativelyy large in the settlement schemes. Another large group is the one that started farming 
inn the same year as they acquired the land. Only a few people started farming years after they 
acquiredd land. This group is larger in the case of non-scheme households. 

TableTable 6.9 
Differencee between cultivation and acquisition of land 

Farmedd before land Started farming in Started farming Total 
wass acquired (after the same year land after land was 

arrivall  on was acquired acquired 
mountain) ) 

Non-schemee 21 (58.3%) 59 (64.1%) 41 (80.4%) 121 (67.6%) 
households s 
Schemee households 15 (41.7%) 33 (35.9%) 10 (19.6%) 58 (32.4%) 
Totall  36 (100.0%) 92 (100.0%) 51 (100.0%) 179 (100.0%) 

Source:Source: Own survey data 1998. 
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OtherOther demographic characteristics influencing access to land by the households in the 
settlements settlements 
Wee have seen that the vulnerable group of households that arrived on the mountain after 
marriagee and without TLU was the group largely helped by the settlement schemes. If we 
examinee other demographic features of households in the settlement schemes, like the gender 
off  the head of the household, we see other important differences between scheme and non-
schemee households. 

AA high percentage of households in the schemes are female-headed; 43 per cent compared 
too only 17 per cent in the non-scheme households. These households are usually headed by 
thee wife after the husband had passed away or when the husband and wife divorced. Although 
wee do not know whether the husband passed away or divorced before or after settlement in 
thee schemes, it can be assumed that female-headed households are more vulnerable than 
male-headedd households. Divorce is very rare in the area. Only three women outside the 
schemess and one woman in the schemes said that they were divorced. 

TableTable 6.10 

Male-headedd households 
female-headedd hh 
Female-managed d 
Total l 

Non-schemee households 
100 0 
22 2 
9 9 

131 1 

76% % 
17% % 
7% % 

100% % 

Schemee households 
32 2 
25 5 

1 1 
58 8 

55% % 
43% % 

2% % 
100% % 

Total l 
1322 70% 
477 25% 
100 5% 

1899 100% 
Source:Source: Own survey data 1998. 

Inn our definition, households are headed by a woman as long as she does not have a 
husbandd or a married son who takes care of the family enterprise. A number of households in 
thee schemes are nowadays headed by adult sons, so they do not fall into the category of 
female-headedd households. Of course, this is the same for households outside the settlement 
schemes.. Female-managed households are households where the wife stays in the village and 
thee husband lives elsewhere for most of the year, usually in wage employment or in cattle 
fora,fora, herding animals. There are a number of female-managed households outside the 
settlementt schemes, but their number is overall quite small. This is also the category of 
householdss of women who are second wives. Their husbands live with their first wives 
elsewhere. . 

Iff  we look at the way households who were female-headed in 1998 obtained land, it seems 
thatt they have more difficulties in obtaining land than households which were male-headed in 
19988 Table 6.11). From these tables it is clear that the procedure through which female-
headedd households acquired land was not the same as for male-headed households. Male-
headedd households bought land more often and they acquired land more often via the land 
committee.. Female-headed households more often acquired land via the Mission and UNHCR 
andd 'grabbed' land more often than male-headed households. The position of the female-
managedd households might be the same as the male-headed households, because such 
householdss still have access to relatives and friends related to the husband and will have a 
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differentt negotiating position to female-headed households. These tables indicate the weaker 
positionn of the households which were female-headed in 1998 as regards acquiring land than 
householdss which were male-headed in 1998. 

TableTable 6. 11 
Sexx of household head and procedure of land acquisition (only first generation of households, who came as 
adults) ) 

Genderr of head Total 
Malee Female Female-managed 

Borrowedd land 
Mission/UNHCR R 
Bought t 
Landd committee 
Inherited d 
'Grabbed' ' 
Relatives s 
Total l 
Source:Source: Own survey data 1998. 

77 (5%) 
311 (23%) 
244 (18%) 
466 (35%) 

222 (17%) 
33 (2%) 

132(100%) ) 

33 (6%) 
255 (52%) 
22 (4%) 
77 (15%) 
11 (2%) 
99 (19%) 
11 (2%) 

488 (100%) 

11 (10%) 
11 (10%) 
22 (20%) 
22 (20%) 

33 (30%) 
11 (10%) 

10(100%) ) 

111 (6.0%) 
577 (30.0%) 
288 (15.0%) 
555 (29.0%) 

11 (0.5%) 
344 (18.0%) 
44 (2.0%) 

190(100.0%) ) 

HelpHelp people obtained during the settlement process 
Thee next indicator of the social position of households is the sort of help people obtained 
duringg the first planting season after people obtained land. Of the people who live in the 
spontaneouss settlements, the majority said they were not helped by anybody. Against our 
expectations,, households which were male-headed in 1998 more often said that they were 
helpedd than households which were female-headed in 1998. Female-managed households 
seemm the most 'self-help' type of households. 

TableTable 6.12 
Firstt generation migrants in 

Male-headed d 
households s 

Female-headed d 
households s 

Female-managed d 
households s 

thee spontaneous settlements and sort of help 
Noo help 
Cultivation,, fencing, cutting bush 
Communityy labour in general 
Borrowingg of oxen 
Seedss and tools 
Total Total 
Noo help 
Cultivation,, fencing, cutting bush 
Seedss and tools 
Total Total 
Noo help 
Cultivation n 
Total Total 

obtainedd during the first 
65 5 
21 1 
10 0 
1 1 
3 3 

100 100 
16 6 
5 5 
1 1 

22 22 
8 8 
1 1 
9 9 

plantingg season 
65.0% % 
21.0% % 
10.0% % 
1.0% % 
3.0% % 

100.0% 100.0% 
72.7% % 
22.7% % 

4.6% % 
100.0% 100.0% 
88.9% % 
11.1% % 

100.0% 100.0% 
Source.Source. Own survey data 1998. 

Thiss data shows that although a certain proportion of the households in the spontaneous 
settlementss were assisted during the first planting season upon arrival on the mountain, the 
majorityy depended on own labour and investments. Although not everybody intended to start 
farmingg on their land, a new piece of land had to be cleared and fenced and a house had to be 
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constructed.. We asked the people who obtained help, what the relationship was with those 
whoo helped. 

Relativess play a less important role in help than neighbours. In general neighbours and, to 
aa lesser extent, relatives helped male-headed households in the spontaneous settlements, while 
thee households which were female-headed in 1998 hardly received any help from relatives. 
Wee can conclude from this data that help on the farm from relatives is less important than 
helpp from neighbours and that female-headed and female-managed households hardly 
receivedd any help at all. This indicates the importance of the neighbourhood, especially for 
male-headedmale-headed households. 

TableTable 6.! 3 
Relationshipp with those who helped in the first planting season 

Relationn to the ones who helped 
Male-headedd No one 

Neighbours s 
Relatives s 
Neighbourss and relatives 
Mission n 
Womenn group 
Total Total 

Female-headedd No one 
Neighbours s 
Agee mates 
Neighbourss and relatives 
Mission n 
TotalTotal _ _ ^ 

Female-managedd No one 
Neighbours s 
Total Total 

Source:Source: Own survey data 1998. 

Wee asked whether households outside the settlement schemes ever received help from 
organisationss (other than relief food which was obtained by the whole research population). 
Thee people in the settlement schemes told us which organisations helped them on top of the 
helpp they already got at the time the schemes started. 

Outsidee the schemes, 18 per cent of the households received help through an organisation, 
off  which the majority were male-headed households. It is revealing to note that female-
headedd households outside the schemes, that received less help from relatives and neighbours 
inn the first planting season than male-headed households, received virtually no help from 
organisations,, while in the schemes they received help from organisations more often than 
male-headedd households. Outside the schemes, FHI has provided most help, while help in the 
schemess was offered most by the Catholic Mission. The sort of help given by the 
organisationss was mostly advice on farming, tools, seeds and ploughing with a tractor on 
people'ss farms. The Catholic Mission clearly is unique as regards the help it provided, since it 
providedd help to the highest number of people. The Mission helped cultivate land, sponsored 
schoolchildrenn and provided seeds and labour for farming. The second most important non-
governmentall  organisation (NGO) that supported our respondents was Food for the Hungry 

655 (65%) 
200 (20%) 
33 (3%) 
99 (9%) 
22 (2%) 
11 (1%) 

100100 (100%) 
166 (73%) 
22 (9%) 
11 (4.5%) 
22 (9%) 
11 (4.5%) 

2222 (100%) 
88 (89%) 
11 (11%) 
99 (100%) 
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Internationall  (FHI). FHI engaged in child sponsorships; provided farm tools and seeds; gave 
peoplee cows; and ploughed people's farm plots with a tractor. The African Inland Church 
(AIC)) and GTZ (Gesellschaft für Technische Zusammenarbeit, the German organisation for 
bilaterall  development cooperation) were only mentioned once. We were told that they 
organisedd access to farmland for a specific household. The Christian Children Fund (CCF) 
hass child sponsorship programmes in which they give the schoolchild's family a cow and 
sometimess a house. The Lutherans, FHI and SIDA (a Swedish development organisation) 
weree mentioned as important organisations on the community level, such as providing a 
poshoposho mill , financing an electric fence to protect the village against elephants and a 
communityy tractor. Also the CRS (Catholic Relief Service) was mentioned because it had 
providedd a posho mill and a community tractor. The National Council of Churches Kenya 
(NCCK)) helped people with child sponsorships, cows, provided farmland, farm tools and 
seeds. . 

TableTable 6.14 
Sexx of head of household and help from organisations received in scheme and non-scheme households 

Non-schemee households 
Male-headedd Female- Female-
householdss headed managed 

householdss households 

Schemee households 
Male-- Female- Female-
headedheaded headed managed 

householdss households households 
Noo organisation 
Catholicc mission 
FHI I 
NCCK K 
CCF F 
AIC/GTZ Z 
Agricultural l 
department t 
Cath.. mission, 
FHI,NCCK K 
CCF,NCCK K 
Catholic c 
Mission,, CCF, 
NCCK K 
CCF,, FHI, 
NCCK K 
FHI,NCCK K 
Total l 

77 7 
2 2 

12 2 
4 4 
1 1 
1 1 
1 1 

100 0 

(77%) ) 
(2%) ) 

(12%) ) 
(4%) ) 
(1%) ) 
(1%) ) 
(1%) ) 

(100%) ) 

20(91%) ) 

22 (9%) 

22(100%) ) 

88 (89%) 

11 (11%) 

9(100%) ) 

12 2 
10 0 
1 1 
1 1 

1 1 

3 3 
3 3 

1 1 

32 2 

(38%) ) 
(31%) ) 
(3%) ) 
(3%) ) 

(3%) ) 

(9.5%) ) 
(9.5%) ) 

(3%) ) 

(100%) ) 

22 (8%) 
166 (64%) 

22 (8%) 

11 (4%) 

II  (4%) 

33 (12%) 
25(100%) ) 

11 (100%) 

11 (100%) 
Source:Source: Own survey data 1998. 

TheThe ethnic divide 
Marsabitt Mountain is ethnically, or rather linguistically, divided into two sides. As has been 
indicatedd earlier, groups of Boran, Gabra, Burji, Konso, Waata families and others are 
concentratedd in a Borana-speaking part of the mountain while the other side is inhabited by 
Rendillee and Samburu-speaking families. Turkana families live on both sides, but we sampled 
moree of them in the Rendille/Samburu area where they speak the Rendille or Samburu 
languagee or both. The way the first piece of land was acquired differed for both sides of the 
mountain.. In the Borana-speaking villages the land committee plays a more crucial role, as 
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thee following table shows, whereas land was more often ' grabbed' in the Rendille/Samburu-
speakingg villages. 

Populationn density is six times higher in the Borana-speaking villages. This may be the 
reasonn why the land committee is more important in those villages (Table 6.15). Land was 
alsoo purchased twice as often in the Borana-speaking villages than in the Samburu/Rendilie-
speakingg villages. There have not been hardly any cases of 'land grabbing' in the Borana-
speakingg villages (although this is the result of the fact that no urban households were 
sampled,, which are notorious for their land-grabbing behaviour). The role of the Mission is 
moree important in the Borana-speaking villages, basically because we sampled more 
settlementt scheme households among the Borana-speaking groups. 

TableTable 6,15 
Proceduree how the first piece of land is acquired: the influence of ethnicity _ _ __ 

Languagee region Borana Rendille/ 
Samburu u 

Frequencyy % Frequency %_ 
Mission/UNHCR R 
Buying g 
Committee e 
Grabbed d 
Relatives s 
Borrowed d 
Inherited d 
Total l 

46 6 
36 6 
58 8 
7 7 
2 2 

14 4 
15 5 

178 8 

25.8 8 
20.2 2 
32.6 6 
3.9 9 
1.1 1 
7.9 9 
8.4 4 

100.0 0 

18 8 
13 3 
25 5 
36 6 
8 8 
3 3 
6 6 

109 9 

16.5 5 
11.9 9 
22.9 9 
33.0 0 
7.3 3 
2.8 8 
5.5 5 

100.0 0 

Source:Source: Own survey data 1998. 

Thee various missionary activities clearly focussed on different groups. The various 
Protestantt Missions started activities in the Rendille/Samburu part of the mountain with the 
settlementt schemes in Kituruni, Karare and Songa, whereas the Catholic Mission was 
involvedd in the Borana-speaking schemes of Sagante and Manyatta Jillo. At present however, 
bothh missions are broadening their scope. Activities are being carried out and church 
buildingss of both missions are present in all the villages around the mountain. 

Inn total, 42 households in the Borana-speaking villages had been helped at some time by 
thee Catholic mission (Table 6.16). In total, almost 25 per cent of the Borana-speaking 
householdss were helped by Catholic institutions like the Marsabit Diocese, Christian Children 
Fundd and the Catholic Relief Service, whereas only 5 per cent where helped by Protestant 
institutionss like Food for the Hungry, National Council of Churches Kenya, the African 
Inlandd Church and the Lutheran church. The opposite is true in the Rendille/Samburu area: 7 
perr cent of the households had been helped at some time by Catholic institutions, while 40 per 
centt of the households had been supported by Protestant institutions. A number of them were 
helpedd by both Catholic and Protestant institutions. Generally it seems that Rendille/Samburu-
speakingg households more often receive help from development organisations at the 
householdd level than Borana-speaking households. 
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TableTable 6.16 
Organisationn that provided help at household level per language group 
Languagee region 
Borana a 

Rendille/ / 
Samburu u 

Noo help 
Catholicc Mission 
GTZ Z 
FHI I 
NCCK K 
NCCK+GTZ Z 
Lutherann Church 
SIDAA +FHI 
SIDA A 
MOA A 
CCF F 
AIC C 
CRS S 
Total Total 
Missing g 
Total l 
Noo help 
Catholicc Mission 
FHI I 
NCCK K 
MOA A 
CCF F 
Worldd Vision 
FHI+NCCK K 
FHI,, NCCK, Catholic 
CCF,, NCCK 
CCF,, NCCK, Catholic 
CCF,, FHI, NCCK 
Total Total 

Frequency y 
117 7 
33 3 

1 1 
3 3 
1 1 
I I 
1 1 
1 1 
2 2 
1 1 
1 1 
1 1 
8 8 

171 171 
7 7 

178 8 
59 9 

1 1 
14 4 
16 6 
3 3 
1 1 
1 1 
3 3 
2 2 
4 4 
4 4 
1 1 

109 109 

Percentage e 
68.4 4 
19.3 3 
0.6 6 
1.8 8 
0.6 6 
0.6 6 
0.6 6 
0.6 6 
1.2 2 
0.6 6 
0.6 6 
0.6 6 
4.7 7 

100.0 100.0 

54.1 1 
0.9 9 

12.8 8 
14.7 7 
2.8 8 
0.9 9 
0.9 9 
2.8 8 
1.8 8 
3.7 7 
3.7 7 
0.9 9 

100.0 100.0 
Source:Source: Own survey data 1998. 

Differencess in land holdings 

Thee total land in acres that households own has become an indication of wealth, in the same 
wayy as the number of livestock. Land ownership, however, does not necessarily mean that the 
householdd is engaged in farming. In the following section we assess differences in land 
holdings,, acquisition procedures, TLU wealth at the time of settlement and TLU wealth at 
presentt and farm output. 

DifferenceDifference in size according to acquisition procedure 
Inn Table 6.17 we assess the total size of farmland owned in 1998 and the procedure through 
whichh the first piece of land was acquired. Large landowners acquired various tracts of land 
throughh different procedures, but this table only shows the first acquisition procedure. 
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25 5 
19 9 
14 4 
11 1 
4 4 
2 2 
4 4 

79 9 

32% % 
24% % 
18% % 
14% % 

5% % 
3% % 
5% % 

100% % 

35 5 
24 4 
50 0 
29 9 

5 5 
1 1 
8 8 

152 2 

23% % 
16% % 
33% % 
21% % 

3% % 
1% % 
5% % 

100% % 

4 4 
6 6 

19 9 
3 3 
1 1 

9 9 
42 2 

10% % 
14% % 
45% % 
7% % 
2% % 

21% % 
100% % 

64 4 
49 9 
83 3 
43 3 
10 0 
17 7 
21 1 

287 7 

22% % 
17% % 
29% % 
15% % 
4% % 
6% % 
7% % 

100% % 

TableTable 6.17 
Proceduree by which the first piece of land was acquired and the class land ownership totals 

Classs of land ownership in acres Total 
00 0.1-2.5 2.6-10 >10 

Mission/UNHCR R 
Buying g 
Committee e 
Grabbed d 
Relatives s 
Borrowedd 14 100% 
Inherited d 
Totall  14 100% 
Source:Source: Own survey data 1998. 

Amongg the smallholders a relatively large group acquired their first piece of land through 
thee Mission. However, a larger group that acquired land through the Mission belong to the 
groupp of 2.6-10 acres per household. Only four settlement scheme households have become 
largee land holders and own more than 10 acres of land. The land committee was the most 
importantt way to acquire the first piece of land for the large landholders; almost 45 per cent of 
thee households got their first piece of land through the land committee. The 'land grabbers' 
weree more often prone to taking relatively small pieces of land of around 2.6 acres. 

Tablee 6.18 shows the size of the fields that were sampled in the villages. The figures do not 
differr much from the previous table because most people have only one field. 

TableTable 6.18 
Sizee of the sample field and procedure of acquisition 

Sizee of sample 'field' in acres Total 
0.1-2.55 2.6-10 >10 

Mission/UNHCR R 

Buying g 
Committee e 
'Grabbed' ' 

Relatives s 
Borrowed d 
Inherited d 
Total l 

29 9 
31 1 
20 0 
17 7 
3 3 

13 3 
5 5 

118 8 

25% % 
26% % 
17% % 
14% % 
3% % 

11% % 
4% % 

100% % 

34 4 
25 5 
54 4 
22 2 

5 5 
6 6 

10 0 
156 6 

22% % 
16% % 
35% % 
14% % 
3% % 
4% % 
6% % 

100% % 

1 1 
1 1 
5 5 
2 2 

1 1 
2 2 

12 2 

8% % 
8% % 

42% % 
17%o o 

8% % 
17% % 

100% % 

64 4 
57 7 
79 9 
41 1 

8 8 
20 0 
17 7 

286 6 

22% % 
20% % 
28% % 
14% % 
3% % 
7% % 
6% % 

100%. . 

Source:Source: Own survey data 1998. 

Thee first category of land, of between 0.1 and 2.5 acres, includes the households that did 
nott own land and built their house on other people's land. They sometimes occupy only a 
veryy small piece of land, of just the size of their house. This table shows that most fields in 
thee sample area were not larger than 10 acres. Only 12 fields out of 286 were larger than 10 
acres.. The table shows that the larger fields are more often obtained via the land committee, 
whilee the smaller pieces of land were usually bought, acquired via the Mission or borrowed. 
Thee data seems to suggest that households that manage to acquire land through the land 
committeee stand a better chance of acquiring large areas of land. However, respondents who 
boughtt their field in the sample area consistently told us that the transaction was carried out in 
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thee presence of the elders and the land committee. The land committee does not accept all 
buyerss easily. Clan membership, family relations, power, social status, negotiation skills and 
bribess can all positively influence the success of the land acquisition procedure, and finally 
thee class of land ownership one belongs to. 

TableTable 6,19 
Landd prices (in Ksh.) of 42 sample fields in wet zone villages (Dirib, Badassa, Sagante, Kituruni, Daka-baricha) 
Yearr land was acquired n Mean price paid per acre Mean price paid for sample field 
19633 1 2,100 6,300 
19688 1 1,600 4,800 
19744 3 1,403 16,387 
19777 1 2,000 4,000 
19800 1 4,000 20,000 
19822 I 900 1,350 
19833 2 4,869 5,237 
19844 2 3,950 1,863 
19855 2 2,600 2,994 
19866 1 2,500 5,000 
19888 1 20,000 10,000 
19900 4 14,375 20,788 
19911 1 850 10,200 
19922 5 5,700 9,025 
19933 1 8,000 24,000 
19944 3 7,867 11,175 
19966 7 9,195 11,828 
19977 4 11,000 9,000 
19988 1 10,000 30,000 

Source:Source: Own survey data 1998. 

PricesPrices of land 
Thee overview in Table 6.19 shows which prices were paid for fields in the sample area 
accordingg to the year of purchase (not corrected for inflation). Surprisingly, the price of land 
inn the 1960s was already quite high. The highest land prices were paid in Daka-baricha and 
Diribb Gombo. 

TableTable 6.20 
Landd prices (in Ksh.) of 12 sample fields in the dry zone villages (Manyatta Jillo, Hula Hula, Karare) 
Yearr land was acquired n Mean price paid per acre Mean price paid for sample field 
19766 1 1,300 3,900 
19777 1 4,000 4,000 
19788 1 2,000 4,000 
19800 1 6,600 19,800 
19811 2 4,500 14,000 
19866 2 7,500 8,500 
19888 1 1,100 9,900 
19899 1 5,000 10,000 
19900 2 3,630 13,050 

Source:Source: Own survey data 1998. 
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Tabless 6.19 and 6.20 show that there is a slightly fluctuating trend in land prices. As 
expected,, land prices were generally higher in the wet zone where more transactions took 
place.. There seems to have been an upward trend in land prices over the years especially after 
19911 in the wet zone, but not as dramatic as one would expect in an area like Marsabit where 
accesss to land is so difficult. The dry zone does not show a clear upward trend in land price, 
althoughh we only have data until 1990. At present, farm land in Marsabit is estimated by the 
countyy council at 40,000 Ksh per acre in the wet zone. But as mentioned earlier, the local land 
committeee and the council of elders are able to block the transaction of land sales and we 
suspectt that they do so often. Their influence on the price of land is unknown, although 
respondentss did tell us about the bribes they sometimes have to pay to the elders. These 
amountss should be included in the transaction costs, whose level is obscure and different per 
individual. . 

Inn general it seems that there is no open land marked that functions on the basis of supply 
andd demand. Poor people do not usually sell their land in times of hardship. It is even very 
difficul tt to sell land because the whole family (and the land committee) must agree on a 
transaction.. Wives and children in particular can successfully obstruct sales of land. It has 
beenn suggested that the issuance of title deeds might undermine the position of wives and 
children.. With a title deed land owners could get loans from the bank. The argument is that if 
thee loans cannot be paid back, land has to be sold to clear the debt and the wife will be left 
withh nothing. 

LandLand inequality 
Inn certain areas, inequality of land holding is larger than in other regions. Generally, in the 
Borana-speakingg part of the mountain there are more landless labourers and more large 
landholderss than the Rendille/Samburu part of the mountain, as is shown by Table 6.21. 

TableTable 6.21 
Farmm size and language area 

Sizee of land in ownership Borana-speaking villages Samburu/Rendille- Total 
inn acres speaking villages ___ 

11 1 
58 8 
81 1 
28 8 

178 8 

6% % 
33% % 
45% % 
16% % 

100% % 

3 3 
21 1 
71 1 
14 4 

109 9 

3% % 
19% % 
65% % 
13% % 

100% % 

14 4 
79 9 

152 2 
42 2 

287 7 

5% % 
28% % 
53% % 
14% % 

100% % 
Source.Source. Own survey data 1998. 

Thee differences in landholdings in the Samburu/Rendille-speaking villages are smaller than 
inn the Borana-speaking villages. Further calculations in the class of landholders reveal that the 
166 per cent large landholders in the Borana-speaking villages own 50 per cent of the total land 
inn ownership, whereas the 13 per cent large landholders in the Rendille/Samburu-speaking 
villagess own 39 per cent of the total land in ownership. Considering the fact that the land 
committeess play a more important role in the Borana-speaking part of the mountain, it seems 
thatt the land allocation mechanism of certain land committees is responsible for the inequality 
off  land distribution at the Borana- speaking side of the mountain. 
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Ass we indicated earlier, the way the land committee decides is not transparent. It is, 
however,, obvious that poor people have littl e influence on the land acquisition procedure. 
Evenn though large land owners do not necessarily have a seat in the land committee, poor 
peoplee are excluded from such institutions. 

Althoughh the land committee seems therefore responsible for the unequal distribution of 
land,, the other side of the 'power monopoly' is the peacekeeping function this institution has. 
Mostt land disputes that are difficult to solve at the household level go to the land committee 
andd council of elders. 

Thee role of the land committee in conflicts about land 

Ass can be expected in areas with limited fertile land resources, land conflicts do occur. It is 
nott the aim of this section to give accounts of specific conflicts that have occurred. Some 
conflictss were very violent and when tension is high (as was the case during our first field 
period)) it is difficult to distillate the true stories behind them. In fact, the researcher is always 
usedd in conflicts, because informants expect the accounts to be written down. The stories 
'becomee true' by their own consequences. Because we stayed in the area for a long time, 
peoplee know who we talked to. We therefore decided not to give accounts of certain incidents 
too protect our informants and ourselves. We preferred to give a general typology of the 
variouss conflicts we could distinguish. 

LandLand conflicts at household level 
Itt is important to distinguish the various levels at which conflicts arise. At the household 
level,, conflicts arise when one member wants to sell land, while the other members do not 
agree.. In fact, the only court cases registered at the magistrate's office in Marsabit Town 
concernedd cases when the husband sold land, while the wife or the sons claimed the land 
back.. Some of these cases were taken to court because the family failed to come to a solution. 

LandLand conflicts at neighbourhood level 
Conflictss at neighbourhood level arise when farmers suspect each other of changing the 
boundaryy of neighbouring fields, or when newcomers occupy land close to a watering place. 
Itt is at this level that most conflicts occur and in which the land committee plays an 
instrumentall  role in settling the cases. Boundary disputes are always settled by consulting 
peoplee who have been in the area for a long time since they are expected to remember how 
thee boundaries were in the past. In a way, consulting old people who know the history 
resembless the way in which problems relating to disputed claims on wells are solved. Since 
pastorall  societies have a strong tradition of protecting communal resources against overuse by 
individuals,, every neighbourhood on Marsabit Mountain has a tradition of settling such 
disputes.. These conflicts were always solved locally, with elders and the land committee 
comingg together to discuss the problem. On no occasion could any informant tell us that 
(armed)) violence was used to settle the dispute at neighbourhood level. This, however, may 
implyy different things. First, that either no armed violence was used in a conflict over land or 
thatt people were too ashamed to discuss incidents with an outsider. On the one hand, it is true 
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thatt the elders hold an important position in preventing violent conflicts between neighbours. 
Onn the other hand, the use of physical or armed violence against a neighbour is a serious 
offencee and can be referred to as a cultural taboo. We were often told that once a serious 
conflictt is over and finished and solved it should not be talked over again, and not even 
mentioned.. Conflicts with people from other villages could be discussed, but not conflicts 
concerningg people who were still neighbours or whose relatives were neighbours. This means 
thatt violent conflicts at neighbourhood level might be rare, but if they occur, they will be 
quicklyy covered up. 

LandLand conflicts at village level 
Landd conflicts arising at the village level and beyond are mostly disputes involving 
governmentt actions. For example, when government land or land carved out of Marsabit 
ForestForest is allocated to certain individuals, it creates always a lot of tension in Marsabit Town 
andd surroundings. When chiefs or councillors see that colleagues or other influential people in 
otherr villages gain access to a piece of high potential land (i.e. land close to the forest), they 
mobilisee their village friends in campaigns to raise attention and mobilise efforts to undo the 
allocationn of land. The 'weapons' used are political and judicial, rather than arms, although 
somee people have been assassinated in the past. 'Political and judicial weapons' can only be 
handledd to a certain degree by literate persons and that is why educated people are more often 
involvedd in such disputes than the illiterate villagers. 

Otherr very serious situations arise when the land adjudication committee wants to 
demarcatee land in areas with vague (or negotiable) ethnic territorial boundaries. For example, 
inn Songa the land adjudication committee had to stop the adjudication process because of 
severee tensions among both Boran and Rendille/Samburu families. Families belonging to both 
groupss claim (and use) land in the same area. Once the boundaries are fixed, potential use 
rightsrights cannot be negotiated anymore and adjudication efforts therefore always seem to 
underminee the (temporal) peace in such areas. The tension that arises after such efforts usually 
resultss in armed violence. These conflicts were always different and violence can occur at 
welll  sites in the form of animal raids and killings. Such events might look like conflicts over 
waterr resources, but they are in fact the expression of tensions concerning territory. 
Sometimess crops and houses in neighbouring villages are burned, or people are killed at 
randomm on the roads in the forest. The fragile peace on the mountain is usually restored when 
thee land adjudication process stops, the killers are in prison (or have withdrawn to the 
surroundingg lowlands) and the farmers can negotiate their use rights again. However, other 
eventsevents (like political campaigns during election time, for example) can also trigger violence 
andd not all assassinations, raids, burning of houses and crops are the result of the adjudication 
process.. Usually a combination of different factors triggers violence at different times. Even 
thoughh violence escalates and whole groups are forced to take sides, everyone agrees that the 
locall  villagers (farmers, pastoralists or agro-pastoralists alike) are always at a loss. All are 
awareaware that the decline in harvests, trade and economic activities in general results in 
increasingg poverty for everyone. 

Att present (since 2000) there is a peace committee organised by the government and 
churchess and elected by the villagers with members from different communities on the 
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mountain.. They meet often, and they have agreed on a fine (100 cows per person involved in 
aa violent conflict) to be raised to anybody who breaks the peace. 

Conclusions s 

Thee acquisition of land for farming in the rural villages in Marsabit Mountain is a crucial step 
inn the sedentarisation process of impoverished pastoral households. Some households 
experiencedd considerably more difficulties in the competition over access to land than others. 
Thee most vulnerable households seemed to be those who had married before they settled on 
thee mountain, who were female-headed in 1998 and who came to the mountain with small or 
noo herds. They waited longest for a piece of land. There were more of such households in the 
settlementt schemes than in the spontaneous villages, which seems to indicate that the 
settlementt schemes and the spontaneous villages cannot easily be compared as regards their 
'performance'.. The starting position of pastoralists after sedentarisation is different. Although 
wee have no hard data on the social network of individuals at the time of arrival, it seems that 
thee social network is very important at the time of settlement. We know from other 
investigationss that 'having herds' in Kenya's drylands also means having a social network. 
Thee other side of the story is that if households have no herds, and are not restocked by their 
ownn community, the 'social safety net' that remains is quite limited. Missionary and NGO 
activitiess seem to have filled the gap for a few households who 'fell outside the social safety 
net'.. To what extent missionary and NGO activities replace the social safety net is a matter of 
debate.. In general male-headed households outside the settlement schemes were more often 
helpedd by relatives and neighbours than female-headed households, while in the schemes 
female-headedd households were most often helped. Outside the schemes, there were very 
limitedd opportunities for female-headed households to receive help from relatives, missions or 
NGOs. . 

Marsabitt Mountain attracted migrants who already had no safety net in their home area, 
becausee otherwise they would not have migrated. Some migrated to the mountain because 
theyy had some relatives who could help them survive on the mountain. Equally, one can argue 
thatt the social network for poor people can be restored through missionary and NGO 
activities.. People are more able to help others as well once they have been provided with a 
house,, livestock and land which they would otherwise not have had. 

Accesss to land seems highly problematic for households. Impoverished pastoral 
householdss found it most difficult to obtain land. Both newcomers and second-generation 
settlerss faced considerable problems. Land holdings are unequal in size and the time people 
hadd to wait for land also differed. Inequality was highest in the densely populated Borana-
speakingg part of the mountain. The mechanism through which land is obtained was not 
transparentt and differed per household. The role of the land committee, area chiefs, elders and 
councillorss seems to be considerable, but to what extent they cooperate with elite groups and 
obstructt access to land for the landless is not clear. The land committee plays a role in 
mitigatingg land-related conflicts. Around water points gateways are left open for livestock and 
settlerss with 'unwanted' ethnic identity are simply refused use of land in their area. Although 
locall  institutions might tell households where to settle they only serve a certain layer in the 
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society.. In the case of impoverished households that lack sufficient livestock and a network of 
relativess and friends, local institutions seem more of a hindrance than an accommodating 
mechanism. . 

Iliffe ,, in his illustrious 'The African Poor' (1987), writes that in pre-colonial Africa 
pastorall  people had to choose between two diametrically opposed strategies when dealing 
withh their poor members. They could incorporate them into openly inegalitarian societies, as 
wass the practice of Tuareg and Moors in West Africa and the Tswana in the south, or they 
couldd exclude them from ostensibly egalitarian societies, as was done by East African 
herdsmenn and the Khoi of southern Africa. The reasons for choosing one or other strategy are 
obscure,, Iliff e argues, but the result was two different patterns of social organisation (Iliff e 
1987:: 65). He concludes that there is a remarkable continuity between the pre-colonial poor 
andd those of the late 20lh century. 'Nothing illustrates the continuity of the African past more 
vividlyvividly than the study of poverty' (ibid.: 81). 

Althoughh we observed that wealthy North Kenyan pastoralists can absorb a certain number 
off  poor people and 'employ' some poor individuals to herd for them, the evidence of large 
numberss of impoverished households that have been excluded from any assistance and live a 
settledd life as destitutes seems to confirm Iliffe's description of the pattern of organisation of 
Eastt African herding societies. 

Ourr study reveals that the poorest and most neglected group in the settlements were those 
womenn who had no husband or adult son in their household. Iliff e also describes how in pre-
coloniall  Africa the widowed, the barren and outcast women, as well as the blind, the 
handicapped,, the diseased and the destitute individuals in the (mostly patrilineal) pastoral 
societiess were the ones who had to settle and sought help and refuge at the missions 
throughoutt the history of missionary activities in South and East Africa (ibid.: 65-81). 

Thus,, the feature in the organisation of the pastoral society that destitute people have to 
takee care of themselves is still as valid now as in the past. In addition, among the settled 
communities,, one has to have at least some animals in order to be able to participate in the 
sociall  safety net. That means that the 'sloughing off mechanism is still 'intact' in the settled 
communitiess and effectively excludes poor households from important livelihood resources. 


