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PREFACE

This book is the culmination of more than ten years of life, work and research
in Tanzania. I arrived in Tanzania in 2008 in my early twenties for a gap year,
and ended up settling, living and working in the country, only leaving around
fourteen years later. I did so with a Ph.D. in anthropology, having worked on
several development projects, done ethnographic fieldwork in several regions,
taught in university and travelled widely, marvelling at the cultural diversity
between the coast and the countryside, urban and rural lifestyles and habits, the
pastoralist way of life and the farming communities, to name but a few of the
contrasts the country manifests. The years spent in Tanzania doing the research
on which this book is based not only contributed to shaping my intellectual
and academic mindset or research and professional approach, but also gave me
a bank of sensory experience. I will always recollect fondly the images, scents,
sounds (and silences) that I have experienced in the countryside — sitting on a
rock at dusk in a Maasai village, writing fieldnotes while observing the return
of the herds to the boma (the traditional pastoralist compound made of several
huts and households) from grazing; or the silences immediately before the
cows started mooing to call their calves; spotting the silhouettes of herds on
the plains while walking from one boma to another to visit people’s homes for
interviews; appreciating the natural beauty of Lake Victoria’s lush and green
landscape animated by the hordes of kids that gather on the lake shore to dive
and catch small fish with homemade fishing rods.

One memory, or collection of memories, I hold dear above all others is
the long nights spent in people’s homes in the countryside, being welcomed
into people’s families, sharing anecdotes and stories, answering questions about
life in Ulaya (Europe) or comparing it with life in Africa, over one (or two)
cups of strong tasting local banana-, maize- or wheat-based brews, depending
on the region where I found myself doing fieldwork, sitting on and sharing a
handmade cosy couch in somebody’s living room, or on nothing but a little tuft
of straw in somebody’s barn, turned into a local tavern, by candlelight or the
light of a kerosene lamp with its unique and strong odour — outside, a grandly
starry sky and a delightful silence surrounding the views of the fields, plains or
waters. All the years spent in rural Tanzania, welcomed into people’s homes,
fields, boma, feeling part of their families, even if just for a few days or weeks,
were filled with endless moments of joy and laughter, even during the harsh-
est times of scarcity because of drought or simply a bad year for the harvests.
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The years and experiences that have shaped this book have been years
of intellectual but also of personal growth. The academic ideas presented here
cannot be separated from the very personal and intimate transformations that
every individual goes through in life, especially during the apex years of intel-
lectual flowering, when a young adult sees their core values and ideas, personal
and academic, take shape and establish roots. During these years, not only have
I learned about a different lifestyle, habits, ways of thinking, but, in learning
about them, my own views about what development, self-improvement, even
happiness, are or could be to me have matured. The sort of sensory and mate-
rial experiences that I shared with people through the practices of walking the
fields and clumsy attempts at grazing and milking cows, or fishing, are part
and parcel of the person I have become, as well as the objects of my intellectual
investigations.

In Tanzania, perhaps in the whole continent of Africa, more than other
regions of the world, material experiences (and possessions) mediate social
relations and mark the different paths that people undertake or attempt to
undertake in their life courses to achieve life goals, including the conflicting
views that exist around ‘development’. A lot of the work that has made it into
thisbook revolvesaround ideasand materiality (or materialities) of development
in Tanzania. My first personal encounter with ‘development’ dates back to my
very first job in Tanzania in 2008 when, for the first time, I experienced the
life of the pastoralist Maasai in Northern Tanzania. I was working for an NGO
based in the city of Arusha in Northern Tanzania on a project of economic
development in a small Maasai community of not more than a few hundred
people. The project in question focused on income generation, above all tour-
ism, to bring about ‘development’ for pastoralists through a series of activities
(e.g. guiding guests, serving in the camp) carried out by community members.

Working on a development project, I was professionally involved with
colleagues, both Tanzanian and foreign, and also close contact with the benefi-
ciaries of the project, namely, the villagers who were mostly of Maasai ethnicity.
I experienced divergences on a daily basis when it came to the distribution
and management of income, and the underlying short- and long-term ambi-
tions and plans. This reflected the differing values and opinions people had
as to the kind of development to be achieved through the project’s activities.
This divergence of opinions and management practices eventually prompted
my desire and impulse to investigate the topics that inform this book, among
pastoralists as rural communities at large.



xi

Preface

On the part of my Tanzanian colleagues, most of them university gradu-
ates, I could often perceive a condescending attitude towards rural folks” views
on development and practices (or what they thought these views and practices
were) rooted in the history of the ideas, efforts and trajectories for development
in the country. This history is represented by an uninterrupted succession of
developmentinterventionsaimed at ‘educating’ and accompanying rural folksin
the difficult move from traditional practices of livestock raising or ‘subsistence’
agriculture and an idea of wealth based on ‘traditional’ material possessions
(livestock, land), to economic prosperity based on entrepreneurial mentality,
commercial and business-oriented pursuits. One of my Tanzanian colleagues,
a graduate from University of Dar es Salaam in environmental sciences, was
often eager to associate the (supposed) underdevelopment of the Maasai with a
(supposed) lack of business-like principles in the managementof herds. Another
colleague, an environmental sciences Ph.D. graduate from Italy, used to refer
to her feelings of uneasiness in witnessing what she referred to as the ‘disgrace’
afflicting her Tanzanian brothers and sisters of living in poverty-stricken mud
huts, but also being unable to lift themselves out of a situation of poverty de-
spite owning many heads of cattle. According to these colleagues’ judgment,
pretty much in line with that of the foreign staff, the attitude of the project
beneficiaries was not driven enough by the principles of entrepreneurship and
development, but rather was focused and channelled towards conservatism when,
for instance, they used the income gained from cattle, to purchase feed or water,
rather than investing in ‘modern’ business ventures; to them this attitude fed
on an underlying irrational affection for ‘tradition’ and distaste for ‘progress’.

The more time I spent with the community development recipients, the
more [ dealt with an incessant search for individual betterment and development
of the kind envisioned by the project staff, especially among Maasai youth who
were constantly striving for pecuniary opportunities through wage labour and
trade. The relationship they had with the project was based on an individual
engagement in search of earnings, while they simultaneously continued with
the practices of herd management founded on values that they recognised as
traditional, such as collaboration and participation. With time, entrepreneurial
skills and business ventures became visually discernible in the actual physical
environment, which increasingly began to resemble that of a Tanzanian peri-
urban settlement with cement buildings along a main road hosting retail shops,
local bars and restaurants, against a landscape of rural rangeland and herds on
the move. To my amazement, these small-scale business initiatives and entre-
preneurial acts remained invisible to the eyes of my colleagues who dismissed
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them simply as a way to acquire more cattle and not a change of mindset that
embraced #rue development — the two realms that they recognised as ‘progress’
and ‘tradition’ remained to their eyes mutually exclusive, while, in fact they
were proceeding hand-in-hand without apparent conflict for the villagers who
diversified their wealth portfolio with investments in more traditional assets
such as livestock and farms, but also in houses and ‘people’, for instance through
marriage or education for the children.

I later was to find out that these complexities and (apparent?) contra-
dictions in Tanzania are not unique to the Maasai group, although they may
be more pronounced there, given the peculiar history of pastoralism and the
approaches to ‘development’ taken by the state towards the ‘modernisation’ of
the livestock sector. I also was to find out that conflicting views do not simply
exist between so-called elites and rural folks; there are myriad micro-conflicts
at different levels, starting at the level of the family and households, when it
comes to development, practices, investments. Through my years of research
and living in the country I progressively came to the realisation that ‘develop-
ment in rural Tanzania (and rural Africa at large) is, more than in other (rural)
regions of the world, inherently multifaceted, and determined by more than
one register or set of values; and material experiences, practices and possessions
embody these values in complex ways. This complexity makes the lens of ‘de-
velopment’ appropriate to understand not only major economic and political
transformations, or individual paths to success, but the underlying complex,
sometimes ambivalent, social dimensions or spheres in which individuals in
Africa exercise their right to self-determination and develop a sense of belong-
ing as members of multiple communities.

This book reaffirms that development in Africa continues to be people-
centred, with social relationships mediated by the materiality of practices,
experiences and possessions. The concept of wealth-in-people, quite familiar to
anthropologists and Africanists (but fallen into disuse), continues to hold true
in Africa, even in the era of financialisation and technological development.
Development, intended as the search for self-determination, in Africa still rests
on ties, afhiliations, membership and belonging (i.e. wealth-in-people), and the
capacity to manoeuvre these (in a positive sense). The hustle and dynamism of
social life that ‘development’ rests on in Tanzania can be baffling, at times unset-
tling, but also life-athrming — peeling off the different layers of people’s energy
and zeal for life through ethnographic enquiry also made my life and research
in the country fulfilling (and fun); and I hope this book will offer its readers
a glimpse into the fascinating social and material landscape of rural Tanzania.
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INTRODUCTION

Who are the rural people of Tanzania? What does it mean to be part of a ‘rural’
community in contemporary Tanzania? And why is it important to debate
questions of rurality in Tanzania beyond the mere GDP contribution of rural
land-based production? These are some of the chief questions that this book
seeks to address. Tanzania has experienced major economic change in the last
decade, measured by an annual increase in GDP growth of seven per cent,
mostly owing to the development of key sectors such as telecommunications,
industry, finance, tourism and construction (WFP 2019). These have integrated
the GDP contribution from the rural sector, especially agriculture, which re-
mains the backbone of the national economy and accounts for around thirty
per cent of GDP (URT 2017: 1). New waves of optimism have come with the
country earning the World Bank status of (lower) middle-income country in
2020, a goal that was set to be achieved by 2025 (Green 2013, 2015a; Moyo
etal. 2012; WFP 2017). To date, however, Tanzania remains a country mostly
rural and agriculture-based, and efforts are underway to achieve stronger syner-
gies between smallholder farmers and the private sector through integration
of the former into global food and agricultural value chains (Green 2015b).

The question of the ‘integration’ of rural people in global markets and
value chains has a long history in Africa and Tanzania, dating from attempts by
European colonialism to boost production in the African colonies for export-
oriented markets (Coulson 1982). Rural people in Africa have historically been
conceived of in terms of how to efficiently integrate them into international
markets. Rapid industrialisation, urbanisation and overall economic growth
make the question of integration more relevant than ever. In Tanzania, through
the development of technology and entrepreneurial skills, recent (as well as less
recent) policies and national development strategies, such as Kilimo Kwanza,
MKUKUTA I and II, and the second Five-Year National Development Plan
(FYDP II), have all strived to align objectives in the rural sector (e.g. agriculture
and livestock production) with the overall vision for national development for
all, grounded in technological and industrial advancement.

Anthropological investigations of rural people have found little space in
development models ever since the beginning of the neoliberal reforms and the
vision of rural society asa collection of (atomised) ‘smallholders’ (Bryceson 2000a:
315). The present book addresses this gap and the key question of integration,
departing from grazing, fishing and farming as the practices that underlie rural
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land and place-based production. Through grazing, fishing and farming, mil-
lions of rural people in Tanzania, and in most of Africa, gain their livelihoods.
But grazing, fishing and farming are also part of the more complex and larger
systems of pastoralism, fisheries and (smallholding) agriculture — systems that
merge practice with bundles of socio-cultural value(s), and carry much stronger
importance in the life of rural people than their mere economic contribution
to national GDP and development, i.e. the chief concern of policymakers for
the integration of rural people.

Looking at the practices of grazing, fishing and farming versus the re-
spective broader systems of pastoralism, fisheries and agriculture brings out the
chasm that has often emerged in Tanzania, Africa and across the world between
the people who practice and have practised grazing, fishing and farming, and
governments, institutions and policies —a chasm that has emerged in history as
discrepant visions and objectives in relation to production and the use of land
or place-based resources. Such divergent visions, at least in the case of Tanzania,
should not simply be thought of as conflicting objectives of subsistence and
market-oriented production. Rather, as this book endeavours to show, people
practising grazing, fishing and farming have historically engaged, and engage
today, with the institutional vision(s) for pastoralism, fisheries and agriculture,
at times embracing policy vision and objectives, and at times overtly rejecting
them, always on their own terms.

To delve into how rural people engage with, rather than simply endure,
global economic and development agendas, this book takes a step back to
revisit architectures of knowledge on rural development behind portrayals of
rural peoples and rurality itself in Tanzania, Africa and across the developing
world. It thereby comes in at the critical historical conjuncture of new decolo-
nisation debates and movements that have highlighted the subtle structures of
power endured by peoples at the so-called peripheries. Originating in South
Africa with the Rhodes Must Fall student-led protest in 2015 against structural
inequalities built into the higher education system, the decolonisation move-
ment has brought to the fore questions of voice, legitimacy and representation
of people who in history have endured the claims of objectivity of (Western)
universal knowledge imposed upon them (Boidin et al. 2012; Burman 2012;
Kessy et al. 2020).

Against the long-held narrative in public domains and academic circles
of culture and tradition of ‘rural” or ‘place-based’ peoples fading in a context
of increasing market liberalisation, this book eschews simple dichotomies and
value judgements about tradition versus modernity, or subsistence versus a
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fully commoditised economy that have historically determined academic and
development debates. Instead, it departs from the premise that trade, marketi-
sation and entrepreneurship have always been part and parcel of African social
life (Bohannan 1959; Dalton 1965), and that these networks of social life are
intimately connected to territoriality, place, land and water. To say that today
these connections have disappeared (or are disappearing) can be regarded as
a form of ‘epistemological violence’ (Chitonge 2018; Sungusia et al. 2020)
necessitating a true ‘epistemic decolonization’ (Kessy et al. 2020). Embracing
the decolonisation principle of ‘pluriversal’ knowledge as opposed to Euro- or
Western-centric universal knowledge (Boidin et al. 2012) helps bolster rural
peoples’ struggles for sovereignty over their lands and waters with implications
for their agencies in actively setting agendas for food, agriculture and other rural
policies (Coté 2016; Figueroa-Helland 2018; Grey and Patel 2015).

The analysis in the book is deeply rooted in anthropological theory — it
uses concepts that are foundational for anthropological enquiry, critique and
methodology, particularly economic anthropology, but it also avails itself of
analytical devices from affiliated disciplines, from social and cultural geography
to sociology and development studies, and how these disciplines have tackled
the questions of the intersection between the local and the global. It is a book
intended for anthropologists as much as economists, policymakersand the whole
host of professionals working in the development world who have engaged with
the setting of priorities for the rural livelihood development agendas that have
in the past emphasised local dynamics at the expense of how these diversely
and meaningfully interact with fast changing global market and political state
of affairs (Scoones 2009: 182).

The position of and ideas about rural people and rurality in Tanzania
and the whole of the Sub-Saharan African continent cross-cut in one way or
another a number of scholarly theoretical traditions. In this introduction, the
beginning of the Structural Adjustment Programmes (SAPs) is taken as an en-
try point into the long history of ideas on the close connection between land,
land use patterns and land or place-based identity in Africa. SAPs constitute
perhaps the last key moment on this historical timeline, and their legacy is
studied and analysed to date. I will depart from debates on de-agrarianisation
and de-peasantisation that have a much longer history prior to the SAPs but
have become particularly prominent as a framework for the analysis of socio-

economic change in Africa, particularly with the work of Deborah Bryceson
in the 1990s and 2000s.
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De-agrarianisation and de-peasantisation debates are the tipping-point
of a general academic interest in the question of socio-economic change during
the years of neoliberal transformations. These transformations were generally
framed around a political economy approach that tended to look at how global
changes caused worsening conditions and widening gaps between the richer
and the poorer among rural people, whether farmers, pastoralists or fishermen.
Theanalysis of debates on de-agrarianisation and de-peasantisation in neoliberal
Africa will be followed by a review of the so-called ‘livelihood perspective’ or
approach, which became prominent as an interdisciplinary concept on the eve
of the twenty-first century in conjunction with international policy dynamics
focused on poverty reduction to explore socio-economic directions of rural life
in the developing world.

These two areas of debate and research have emerged from similar roots,
within similar frameworks, and using similar terminologies (though hardly
overlapping) to make sense of the massive economic changes brought about
by market liberalisation policies, but they have taken very different stances and
positionalities as to causal relationships between global changes, for instance,
in international markets and local realities. While de-agrarianisation and de-
peasantisation debates have highlighted negative consequences of processes of
detachment of rural people from land-dependent economies, the livelihood
perspective brought back into the picture local capabilities and capital avail-
able and mobilised at local level. However, it has been burdened by under-
theorisation as to the role of global dynamics within local realities, also as a
result of the poverty-reduction policy framework in which it emerged and
became established. The objective of the next two sections is to analyse how
architecture(s) of knowledge have given origins to these two different stances,
before moving to how the latest de-agrarianisation and de-peasantisation debates
have provided interesting opportunities for synthesis between the two, which
is the departure point for this book.

De-agrarianisation and de-peasantisation: Introducing socio-economic
change in rural Africa

The implementation of the SAPs in 1980s and 1990s across Sub-Saharan Africa
and most of the developing world led to major changes in land use patterns
with crucial consequences for the way people made a living through the use of
natural resources in loco, such as land, water and livestock (Cheru 1992; Lawry
1994). The withdrawal of the state experienced practically by farmers through



De-agrarianisation and de-peasantisation

the removal of subsidies and improved agricultural inputs such as seeds and
fertiliser, without adequate replacement by a strong market-oriented private
sector of suppliers, led to an overall shrinking and worsening of agricultural
performance across many countries in Sub-Saharan Africa, including Malawi,
Ethiopia, Nigeria, South Africa, Zimbabwe and Tanzania (Bryceson 2000b,
20002a). This simultaneously undermined family and farm-based livelihoods
and their potential for cash crop production for national and international
markets. It is widely acknowledged that these changes have affected the social
fabric and system of values of rural society based on the four pillars of farm,
family, class and community (Bryceson 2000c). As patterns of land-use changed
dramatically, so did the foundations underlying the sense of identity of rural
people, the ways in which they conceive and imagine their position as collec-
tivities versus as ‘producers’ or ‘consumers’ in the global world.

The dynamic intersection of all these processes are the definitions of
‘de-agrarianisation’ as the loosening of the close dependence on land-based
production, and ‘de-peasantisation’ as the social and cultural processes and
consequences, mostly negative, of a growing detachment of social and cultural
life from its land- and place-based activities and practices (Bryceson 2002a).
Processes of de-agrarianisation and de-peasantisation prompted on site economic
diversification and ‘multiplexlivelihoods” (Bryceson 2002b), triggering the birth
of an ever-expanding class of local small-scale entrepreneurs detached from
land- or place-based activities as drivers of local identities. Increased mobility
between rural and urban areas (Baker and Pedersen 1992; Baker and Wallevik
2003), women entering the labour force and men losing their breadwinning
role within the family were all factors considered to have a strong impact on
the integrity of rural social organisation (Bryceson 2005: 49; Francis 2002;
O’Laughlin 1998).

Looked at from an orthodox agrarian political economy perspective, with
land and labour relations at the foundation of peasant social organisation, what
happened in the African continent as a result of the SAPs was a contemporary
form of ‘agrarian question’ grounded on Marxist materialist political economy,
creating novel forms of the ‘classic’ nineteenth century agrarian question of
the European context (Akram-Lodhi and Kay 2010a: 185) that eventually led
to the ‘death of the peasantry’ in the twentieth century, as proclaimed by Eric
Hobsbawm in his Age of Extremes (1994). As it occurred across agrarian societies
within and outside Africa, integration into global capital and economic markets
altered land and labour relations leading to the transformation of ‘peasants’

into ‘petty commodity producers’ (Akram-Lodhi and Kay 2010a). These petty



Introduction

producers, however, found themselves at the margin of the global capitalistic
system and remained marginal to channels of capital accumulation, having to
sell their labour (Bernstein 2004).

Evidently, the question of socio-economic change depicted in de-
agrarianisation and de-peasantisation debates emerged as a complex bundle
that linked economic aspects of changing land patterns to rural social structure.
This involved a transformation of what Bryceson referred to as ‘locational’ and
‘occupational” identity (Bryceson 2000b: 1), in this specific case, land-based
identity as farmer. Bryceson (1999: 36) noted that as a consequence of de-
agrarianisation processes in Africa ‘there is often a lag between people’s actions
and their acknowledgment of the implications for their occupational status’ and
that ‘many profess occupational or locational identities that are more pertinent
to the past than the present’ (Bryceson 2000b: 1). Occupational identity, in
this case, identity as farmer, had been not adequately considered because more
attention had been paid to other types of identities based on gender or ethnic-
ity (Bryceson 2010). Nevertheless, the application of the neoliberal paradigm
through its reforms in Sub-Saharan Africa is considered as the turning point
that undid the practice-identity nexus (i.e. based on the practice of farming)
underlying the social coherence of agrarian society to enter a situation that
Bryceson (1999) refers to as‘betwixt and between’, i.e. a situation that presents
its actors with a host of new challenges as a result of economic change, affecting
profoundly the link between land-based practice and (occupational) identity.

While de-agrarianisation and de-peasantisation processes were devised
as concepts to critically assess the position of mostly agricultural societies,
comparable dynamics were documented among rural peoples and commu-
nities whose livelihoods depended on livestock (Fratkin 2001; Homewood
2008: 228-29; Smith 1999; Zaal 1999) and fishing (Geheb and Binns 1997),
revealing equally close links between sweeping economic reforms of market
liberalisation and social change. Transformations of fisheries across (then so-
called) Third World countries were triggered through the last two decades of
the twentieth century by flows of international aid that were integral to SAPS’
implementation in Africa for development interventions, mostly in the field
of technological development to favour ‘production oriented strategies” (Bailey
and Jentoft 1990) or ‘capital intensive’ fisheries (Bailey 1988). This occurred,
it was argued, at the expense of social and ecological equilibrium maintained
by traditional fishers and the traditional small-scale fishing economy (Bailey
1988; Bailey and Jentoft 1990). Few, though mostly isolated, ethnographic
studies of fisheries in Africa have looked at these transformations that allowed
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capitalistic relations of production, with motor-boat and gear owners becom-
ing ‘capitalists’ (Ninsin 1991) and inflows of casual labourers from the inlands
changing the customary relations of labour, hitherto embedded within small
kin-based groups (Geheb and Binns 1997).

Comparably much longer and established, the scholarship on pastoral-
ism produced energetic debates around the question of socio-economic change,
particularly regarding East African pastoralism. A number of studies appeared
from the 1980s—1990s and focused on the integration of the pastoral tradi-
tional economy with the so-called ‘cash economy’ at the rural-urban interface.
A political-economic approach (Homewood 2008: 228-29) that positioned in
causal relationship marketliberalisation economic reformsand bundles of values
grounded in land-based practice (i.e. the practice of grazing as the foundation
of pastoralism) made its way into the East African pastoralism research agenda
at around the same time as de-agrarianisation and de-peasantisation debates.

Comparable lines of thought with the ‘agrarian question’ made changing
(grazing) land and livestock property rights, along with emerging processes of
economic diversification, including capital accumulation, the premise(s) to the
dissolutions of the relations mediated by land and cattle so well analysed by
Marxistanthropologists of pastoralism (Rigby 1992; Schneider 1979). References
to the ‘traditional’ institutions of elderhood, warriorhood and egalitarianism
abound in studies of economic diversification that began in the 1980s and
continued into the early 2000s. The so-called ‘egalitarianism’ as a supposedly
inherent characteristic of East African pastoral societies was considered as under-
mined by processes of social stratification occurring as a result of appropriation
of formerly shared resources (e.g. land) (Little 1985). Zaal (1999) referred to
the weakened authority of elders that occurs in conjunction with privatisation
of land on the basis of the erosion of elders’ function of overseeing ‘traditional’
(i.e. communal) land arrangements. The institution of warriorhood was seen
as equally threatened, according to Zaal (1999), echoed by Coast (2002), as a
consequence of younger Maasai’s involvement in urban-based income generat-
ing activities, leading to rural-urban migration.

The analysis of the relationship between evolving land-use patterns and
the evolution of rural and locally-based expressions of identity, culture and
tradition — i.e the loss of thereof — can be the result of the compelling necessity
to analyse massive transformations that indeed occurred at the time in rural
Africa as a result of the Structural Adjustment Programmes. However, the
particularly marked cawusal relationship skewed towards the negative impacts
of global economic change on local realities could as much be analysed as a
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question of positionality with respect to the narrative of change informed by
the political economy approach.

Looked at from the structure vs agency perspective that is longstanding
in social theory (May 2011), de-agrarianisation and de-peasantisation debates
seem to align with narratives and stances on social change that tend to see
‘change’ asa transformation from previously ‘clearly identifiable social structures
that strongly determined individual lives” to respective present-day societies
disoriented by ‘constant change that unsettles any such moorings, securities or
certainties’ (May 2011: 365). This is a particular positionality on social change
as a one-way process that invests individuals by curbing their agencies on behalf
of social structure — a positionality that could be seen as at odds with the steady
reassessments and rearrangements of dynamics of resource management and
mobilisation that have been considered peculiar to African economic history
(Berry 1993; Guyer 1995), and certainly at odds with the focus on local capa-
bilities underlined by livelihood approaches (Scoones 2009), dissected below.

Comparable approaches, ascribable to these early de-agrarianisation
and de-peasantisation debates can be singled out today. The concept of ‘de-
pastoralisation’ for instance (Caravani 2019) carries implications similar to
the concept of de-agrarianisation, in this case with the depauperisation of the
livestock-based economy; or to the latest efforts to apply political economy
analyses and Marxist concepts to the ‘capitalist crisis’ of capture fisheries and
‘the tendency of capital in fisheries to undermine its ecological base of pro-
duction’ (Campling et al. 2012: 182). For the most part, however, unilateral
approaches to socio-economic change have by now been acknowledged as
surpassed and unfit to describe socio-economic change in rural settings among
rural people, whether dependent on grazing, fishing or farming, in the presence
of a socio-cultural heterogeneity of rural economies and fragmented patterns
of land (or water) use (Akram-Lodhi and Kay 2010b; Bene and Friend 2011;
Galvin et al. 2005).

De-agrarianisation and de-peasantisation debates are today undergoing
a theoretical revision which will be reviewed below. The next section will look
at the livelihood approach, placed on the development thinking timeline right
after de-agrarianisation and de-peasantisation debates at the turn of the millen-
nium, though, in fact, with a quite generous overlapping phase, and surpassing
the vision of socio-economic change (as loss) by returning to ‘the small’.
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With rural economic diversification spiralling further on the path to becoming
‘the norm’ (Barrett et al. 2001: 315) within Sub-Saharan African rural econo-
mies, and rural wage labour processes heading towards increasingly complex
patterns of fragmentation (Oya 2010, 2013), the so-called ‘livelihood ap-
proach’ emerged around the same core objects of analysis as de-agrarianisation
and de-peasantisation debates but developed fairly independently within the
poverty-reduction policy framework that became mainstream in the interna-
tional development arena (Ellis and Biggs 2001; Scoones 2009). The livelihood
approach gained accolades for bringing in novel insights on people’s agencies
and capabilities that had hardly found room within de-agrarianisation and
de-peasantisation debates.

Being a further escalation of bottom-up rural development approaches
initiated with policies of participation in the 1990s (Ellis and Biggs 2001),
the livelihood approach merged different angles of focus and analysis across
disciplines, favouring interdisciplinary debate undera marked ‘local perspective’
(Scoones 2009). Rooted, conceptually, in Bebbington’s remodelling of Sen’s
‘capitals and capabilities’ approach (Bebbington 1999) and, historically, in the
long genealogy of its ‘sustainable’ attribute (Chambers and Conway 1992;
Scoones 2009: 175), the (sustainable) livelihood approach introduced a dif-
ferent line of thought compared to the political economy of de-agrarianisation
and de-peasantisation debates. It spotlighted resources, capital and other
conditions for sustainable livelihoods (potentially) available locally, including
intangible capital of a social quality in addition to tangible capital originating
in land-based production. As such, the livelihood perspective steered away
from approaches taken by de-agrarianisation and de-peasantisation debates,
geared towards unearthing the negative effects of global markets and economic
change, reorienting the management of social and economic assets at local level
around local conditions.

The livelihood approach added further complexities to the portrayal of
rurality across land-based people(s). The focus on the ‘local’, that is the use and
mobilisation of resources (social and material) available at local scale, is rooted
in the history of rural development thinking, particularly in the ‘“first shift’ in
rural development (Ellis and Biggs 2001), and that could be referred to as the
‘small farm’ development thinking (Ellis and Biggs 2001: 440). In Ellis and
Biggs’ development thinking ‘timeline’ (Ellis and Biggs 2001: 440), the ‘small
farm first’ approach emerged in the 1960s and consisted in a paradigm shift
from 1950s theories of modernisation and the promises placed in the large scale
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‘modern’ sector through the establishment of large estates, overshadowing the
subsistence sector, considered economically insignificant.

With the leap from the ‘large’ to the ‘small’, the subsistence and ‘tradi-
tional’ agricultural sector gained traction to bring into the picture, for the first
time, the smallholder as the main actor of the rural domain (Ellis and Biggs
2001: 440). The livelihood approach became the second milestone in the ru-
ral development thinking timelines, placed around the eve of the 2000s, and
constituting the ‘second shift” after a number of theoretical endeavours and
undertakings into novel territories that include important landmarks such as
the participatory ‘empowerment’ approach beginning in the 1990s, still lively
in the development research agenda and a topic of this book.

The focus on ‘local’ as the main merit of the livelihood approach, how-
ever, is also where, according to some critics, it falls short, with specific refer-
ence to the limitations posed by the poverty reduction framework in which it
emerged. Pointing to sweeping waves of neoliberalism leaving little space for
theoretical frames for analysing rural life, Bryceson (2000a) found the livelihood
approach with its focus on ‘survival’ or ‘coping’ (with poverty) mechanisms
and ‘reducing vulnerability’, unfit to compensate this lack (Bryceson 2000a:
315). What we are left with as a result of the livelihood approach having in
fact overshadowed other potential lenses of analysis, Bryceson argues (2000c:
55), is a ‘blurring of social constructs surrounding peasant life’, that is, a void
that the livelihood approach has been unable to fill. The same undertheorisa-
tion is stressed by Scoones (2009: 181), who underlines the shortcomings of
livelihood approaches in connecting local empirical investigations to the larger
picture that cannot exempt international politics and markets or dismiss them,
Scoones argues, as simply ‘context’.

Furthermore, as the overall poverty-reduction policy framework of the
time (Ellis and Freeman 2005; Ellis and Mdoe 2003; Gilling et al. 2001) kept
academic debates and the dynamics of international aid allocation separated
by a very fine line (Scoones 2009), rural people’s local strategies, however sus-
tainable, were seen, simply and ultimately, as forms of ‘dealing with’ or ‘coping
with’ situations of poverty, marginality and vulnerability. Hence, not only, as
Bryceson (2000a) argues, did ‘local’ strategies leave little space for theories of
rurality and rural life, but people’s agencies and capabilities too, which the
livelihood approach had, with merit, reintroduced in the picture, were seen
simply as a response to situations of constraints.

These considerations can be confirmed, for instance, when looking at
the conceptual framework of most research on (East) African pastoralism at the
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turn of the millennium. Measurements of wealth, cattle head counts, economic
and quantitative assessments of cash obtained from remittances and petty trade
as coping-with-poverty mechanisms visibly and increasingly became the over-
whelming primary concern of case studies of East African pastoralism (Little
et al. 2001; McCabe 2003; Osterle 2008; Radeny et al. 2007). Very similarly,
poverty, to a great extent, determined the research agenda for fisheries in the
developing world under the livelihood framework, now approached through
the ‘small-scale’ lens (i.e. small-scale fisheries) (Allison and Ellis 2001). Such
a research agenda highlighted the connection between (marginal) income and
fishermen’s condition of marginality and vulnerability (Bene 2003; Bene and
Friend 2011) with fishing being, for instance in Lake Victoria, the (quintes-
sential) activity ‘of last resort’ (Onyango 2011).

The reorientation of the livelihood perspective from negative effects of
globalisation and international markets to the ‘small’, in itself one of its chief
strengths, has not directly translated into coherent analytical lines to address
the question of local-global interconnections and how these create forms, ideas
and dynamics of a complex socio-economic and cultural character at local
level among rural people. As Scoones (2009: 181-82) has argued, the liveli-
hood approach has reached its standstill ‘both intellectually and practically’
(Scoones 2009: 177), relegating global market and political dynamics to ‘just
context’ without fully exploring the key role these play in rural socio-cultural
and economic dynamics.

Understanding contemporary rural development and change:
De-agrarianisation and de-peasantisation revisited

De-agrarianisation and de-peasantisation concepts have undergone important
scrutiny in recent times, with particular attention to the connection between
changing land-based livelihoods and the effect that these have on rurality.
Interesting syntheses have emerged between early de-agrarianisation and de-
peasantisation debates, skewed towards the negative effects of global markets
on rural society, and theoretical shortcomings of the livelihood approach, with
its marked attention to the small.

Recent global perspectives on de-agrarianisation have called for a re-
evaluation of the existing framework in which agrarian change is appraised,
rethinking the question of ‘change’ not simply as a unidirectional transforma-
tion of rural livelihoods in the presence of a supposed demise of land-based
(especially agriculture) production. Even in the presence of undeniably declining
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performance and returns from land (i.e. agriculture and livestock) (Hebinck
2018), novel perspectives on de-agrarianisation and de-peasantisation rethink
the prospects of a demise of agrarian society, undoing changing land-use
livelihood patterns as vectors of detachment and disconnection between land,
rural people, their identity and the socio-cultural background that binds them
together. As Akram-Lodhi and Kay (2010b: 279) argue:

The emergence of capitalist agriculture, de-peasantization, semi-proletariani-
sation, re-peasantization and petty commodity production cannot be seen as
aspects of a linear process but rather dynamic and recurrent manifestations
of multifaceted and contradictorily changing patterns of social and economic
relations.

Transformative relationships between people, land and its uses have started to
emerge, leading to or envisaging the forging of new and unpredictable path-
ways away from any single direction and from the gloomy futures predicted
for peasantries across the global rural world.

Through ‘assemblage’ (Hebinck et al. 2018), novel processes of re-agrar-
ianisation and re-peasantisation are accounted for. Transformative engagements
with rural landscape reassemble rurality with new meanings for rural lives and
novel interactions between the social and natural world — that is, between the
locally embedded social and cultural domain in interaction with dynamic
uses of land and natural resources (Hebinck et al. 2018). As Hebinck (2018:
2) powerfully puts it: ‘Rural people continue to live and work in the rural
domain, actively (re)assembling their lives and social and natural resources to
maintain the vitality of their countryside and living in accordance with locally
and culturally embedded strategies.” Against the linear developments of liveli-
hood change, ‘assemblage’ in relation to landscape formation and reformation
dynamics can much better suit the complex interlinkages between land-use
changes, local-global (market) interconnections, and the cultural repertoires
mobilised by people to tackle these major transformations (Hebinck etal. 2018).

Across the developing and developed world(s), from Sweden to Zimba-
bwe, Japan to Ecuador, to name a few, rethinking locality has led to important
insights into how de-agrarianisation and de-peasantisation can undergo major
revisions, actual and theoretical, in terms of ‘reverse’ trends of re-agrarianisation
and re-peasantisation (Hisano et al. 2018; Oostindie 2018; Shackleton and
Hebinck 2018). From the ‘reassemblage’ of swidden agriculture in the Philip-
pines, refuting narratives of swidden agriculture decline (Dessler et al. 2018),
to renegotiation of the wild blueberry trade in Latvia, with communities
having regained and (re)negotiated control of a sector highly embedded into
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global market relations (Grivins and Tisenkopfs 2018), current understandings
of agrarian change delineate new frontiers for transformative and innovative
strategies of rural people to retain or (re)create connections to land, ‘territorial’
identity and cultural collectivities.

Africa-based accounts of re-agrarianisation confirm these trends. The
case of recent resettlement schemes in Zimbabwe through the Fast Track
Land Reform Program is one such case, with discourses of justice rooted in
the (international) history of colonialism having led to redistribution of land
under foreign-owned large estates to smallholders (Chigumira 2018). Local
processes of re-peasantisation have been triggered by these ‘new’ smallholders
investing in farming production, and as a result creating novel forms of agrarian
institutions and land-based relationships (Chigumira 2018). Similarly, Shack-
leton and Hebinck (2018) in the case of South Africa question the nature of
de-agrarianisation processes as linear progression. Taking the case of the Wild
Coast region in the country, the authors rather stress the complex pathways,
or what they call ‘styles’, of diversification of agriculture unfolding in time
but always in a state of evolution and potentially reversible. Along with these
pathways, social orders and cultural categorisations (e.g. the ‘keen farmer’)
are evolving (rather than disappearing) and contribute to creating a complex
and dynamic agricultural landscape in which family and community retain
a key cultural and economic role (e.g. as reservoir of labour) in a context of
agricultural commoditisation.

The analysis of pastoralism has also seen some glimmers of novel ap-
proaches to change. While a particular pastoralist research agenda continues
to set pastoralism and pastoral institutions in oppostion to ‘external’ factors of
change, such as land-based interventions (Damonte et al. 2019) and policies at
odds with pastoral institutions leading to poverty and marginalisation (Gonin
and Gautier 2016), alternative approaches to the question of ‘change’ among
pastoralists in West as much as in East Africa are emerging. For instance, tech-
nological change with the spread of mobile phones has been deeply affecting
livestock-based livelihoods and has been taken as an entry point into changes
not as ruptures but rather as overlapping meanings and negotiations between
the customary and the modern (Djohy et al. 2017; Nilsson and Salazar 2017).
Among the Maasai, traditional institutions such as enkanyit (i.e. respect for
elders) have been considered important capital, usable for more participatory
development (Goldman and Milliary 2014). On a deeper level, Leblon (2016),
in the case of Fule pastoralism in Mali, argues that the cleavage between the
customary and the modern can be rather scrutinised as narratives of ‘ruptures
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from an idealised past’ that are part of the contemporary (re)definition of pas-
toral identity at the local-global intersection, with Fule transhumance festivals
acquiring the status of UNESCO Intangible Cultural Heritage of Humanity
in 2005.

The latest de-re-agrarianisation and de-re-peasantisation debates make
important headway towards a synthesis between early debatesand the livelihood
approach by tapping into some of the key constituents of a possible ‘re-energised’
livelihood perspective envisaged by Scoones (2009). This is done by integrating
the commitment of the livelihood perspective to empirical enquiry into larger
configurations of local-global dynamics. The question of scale is addressed in
the first place, with the capacity to draw meaningful connections between the
macro- and the micro-connections which, despite the claims, had remained
more ‘ambition than reality’ of the livelihood approach (Scoones 2009: 187).
Reintroducing the macro into the picture means a different engagement with
politics and power that had often been dismissed by livelihood perspectives as
simply ‘context’ (Scoones 2009: 187). The latest de-re-agrarianisation and de-
re-peasantisation debates tackle the questions of power and politics originating
in the global arena by focusing on the agencies of rural people in engaging with
the global to their benefit, hence avoiding falling into the pitfalls of the causal
relation between the global and the demise of rural society and its coherence.

Finally, scale and politics connect with the question of knowledge — that
is, the normative frameworks that have funnelled knowledge-making under
the disguise of an apparently neutral term (Scoones 2009: 183-184). Different
dimensions of knowledge production have to do with a priori assumptions
of the livelihood approach, that, among other things, tend to set normative
judgements about ‘ideal’ choices rural people ought to take in line with ready-
made ideas of progress (Scoones 2009: 184). Current de-agrarianisation and
de-peasantisation debates offer fertile territory for a synthesis between early
de-agrarianisation and de-peasantisation debates and the livelihood approach,
both loaded with normative judgements, whether more explicitly as for the
first or more subtly for the second. By eschewing normative judgements on
the appropriateness of livelihood choices made by rural peoples, current de-
agrarianisation and de-peasantisation debates open up unconventional paths
through creative engagements with the global at local level. Questions of
scale, power and knowledge, as reassessed by latest de-agrarianisation and de-
peasantisation debates, are addressed in the main themes outlined below for
rethinking rurality in Tanzania.
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Engaging with the market, (re)creating community and mobilising knowledge

Engaging with the market on a local level and on their own terms is the main
strategy of rural people to create meaningful lives across the geographical and
moral scales, and overlapping value registers, which are an inherent characteristic
of the contemporary global era and even more so across African economies
(Guyer 2004). The (creative) engagement with the market is a core theme that
recurs throughout the chapters of this book, deeply grounded in recent and
less recent theory in anthropology on market exchange, investments, trade,
commoditisation and overall evolving market processes, always ‘embedded’
into evolving forms of morality and sociality (Appadurai 1986; Bloch and
Parry 1989; Caliskan and Callon 2009, 2010; Palomera and Vetta 2016). This
creative engagement appears in local markets in Tanzania, such as Chaga fruit
trader women (Pietila 2007), as much as in highly impersonal financial markets
where the neoliberal ideals of the impersonal, atomised, rational economic man
is thought to be determining economic action (Abolafia 1996; Palomera 2014).

This book will bring out rural peoples’ strategies in navigating between
different market spheres through creative engagement(s), (re)creating forms
of social, economic and cultural life by turning moral scripts, registers, hence
market terms of trade, to their own advantage. These scripts and registers and
how they are played out and manipulated reflect how the global is experi-
enced at local level — they are products of and acquire meanings within locally
embedded processes and transformations at the intersection of the local and
global, rather than being set by a priori normative frameworks. Rural people
of Tanzania engage with the market at the intersection of different registers of
value, at times in continuity with and at other times in open rupture from the
register of ‘tradition’. Pastoralists, fishermen and farmers push the boundaries
of meaning and practice when it comes to their land- or place-based identity,
and in a diversified economy across family enterprise and capitalist forces of
commoditised production, hence, rurality itself is (re)defined.

Overlapping registers and spaces of reciprocity are thrust into existing
comfort zones of community life; thus novel architectures and fabrics of and
for community break boundaries of land or place-based communities and
identities by recrafting in complex and unexpected ways customary meanings of
attachment to land and place (Basso 1996; Bender 2002; Hirsch and O’Hanlon
1995; Law and Lawrence-Zuniga 2003). With ‘community’ having become
central in the management of natural resources with the decentralisation-cum-
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devolution neoliberal policy package across the developing world (Geschiere
2009), community in rural Tanzania today is a much more slippery concept
than participatory development policies envision.

In light of the transformations discussed so far, the chapters of the
book will engage with dynamics of community formation and (re) production,
departing from the changing grounds on which people recognise or contest
membership and belonging — that is, what Gudeman (2001) refers to as the
base. At the local-global interface, this can no longer be simply (or in a simplistic
way) determined by livelihood type based on the practices of grazing, fishing
and farming. The mismatch between land, identity, culture and community
that characterises the global age (Gupta and Ferguson 1992; Massey 2005)
rather creates novel forms of practice-identity through which the practices (of
grazing, fishing and farming) acquire new meanings that go hand in hand with
processes of de-re-territorialisation (Hastrup and Olwig 1997), and open up
new territories for relational (i.e. across space) rather than place-based com-
munity creation.

Underlying community formation and engagement with the marketare
novel dynamics of mobilising knowledge thatemerge from the bottom. (Re)con-
figuring knowledge (and knowledge mobilisation) within and around a context
of (goal-oriented) practice and action (Gaudet 2013; Green 2009; Greenhalgh
and Wieringa2011), and knowledge as always ‘endogenously determined’ (Barth
2002) rather than existing a priori, mobilising ‘proper’ knowledge for rural
people is a strategy to create a novel framework of knowledge-action within
which to reassess their rural status quo, devise creative livelihood strategies or
simply cope with existing (socio)economic constraints. Mobilising knowledge
underlies market engagement as much as community formation and reproduc-
tion in contemporary global (rural) Africa, where the ‘traditional’ register exists
alongside and intersects other value registers, and is itself subject to cultural
transformations and evolution of meaning.

Being a pastoralist, fisherman or farmer becomes not exclusively a mat-
ter of having the necessary know-how for grazing, fishing and/or farming, but
includes ‘knowing how’ to succeed in multiple socio-economic and market
spheres, without relinquishing land-based identities, but rather by mobilising
and capitalising networks, institutions and social capital(s). The creative use
and mobilisation of traditional knowledge registers become simultaneously
instrumental to success in multiple economic spheres and for reaffirming land-
based rural identities.
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Bringing out the knowledge-practice nexus: Policy and the ethnography for
conceptualising the field’

The evolution of theory, models and approaches to rural development that has
been dissected throughout this introduction prove that understanding rurality,
and the individualities and collectivities that are connected to it, comes from
the intersection of local-global flows of knowledge, and at the intersection of
action, practice and discourse (Colebatch 2005; Hargreaves 1996). Policies are
conceivable as points of convergence of these intersecting flows of knowledge,
actions and discourses, and provide an important lens through which to study
interactions between different actors, institutions and debates that determine
social, cultural and political change (Shore and Wright 2011: 11).

Policies are a relatively new field for anthropologists. Political and ideo-
logical roots underlying policies have long been concealed under the cloak of
neutrality that saw policies as desirable courses of action, materialised through
written texts aimed atachieving desirable results through means-to-end rational
instruments (Mosse 2004: 640; Shore and Wright 1997: 7). Anthropological
critique of policy exposes the inherent power relations embedded into the pro-
cesses of policy (in the) making and practice in setting principles, categorisations
and classifications striking to the heart of the very subjectivities of people who
are at the receiving end. As Shore and Wright (1997: 4) argue: ‘From the cra-
dle to the grave, people are classified shaped and ordered according to policies
but they may have little consciousness of or control over the process at work’.

Embedding the themes of engaging the market, (re)crafting community
and mobilising knowledge around a critical or ‘interpretive’ analysis (Shore and
Wright2011: 8) of rural policies in Tanzania opens a gateway for a re-evaluation
of the key role and capacity of rural peoples employing these ‘strategies’. This
is done in a context in which rural peoples have, more often than not, been at
the margins of discourses around the categorisations and categorising that had
rural peoples themselves at their receiving end.

Rural people’s strategies and agencies, however, need not necessarily be
marshalled around narratives of marginalisation, oppression or submission.
Whether silently or more overtly, rural peoples have always deployed strategies
and agencies to their advantage, even when this has been a vehicle of resistance
or opposition to unwanted projects (i.e. policies) of social engineering. Taking
policy as entry point into these dynamics is meant to unravel the multifaceted
‘contribution’ of rural people, steering away from ‘too Foucauldian’ approaches
(Shore and Wright 2011: 17) that limit the view on policies to mere instru-
ments of oppression. I take policies here as a springboard to conceptualise the
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object of study — that is, the different discourses, actions and practices with
rural people as one (key) player at the intersection of the local and global, that,
all together, through policies, have shaped rurality in its current state of affairs
— to use Shore and Wright's words (2011: 12), policies as ‘small sites that open
windows onto larger processes of political transformations’.

By debunking policies” ‘rationalizing discourse’ (Mosse 2004: 641) this
book intends to explore policies as analytical devices for understanding rural-
ity. While the book recommends policy changes throughout the chapters, this
is done as a result of (producing) empirical evidence that is contingent to my
choices and experience as ethnographer of rural life in Tanzania, which has led
to a progressive maturing of my stances on the appropriate courses of action
(i.e. policies) to achieve rural development. Cognisant of Hastrup’s lesson
(2004: 455) that ‘it is not possible to adhere to old notions of “evidence” as
external to the context of the situation’, and of the principle of ‘contingency of
all knowledge” (Herzfeld 2017: 1), I acknowledge the policy-related claims in
this book as products of my own choices as ethnographer in shaping the path
of knowledge production (Katz 2018), by ‘being in touch’ with reality rather
than ‘standing outside it’ (Hastrup 2004: 469).

Methodologies, fieldwork and ‘evidence’

This book incorporates material from different stints of ethnographic fieldwork
[ have conducted in Tanzania, starting with my Ph.D. research between 2011
and 2012 in and around the small town of Mto wa Mbu in Arusha region,
a region that is mostly inhabited by pastoral communities. The focus was on
the complex dynamics of identity formation among the Maasai of Tanzania as
deeply intertwined with economic dynamics at the rural-urban interface. Post-
Ph.D. stints of fieldwork on other livelihood types took me to analyse questions
of identity and community formation around Lake Victoria on the island of
Ukerewe and surroundings in 2016, and, in 2017, questions of knowledge
and entrepreneurship among smallholder farmers in the two regions of Kagera,
on the western side of Lake Victoria, and Iringa, in the southern highlands
of the country (Figure 1). The locations in which fieldwork was conducted
do not exhaustively represent the complex agroecological, socio-cultural and
economic diversity of Tanzania, but were selected to give an account of the
livelihood diversity with the practices of grazing, fishing and farming being
historically, culturally, socially and economically significant, in the respective
locations selected.
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Figure 1. Map of Tanzania with research sites selected

Questions of methodology, research design and evidence require some
remarks that are also connected to the very notion of ‘location’ as questioned
and rethought through the tools of contemporary ethnography of the global
world. The ethnographic approach and evidence cannot be separated from
the architecture and discourses of knowledge and evidence production that
underpin the understanding of rurality in globalised Africa. The current
emphasis on materiality and performance as the foundations of ethnography
that characterise methodological debates in contemporary social and cultural
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geography, for instance, defines the methodological approach in chapter two.
'The analysis of the rural-urban interface departing from performance, mate-
riality and discourse inspired by post-structuralist notions of place and space
underlies the interrogation of Maasai identity and socio-cultural outlook in
the evolving urbanising context of Tanzania, beyond simple overlaps between
identity and (rural) space.

The question of community thatinforms the analysis of fishing in chapter
four is equally rooted in the revision, both practical and intellectual, to which
ethnography was subject on the eve of the twenty-first century (Clifford and
Marcus 1986; Gupta and Ferguson 1997). Ethnography that moves away from
‘single’ to ‘multi’ site(s) (Marcus 1995) has emerged as the analytical device for
analysis of the global community where circumscribed social relations give way
to flows and networks, as for instance in the case of the ‘“fishing community’
around Lake Victoria described in chapter four. Finally, technography (Jansen
and Vellema 2011), a term that merges ‘technology’ with ‘ethnography’ pro-
vides useful concepts in chapter five for the analysis of farmers™ ‘performance’
in their fields, merging divides between farmers’ local knowledge and scientific
knowledge that have been mainstream in agricultural research.

These quick remarks about the nexus between current ethnography
and the evidence reported in the chapters will be expanded in the individual
chapters as will other details of the specific locations where research was con-
ducted, movements, selection of informants and other research methods used.

Overview of chapters

As the first theme of the book, the market is the main focus of the first three
chapters on grazing. The market constitutes the chief arena of local-global
interactions experienced by pastoralist Maasai despite enduring discourses on
the ‘resistance’ of the Maasai (against the market). Chapter one reconstructs
this history from precolonial time to market liberalisation, starting in the 1980s
to highlight how the ethnic attribute of ‘Maasai’ as equal to the practice-based
attribute of ‘pastoralist’ (and vice versa) is itself an historical product originating
with colonialism in Tanganyika, and strengthened by models and policies that
followed oneanotheraiming to increase (livestock) production for international
markets. Monetisation and commoditisation policies during the colonial and
postcolonial socialist phases are the primary focus as meaningful arenas in which
processes of Maasai identity production are embedded. With original archival
data, this chapter shows the role of resistance in strengthening Maasai ethnic
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identity, making ‘the market’ part and parcel of Maasai ethnicity production
prior to market liberalisation. Building on the historical background, chapter
two spotlights Maasai ethnicidentity today in Tanzania asasite of social, cultural
and political transformations, triggered by marketliberalisation and urbanisation
experienced through rural-urban interactions. Departing from critique of the
scholarship on the ‘cash economy’ since the 1980s and its narrative of change as
loss, this chapter recognises Maasai ethnic identity, culture and gender roles as
a blend of old and new meanings continually reshuffled as the Maasai partake
in different social spheres, in and out of the ‘cash economy’ at the rural-urban
interface. Having established the importance of the market in the construc-
tion of Maasai identity, chapter three argues that being Maasai ‘matters’ to a
great extent for market performance, and takes the livestock market, market
networks and livestock trade as the relevant case. Practices, values and social
relationships are part of the structural organisation of the livestock market in
that they aid Maasai market actors in minimising risk and costs, maximising
returns and dealing with the constraints of the market.

Moving on from grazing to fishing, chapter four delves further into
the question of ‘community’, commonly acknowledged in Tanzania as the
prototypical form of associational life in rural settings, looking at the case
of fisheries in Lake Victoria. Departing from the notion of and assumptions
about community in natural resource (co)management policies in Tanzania,
this chapter moves beyond simplistic notions of community as determined by
land or place-based identities and practices (in this case of fishing), and shows
how community is determined by creative engagement with the market at the
local-global interface. The chapter argues that the local-global market linkages
have created new identities away from identity as ‘fisherman’, leading to new
short-term communities that emerge across space around particular business-
related agendas.

The next two chapters on farming attempt an analysis of the socio-
cultural aspects around the three pillars of technology, scientific knowledge
and entrepreneurship underlying contemporary agricultural policy and vision
in Tanzania. Chapter five tackles the question of (agricultural) knowledge
under the analytical framework of technography, used to assess hybrid forms of
agricultural knowledge (and technology adoption). This chapter analyses how
smallholder farmers in Kagera and Iringa, two of the regions with the highest
agricultural production in the country, create their own understanding, visions
and agendas for agricultural production, departing from the ‘performance’” of
farming as a form of locally-embedded agricultural knowledge, as opposed
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to a priori forms of scientific knowledge. Smallholders adopt selectively the
elements of the scientific package of ‘modern’ agriculture, promoted by poli-
cies and experts in loco, to achieve their own objectives between subsistence
agriculture as expression of farmer and family identity, and agriculture oriented
towards expansion. In doing so, the smallholder engages with the policy objec-
tives that originated in the global basket of ideas for agricultural development
on her own terms, rather than abiding by the vision outright. The last pillar
of the Tanzania agricultural vision, entrepreneurship, is the subject of chapter
six. The concept discussed in the chapter, being the rationale underlying poli-
cies of entrepreneurship, is that the smallholder, by the way of entrepreneurial
acts, lifts herself out of poverty and becomes embedded in global markets and
value chains according to the growth-poverty nexus of latest agricultural vision.
This chapter looks at entrepreneurship by comparing the case of tea growers in
Kagera region involved in an outgrower scheme with the tea factory operating
in the region with local forms of entrepreneurship in the local alcohol economy
based on the transformation of the local product, banana. The chapter focuses
on conditions that are fundamental for successful entrepreneurship according
to social science and highlights that, unlike the subordinate role of tea grow-
ers, it is rather local entrepreneurs who are more likely to find the conditions
for successful entrepreneurship by mobilising the necessary networks, capital
and knowledge in loco.

As policy, i.e. specific sector policies and reforms in the livestock, fisheries
and agriculture sectors, contributed to shape the object of analysis throughout
the book, chapter seven takes a step back by asking (and attempting an an-
swer) what (exactly) constitutes policy. Departing from the knowledge-practice
nexus premise that has guided analysis throughout the ethnographic chapters,
this last chapter calls for a stronger role for research and evidence, especially
ethnographic, and for ethnographic ‘practice’ as a tool to be embedded into
processes of planning in Tanzania, particularly at the local level, to produce
ethnographic evidence and knowledge contingent to the context of production,
hence useful (and usable) to devise good courses of action (i.e. policies). My
experience conducting research on the planning process in Tanzania fora climate
adaptation project by an international policy think-tank is called on as a case
of how ethnographic research can lead to heightened participation, building
stronger ownership of the planning process, and address misunderstandings
between policy stakeholders, particularly between rural people and local govern-
ment. The conclusion, once again, underlines the creativity of Tanzanian rural
people in engaging with development models and policies on their own terms,
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overcoming the constraints that these can present and indeed have presented
to them in history, and at times turning the unintended consequences (of the
application of the models) to their own advantage. Finally, there is a call to
action for policymakers, researchers and other stakeholders to support rural
people’s resourcefulness by building platforms for dialogue and participation.



Grazing

PEOPLE, METHODS, FIELDWORK

The Maasai are a pastoral Nilotic group living on both sides of the Kenya—Tan-
zaniaborder, occupying East African rangelands over an area of roughly 150,000
square kilometres (Homewood et al. 2009: 1; Figure 2). The ethnic attribute of
‘Maasai’ as equal to the practice-based attribute of ‘pastoralist’ (and vice versa) is
a historical product starting with colonialism in Tanganyika, and strengthened
by models and policies that followed one another, aimed at increasing livestock
(as well as agricultural) production for international markets. This is a history
of interventions that is not exclusive to the Maasai but extends, at least in the
intention of the colonialists, to the whole of the Tanganyikan territory and even
to the other British colonies in Africa. This relationship, however, has never
been uncomplicated and, in history as much as today, Maasai ethnic identity in
Tanzania has always been a site of social, cultural and political transformations
triggered by different dynamics of economic change, resettlement, urbanisation
and, more recently, market liberalisation.

As the first theme of the book, the market is the main focus of the first
three chapters on grazing. The market constitutes the chief arena of local—global
interactions experienced by pastoralist Maasai despite the enduring discourses
(including in academia) on the ‘resistance’ of the Maasai (against the market).
Market dynamics intersect processes of community formation, in this case
grounded in ethnic identity, and create competing knowledge(s) in contem-
porary Maasai society between the ‘traditional” and the ‘modern’ economic
spheres and value registers. The role that policies, particularly market-related
policies of monetisation and commoditisation, have had in history, the current
rural-urban interactions and the contemporary livestock market dynamics in
which ethnicity-based institutions play a key role are the questions touched
in the following three chapters. The main methods used are archival research
together with interviews with elders (chapter one), ethnographic fieldwork,
particularly based on the ethnographic turn in social and cultural geography
(chapter two), and semi-structured interviews (chapter three).

The setting is the interface between the Maasai village of Losirwa and
the peri-urban site of Kigongoni which belongs administratively to the small
town of Mto wa Mbu (Arusha region, Northern Tanzania), located only a
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few kilometres away in the heart of Maasailand, not far from the Ngorongoro
Conservation Area (NCA). Losirwa and Kigongoni are spatially contiguous
with Maasai rangelands and urban territory ‘separated’ by a buffer zone where
pastures are interspersed with scattered private and fenced plots with cement or
brick houses (Figures 3 and 4). The presence of motorbikes and bajaji (three-
wheeled motorbikes made in India) shortens distances between the rural areas
of Losirwa, peri-urban Kigongoni and Mto wa Mbu town with many people
commuting daily between the different zones. For the whole time spent doing
fieldwork in Losirwa, Kigongoni and Mto wa Mbu I was hosted by the Maasai
family of the Tutunyo’s and lived in their boma', commuting daily between the
village and Kigongoni/Mto wa Mbu.

1. An enclosure made of several huts, one or more livestock kraals, and surrounded by a
fence made of tree branches, i.e. the traditional Maasai homestead.
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Figure 3. Peri-urban Kigongoni Figure 4. Rangelands at the ‘border’ with
peri-urban Kigongoni

makes the area particularly apt for an analysis of spatial and ethnic nature. Mto
wa Mbu developed as a multi-ethnic village with periodic influxes of people
from other areas of the country (Arens 1979). The Maasai had inhabited the
area prior to such influxes but remained alien to urban development (Arens
1979). As a consequence, the multi-cultural and multi-ethnic character of Mto
wa Mbu (and Kigongoni) also developed as a collective self-ascription of the
‘Swahili’ peri-urban and urban dwellers in opposition to the Maasai living in
the surrounding rangelands (Arens 1979). Today, the spatial and ethnic charac-
teristics of the greater area remain fundamentally similar and daily commuting
reproduces on a daily basis associations between the rural as ‘Maasai’ and the
urban as ‘non-Maasai’, which makes ethnicity a very important component in
determining the local economy.

2. Literally ‘socialist village’, created during the socialist period in Tanzania to address the
y £ g
problem of scattered settlements in relation to provision of services.



Chapter One

BECOMING MAASAI IN TANZANIA:
THE RISE OF MAASAI ETHNIC IDENTITY
AND THE MAASAI TRADER IN THE MARKET
ECONOMY

Introduction

This first chapter reconstructs the history of the evolution of Maasai ethnicity in
Tanganyika/Tanzania from precolonial time to market liberalisation. Monetisa-
tion and commoditisation policies during colonial and postcolonial socialist
phases are the primary focus as meaningful arenas in the economic history of
Tanzania (and Africa) in which processes of Maasai identity production are
embedded. Market liberalisation is often deemed to be the historical reference
of the ‘encounter’ of the Maasai with the market economy, assuming as a result
the two realms, i.e. Maasai ethnicity and the market, to have been fundamentally
disconnected prior to market liberalisation. With original archival data, this
chapter shows the role of resistance in strengthening Maasai ethnic identity,
making ‘the market’ part and parcel of Maasai ethnicity production prior to
market liberalisation. This longer timeframe of the encounter with the market
economy sketches a different history of Maasai ethnicity, hence supporting
alternative analyses of the market economy today not as antithetical to Maasai
ethnic identity, as in some contemporary narratives, but rather as a terrain
where the Maasai can even cultivate values connected to their ethnic identity.

Using mostly original historical data® from the British colonial and
post-independence socialist phases in the country as well as few personal
recollections from Maasai elders,” this chapter shows the role of resistance (to
these interventions) in strengthening Maasai ethnic identity. The first effective

3. 'The archival data reported in this article were collected over a period of three weeks in
November 2011 of archival research in the Tanzania National Archive (TNA) in Dar
es Salaam and one week in December 2011 in the Arusha Tanzania National Archive

(ATNA) in Arusha.

4. 'These recollections were recorded in the village of Losirwa (Monduli district, Arusha
region) and in the city of Arusha in the period November 2010 to December 2012.
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policies of monetisation and commoditisation implemented by the British
administration affected ‘the Maasai’ by triggering the very ideas of ‘Maasainess’
and ‘Maasai tribe’ which were fluid and blurred concepts prior to European
rule. These processes, however, occurred not in the way envisioned by Euro-
pean administration — ethnic identity emerged as a result of resistance rather
than adherence to the objectives set by administrators towards the projects of
monetisation and commoditisation.

Post-independence socialist policies, implemented in continuity with
colonial policies, on the one hand strengthened geographical and economic
marginalisation of the Maasai (strengthening as a result the feelings of ethnic
belonging) and, on the other, prompted the first Maasai individuals to search
for cash profit by exploiting the commoditising potential of livestock. After
decades of rejection of the values connected to the sphere of the market, the
implementation of the new neoliberal agenda in Tanzania as in much of Sub-
Saharan Africa in general changed Maasai people’s attitudes towards the domain
of money and trade.

The involvement of the Maasai in broader market networks has been
considered before in existing rich historical accounts (Hodgson 2001; Hughes
20006), yet not as a key driver for the emergence and strengthening of the
sense of (Maasai) ethnic identity. By retracing the history of the Maasai, this
chapter also purports to offer a different analysis of contemporary dynamics
of integration between the pastoral and the ‘cash economy’ which has become
a primary preoccupation after the implementation of the market liberalisation
package for researchers and development workers concerned with the wellbe-
ing of the Maasai and other east African pastoral groups (Fratkin 2001; Little
1985; Smith 1999; Zaal 1999).

The involvement in the market or cash economy is often assumed to be
a product of neoliberal policies of market liberalisation which in East Africa
occurred in conjunction with an overall worsening of economic conditions for
pastoralists (McPeak and Little 2006). Lack of accurate historical knowledge of
the relationships between the history of Maasai ethnicity in its ideas and practices
and market interventions prior to market liberalisation may have generated
the perception that market involvement had a marginal role for the evolution
of Maasai ethnic identity prior to market liberalisation. This conception may
have been heightened by a particular approach, having become popular in the
1960sand 1970sas part of international conjunctions that made use of Marxists

concepts for the analysis of East African pastoralist groups, and labelled them
as ‘pre-capitalists’ (Rigby 1985, 1992; Schneider 1979).
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As will emerge in this chapter and the next two, market participation
and Maasai ethnic identity coexist and may even reinforce each other today in
Tanzania. This goes against an overall narrative of ‘change as loss’ in the litera-
ture on the post-market liberalisation integration between livestock and cash
economy, where ‘change’ refers to (supposedly growing) market participation,
and ‘loss’ refers to a fading away of ideas, practices and institutions connected
to Maasai ethnicity. This chapter provides a longer historical timeframe of the
involvement of the Maasai in the market which accounts too for monetisation
and commoditisation policies during the colonial and socialist phases in the
country. Resistance by the Maasai to these interventions therefore is not to be
conceived of as separation from the market but rather as part and parcel of the
processes triggered by market liberalisation, starting in the 1980s.

After an initial review section that embeds the emergence of the category
of Maasai ethnicity in the broader context of African economic and political
history, I turn to original historical records from the colonial and postcolonial
socialist phases to disentangle and scrutinise events that strengthened Maasai
ethnic identity through resistance (to the sphere of marketisation) while con-
currently preparing the terrain for the Maasai to become active market actors
with the implementation of the neoliberal agenda.

The ‘birth of the Maasai’ in African economic and political history

Involvement in the market economy has been an objective of vital importance
for pre- and post-independence administrations and governments throughout
the Sub-Saharan African continent. In both British and French, West, East
and Southern Africa, processes of economic change worked towards increas-
ing exports of African produce for overseas markets, increasing extraction of
taxes from locals (to be paid in money) and commoditisation of labour and
land (Berry 1993: 22; Ellis and Biggs 2001). The changes African peasants
underwent as a consequence of the imposed projects of monetisation and pro-
duction for export need to be looked at not as a ‘revolution’ that transformed
subsistence agriculture and pastoralism into commercially-oriented enterprises
but rather as a series of micro-adjustments and adaptations to changing situa-
tions that Africans faced, in some cases prompted, throughout history (Guyer
1995). This set of transformations and adaptations triggered by monetisation
and commoditisation resulted in a state of instability — also a consequence of
convergences between the international and local dynamics and patterns of
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trade — and consequently engendered struggles over the terms of exchange and
social and collective identities (Berry 1995: 308).

One major transformation that occurred in the Tanganyikan territory
during the European rule was the institution of ‘tribes’, based geographically
in their respective ‘homeland(s)’, through which colonialists had envisaged
controlling a vast territory with the so-called ‘indirect rule’ system (Chachage
1988; Coulson 1982; Hodgson 2001; Iliffe 1979). This was a project of social
engineering based on a fictitious concept of tribe that did not exist in reality;
instead, as Chachage (1988: 220) argues, what colonialists did was to ‘pick’ the
social and cultural elements of different groups (now categorised as ‘tribes’) that
were not subversive to the colonial project, and manipulate them for the sake
of creating an apparatus of governance functional to the ‘colonising mission’.

Unsurprisingly, the indirect rule system engendered ‘unintended con-
sequences (Berry 1995: 307) (i.e. unintended to European administrators),
in that it created or affected forms of human organisation that in some cases
proved hostile to their objectives. In the case of the Maasai, indirect rule con-
tributed to produce the very idea and concept of Maasai ethnic identity and
Maasainess as clearly bounded, but failed to achieve the goals of monetisation
and commoditisation that had been set as objectives of the indirect rule itself
— in fact, it achieved the opposite result, i.e. opposition to the set objectives.

Prior to the institutionalisation of the ‘Maasai tribe’, the ideas of and
boundaries between Maasai and non-Maasai had been much more blurred and
unclear. In fact, because of the uncertainties of the environment, people ‘moved’
along a continuum between agriculture, hunting-gathering and pastoralism
which also meant substantial interaction and mutual assistance between dif-
ferent groups living in different environmental niches. Blurred boundaries in
terms of livelihood corresponded to blurred boundaries in terms of identity.
Hence, for instance, pastoralist Maasai could ‘become’ hunter-gatherer Dorobo
(or agriculturalist Arusha) and vice versa, depending on environmental circum-
stances (Bernsten 1980, 2006; Galaty 1982; Spear and Waller 1993; Waller
1976, 1985, 1988; Waller and Sobania 1994).

All these groups were not unfamiliar with trade, exchange and marketing,.
Maasai used to barter ivory, which they obtained from Dorobo, and livestock
with coastal traders in order to obtain cloths, metal, beads and guns (Kerven
1992). Women too were in close trading relationships with the caravaneers
with whom they bartered donkeys in exchange for cloths and beads (Gulliver
1965; Kerven 1992). Other exchange and trading networks existed between
Maasai, Meru, Chagga and Arusha. Arusha people seemed to have inhabited
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an ‘agricultural island” completely surrounded by Maasailand (Gulliver 1965:
432) and an important market was established on the outskirt of present-day
Arusha (at a location called Sanguwezi) where Maasai women offered livestock
products (e.g. milk, goat skins) to obtain tobacco, cereals, honey and gourds
(Gulliver 1965: 434).

With the institutionalisation of tribes, the ‘Maasai tribe’ became an
administrative category and those who were labelled as Maasai were confined
within geographical boundaries in the Maasai Reserve and targeted chiefly as
pastoralists (Hodgson 2001). Boundaries so ill-conceived by the administrators
had the result of creating the very idea of Maasainess itself, which did not exist
before. It was now much easier to target ‘the Maasai’ with a set of interven-
tions, namely, to use monetisation, taxation and the regulation of the market
as instruments for boosting production, in this case of livestock, for the interest
of the administrators (Hodgson 2001).

Partly devised as a strategy to cope with lack of financial means in
administering a vast territory, the indirect rule came to be commonly used
by the British administration in other parts of Sub-Saharan Africa too, and it
impacted on existing struggles for resources such as land and labour among
Africans (Berry 1993: 24). The clash between existing competition for resources
and the new forms of organisation devised by the indirect rule generated read-
justments and rearrangements that in some instances took the form of novel
identities, social roles and ‘invented tradition’ (Iliffe 1979; Ranger 1983) that
became instrumental to Africans themselves in accessing resources. As Berry

(1993: 32) argues:

[TThe effect of indirect rule was neither to freeze African societies into pre-
colonial molds, nor to restructure them in accordance with British inventions
of African tradition, but to generate unresolvable debates over the interpretation
of tradition and its meaning for colonial governance and economic activity.

The ‘Maasai’ were ‘born’ as a project of governing within the broader design of
the indirect rule — a project that succeeded in defining social and geographi-
cal boundaries between Maasai and non-Maasai hence strengthening ethnic
differences, which began to be felt by the people themselves. The unexpected
or ‘unintended’ (Berry 1995: 307) result of this strengthened ethnic Maasai
identity, however, was that those who had ‘become’ Maasai, as will be seen
in the next section, resisted and opposed the most important component of
the British administration’s plan, namely full integration into their model of
monetary economy.
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Monetisation and taxation: Resistance and identity in colonial Tanganyika

After a brief and uneven parenthesis of German rule in the territory, the be-
ginning of British rule marked the beginning of a comprehensive project of
governance of which taxation and marketing policies were a core component.
Such a project was facilitated by the circumstances of the Tanganyikan territory
at the time: it had just slowly, and with great difhculty, overcome the terrible
consequences of the great famine in the 1890s, caused by the intersection of
different natural calamities including the spreading of livestock diseases such
as smallpox and rinderpest (Waller 1988). Fosbrooke (1948: 11) described this
period, which coincided roughly with the German administration, as a time
of ‘great upheaval’ for the Maasai of Tanganyika. He reported that, during this
time (1890-1920), the political organisation of the Maasai made of alliances
and affiliations between different clans and sections broke apart.

Taking advantage of this situation, the British administrators meant to
forge the kind of governed subjects and categories that would be instrumental
to their project of boosting production. That included the obligation placed
on the population to contribute actively to the development of the nation
by creating agricultural and livestock surpluses to put on the international
market. The economic measures employed by British rule, such as taxation,
market regulation and licensing, were in fact measures that had the goal of
‘training’ Africans to embrace commoditisation and ‘protect’ themselves from
supposedly deleterious practices such as barter. Eventually, through taxation
and marketing policies, the British administration envisioned the creation of
a kind of ‘economic citizenship’ (Roitman 2007), to be achieved through the
alignment of locals to the administration’s objectives and policies.

Unsurprisingly, taxation and marketing policies encountered the op-
position of many sections of the population right from the outset. Practices
not aligned to the policies and instructions provided by the administration
were labelled as unlawful behaviour to be suppressed. A first taxation reform
was proposed in the 1922 in an explanatory memorandum (7 February, Dar
es Salaam) by the British attorney general Sir L.H. Elphinstone, who argued
for replacing the old and outdated German taxation system, established in
1907 and consisting of the ‘industries tax’, ‘trade licenses’ and ‘opening fees’,
with a new set of ordinances, i.e. ‘profit tax’, ‘trade licensing’ and ‘pedlars and
livestock dealers ordinance’.” The proposal was inaugurated with much praise
by local administrators, even though it soon became evident, as the Chamber

5. Explanatory memorandum. In Pedlars and livestock dealers ordinance 7091 Vol I and

II, AB 1057, TNA.
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of Commerce in Dar es Salaam argued, that ‘there will always be a certain
section whose aims and objects are to evade taxation in any form’.® Livestock
keepers especially would

plead fabulous and mythical losses by death from rinderpest or east coast fever;
others, no doubt, knowing that their ‘turn over” in animals would ultimately
be checked by the numbers quoted in their stock movements permits, by as-
sessors, would take infinite pains to avoid obtaining any permits and increase
the existing menace of ‘cattle-running’.”

Targeted as pastoralists, the Maasai had to become ‘livestock producers’ to
contribute to the export economy. Overgrazing and overstocking leading to
environmental degradation became the core discourse instrumental in the co-
lonial efforts to establish an extensive system of taxation on livestock payable in
cash, which was normally acquired by pastoralists through the sale of livestock.
A first attempt to introduce a tax on stock had been made by the Germans in
1919. A letter dated 8 December 1919 from the administrator of German East
Africa was sent to the government house in Nairobi to coordinate and advocate
for a tax to be imposed on stock in Maasailand. Speaking on behalf of the of-
ficer in charge of the Maasai Reserve, the colonial administrator argued that a
tax on Maasai stock in the German colony would not be easily imposed unless
the British colonial administration took the same measure in Maasailand in its
territory.® The same year the Stock Ordinance was gazetted and introduced the
stock tax which was to be paid in coins or notes. The attempt and intention
to encourage the use of money rather than livestock was clear: while payments
in livestock were allowed in cases of necessity, the taxpayer choosing to pay
in kind (i.e. livestock) rather than cash was to bear the cost of converting his
livestock into money.’

Parallel to the project of monetisation were patronising discourses and
attitudes of administrators who emphasised the attachment of the Maasai to
livestock and the need for change through ‘educating’ the Maasai on the use
of money. Henry Fosbrooke, who had served as assistant district officer in the
Masai district, for instance mentioned an ‘intense conservativism’ and ‘resent-
ment of change’ (Fosbrooke 1948: 11) on the side of the Maasai, caused by

6. Ordinance to provide for the licensing of pedlars and livestock dealers. In Pedlars and
livestock dealers ordinances 7091 Vol I and II, AB 1057, TNA.

7. Acting chief veterinary officer, 18 June 1923. In Pedlars and livestock dealers ordinanc-
es 7091 Vol I and II, AB 1057, TNA.

8 December 1919. In, 2534/192, AB 108, TNA.
9.  The stock ordinance 1919. In, 2534/192, AB 108, TNA.
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the severe losses they had suffered as a consequence of the outbreak of livestock
diseases at the end of the nineteenth century and the consequent ‘sentimental’
attachment to the animals they had been able to regain after the outbreak. In
1933, Baxter, the Maasai district officer, opposed and rejected the proposal to
collect a tax in the Maasai district in kind rather than money (due to a scarcity
of the latter in the colony at the time), arguing that such a payment method
would be a

retrogressive step and would militate against the chances of success of my
present policy of education in the uses of money. The Maasai must learn to
use money and learn soon. His need of money to pay tax is a main incentive
at the moment to induce him to bring his cattle in person to an auction where

he sells for cash and is introduced to the mysteries of competition in prices (in
Hodgson 2001: 68).

Taxes on stock payable in cash became a controversial issue from the start of the
encounter of Tanganyikan territory with European rule, and historical records
report some striking conflicting views among administrators (both German
and British) themselves.'® The feasibility of the collection of the tax was even-
tually put into serious doubt — the administrators had to deal with at times
insurmountable obstacles, such as the difhiculty of identifying the ownership of
livestock, which was always shared among many different individuals.'' Also,
the constant breaking of the boundaries of the Maasai reserve during collec-
tion time made it impossible for administrators to track the movements of the
livestock that Maasai moved to neighbouring districts as passive resistance to
the taxation measures (Hodgson 2001: 55).

Unlike taxation policies, the efforts to control livestock marketing
gained better results, since the control of sales did not involve keeping records
of livestock in the homesteads and the difficulties related to this. Initially, the
strategies employed were quota permitsand a closer control over the movements
of livestock, with the objective of regulating supply and demand in different
areas. In the 1942, for instance, the director of veterinary services in Mpwapwa
proposed the appointment of a Livestock Controller who would be in charge
of overseeing livestock marketing and ensure that restrictive measures of sales

10.  Historical records on the proposal to introduce a cattle tax span several decades, from the
last period of German rule (2534/192, AB 108 TNA) to the British administration and
almost to the end of the pre-independence period (1950s) (22183, TNA).

11. Cattle tax (1940), 22183, TNA.
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outside markets were complied with."> During the First and Second World
Wars, however, demand for meat rose dramatically and the Maasai, as well as
other pastoralist groups in East Africa such as the Samburu in Kenya (Kerven
1992), were targeted as major suppliers by the administrators. Compulsion was
needed to boost livestock production' and continued to be the main strategy of
administrators, even after the end of the Second World War, this time justified
by the rise in demand among the African population.'

Compulsion accompanied disincentives for the Maasai to partake in
alternative circuits of exchange and trade, which were labelled as ‘illegal” and
‘illicit’ (magendo) as opposed to ‘official’ market channels (balali). An ‘ethic of
illegality’ (Roitman 2006) was established by administrators, who placed locals
and their on-the-ground practices outside the domains of law and morality
they (the administrators) had themselves set up. While on the Kenyan side of
the border these networks of ‘illicit” and ‘illegal’ trade were slowly taken over
by Maasai traders who replaced Somalis (Kerven 1992: 34), in Tanganyika,
the creation of the Maasai district had had the effect of spatially and politically
isolating the Maasai (Hodgson 2001).

Such isolation led to a lack of opportunities for Maasai themselves to
enter the livestock market as active (though ‘illegal’) agents, as had happened
in Kenya, allowing instead others such as Chaga, Arusha and Somalis to exploit
such opportunities. In 1950, for instance, the veterinary officer of the North-
ern Province (approximately today’s Arusha region) complained that a large
amount of the livestock trade in the Ngare Olmontonyi market was in fact
Maasai livestock bought in south Maasailand by Chaga and Arusha traders who
would resell it in the Arusha district markets and Weruweru market in Moshi.
Chaga and Arusha traders along with Somalis apparently had control of the
whole marketing network in the Northern Province and as far as Namanga at
the border with Kenyan Maasailand (i.e. Kajado)." Chaga, Arusha and Somalis
traders even tried to create their own associations and advocated on their own
behalf. For instance, they asked for the cancellation of the five per cent tax on
cattle purchased, measure which had been introduced extraordinarily during

12.  Appointment of a livestock controller for Tanganyika territory. In, Establishment of
operation of livestock control in Tanganyikan territory, 30666, Vol 11, TNA.

13.  See 5 Dec. 1945. In, Markets, Northern Province, 25014, TNA and 17 Sept. 1945. In,
Markets, Northern Province, 25014, TNA.

14. Markets, Northern Province, 25014, TNA.

15.  Cattle imports — Northern Province. In, Veterinary — livestock markets general, V 1/9

1955-65, TNA.
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the war.'® No records are to be found of attempts in the same direction among
the Maasai pastoralists at the time in Tanganyika.

Instead, Maasailand continued to be the main area whence most live-
stock trade came. This fact had been already underlined by Fosbrooke who
wondered, rhetorically, whether other tribes in Tanganyika had contributed
more to the cattle export than the Maasai and whether the awareness of the
‘economic value’ of cattle had been growing deeper in other tribes than among
the Maasai (Fosbrooke 1948: 49). Such a state of affairs was protracted up to
the end of the British rule in the territory, a fact confirmed by the letters of
complaint written repeatedly by district administrators and veterinary officers
who called for timely interventions to stop the ‘loss of revenues’ from ‘illegally’
sold cattle in Maasailand."”

Postcolonial continuities and the first Maasai traders

'The objective of the British rule to enmesh the Maasai into the monetary
economy had isolated the Maasai spatially and politically, and Maasai were
experiencing the monetary economy limited to their role as producers and
sellers. On the other hand, the isolation did have the effect of fostering a highly
ethnic-based identity that did not embrace values connected to money, trading
and commoditisation.

During the post-independence period in the 1960s and before the
neoliberal turn in the 1980s, livestock trading, for instance, was considered by
Maasai a shameful business. Those few individuals, often the poorest in terms
of stock, who engaged in livestock trading as a form of income generation were
deprecated for trading cattle in exchange for money and for carrying pouches
where they used to keep the cash obtained from sales.'® Maasai traders (i/jirusi,
adaptation from the Swahili word mchuuzi, i.e. peddler) were particularly tar-
geted by warriors as subjects of derision and parody, as they were considered
cowards for obtaining cattle through money rather than by raiding, which was
a prideful activity and a rite of passage for any young male to be considered a
real warrior."” Traders had also to bear the humiliation of being denied food

16. 25 March 1961. In, Cattle imports — Northern province. In, Veterinary — livestock
markets general, V 1/9 1955-65, TNA.

17.  Illicit movement & marketing of cattle. In, Cattle imports — Northern province. In,

Veterinary — livestock markets general V' 1/9 1955-65, TNA.
18. Personal recollections of a Maasai elder, interview with the author, Arusha.

19. Ibid.
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during their journeys to purchase cattle to resell it in markets.” Food shar-
ing among Maasai being such an important part of ethnic reproduction and
identity, it is easily understood how livestock trading was deemed a disgraceful
and degrading business among Maasai people at the time.

With independence in 1961, the socialist model (Ujamaa) became the
drive of the newly-formed independent Tanganyika (to become Tanzania after
the annexation of Zanzibar in the 1964). Similarities and continuities between
the colonial administration and the new socialist policies were striking, with
increased productivity in agriculture and animal husbandry (the latter through
mostly ranching associations) as the main objective of the newly formed inde-
pendent Tanganyikan state (Hodgson 2001: 153). The relationships between
the new independent state and pastoralists continued to be played out to a great
extent within on the one hand the battle against ‘illegal’ trading and, on the
other, taxation policies. The ‘loss of revenues’ that resulted from the spreading
of sales outside the ‘legal’ circuits of state-controlled markets continued to be
a primary concern of district councillors again (as in the pre-independence
period) on the assumption that ‘illicit’ trade was detrimental to the provision
of services for the development of the livestock sector.

On the eve of and during the first years after independence, selling cattle
outside cattle markets in Maasailand was a very common ‘offence’. In 1964,
6,871 sales were recorded in the Masai district by the district administration
against roughly 33,000 sales of heads of cattle recorded in 1960. Such a drop
was not due to an actual decrease of sales but to the increase in illegal trading
outside markets. For the year 1965 the Masai district acting executive officer
(and future prime minister) Sokoine estimated the number of heads of cattle sold
outside markets as high as 50,000. That the situation was getting out of control
was clear from the dramatic drop in revenues collected from markets which in
only four years (from 1965 to 1968) went from Shs137,498 to Shs96,023.#!

Perhaps the most significant operation carried out by the socialist state
that heightened the spatial marginalisation of the Maasai was the ‘villagisation’

scattered settlements, improve the provision of health, education and other
services, and enact the visions of rural development. Just as in the rest of Tan-

20. Personal recollections of a Maasai elder and former i/jirusi, interview with the author,
Losirwa village.

21.  Kiasi cha ngombe wauzwao minadani, 3 Oct. 1964. In, Livestock markets, MON / V.
1/9/ Vol. 1, ATNA.
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zania, villagisation schemes also affected the former Masai District, which was
split into smaller administrative districts (Hodgson 2001: 158). The splitting
of the Masai District, however, did not lead to actual changes in administration
and resources management, which in (today and then) predominantly Maasai
Monduli District, for instance, continued to be performed under customary
arrangements, regardless of administrative boundaries between villages (Hodg-
son 2001: 158).

The establishment and development of the small town of Mto wa Mbu
in Monduli district is a particularly striking example of how Ujamaa policies
occurred in continuity with colonial policies, and involuntarily (and in spite
of the resettlement schemes) strengthened Maasai ethnic identity by spatially
marginalising Maasai people from the rest of the population. The original
community of Mto wa Mbu dates back to 1935* as an ‘alien’ settlement of
approximately 300 non-Maasai individuals in the heart of Maasailand. Several
waves of migration occurred into Mto wa Mbu between the 1930s and 1960s
from different regions of Tanganyika (Arens 1979: 37).” By the 1960s, Mto
wa Mbu was a bustling multi-ethnic centre with farmers coming from different
regions as well as a community of individuals with a business mentality not

very common in the country at that time.

By the time Arens conducted his research in 1968-69 (Arens 1979:
per cent of the offic