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Georg Klute'

" It:seems impossible that nomads and

 states will ever harmonize, State agents
" corisider nomads in general as belliger-
ent, difficult to control, and see their con-
tinuous movements much more as a sort
of offence to the requirements of any
modern state and its rational administra-
tion than as a quest for water and pas-
ture. It is therefore not surprising that
state interventions in nomadic groups
are in most cases attempts at improving
the state’s control over its turbulent citi-
zens, be it through development projects,
sedentarization programs, or even by
military means.

With regard to the nomad-state rela-
tionship, most recent nomadic studies
argue, explicitly or implicitly, that no-
mads become increasingly marginalized.
Nomads are perceived as victims of the
states they are living in. The nomad-state
relationship is characterized by mutual
misunderstandings, lack of comprehen-
sion, and conflicting perceptions in every
respect resulting, at best, in “a hindrance
to any meaningful communication” be-
tween the two parties, as Salih put it
(1990b: 3). It is further argued that no-
madic groups in the incumbent states are
put under immense political pressure
that leads to their economic and/ or po-
litical marginalization and, worst of all,
to their physical extermination. Bourgeot
and Guillaume characterize the actual
situation affecting nomadic societies as a
process of ‘destructuration’, that has
been induced by the states’ policies to-
wards the nomads. Marginalization,
impoverishement, proletarisation, as-
similation, and sometimes even deliber-
ate extinction (genocide) are seen as com-

Jjomadic Peoples 38: 1996, Klute, pp. 3-10

mon features of any actual nomadic so-
ciety in whatever geographical or eco-
nomic context (Bourgeot / Guillaume
1986: 7).

Unfortunately, this negative picture of
the actual situation is true for most no-
madic groups. Many of them, living in
the geographical periphery of their coun-

© tties, are also excluded, wholly or in part,

from the centres of political decision
making. Nomads are described as unable
to cope with decisions imposed upon
them by administrators or development
experts. The reaction of nomads is either
described as refusal, retreat or resistance.

Today, nomadic societies are more af-

fected by the political system of the vari-

ous countries they live in than ever be-

fore, Gast argues. That is why he sug-

gests that future research should be fo-

cused not on the nomadic society itself,
but on the political system in which the

respective nomadic group is ‘encircled’

(Gast 1995).

The image of the nomads as victims of
the state is a recent one, however. There
is a long tradition in the social sciences
that perceives nomads not as passive vic-
tims, but as an active part in the nomad-
state relationship. This tradition, how-
ever, has not been concerned with the
study of nomadic society itself, but
rather with the question of the rise and
formation of the state,

Towards the turn of the last and the
beginning of this century, evolutionist
and cultural historical scholars explained
the origins of the state by basing their
arguments on the conquest theory. This
direction of thought goes back to Ibn

‘Khaldun’s reasoning five centuries be-
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fore. Scholars like Gumplowicz and
Oppenheimer, and, with some modifica-
tions, also Thurnwald and Westermann,
to cite but a few names, claimed that the
formation of the state resulted from the
phenomenon of “Uberlagerung’ (super-
imposition) holding that foreign people,
mainly of nomadic origin, had con-
quered sedentary {agricultural) groups
and ruled over them. They further em-
phasized that the resulting inequality
between conquerors and conquered had
led to a process of centralisation, first to
chieftancies, and later, at least in some
cases, to the formation of the state.? Fur-
thermore it has been argued that nomads
were particularly qualified as state lead-
ers, because for centuries they had been
developing technologies of breeding and
herding. In ahalogy to their abilities as
breeders and herders, nomads were said

to have been the first who had discov-

ered that one could direct human beings
in the same way as animals, be it slaves,
or subjects in a state of nomadic conquer-
ors (Miithlmann 1940: 110-111).

Though the conquest theory is no
longer maintained, the relationship be-
tween sedentary and nomadic groups is
a (potential) cause of conflict and very
often problematic. Khazanov after exam-
ining systematically the relationships
between nomads and the ‘outside
world’, argues that conflicts between
nomadic and sedentary groups ('the out-
side world’) are mainly due to a consti-
tutive feature of nomadic economy, i.e. its
dependence on agricultural products.
Considering the fact that nomadic pro-
duction is highly specialized, nomads are
obliged to deal directly with agricultur-
ists in order to obtain the agricultural
products they need for their subsistence.
The relationship between nomads and
agriculturists, however, can take various
forms, namely: peaceful exchange and
trade, deliberate or forced submission to
a sedentary group, military domination

and exploitation through raids and trib-
utes, or conquest (Khazanov 1983). Any
of the above mentioned forms of rela-
tionship appear only as types of many
relationships existing between nomads
and sedentaries, when considered from
a historical standpoint.

In 1990, ‘Nomadic Peoples’ published
a special issue ‘Pastoralism and the State”
edited by Mohamed Salih (Salih 1990a),
which treated a subject also dealt with in
this volume. In the 1990 issue of ‘No-
madic Peoples’ too the analysis was fo-
cused on the relationship between (no-
madic) pastoralists and the state. One

.may well ask the question, whether it is

necessary to write about a similar topic
in the same journal only some years later.
In contrast to the present volume, how-
ever, ‘Pastoralism and the State’ was ex-
clusively focused on East Africa, examin-
ing specific aspects of the actual relation-
ship between pastoral groups and vari-
ous modern states. Salil’s book is based
on the general idea that pastoral groups
in East Africa are, more often than not,
victims of states and their administrators.
Each of the articles argues, explicitly or
implicitly, that pastoralists are very much
exposed to the risk of economic and/or
political marginalization, because their
genuine interests are supposed to contra-
dict the interests of the state more seri-
ously than those of any other section of
society. ‘Pastoralism and the State” there-
fore is yet another example of the
‘marginalization theory’ type like codes
in line with many recent studies about
nomads or pastoralists.

One of the main reasons why many
studies about pastoralists and nomads
are focused on marginalized groups is
that some scholars, doing field-work in
contemporary nomadic societies, pay
only little attention to the historical di-
mension of the society they study. Such
scholars are mainly concerned with the
situation of teday’s nomads who in fact
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ume is African, there are comparative
examples from Asia and Europe. In spite
of huge differences in the spatial and his-
torical contexts, all the studies have one
point in common, i.e. their historical ap-
proach. They highlight thus both the
dynamics and the various forms of the
nomad-state relationship. It will become
clear, therefore, that nomadic groups in
different parts of the world and at differ-
ent epochs were in some cases conquered
by and in other cases conquerors of
states; in some cases they were incorpo-
rated into and in other cases
marginalized by states.

Victor Azarya's study has a compara-
tive and a historical focus alike. In exam-~
ining various nomadic groups in Africa,
he postulates two opposite (ideal)-types
of nomadic societies: a state-forming or
state-incorporated type on the one hand
opposed to a segmentary-marginal type
on the other hand. Each type shows char-
acteristic but very different features with
regard to social stratification and settle-
ment patterns. Azarya studies the no-
mad-state relationship throughout three
different historical periods, i.e. the
precolonial, the colonial and the
postcolonial period. He demonstrates
that the characteristic features of each of
the two types of nomadic societies, i.e.
the state-forming vs. the marginal type,
basically remained unchanged from the

precolonial time until today. Highly -

stratified nomadic societies, which were
incorporated into precolonial states or
actually founded states themselves, pre-
served their dominant political positions
in the colonial and postcolonial period.
Marginal nomads, on the other hand,
who lived on the margins or beyond
precolonial states, seldom succeeded in
gaining high ranking positions when
confronted with the political changes of
the colonial and postcolonial political

time.
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In order to understand the nomad-
state relationship, Daniel Bradburd sug-
gests that attention should not be focused
on the structures of the nomadic society,
but on the state as a theoretical construct.
His analysis is mainly related to the stud-
ies of Charles Tilly who has analyzed the
processes of the formation of the state
and the emergence of modern nations in
Europe. Bradburd applies Tilly’s theory of
the formation of the state, firstly, to the
nomad-state relationship in Iran and sec-
ondly, to examples in the Middle East,
Southwest Asia and Africa. He suggests
that pressures on contémporary nomads
in Iran and elsewhere solely depend on
the nature of the state in question, i.e. the
modern nation state. Processes of the for-
mation of the modern nation state are
linked to growing forces of coercion and
attempts by the state agents to monopo-
lize violence. These processes include the
elimination of other independent loci of
power existing within the society, be they
nomadic or non-nomadic. Bradburd's fo-
cus is as well theoretical, insofar as he
probes the applicability of Tilly’s model
of the formation of the (European) nation
state to the situation of contemporary
nomads, as well as historical. Nomads
suffer from the pressures brought to bear
upon them by the state because they
have to deal with a specific historical
type of state: the modern nation state. To
use Bradburd’s own words:”pastoralists
are part of history” (Bradburd, this vol-
ume).

Georg Klute examines the period im-
mediately preceding the colonial con-
quest and the installation of the colonial
state in West Africa. His study is based on
the travel account of Heinrich Barth,
complemented by the works of other
European travellers from the second half
of the 19™ century. Though research
about colonialism usually starts with
military conquest, Klute proposes to in-
clude also the period prior to military
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of traditional states, Beck argues that the

invasion in our studies about colonial-
ism, Even at that time there were reac-
tions of various kind, military and politi-
cal, to the expansion of the colonial pow-
ers in West Africa. Klute focuses his atten-
tion on nomadic groups, the Tuareg in
particular, and studies their reactions
under three aspects: knowledge about
Europe and the Europeans; direct reac-
tions; and the influence of the incipient
state to politics in West Africa. Nomadic
groups or polities dominated by groups
of nomadic origin in particular were as-
tonishingly well informed about the
world outside their continent, because it
was they who were engaged in long dis-
tance trade, and as a result, had to look
for information of all kinds. Even long
before military conquest began, nomadic
groups or polities dominated by groups
of nomadic origin were well aware of the
colonial threat and took diplomatic
measures, in order to counter the ad- |
vance of the colonial powers. It is sug-
gested that “the coming of the (colonial)
state” aroused new feelings of national
identity among the Tuareg who until
then were not, at least not to any consid-
erable extent, well organized beyond the
regional level.

Kurt Beck also deals with the colonial
state. He studies the installation of the
Anglo-Egyptian colonial state in North-
ern Sudan and the impact of the military
conquest on nomadic groups. In contrast
to the image of the precolonial nomads as
marginal groups living out of the reach

nomads-of this region were acquainted
with states long before the arrival of the
British. He asserts that nomads were ei-
ther incorporated into states, or they
lived at their margins serving sometimes
as auxiliaries against other nomads. The
new colonial state, however, had an abil-
ity to establish control and to monopolize
violence that none of the preceding states
ever had before. The coming of this new




. was accompanied by an outburst of
oralized violence affecting the no-
s of Northern Sudan and nomadic
ips of the adjacent regions as well. It
only after many years of vehement

colonial- ;

uareg in hits that the colonizers were able to
reactions irie the state of generalized violence
ge about ¢h' their coming had provoked.

Within this process, the Anglo-Egyptian
-olonial state installed a legal and secu-
system foreign to the region. This
ngement restrained violence thus ef-

Nomadic
y groups -

were as- cctively protecting the subjects of the
sout the olonial state and even nomads against
ecause it ° :

long dis-

1to look - 1 the nomadic Fulbe and their relation-

ven long 1 ghip with the colonial and postcolonial
nomadic § = §tate in Borgou (part of contemporary
y groups . Bénin). Following Lombard’s line of ar-
wre of the - gument, Bierschenk suggests that the

_socio-professional groups in Borgou be-

came ‘ethnicized’ and “tribalized” by the
“French colonial administration. Being
“dépendent herders in the precolonial
 period, the Fulbe were transformed into

ho until an independent ethnic group with its

7 consid- own chiefs. Bierschenk's study is particu-
rond the larly focused on the history of a single
family in this century. He shows how
colonial various members of that family managed
n of the to manipulate the colonial and post-
1 North- colonial administrations alike, in order to
military acquire high ranking positions or well
contrast paid posts. Because the Fulbe were rich
mads as in animals and could pay taxes in form
1e reach of money (or animals), they were ex-
that the empted from the bondage of forced la-
uainted bour, unlike many other groups in
al of the Borgou. This is one of the reasons why
were ei- the Fulbe in Bénin are considered lazy
or they and being unable to withstand hard
netimes manual labour, Even though many Fulbe
1ds. The are agro-pastoralists, engaged in agricul-
an abil- tural production and animal husbandry
1opolize as well, the cliché of lazy and physically
1g states weak nomads still lingers in the minds of .
his new the common man in Bénin until today.
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Starting with the dichotomy between
the ‘politics of sameness’ opposed to the
‘politics of difference” which marks one
of the main dilemmas of modern Norwe-
gian politics, Robert Paine analyses the
relationship between Saami reindeer no-
madic pastoralists and the Norwegian
state. Paine characterizes the relationship
between the Norwegian state and the
Saami as a relationship between that of
patron and client. Paradoxically, in this
relationship the patron (the state) is less
informed about the client (the Saami)
than vice versa, In Norwegian society,
Saami pastoralists are but a small minor-
ity possessing certain legal rights ac-
corded to them by Norwegian law. At the
same time, Saami nomadic pastoralists
are a marginalized group exerting little
or no influence at the centre of political
decisions in Norway. The Norwegian
state, on the other hand, finds itself in a
double-bind situation. On the one hand,
it has to respect minority rights accorded
to the Saami, and on the other hand, it
has to treat the Saami in the same way as

_ it treats all other Norwegian citizens.

Dawn Chatty studies the historical
evolution of the nomad-state relation-
ship in the Sultanate of Oman over the
last three decades. She holds that until
the 1960s, the nomadic Harasiis tribe
lived on the margins of the Sultanate
with little or no contact to the state and
its administration. The Harasiis did not
want to get into contact with the ‘outside
world’, and the state was simply not in-
terested in the harsh environment inhab-
ited by the nomads. Things started to
change when petrol was discovered and
exploited in the traditional Harasiis tribal
area. The Harasiis discovered the impor-
tance of a reinforced tribal identity that
could help them in increasing their influ-
ence in the Sultanate, both in political
and economic terms; for in the tribal ar-
eas, oil industries and governmental
projects respectively recruited people on
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the basis of tribal affiliations. When the
government representatives became
more firmly established in the Harasiis
area, however, the tribal identity lost its
importance. The tribesmen learned to
deal directly with government repre-
sentatives. The Harasiis, formerly on the
margins of the Sultanate, became incor-
porated into the state, not on a tribal, but
on an individual level.

Peter Fuchs examines how different
nomadic groups in the Republic of Chad
coped with the civil war which already
started in 1965. In fact, most of the no-
mads reacted to the fighting by mobility,
they simply fled. Others took over lead-
ing positions in the liberation move-

ments. When nomadic groups started to -

join the liberation movements in large
numbers, they also influenced the char-
acter of the fights. The civil war in Chad
became nomadic in character with regard
to warfare tactics. It became also no-
madic, Fuchs argues, because the no-
madic leaders continued their traditional
rivalries within the liberation move-
ments they dominated. Fuchs shows, that
the nomad-state relationship radically
changed during the Chadian civil war.
During the pre-war period, most of the
nomadic groups in Chad were
marginalized, isolated and left alone. The
nomads themselves avoided any con-
tacts with the state whenever feasible.
During the war, nomadic leaders tried to
become incorporated into the state by
conquering high ranking positions and
capturing the state itself, Fuchs concludes
that in the end the nomadic groups in
Chad, though very successful as military
conquerors, wete not able to build up a
state, unless they associated with seden-
tary groups they had conquered before.
In this, Fuchs rejoins Azarya’s argument
who claims that the tendencies with re-
.gard to incorporation vs. marginality of
nomadic groups found in the precolonial

period continued and were ever
strengthened in colonial and postcolonia
times,

The historical approach adopted ir
the contributions to this volume wil
make clear that the relationships between
the nomads and the states are far more
complex than the general idea supposes
which depicts nomads as victims of the
states. Since there is, from a historical
point of view, a large number of similar
cases, future research should systemati-
cally differentiate between various types
of the nomad-state relationship: that of
conflict, that of co-operation between the
two parties, that of incorporation of the
respective nomadic group into the state,
or, finally, that of mutual distance.
Whether the approach in the study of the
nomad-state relationship be more fo-
cused on various types of nomadic soci-
eties, like in Azarya's paper, or, whether
it should start with the focus on the state,
like in Bradburd's paper, depends very
likely on the actual historical cases which
are studied. The nomad-state relation-
ship must be understood, in any case, as
a dynamic process in which each side, i.e,
the nomads and the states, mutually af-
fect the other.,

Notes

(1) I would like to thank Victor Azarya
for comments on earlier drafts of this
paper; I would also like to thank Joseph
N’Kwenti for his help with the English
script.

(2) For an overview see: Khazanov 1984,
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