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1po S_Paper, I will present an alternative

olon 1ch to the question, “How should

pastoralists and the state?”

ally, those who study pastoralists

bre state have begun by focusing on

ists. To exaggerate only slightly,

he general. Most often, the focus is
lationship of particular pastoralists

considerable specificity. Such stud-
ften possess What one might call ‘de-

proach attempts a more general, com-
rative view, and is perhaps most com-
ly found in the introduction to ed-
‘ollections. But here too, the com-
son is most often framed in terms of
fying the differences between
s of pastoralists, with a focus on
fying and describing significant
ations in pastoralists’ political, eco-
mic, or social structures. This is usu-
y followed by an attempt at crafting an
ropriate typology and then at creat-
r a reasonable descriptive matrix that
ounts for the variations in the rela-
nships of the particular pastoralists, or
es of pastoralists, in question to “the
" Where the monistic notion of “the

eoples 38: 1996, Bradburd, pp. 37-48

ards an understanding of the
of modern pastoralists: Starting

state” is broken down, it is placed in a
rough descriptive typology: weak or
strong; colonial or not, creating a larger,
more complex matrix.

T would like to propose a different
approach to the problem of pastoralists
and the state. Rather than beginning with
pastoralists or even with particular cases

of pastoralist/state relations, I shall be--

gin with the state as a theoretical con-
struct. Examining the nature of the state
and focusing upon what is entailed in the
process of creating modern nation states
provides a broad framework which lets
us more clearly understand not only the
quidity of pastoralists’ relationships to
the state but the reasons those relations
have the qualities that they do.

In discussing the nature of the state, I
shall primarily cite the work of Charles
Tilly, though my view of nation state for-
mation is also influenced by the group of
historians, sociologists, and political sci-
entists who, over the past 20 years, have
published with him or are identified as
working with him." Given constraints of
space, I will not discuss in detail any of
the historical material which gives tex-
ture to his analysis and, for me at least,
makes it compelling. In effect, Iam com-
bining a series of complex analyses into
a single, linear argument. I do not think
I am doing violence to the work I am
drawing on, but I am certainly simplify-
ing it.
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States and statemaking

Since the mid-1970s, Charles Tilly has
published a series of books and articles
exploring various aspects of the rise of
the modern nation state.2 Moving out-
ward from examining social unrest and
rebellions (what he calls “contention”) in
modern and early modern Europe, Tilly
seems to have been almost inexorably
drawn to confront the question: what are
people rebelling against, and why are they
rebelling? In framing an answer to that
question, over and over Tilly concludes
that the state is the institution against
which people contend. To tell why peo-
ple resist the state, Tilly is forced to
present a very detailed discussion of
what the state is, what it does, and how
it does it. Given his focus on the state, it
is not surprising that Tilly’s account of
the nature of states is far more developed
than any equivalent discussion I have
seen in the context of either studies of

“tribe and state” in the Middle East or

more general works on “the nature and

future of nomadism.” .
In some sense, the central theme of

Tilly’s work is his argument that the

process of nation state formation entailed

an interdependent process linking grow-
ing forces of coercion and violence with

a growing need for and extraction of

wealth. Thus, Tilly suggests that,

Under the general heading of organ-
ized violence, the agents of states charac-
teristically carry on four functions:

1. War making: Eliminating or neutral-
izing their own rivals outside the ter-
ritories in which they have clear and
continuous priority as wielders of

- force

2. State making: Eliminating or neutral-
izing their rivals inside those territo-
ries

3. Protection: Eliminating or neutraliz-
ing the enemies of their clients

4. Extraction: Acquiring the means of

carrying out the first three activitieg .

(Tilly, 1985: 181).

He adds that, “all four depend on the
state’s tendency to monopolize the con.
centrated means of coercion” (1985: 181),

Tilly argues that beginning in the
early modern period, states ang
would-be states needed to project ever
more effective and larger scale forces of
violence in order to survive and prosper,
To project those forces, states needed
more and more revenue, and they
needed that revenue in cash. To over-
come popular resistance to increased
state demands for revenues, to be able to
collect the cash revenue they required,
states needed both new institutional
structures and enhanced armed forces,
Thus, ina very significant way, emerging
modern states were coercive institutions
burdened with ever increasing demands
for revenues, in part necessary to pay for
the structures of violence and coercion
needed to collect that revenue.

Under these conditions, efficient col-
lection of revenue itself became a goal of
states and their agents. This led to a
number of changes in the ways that
states were structured and operated. One
significant shift is the switch from ‘trib-
ute’ to ‘taxation” as the main means of
revenue collection, This switch, in turn,
required quite new political and eco-
nomic structures, including eliminating
those alternative loci of power with tra-
ditional claims to locally produced
wealth that interfered with revenue col-
lection. Tilly thus argues that, “Building
a differentiated, autonomous, centralized
organization with effective control of ter-
ritories entailed eliminating or subordi-
nating thousands of semi-autonomous
authorities...” (1975: 71).

On the one hand this centralization of
control entailed the destruction of inde-
pendent and/ or competing loci of power
within the state. On the other hand, the
move to enhance revenue collection also
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te ariother characteristic histori-
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o tax, from indirect to direct rule,
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to property. Thus, Tilly argues, .
”...capitalists and statemakers col-
laborated in the creation of bourgeois
property: unified, disposable, and
private. In place of fragmented, over-
lapping, multiple claims on the same
land, labour or commuodity there de-
veloped a situation in which, at the
extreme, only two claimants re-
mained: an individual owner and a
taxing state” (193-94).

[ want to stress for a moment the Jogic of

the preceding argument. A series of ele-.

ments in the history of state formation
which are rarely discussed in the studies
of the problem of “tribe and state”

“the problems of pastoralists” - the for-

mation of the nation state and the rise of

bourgeois or private property - are now
linked together as part of the same proc-
ess central to state building.

The next step is straightforward. The
creation of bourgeois property entails the
creation ‘free labour.” Here Tilly argues
(along with Marx and a host of followers)
that the process of the creation of bour-
geois property is accompanied by in-
creasing proletarianization and vice
versa, such that “ .. historically speaking,
proletarianization has linked itself
closely to the coricentration of land and
capital” (1981:183). Tilly also argues that

“Increasing taxation, especially taxa-

tion in cash rather than kind ... di-

verted resources from peasants, land-

iords, and others [and]...it promoted
commercialization of production by
forcing people to market commodi-
ties and labor in order to acquire the

wherewithal for tax payment” (1981:

193).

Thus, we can see that in Tilly’s model

there is an organic linkage of the state,

statemaking, taxation, and proletariani-
zation. As a practical note, Tilly suggests
that 1) “land reforms were especially

_potent in proletarianizing poor farmers,”

and 2) that in the process of proletariani-
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zation, “expropriation of the means of

roduction [that is use of sticks vs. car-
rots] from the producers themselves ... is
.. fundamental” (1981:195). I would sug-
gest that the literature on pastoralists in
southwest Asia records exactly this proc-
ess, though in oil rich nations, land re-
form and enclosure has played a greater
role than taxation.

Applicability of Tilly’s model:
The Iranian example

One may accept or reject the accuracy of
the preceding model’s account of Euro-
pean nation state formation. If one ac-
cepts it, and I do, one still must address
the question: What has this to do with the
problems of pastoralists?

If I am not deluding myself, the an-
swer is this. When we look at the pres-
sures that have affected pastoralists as
problems of pastoralists or of pastoral-
ism, when we look at the difficulties they
have faced in this century and are certain
to face in the next as problems of
pastoralists, or problems of ‘tribe and
state, we largely miss the point. The spe-
cific problems and pressures experienced
by pastoralists are simply instances of a
long-lived, well documented historical
process, which is the linked rise of the
modern nation state and capitalism.

Tilly’s work suggests that the histori-
cal process of nation state formation has
everywhere, entailed the suppression of
independent, local political power; in-
creased commodification of land and la-
bour; increased taxation; closer control of
populations; the attempt to break down
local differences and create a homog-
enized population. It has entailed the
creation of bourgeois property that is
private and clearly bounded,? and it has
entailed increasing proletarianization.
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Beck writes that,

Isee in Tilly’s list of the effects of p,
tion state formation an enumeration 0
the traumas suffered by pastoralists in
southwest Asia and elsewhere. Tribg /
pastoral polities have been destroye,
pastoralists have been disarmed; cop,.
munal property has been ceded to th, §
state through land reform or has beey §
privatized and converted to other use; §
pastoralists have been settled, hay, §
moved to cities, have taken work in o
tields, and have become part of either,
rural or urban proletariat (or a migrato
proletariat moving back and forth be. §
tween the two poles). The commod;. §
fication of labour has meant that where |
local salaries for labourers are high, poor
pastoralists ‘leave the tribe” with numer.
ous attendant consequences.

One might write a very long piece, |
providing a detailed match for each of |
the points drawn from Tilly’s work with |
examples drawn from the literature on
Iranian pastoralists. However, my inten-
tion in this paper is to focus on the over-
view rather than the details. Thus, I will |
quickly sketch the application of Tilly’s |
framework to Lois Beck’s summary of |
the history of the relationship of the
Qashqa’i and the Iranian state (Beck
1990). In a work specifically intended to
set out the relationship of tribe and state, |

“The Qashqa’i were living under
harsh, government-imposed restric-
tions in the 1960s and 1970s. The se-
cret police, the army, gendarmes,
land-reform officials, forest rangers
(who administered pastures), and
other agents of the state kept the
Qashqa’i under surveillance and con-
trol. Mochammed Reza Shah exiled
from Iran or removed from office
their major political leaders, and gen-
darmes disarmed the tribespeople.
State agencies confiscated and con-
trolled access to the land of Qashga’i
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Mgrato ¢ needs. Government ma-
forth b

Aip lé_{tion of the national economy,
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and subsidized prices, dis-
.d the economy of the Qashqga’i,
needed to sell their own meat
dairy products in Iranian mar-
These and other pressures were
ng most Qashga’i to abandon
adic pastoralisrn, settle, and

ature o pt low-paying wage labor and
1y inte ricultural work” (Beck, 1990: 185-
he ove, e

15, T wi ist is essentially a Jocal descrip-
f Tilly’ f the general process. Moreover, a
mary o etailed examination of Beck’s

would show that elements of the
qa'i tribe/state relationship not
merated in the preceding paragraph
 closely exemplify aspects of Tilly’s
del. For example, Tilly suggests that
tates seek to create homogeneous
opulations, they move to break down
The se linguistic diversity, often using a national
tional system as an element in this
cess (see above). Beck reports that, for
e Qashqga'i,

‘angers
3}, and

:pt the “The state did provide education to
d con- ~‘many areas, but the language used
exﬂ‘ed and models offered were those of a
office | Persian controlled Iran. The lesson of

d gen- education was to direct the attention
eople. "1of youths outside their tribal, ethnic,
d con- and regional communities. Many
shqga'i educated young men sought jobs
away from home” (Beck,1990: 208).
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Additional examples would only rein-
force my point: Activities and processes
that appear to be attacks on their way of
life to pastoralists and tribesmen are,
within a larger context, part of the gen-
eral process of nation state-formation.

The long range impact on pastoralists
and tribespeople of this process of creat-
ing a nation state is apparent. In the Ira-
nian case, the recent history of
pastoralists is one of decline in both the
absolute and relative number of
tribespeople within Iran’s borders. Tap-
per suggests that during the 19th century
there were between 1.5 and 3 million
‘tribesmen’ in Iran, comprising as much
as 25%, and perhaps more, of the total
population (1983: 18). Tapper further
notes that by the 20th century tribesmen
represented less than 10% of the total
population. The most recent figures [
have seen {Organization for Nomadic
People in Iran, 1993: 15) claims a popu-
lation of 1.2 million nomadic pastoralists
representing 2.5% of the total national
population. Further, while pastoral
populations once had a political, eco-
nomic and social prominence that was at
least representative of their numbers,
pastoralists in Iran are currently a rem-
nant, devoid of political power. No ma-
jor role is projected for them in the coun-
try’s economic future (Organization for
Nomadic People in Iran, 1993, Beck
1990). In short, the processes of nation
state formation are directly linked to the
decline of Jranian pastoralism.

It is, of course, quite apparent that
much state pressure on Iranian
pastoralists has been directed at their
political rather than their economic struc-
ture. That is, the state’s attack has been
motivated more by a desire to destroy
rival loci of power than to stamp out the
raising of sheep and goats. However, I
would argue that Iranian pastoralism has
many features which make problematic
its coexistence with a nation state. These
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features include communal ownership
and usufruct of pasture within pastoral
communities; sequential use of and
rights to the same pasture by members of
different communities - Barth’s “il rah”
(1960); the ability to move to avoid taxa-
tion, conscription, or other state pres-
sures (Irons 1974); the difficulty and cost
that movement entails for the provision
of state services, particularly education
which, as we have seen, is often a key-
stone of the state’s program for homog-
enization of its population; potential

competition for or encroachment on ag- -

ricultural land; and so on.

The implications of Tilly’s model
for pastoralists and the study of
_pastoralists

Tilly’s model suggests that the develop-
ment and expansion of nation states fol-
lows a common pattern. Rulers seek the
ends outlined above, and they work to-
wards achieving those ends. Elsewhere,
in sections of his work that I will not dis-
cuss here, Tilly argues that the processes
of nation state formation are not peace-
ful. States” consolidation of their control
over their domains requires coercion,
and this in turn sparks resistance.
Despite the intentions of rulers, na-
tion states do not simply develop in ways
the state or its agents plan; local resist-
-ance shapes the trajectory of state forma-
tion in a variety of ways.” At the same
time, the central burden of Tilly’s argu-
ment is that those who create nation
states and consolidate their control over
them do so through their ability to
project greater amounts of coercive force
than their rivals. While rulers may be
concerned with the costs of forcing com-
pliance, they still attempt to have their
way.
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In Iran, the attempt at building a na
tion state has led to the decline of pastq.
ralism and tribalism and a reduction o §
power and independence for manyf'
pastoralist social formations. Can ope §
generalize from this?

For the Middle East and Southweg; |
Asia as a whole, it seems that the Iranjay |
case is not atypical. While significan; }
variations in pohcy are to be found, |
throughout the region developing natiop, §
states have limited the autonomy of pas.
toral and tribal peoples.’ For the study of
pastoralists as a whole, the significan; §
question is the degree to which one cap |
generalize from what has happened iy ¢
the Middle East and Southwest Asia.

There are good reasons to believe that |
political and economic circumstances in
the Middle East and Southwest Asia |
have conditioned aspects of nation state
development in ways that are distinctive,

First, states with huge oil wealth and
relatively low populations have pro-
vided those rulers who have been able to
consolidate control over their territories
with unmatchable resources. Where, in |
the process of contention between a cen-
tralizing force and peripheral loci of |
power, the centre has access to and con-
trol over substantial oil revenues, it pos-
sesses the enormous potential to 1) arm
itself and its clients; 2) buy off competi-
tors; and 3) provide patronage for ele- }
ments of the larger population (through,
e.g. roads, jobs, schools, medical care)

‘without raising revenues through taxa-

tion. In the Middle East this had pro-
vided successful centralizing rulers with
a striking competitive advantage vs.
other contenders for power. ;
Second, from the end of World Warll
until the collapse of the Soviet Union, the
Middle East was a key arena of direct and
indirect East/West conflict. As a result,
many of the region’s states became active
clients of one of the super powers whom
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line of erved as proxy combatants.

o, they received from their
jes and qualities of mili-
ai in excess of that avail-
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ilitary hardware per se,
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i e s s -
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abilities to project coercive

thus providing them very effec-
ns for reducing opposition.

sme degree, the combination of

:p tpjin‘eq Hons of great local wealth and
bs i s1a. ccéss to external patrons ap-

elleve th é to the Middle East. During
Tistances

ght of the Cold War, nations such

ia‘and Ethiopia may have had
o external military support, but
n'remained poor. By contrast,

f}\flealth a had the wealth but did not have

ave pr ccess to military goods enjoyed
een E.’lble line Middle Eastern states. Thus,
territori

uite likely that pastoral com-
in the Middle East have, in fact,
pact of nation state formation
harply than have pastoral commu-
iri poorer or less strategically sig-
tstates.

i, in turn, raises the question of

competi er the difference in impact is an
e for ele ing one, or whether the unique
(through ation of geopolitical and eco-
tcal care) ic forces found in the Middle East
1gh taxa: simply created a situation in which
had pro- rocess of nation state formation has

more accelerated there than it has
enin miany other regions that are
ands to pastoralists.

[C? Warll answer to this question is, of
nion, the irse, an historical one. Time alone will
trect and ell whether poorer states with less de-
ar ESI}If, ped forces of coercion will deal with
e active ir ‘pastoralists as has Iran or other
s whom

cglle Eastern states. Nonetheless, I
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strongly suspect that what has happened
in the Middle East will happen elsewhere
as well. There are several reasons to think
that this is so.

Tilly’s model was specifically cast in
terms of European nation states: It was
an attempt to account for the historical
circumstances observable there. How-
ever, it seems that one does not find a
new, different kind of relationship be-
tween centralizing Middle Eastern rulers
and the peripheral economic and politi-
cal loci within their borders. One only
finds that the particular political and eco-
nomic conditions that define the region
provided Middle Eastern states the eco-
nomic and military power to consolidate
their control more rapidly than they oth-
erwise might. The fact that the process of
nation state development in the Middle
East closely paralleled the process in
Europe suggests to me that, all things
being equal, Tilly is describing the proc-
ess of nation state development.

Thus, I would argue that the process
of nation state formation in the Middle
East follows the pattern described for
Europe, and that pastoralists or tribal
peoples within the borders of Middle
Eastern states faced the same processes
of integration into these states as did re-
gional, ethnic, economic, religious, or
other definable groups during the con-
struction of nation states in Europe. From
that, I would also argue that one might
expect that developing nation states in
other regions of the world will follow a
similar trajectory of centralization with
similar impact on their pastoral
populations.

As this process takes place, it is im-
portant to remember that state pressures
are not generally moves against
pastoralists per se. It is vital that those of
us who study pastoralists understand
that what appear to be attacks on “our”

.peoples are not simply that. Historical
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and anthropological literature from all
over the world clearly shows pressures
for the destruction of communal prop-
erty and for the promotion of private
property, for linguistic integration, for
the reduction of independent ethnic or
“tribal” enclaves, and for the extension of
fully monetized and commoditized eco-
nomic relations, for the reduction of al-
ternative loci of power.'® Thus, rather
than asking why there are state pressures
on pastoralists, a more reasonable ques-
tion might be, are there any aspects of the
pastoral adaptation that make it less
likely to suffer from these pressures? The
two that come most strikingly to mind

are private ownership of herds and the -

occupation of lands that are truly mar-
ginal to agricultural production. The
former condition provides the opportu-
nity for at least some pastoralists to be-
come entrepreneurial simple commodity
producers, finding successful niches
within their national economies. The lat-
ter condition means that direct state or
market pressure on the pastoral economy
based on their displacement from com-
munal property may occur more slowly
than it does in those regions in which
land resources are considered more valu-
able for non-traditional than for tradi-
tional use,"*

Nonetheless, the central points of this
paper, and the points with which 1
choose to close, are 1) because they are
caught in the process of nation state for-
mation, pastoralists, like other groups
with established local identities, tradi-
tional economies, political or ethnic iden-
tities, are likely to continue to experience
significant pressures on their traditional
ways of life as developing nation states
create themselves; and 2)understanding
the fate of pastoralists requires under-
standing the nature of the processes in
which they are enmeshed: Pastoralists
are part of history.
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(1) See particularly, Bowles and Gintjs':

Notes

(1984); Evans, Rueschemeyer, and |
Skocpol (1985); Ardant (1975); Rokkay |
(1975). T have also found useful Many
(1986); Baechler, Hall, and Mann (1988),
Levi (1988); Giddens (1987); P. Andersqy,
(1974); and Barkey (1994). :
(2) Tilly, it should be clear, never uses th,
term "nation state.” At some points he
uses ‘national state’, but in genera] he
eschews these terms and their many cop.
notations. Nonetheless, it is clear that he
is writing about nation building an( -
state formation and to focus the dis.
course, [ use the term nation state,

(3) See, for example, the theoretical dis.
cussions of the state in the essays in Tap-
per (1983) and Khoury and Kostiner
(1990).

(4) In the context of southwest Asia, the
classic example of this is Midhat Pasha’s
attempts to reorganize land tenure in the
area that comprises portions of modern
Iraq. See, e.g. Fernea (1970); Batatu (1978) |
for discussions of this. |
(5) Barth (1961), Beck (1980, 1981, 1983, |
1986, 1990), Garthwaite (1983a, 1983b), |
Brooks (1983), and others have docu- |
mented the history of the Iranian state’s |
efforts to destroy the political power and
autonomy of larger tribal confederations
of south western Iran like the Qashga’i,
Bakhtiari, and Khamseh. Tapper (1983),
Loeftler (1976, 1978) and Black-Michaud
(1972, 1986) have recounted similar as-
saults on smaller, tribal polities in west-
ern Iran, while Irons (1975, 1994) has |
summarized state encroachments on the
Turkmen in northeastern Iran and
Salzman (1974, 1994) has noted the im-
pact of state pressures on the Baluch in
the south east. Beck’s work on the
Qashga’i has the most detailed discus-
sion of the impact of land reform on ac-
cess to pasture (see especially 1981, 1986,
1990). Barth (1961) provides the classic
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ourse, demonstrates that possession
of great oil wealth and a very large, well
armed military is not absolute guarantee
against successful opposition. Signifi-
cantly, the opposition that toppled the
-Shah's regime was not tribal and the con-
- tention was not a civil war.
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(10) Eric Wolf’s Europe and the People
Without History (1982) provides an exten-
sive bibliography for accounts of aspects
of this process. Interesting accounts that
dwell on portions of this process for
highland South America can be found in
Stern (1988). See the essays in Cooper, et
al. (1993) and the bibliographies therein
for greater coverage of Africa and Latin
America. Smith (1988) and L. Anderson
(1994) provide interesting accounts of
particular cases in South and Central
America respectively. B. Anderson pro-
vides and excellent discussion of the role
of language in nation building (1983).
(11) An extreme case would be the vast
migration into Indian territories follow-
ing recent discoveries of gold in regions
of low land South America. Less extreme
cases involve state supported displace-
ment of swidden agriculturalists by
multi-national forest products compa-

' nies in many areas of mainland and In-

sular South East Asia.
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Résumé

C’est en général la perspective des noma-
des que I"on présente dans les études sur
les relations entre I'Etat et les tribus no-
mades. Partant de propositions théori-
ques concernant la nature de I'Etat cen-
tralisant et modernisant, cette étude es-
saie de montrer que les événements sou-
vent pergus comme symptomes des pro-
blémes existant spécifiquement entre
Etats et tribus ne sont en effet que des
aspects du processus plus général de la
-construction de I’Etat.

Resumen

Tradicionalmente, los estudios sobre |,
articulacién entre némades o sociedade
tribales y el Estado han sido escritos das,
de Ia perspectiva de los némades. La pre.
sente contribucion revierte este foco de
analisis. Comenzando con propuests
téoricas sobre la naturaleza de Estadggs
centralistas y modernizantes, se intent,
mostrat, que eventos, que frecuentemer,.
te han sido tratados como ejemplos de
los “problemas entre tribus y el Estado”,
constituyen mds bien aspectos de proce.
sos mas generales de construccién de]
Estado. A partir de esta perspectiva se
puede comprender mejor lo que ocurre §

University, Potsdam, New York, USA

Dr. Daniel Bradbrud, Associate Professor, Center for Liberal Studies, Clarks

en el terreno,
Oi} :




