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90 Mongoha has been undergomg
ss of rapid pohtlcal and economlc

Party. This is aimed at building a
ty parliamentary democracy and
rketeconomy. The pastoral sector plays
1 role in the Mongolian national
y.Inthelate 1980sitgenerated over
;DP and 40 percent of total exports
silt, the attention of reformers is
d in a very direct way on pastoral-
thiS sector of the economy, liberali-

ctives (negdels) and the privatisa-
ir herds. New forms of organisa-
onomiccooperationbetween herd-
erged but there are also individual
 who are reluctant to join any new
re. The paper examines these proc-
concentrating on the economic con-
ices for the organisation of pastoral
on, livestock ownership and man-
nt as well as on some social aspects.
peris based on fieldwork conducted
lember-October 1992 in Dornogov’

{province) in the southern desert-
one of Mongolia, and Arkhangai
1 the central forest/mountain steppe

ollectivisation of the Mongolian
oral economy (1991-92): some
jomic and social consequences

n in the Mongolian pastoral economy in 1991-92 was primarily manifested by the dissolution
cooperatives and the privatisation of herds. New forms of cooperation between pastoralists
me induced by the authorities, others of more grass-root character. This paper examines these
pointing to their economic and social consequences.

Thefirst partof the paper gives a general
historical perspective of the current proc-
ess of decollectivisation. The second part
describes in detail the process of privatisa-
tion, its local dynamics and regional varia-
tions, and discusses some of its currenteco-
nomic and social consequences.

Mongolian pastoralism in the
20th century

Pre-revolutionary périod -1921)

In the early 20th century Mongolia regained
independence from the Chinese Empireand
continued as a feudal-theocratic state. The
old feudal socialand political structure was
preserved and even reinforced, together
with the extraordinarily strong position of
lamaist church. Society was highly strati-
fied with high-ranking feudal lords and
lamas, followed by herders who were their
feudal subjects, and herders who weresub-
jects of the state. Wealth stratification
counted in animals was considerable and
the poorest category of herders worked as
a labour force for the richer herders, lamas
and nobles. The country was divided into
abouta hundred kkoshuus (provinces,akind
offief governed by localfeudal leaders) with
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large areas under the control of lamaist

monasteries. Allocation of land for grazing

within the khoshuu, between thelocal ruler,
monasteries and different local communi-
ties, was in hands of that ruler. Centuries’
old rules of land tenure, which regulated
coordination of grazing movements within
each local community, were still in force.
These rules applied to all except khoshuu
rulers who had a right to go outside the
boundaries and appropriate more conven-
ient pastures. Controlling and policing
functions were vested in theirhands as well.
The subjects of monasteries often violated
theserulesand wandered across the khoshuu
boundaries however, since they were pro-
tected by their masters.

The communist revolution initiated in
1921 wiped out the nobles and the monas-
terial class. By 1931 the communist govern-
menthad abolished all the privileges of the
feudal and church hierarchy, confiscated
their property and distributed their stock
between poor herders. It consequently re-
moved the upper strata, often by force.
Religion and religious ceremonies were
banned. However nothing changed with
respect to the organisation of the pastoral
economy. Wealth stratification decreased
but remained. In 1939, after redistribution
of feudal and monasterial herds, stockless
households amounted to 1.2 percent of all
households (the proportion was 5.3 in the
1924 census), whilemediumand smallhold-
ers households (up to 100 bod?) reached 94.5
percent, and the affluent were only 4.3 per-
cent (Szynkiewicz 1981:26). In 1954 the lat-
ter category rose to 13 percent. Assuming
that the number of 100 bod marked thelow-
est level of economically and ecologically
viable production units3, the overwhelm-
ing majority of households were economi-
cally fragile, low productivity smallhold-
ers. Feudal and church herds disappeared,
but traditional land tenure rules based on
. local communities continued to operate.

Basic territorial units—khoshuu—became
divided into smaller and more numerous
sums. In the late 1920s there were attempts
at rural collectivisation, resisted by herd-
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ers. Later, the creation of small Pastory) |

collectives was always encourageq, bug
without directdiscrimination againgt Other
forms of property, except heavy taxatig,
imposed on the richest households, Uy
thelate 1950s there werenosignificantshif
in policy towards pastoralism, and ing;.
vidual pastoral family households congy,.
ued as the basic units of production,

Collectivisation (1950s-1990)

Low productivity of most households ang
strong ideological arguments pushed the
communist government in 1959 to the de.
cision to collectivise privateherds and form
negdels or pastoral cooperatives, territorially
equal to the administrative unit of the synm,
Herderswereallowed tokeepa privateherg
of not more than 2 bod per person. As a re-
sult, roughly 25 percent of all herds re.
mained in private hands and 75 percent
became collectivised. Initially pastoralists
passively resisted this new property order
but have accepted it with time. Their ac-
ceptance was a combined result of several
factors,mainly the pragmatism of the negdel
organisation, which met the most essential
needs of pastoral families (social and eco-
nomic services). There were also cultural
reasons related to the general idea of obe-
dience to authority as a part of the moral
order (or heavenly mandate before the
lamaist period), incorporated in Mongol
culture for centuries. Collectives, and atthe
lowerlevel, brigades, were usually builton
the basis of local communities of higher (or
lower) order, which have preserved their
existence till now. The social and economic
pragmatism of negdel structures was paral-
leled by strict, though indirect, controlover
the movements and even lives of negdel
members, which pointed to the totalitarian
character of the system.

The negdel authorities successfullyinten-

sified pastoral production by introducing |

narrow specialisation in herding, which -

reduced thelabourburden. Zootechnicians,

who were responsible for organising pas
toral production on behalf of the negi!

1
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rities,in general tried to combine their
ical knowledge with traditional
 techniques. With the exception of
negdel period, they rarely were in
with the pastoralists. With time, an
t veterinary service was created
revented the spread of dangerous
o5, Among the services provided by
were free education and health care,
dingof winter shelters, provisionofhay
gdel and private animals on thespot, as
“free transport of belongings at the
f seasonal change of camp location.
al customary grazing arrangements
cknowledged and incorporated as a
the negdel grazing system. However
amilies were reallocated to different
within the negdel owing to the need
rding specialisation. An important
quence of specialisation in herding
growing dependence on negdel serv-
(especially transport) was a decline in
ility of pastoral households, leading to
crease in grazing pressure in some
s and a decline in others. On the other
,in the desert and steppe zone new
s were sunk which opened new areas
sture as well.

oriomic liberalisation and
lectivisation (1991~}

the late 1980s political changes in the
ternblocresulted inafundamental shift
he Mongolian political systemas wellas
onomic policy. The aim of the reforms
‘market-oriented economy based on
te ownership of the means of produc-
1.Prices have been gradually freed from
tate control and state procurement will be
hdrawn, In 1991 the negdels were dis-
red and administratively replaced by
mpanies’, and the process of privatisa-
n began. Negdel and state property has
nprivatised in twostages, called ‘small’
‘big’ privatisation, Special ‘coupons’
ere issued to all citizens to facilitate dis-
ibution of state assets. Only negdel mem-
ers were eligible to receive animals, while
I peopleliving in towns other assets such
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as factories, shops and houses were made
available. Privatisation of animals was con-
ducted quite mechanically, according to a
simple arithmetical formula based on fam-
ily size plus a coefficientrelated to the time
of employment of adults in the negdel. The
first phase of privatisation of livestock and
other negdel property, involving 30 percent
of animals and most infrastructure such as
winter/spring shelters, was completed
throughout thecountryin 1991-92, and the
remaining 70 percentof animals were trans-
ferred to thenewly established ‘companies’.

The latter were simply commercialised
versions of nedgels, and were planned by
the government as an intermediate stage
on the way to full privatisation. Animals
were leased to herders in return for selling
an agreed quota of products to the com-
pany, but the new-born animals were sup-
posed to become the property of herders,
The company was supposed to provide all
theservices previously offered by the negdel
although these were no longer free of
charge, and to pay salaries and pensions;
additionally they offered increased possi-
bilities of individual profits. In a political
sense it was a good compromise between
the new economicideas and theinterests of
the negdel bureaucracy and establishment
who took over all the administrative posts
in the companies.

Companies were planned tolast5years,
but in most areas of Mongolia were dis-
solved before the firstyear had passed. This
was caused by widespread dissatisfaction
with company performanceresulting from
the clash between high expectations and
limited possibilities of meeting them in the
crisis-stricken Mongolian economy (with
shortages of fuel, spares, fodder as well as
inflation). Decisions were taken each time
by company assemblies on the demand of
dissatisfied members who expected better
and cheaper services than were actually
received. In this way the remaining 70 per-
centofanimals were distributed among the
members in the same proportions as be-
fore. This process has not taken place uni-
formly everywhere. Inmid-1993, still a cer-
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tain number of communities remained or-
ganised as companies (i.e. had postponed
the ‘second privatisation’), but most had
opted for full privatisation; it is reported
that by the end of 1992 almost 80 percent of
animals were already privately owned
(Mearns 1993:12). Some members of dis-
‘solved companies decided to remain as
individual privateherders. Howeveralarge
number set up a new type of voluntary
cooperative (khorshoo) aimed at coordinat-
ing livestock product marketing, threat-
ened by the collapse of the state system.
Animals in voluntary cooperatives remain
fully private and are herded individually.
Detailed decisions on the conduct of priva-
tisation was left to company members, and
very often some members of the dissolved
company remain individual herders while
others formed small scalekforshoo, in which
membership was usually based on local
community ties. The following section de-
scribes these processes in more detail.

Privatisation of pastoral
collectives and new forms of
cooperation

Pastoral collectives

Before the negdel period pastoral house-
holds were in principle independent eco-
nomic units, and pursued individual herd
managementstrategies(coordinated within

khot ails)depending on their resources. With

collectivisation, households became sub-
unitsofalarge negdel organisation with their
autonomy limited to their own private herd
and fo some extent to decisions about the
grazing patterns of the household (private
and collective) herd. Each family was allo-
cated a-negdel herd according to available
family manpower. Negdel officials, together
with the herders themselves, decided on
household specialisation. Each family was
supposed to produce and deliver to the

negdel, on a yearly basis, a given quota of

young animals and animal products, Pro-
duction targets were based on mean coeffi-

126

cients of productivity for each specje, ang
the size of allocated herd. Members of th

negdel (adults) were paid monthly gq) am:
on the basis of anticipated annual incomg

Herders who failed to meet Productigy
targets had to make up the shortfa) from
their own private animals, or by buyin
them from other households and deliver.
ing to the negdel. Sometimes compensatyg,
in money was accepted. According to
Erdene sum authorities, in the last decag,
old debts to the negdel were usually cap,.
celled after afew years (a decision takenb
the brigade members’ meeting), so the sys-
tem provided protection for losers. Mep,.
bers of the negdel over 60 years old (men)
and 55 years old (women) received pep.
sions, and the negdel insured its memberg
and their families as well as all animals,
including private ones. The negdel was re.
sponsible for delivering each year an ag.
equate amount of hay for negdel and pri.
vate animals (free of charge) to the winter
shelter, which was also built by or with the
assistance of the negdel. The negdel assisted
herders to move their seasonal camps with
tractors and lorries. Veterinary services
were well developed, as well as schooling
and health services.

The paradigm of a centrally planed
economy employed by the Mongolian au-
thorities at the negdel level favoured stable,
undisturbed and costly production sup-
ported by the state through subsidies. It
discouraged individual entrepreneurship
orthedevelopmentof more intensivemeth-
ods, and a significant number of herders
accepted this type of economic mentality.
By setting limits on the household’s indi-
vidual herd, the system gave incentives to
higher household consumption at the ex-
pense of herd growth. The gradual and
informallifting of these limits (which were
more or less observed) resulted in some
growthin wealth differentiation during the
late 1980s. This has increased with the first
stage of privatisation, along with the start
of contrasting individual economic strate-
gies (see Potkanski and Szynkiewic?
1993:91-96, 70).




companies and privatisation
»| herds

1991 the Mongolian government
ed a new system of organising
sfoduction, by leasing negdel animals
dual families or suurs (groups of
milies) against delivery of animal
ts according to agreed production
hese arrangements became insti-
lised at the end of 1991 when ‘com-
replaced the old negdels. The main
fon was the lease which allowed
retain all new-born animals and
pro oducts from the leased herd on the
tion that they delivered a quota of
and other products fo the company
ormer negdel) at state prices, while
; remained as before, The company
limg productsin the open market (at
ns) and promised to return the dif-
eattheend of the yearin money orin
goods. This system, in contrast with
gdel one, created new production in-
ives, since herders although still paid,
e owners of their products, although
greed quota had to be sold to the com-
y at the fixed, low, prices. This arrange-
twas exceptionally profitable forherd-
nd all ourinformants from Erdenesum
cted thatafter selling theagreed quota
eat to the company they would be able
tain slightly over half of all new-born
als, plus wages and payment for de-
ered products. The company wasobliged
rovide winter fodder, veterinary drugs
d transport facilities but company mem-
rswere charged for theseservices. In1991
se charges were still Jow and not per-
ved as a serious burden. In general the
mpany was pragmaticallyinvented asan
ermediate step towards future full pri-
sation. The assumption was that the
pany herd would not grow but that
ewly bornanimals would bedirectly trans-
erred to private herders.

Despite the fact that companies were
lanned to last several years, they were
bandoned only a few month later in fa-
our of full privatisation. There were prob-
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ably two reasons for this. After a period of
enthusiasm, herdersrealised thatthe prom-
ised services were not always available,
payments for them were high due to infla-
tion, prices for products delivered to the
company were low compared to free mar-
ketones, and nothing could bebought with
themoney earned.Itisourimpressionfrom
talks with herders in Gobi and Arkhangaj
that they blamed the company for the gen-
eral crisis in the Mongolian economy. Ad-
ditionally,in themeantime, during 1992 the
political changes in Mongolia gained mo-
mentum and full privatisation and new
types of cooperatives (khorshoo), not the re-
vitalised old collectives, became favoured
by thecentral government, and thisbecame
known to both herders the and local ad-
ministration. The atmosphere of political
liberalisation in the country and direct agi-
tation by individual entrepreneurs and the .
administration (who expected, both in
Erdeneand Tariat sums, higher profits from
afully private pastoral economy) effectively
influenced the decision taken by members
of companies. However in both cases these
were by a narrow majority of votes. The
governmentsensiblyleft thedecision tothe
members of each company. In Erdene the
‘small’ privatisation was undertaken in
autumn 1991 and the ‘big’ one a year later.
InTariat the interval was much shorter and
the second privatisation took place in June
1992.

The general rules of privatisation were
setby parliamentary act, butin practice each
aimag and even sum was allowed to adjust
the rules to the local situation (and inter-
ests of company members). This pragma-
tism by the central government was one
reason why privatisation of animals went
so smoothly and was generally well re-
ceived and evaluated by herders through-
out the country. I will describe the conduct
of privatisation in both sample susms point-
ing todifferences to show therange of local
variability in the countrywide process.

The negdel herd of 51,000 in Erdene sum
was privatised according to the general
rules (30 percent in 1991 and 70 percent in
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1992). All company members were eligible
to receive privatised animals, both herders
and administrators. Sumadministratorsdid
not directly benefit but this did not create
any tension, contrary to the situation in
Tariat. Each person (adult and child) had a
right to receive assets of the value of 3000
tg. Theinitial share wasincreased for former
negdel membersby severalbonuses forlong
employment amounting to 6000 tg maxi-
mum. Animals and other assets were dis-
tributed between families, not directly to
individuals. Prices of animals were lower
than market ones (and did not change dur-
ing 1992 despite inflation) and depended
on age and species. This generosity was
possiblebecause the former negdel wasrich
in animals compared to thenumber of peo-
ple. The company administration caleu-
lated the total ‘privatisation capital’ of the
family, and allocated them animals of all
species in the same proportion as in the
company herd. In one sense the distribu-
tion of animals was random, since herders
receive animals of all species and of ran-
dom ages, not taking into account the pref-
erences of particular herders. Themain fac-
tors contributing to the size of each fami-
ly’s portion was the number of household
members and the length of their employ-
ment in the negdel and company. After the
formal distribution on the paper, a second
phase, of practical allocation, took place.
This was done by taking animals from
among the company animals herded by a
given family and by exchanges between
households. Winter/spring shelters were
also privatised, again at low prices under
the rule that the shelter was allocated (for-
mally sold within the coupon’s value) to its
permanent user. In the sum centre all staff
housesbelonging to the company adminis-
tration were sold to families living there.
During the second round of privatisa-
tion the rules were the same and the re-
maining 70 percent of animals were dis-
tributed. Interesting decisions were made

onotherassets. Asaresultoflongandopen.

discussion, the company authorities de-
cided to withdraw the transport facilities
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(lorries, tractors and garages) from Open
privatisation and retain them as comme,.
cialised state property supervised by
sum authorities. The arguments were as
follows: privatisation of transport facilije
would take this important element of ¢,
nomicinfrastructure outof any contro}ang
that mightlead toa drasticrisein transpory
costs, or, iflocalsrefused to pay high prices
to their withdrawal from the sum to
aimag centre where demand for transpor
services is very high. The latter was very
probable since in the end the new owners
would probably become rich people frop,
outside the sum who would use local peo.
pleas frontmen at the time of privatisation,
In addition to these reasonable arguments,
it seems that the sum and former company
administrators wanted to keep their infly.
ence over such a crucial link in the produc
tion system as provision of services, and
thus preserve their own place in the sys.
tem. In this way a compromise was found
between the interests of influential groups—
herders and sum administration—and the
process of privatisation was not very con-
troversial.

In Tariat sum, which is perhaps repre-
sentative of the Arkhangai situation, the
first privatisation was organised on the
similar basis, but the precise rules of ani-
mal distribution were slightly different as
a result of local peculiarities. In Tariat the
number of people eligible to receive ani-
mals was three times more than in Erdene
while the number of animals to be priva-
tised was only 30 percent higher. The real
value of the Tariat negdel /company assels
was lower than the privatisation coupons
in the hands of the inhabitants. In this situ-
ation during the first ‘small’ privatisation,
the negdel authorities decided to privatise
as much as 70 percent of animals and the
remainder were transferred to two newly
created companies (Gerelt Zam and Yalalt)"
All eligible individual members of the
former negdel were divided into four cat
egories: (i) long-standing negdel employees
(adults); (ii) medium and short term segdd
employees; (iii) negdel administrators; (iv)




dren of former negdel employees re-
dless of occupation. Individual mem-
ach family belonging to the first
received 2adultcattle, plus 2 heif-
alves, plus 5 one-year calves, plus 5
/goats. Each subsequent category
ed less, e.g. children only one cow/
us 3 sheep/goat, plus 3 lambs/kids.
nt and former sum administrators
not negdel/company employees)
excluded from the distribution and
esentment was very strong. The offi-
xplanation was that they had received
salaries or pensions, so there was no
aaly o give them animals. In practice the
i ber of animals was insufficient and
ebody had to be excluded. Actual
-relationships in this sum allowed
‘an arrangement. According to our
nly 13 persons born and formerly
ing in the negdel came back from dif-
nt towns and were accepted as eligible
privatised animals. Several others who
for this purpose were denied thisright
left Tariat. Besides animals, all winter
springshelters werealso distributed at
rices and a part of the transport pool
‘also privatised.
Juring the second privatisation in June
2 the remaining 30 percent of animals
e distributed..In this case the disputed
division into four categories was aban-
ed and each eligible person, regardless
age and length of employment, received
e same low number of animals. All trans-
rt facilities and houses in the sum/bri-
decentres werealso privatised orhanded
‘to newly emerged khorshoo. Some of
privatisation coupons’ for which no
ets were found in the sum were planned
1992) to be invested in privatisation of
rban factories in the regional capital.
The wealth structure after both privat-
tions in both sums reflected much more
e size of a given family and the status of
eir members according to privatisation
esthan theirindividual effortsand man-
ement abilities as was, to some extent,
thecase shortly before privatisation. There-
re analysing this structure would not be
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fruitful af the present stage, although after
- 2-3 years, the actual wealth structure may
disclose the effectiveness of different man-
agementstrategiesin theneweconomicen-
vironment. For example, at the moment,
herd specialisation (allowing for intensifi-
cation of production) seems not to be de-
sired by the majority of interviewed herd-
ers in both sums, although in Erdene sum

we recorded several cases of economically

motivated exchanges of animals of differ-

entspecies between herders following pri-

vatisation. Informants were unable to sa
what is the minimum economically viable
herdinthe currentmarket conditions, since
this was outside their experience.

Herders opinions about privatisation

The overwhelming majority of herders we
interviewed regretted the dissolution of
negdels a year before. The decision to abol-
ish the negdels was thought to have been
taken in the capital and sent from there,
which was true. The main reason for dis-
satisfaction was problems with marketing
animal products and the lack of services
formerly provided by the negdel. Neverthe-
less herders usually pointed to both nega-
tiveand positive consequences. It was com-
monly said that now people took much
better care of their private animals than they
did formerly with negdel animals. They of
course appreciated having full control over
the animals but their opinions were full of
critical reflection. More active and entre-
preneurial individuals were more optimis-
ticand in their perception, privatisation had
created new opportunities. More passive
herders, who were in the majority, concen-
trated onlost privilegesand servicesas well
ason thelack of supervision and assistance
fromalarge organisation. In the ranking of
opinions about desirable forms of organi-
sation, the overwhelming majority of herd-
ers gave first place to negdel, second to the
individual pastoral economy, or alterna-
tively voluntary cooperation within the
framework of khorshoo cooperatives Thelast
choice was the company, of which nobody
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had a good opinion. Herders clearly realise
thatthesituation will notbereversed;some
Of_them look for a new role in a market
oriented pastoral economy, while most
helplessly and passively follow the course
of events.

- New forms of organisation of
pastoral economy

A majority of herders interviewed in both
sums clearly perceived that individual
households would face enormous problems
in the market environment and they de-
S}red to cooperate with others, butthe ques-
thI} of how to do it, and with whom, re-
mained in most cases open. It seems thatin
the present situation in Mongolia, the pre-
ferred organisation for rural cooperation is
a voluntary herding and marketing coop-
erative or khorshoo. I will analyse here three
cases of present or planned khorshoo inboth
sums to show the range of problems these
new structures currently face.
Mostherdersin Erdenesumdeclared that
they would stay as individual herders at
leastforsome time, considering thatformer
negdel and company officials had said they
would continue as brokers between herd-
ers and the market, although now on a pri-
vate basis. Since Erdene sum is situated
along the important railway line and road
to China, at least in 1992 local herders did
not face significant problems with market-
ing their products, especially since the com-
pany was supposed to continue buying
products till the end of 1992. In general the
danger was not yet strong enough to push
amajority of people to action and only one
group of 16 families formally expressed the
desire to form a khorshoo. At the time of our
research they had only applied to sum and
mmag authorities for registration. This was
befgre the dissolution of the company, so
their initiative should be treated as a delib-
erate innovation, not a rescue action by
- producers who had lost marketing oppor-
tunities. The main purposes of the khorshoo
were as follows: to become independent
from sum authorities with respect to eco-
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nomic decisions, and to improve the effe,.
tiveness of pastoral production by elim;.
nating redundant administration and sej].
ing products directly to consumers or 4
auction, by-passingallintermediatestages,

Among the 16 families, 9 lived in thjs
local community and 7 outside butnotver
far away. Itis symptomatic that all the per.
manent inhabitants of this valley were of.
fered membership but half refused, noy
believing in the eventual success of the
venture. They were disoriented and dis.
trustful, Therefore in this case membership
wasnot exclusively based onlocal commy-
nity ties but rather on a strategy of coping
with a new situation. Personal wealth was
also not a criteria of access to the new
khorshoo, since all strata were represented,
with a majority of mediumly wealthy
households. The person elected as presi-
dent was said to have good contacts in the
town markets. Another person, the local
man of authority, became responsible for
formal contacts with the authorities, plan-
ning and accounting. His personal enthu-
siasm and devotion for the work was mov-
ing the idea ahead.

The khorshoo prepared a simple business
plan with estimates of yearly income, ex-
penditure (including taxes), and profits. The
value of this document is limited in a situ-
ation of rising inflation but proves that
members are treating the idea seriously.
They plan to produce a wide range of anf-
mal products and to sell them in unproc-
essed form to old and new clients in town.
They plan to collect most of the necessary
hay themselves nearby, to buy the remain-
ing part from outside and to buy or hirea
lorry to have their own permanent trans-
port, One problem isa lack of initial capital
From the organisational point of view,
khorshoo members will continue to live n
separate households and their own locl
communities, grazing their herds indl-
vidual and working together only when
necessary. They also declare a firm intel”
tion to assist each other in case of misfor
tune, includinglabourshortage; this seems

!
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with marketing, the main aim of this
oots khorshoo.

he Yalalt khorshoo in Tariat sum in
ngai was formed in a slightly differ-
and is operating on a much bigger
t had inherited the organisational
ture,cadres and resources (buildings,
ofs, etc.) of two brigades of the former
| Local community sentiments, and a
o limit the spatial scale of economic
ation in order to raise productivity,
he main reasons for forming the
foo. Its main statutory aim was to act
ker, by collectinganimal productsand
g them atdistantmarkets. Bothin 1991
992 the khorshoo successfully managed
y all products and sold most of them
free market or delivered them to the
It has paid its members in cash and
ered wheat flour and potatos which

the khorshoo charges its services at a
ow rate, justenough to cover running
including administration). Apart
these marketing functions, the Yalalt
oo plans to continue at least some of
cial welfare functions of the former
.Atthetime of our visititwas planned
ollect money to assist needy families.
horshoo transport is available to members
on-members for the same price. The
- the khorshoo tractors are managed is
thdescribing. They wereleased todriv-
ncondition that40 percentof payments
ted by thedrivers wentto the khorshoo
60 percentremained in theirhands. The
ers in turn are responsible for mainte-
, and covering all running costs, in-
ng fuel.

his very pragmatic approach is evi-
cethatYalaltkhorshoo managers under-
d therules of the market economy and
operate them in practice. The perform-
of the khorshoo after more than a year
valuated highly by the members, es-
ally with respect to marketing. The pro-
onal and personal qualification of the
shoo leadership, espec:laliy its director,
e highly rated. As in the case of the
shoo in Erdene sum, the personality of

bers could buy at close to cost price, -
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the leader, in this case an outsider, a scien-
tist from Ulaanbaatar, was extremely im-
portant at the beginning of the process.

Itisinteresting tonote thatalarge group
of herders (123 families), almost entirely
inhabitants of one of the component bags
and members of one local community, de-
cided in July 1992 at an open meeting of
Yalalt khorshoo members to leave and be-
come ‘fully private and independent’. This
was not caused by any significant conflict
with the khorshoo authorities. It seems that
this was a spontaneous decision by a few
individuals, followed by other members of
thislocal community. Most people werenot
able to givearational explanation butsome
outside informants from the sum centre
explained that members of this local com-
munity no longer wanted members of an-
otherlocal community to ‘dominate’ them,
as had occurred during recent decades.

A group of 30 families from one of the
communitieshad collectivelyboughtatrac-
tor during thefirst, ‘small’ privatisation but
failed to come to agree on how to useitand
pay for it. Currently the tractor driver is
trying to repay shares to all the families
involvedin order tobecome thesole owner.
Another small project, a milk processing
team, was more successful. All fifty mem-
bers got ahigher price for milk delivered to
the team compared to that in the existing
khorshoo and werealso partially paidin kind
with flour, from the factory in the nearby
town, whichbought processed fat. Wemay
summarise by saying that although there
are some people with initiative in this local
community, they donotwantto take on the
burden of organising one big khorshoo and
overcoming the passivity of the majority.

Organising a successful marketing co-
operative khorshoo requires both an aware-
ness by local people that this is the only
viable option in the new market environ-
ment, as well as people with enough initia-
tive to pull the community in this direction.
Existing khorshoo are usually based onlocal
community ties, since this makes commu-
nication and cooperation easier. The
khorshoo, like the former negdel, serves
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mainly economic purposes, but also plays
alimited socialand economicrole. Themain
difference is that access to the khorshoo is
voluntary, and that they are more or less
grass-roots structures.

Some aspects of social conse-
quences of decollectivisation

Social relationships

The dissolution of the collectives which
acted as the organisers and ultimate deci-
sion makers for individual herders, has
pushed herding households back towards
closer kin-based forms of cooperation and
groupings. The customary herding group
among Mongol pastoralistsis composed of
2-8 families and is called a khot ail. In the
Gobi steppe-desert zone khot ails were tra-
ditionally smaller due to lower productiv-
ity of the environment; they were bigger in
the mountain-forest-steppe zone (such as
Khangai). The khot ail was not a formalised
group and its composition changed from
year to year. Economic activities within a
khot ail were focused on a combined herd
composed of the animals of member fami-
lies, although this was in no sense a com-
mon herd. Labour sharing was one of the
most important elements of this coopera-
tion. From the social point of view, khot ail
formed the very lowestlocal community, a
kind of micro society, commonly responsi-
ble for socialisation of children, enjoying
leisure together and performing familial
rites. In the pre-negdel period the percent-
age of kin within the khot ail was very high
(kindred group) but that was not the rule.
In the early negdel period, the authorities
forbade close relatives to live in one khot il
and preferred unrelated families for such a
basic production group. Even the preferred
official name for this—suur—symbolised
difference, which was, in fact, negligible.
Currently, after privatisation of negdel herds
and the dissolution of negdel production

structures, we observed a revival of large’

khot ails especially in the mountain/steppe
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zone (e.g. Khangai) where the environmep,
can accommodate large groupings of Peo-
ple and animals,

During the negdel period many familje
were reallocated by the negdel or brigage
authorities according to requirements o
specialised production. They were sent ¢,
join another khot ail (or suur) elsewhere. 1
thisway some familieslost their traditiong)
roots inan ecologically and socially defineq
space, or their customary (inherited by fap.
ilylinks) setof fourseasonal pastures, calleq
torson nutag, which protected their usufryg
rights. Specifically, in Tariat sum, we ob.
served how in the current uncertain trang;.
tional period following the dissolution of
the negdels, nearly 40 percent of the familieg
intwo bags had changed their place of per.
manentnomadising, mostly moving to their
own {rson nutags (traced through their
parents) or nutags of close kin. They were
‘looking fora cool place of their own tolive’
inuncertain times. As aresult, we observed
a new voluntary redistribution of nutags
between families, which followed privati-
sation of winter shelters for animals, which
automatically defined the allocation of
otherseasonal pastures. We can understand
these moves as an adaptive reaction of the
social system to the disappearance of for-
merly stabilising elements in the local po-
litical and economic system. Qur inform-
ants referred to this in the following way:
“we decided to live as our ancestors did, in
the place where they had been living. We
wanted to live in the place from which
nobody can send us away, in a place of our
own”. I do not know what is the scale of
similar moves in other regions. In the Gobl
zone, for example, they were not signifi
cant but there the reallocations of families
in the negdel period were notimportantand
currently most families live either in their
own customary forson nutags {counted in
patri- or matri-line), or in nutags of their
ownchoice, where they have been accepted
by other members of local community over
the years. .

Atahigher level of social groupings, W¢
observed a significant revival of therole?




aunities in local politics and
Néwkhorshoo (cooperatives),and
the lowest level administrative
ftenbased on pre-revolutionary
local community ties, and even
Parliamentary Election we ob-
tin some places these ties played
nt role in mobilising local level
ipport in constituencies.

!

or changes in the rules of owner-
¢ nimals within the family herd com-
the customary situation have oc-
fill now, although the size of the
mily herd has changed, mostly
collectivisation and now priva-
e same developmental cycle of
1y.-herd was a characteristic of so-
and property relationships both in
ive and collective period. The
\arried couple are allocated a herd
e herds of their families of origin
h pre-inheritance and dowry). Both
d husband remember the number
als they brought into the new fam-
(in case of divorce), but the precise
lines or strict affiliation of the prog-
wowadays rarely counted orremem-
rom that initial nucleus, the family
rows naturally each year, assisted by
m relatives and friends. Animals
o.children by parents or relatives
theirindividual property within the
herd and are known as omch. They
th psychological as well as educa-
oles for children, who have special
ibility for these animals and thus
rding routines in the form of play.
me, children’s responsibilities as
are broadened to the whole family
nd they lose the close relationship
ir particular animals, In Arkhangat,
rogeny of omch animals is usually
d and identified, and in principle
animals should be the nucleus of the
handed over to the child after mar-
his was not, however, found in the
child does not have the right to
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withdraw omch animals from the family
herd before marriage, or if he leaves the
pastoral way of lifeand moves to town. The
ultimate manager of the herd is the family
head and he has the right to dispose of any
family animal.

Shortly after the wedding ceremony, the
newly married couple receive their share
of both families’ herds. Eachchild inafam-
ily should receive a comparable number of
animals (approximately 20-30 percent of
the family herd at the time of the wedding
ceremony),but thenumberin factmay vary
according to fluctuationsin the family herd
over time. The last child in the family, who
stays with his/her spouse in the parental
yurt, usually receives more than other chil-
dren, because thatherd should alsosustain
his/her parents.

Existing safety-nets in pastoral
society

In traditional Mongolian culture and social
practice, specialised mutual assistance in-
stitutions (redistributive mechanisms) have
never existed at the level of the local com-
munity or descent group. This has perhaps
been caused by the limited scale of imme-
diate risk to pastoral households. Contrary
to the well established notion of the sever-
ity of the Mongolian climate, the immedi-
ate dangers tohousehold existenceare quite
small, at least nowadays. Livestock mor-
tality islower than in pastdecades,and low
in general within the standards of other
extensive pastoral economies around the
world. Serious calamities happen, but ac-
cording to our data, not more often than
once or twice over the adultlife of an aver-
ageherder. Eventhen, losses ofanimalsdid
not exceed 10-15 percent of total animals,
according to available statistics and inter-
views. This is enough for the herders to
respect nature and fo prepare carefully for
each winter, but at the same time itisclear
from fieldwork that people feel relatively
secure and most animal losses which have
occurred in living memory are attributed
to the owners’ lack of herding ability rather
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than to unavoidable natural calamities. My
thesis in this respectis thatlack of unavoid-
able dangers to survival, and the continu-
ous existence of institutional, though nar-
row, channels of assistance through the
khoshuu, monasteries,and untilrecently the
negdeladministration, hasresultedina lack
of clear, specialised redistribution, or mu-
tual assistance, mechanisms within the so-
cial system. In other pastoral societies of
the world, where state or religious institu-
tions did not existor did not provide assist-
ance, such redistributional mechanisms
usually emerged. In modern Mongolia,
even the kinship system did not contribute
much to risk avoidance or to relief.
This does not mean that people in need
are left alone by their kin, but that the nec-
. essary assistance is not institutionalised
within the social system, at least since de-
scent groups disappeared from the social
structure in the 19th century. Even if kin
assistance existed, it played only a comple-
mentary role to official channels. In pre-
revolutionary times this role was played
by khoshuu and monasteries, indirectly but
effectively. In the negdel period this role
became fullyinstitutionalised and involved
emergency assistance in the case of calami-
ties, medical assistance, material assistance
(replacing aburnt yurt, dead animals,com-
pensation from the state insurance system,
etc.). Neighbours and kin were expected to
offer assistance first on the spot, but were
followed and soon replaced by the negdel.
Of course, assistance from kin and neigh-
bours has been the main form of supportin
less serious cases or when state institutions
were helpless. This includes bringing up
orphans, providing poor relatives with
basic necessities, assisting households
which lack labour for short peak periods,
looking after the sick, taking care of old
people. These tasks are among the reasons
khot ails are organised, and provide an im-
portant justification for them to continue.
-This channel is howevertoonarrow towork
effectively in a larger arena, and is custom-
arily extended only to the local community
of the lowest order.
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The next argument in this discussigy
concerns the concept of poverty. In th
negdel period wealth differentiationexisteq
but was not significant. Broader assistance
networks are possible where thereare cley;
conceptual categories of wealth differey.
tiation, allowing people to distinguish why
is poor enough, and thus eligible for assis;.
ance by the local community or the kip
group. Such conceptual categories were
absent during the negdel period and it wil)
takesome time tore-establish them, A com.
bination of negdel, kin and neighbour as.
sistance was sufficient until recently, byt
the recent dissolution of the negdels has al-
ready destabilised the system, while at the
same time the number of poor households
will undoubtedly grow. The newly emerg-
ing modern grass-roots cooperatives,
khorshoo, based on local community ties,
plan tofill the gap, but they may face finan-
cial and organisational difficulties, at least
in the near future.

Despite the lack of specialised and insti-
tutionalised patterns of mutual assistance
there are several latent ones which, though
used mainly by the rich, also somehow
enable poorer people to survive. In this
group we may point to the quasi-redistri-
bution mechanisms of nairs {ceremonial
feast combined with exchange of gifts)and
idesh (exchange of gifts of meat and con-
sumer good betweenrelativesin townsand
countryside), as well as adoption. Thekin-
ship assistance network is also extended
by fictitious-kinship relationships in the
form of ‘brotherhood’ * None of theseinsti
tutions exists directly to alleviate poverly.
Nevertheless, being present in the tradi-
tional background and in the popular coi
ceptual system, they can channel at least
partof any future mutual assistance, though
their likely efficiency is limited.




diwork in 1992 was carried out together with
0j Szynkiewicz. As a result a joint report
anski & Szynkiewicz 1993) has been pre-
‘This paperisa partial extract from the lat-
.aders interested in the social consequences
asformation in Mongolian pastoralism
d refer to his paper in this volume, or to the
t mentioned above.
), bodo (pl.) is a traditional Mongolian live-
K unit, with the following values: T horse = 1
amel = 1.5 bodo; 1 cow, yak or khainag =1 bod;
. =0.14 bod, 1 goat =0.1 bod.
potvinnik (1 929:21),Jagvaral (1974:62), Amuga
6:4).
breakdown into two companies, rather than
as in most cases, was yet another peculiarity
rlat, arising fromitscreation in the 1950s from
{ocal communities, so in both new companies
e-collective community ties and affiliations
erecreated, which was seenclearly during the
 Parliamentary Election. This issue however
beyond the scope of this paper. See also:
canski & Szynkiewicz (1993:37) and
kiewicz in this volume.
jetails see Potkanski & Szynkiewicz, (1993:67-
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