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e the late 19th century, many Han farm-
shave migrated into Inner Mongolia. The
an population in the Inner Mongolia
utonomous Region increased from 1.2
million in 1912 to 17.3 million in 1990
PIRC 1991) and alarge proportion of this

wth has been due to in-migration. The
pid population growth, especially the
argeamountof Hanin-migrationinvolved,
has changed many aspects of the native
ongolian society: population density, eth-
nic structure, economic structure, social
organization, language use, life customs,
and ecological environment. Figure 1 pro-
vides a general theoretical framework in
understanding the effects of Han in-migra-
tion on society in ethnicminority areas (Ma
1987:141). When natural resources were
limited and the number of in-migrants was
very large as in the case of rural Inner
Mongolia, what might happen to commu-
nity structure and economicactivities of the

ith gradual changes in economic activities an

srant and ethnic integration in the
scess of socio-economic change in
er Mongolia, China: a village study

he late 19th century, Han farmers have migrated into the pre-dominantly pastoral Inner Mongolian
mous Region, A casestudy of the villageof Sanyiefu, whichhasa mixed ethnic population, examines
octs of the in-migration of Han farmers on the community structures and economic activities of the
population and investigates whether or not the in-migration has had a significant effect upon the
nmental conditions of the former grasslands. Compared to other areas, in-migration occurred in a
ffuse way, over a period of sixty years with the result that there has been a relatively smooth integra-
d ethnic structure. There is currently a high level of
rmarriage and ethnicissuesareregarded asminor concerns. However, increased population density and
ge icactivities have placed pressure upon the limited natural resources and bothagriculture
animal husbandry face difficulties. The worsening environment may become an important factor in
rmining the socio-economic development of the local community and the relationships among its resi-

native society? What might happen to en-
vironmental conditions as a result of in-
migration of Han farmers and cultivation
of grasslands? How might the changes in
environmentaffectnative-migrantrelation-
ship and the social behaviour of residents?

In order to understand the situation in
rural areas of Inner Mongolia, a sample
survey on migrationand ethnicintegration
was conducted in Chifeng in 1985. Chifeng
is a prefecture of Inner Mongolia (Figure
2). Some results of this survey provide a
basicpicture of migrantand ethnicintegra-
tionbased on quantitativeanalyses (Maand
Pan 1988, 1989). However, a questionnaire
can contain only a certain number of ques-
tions on general issues. Because the proc-
ess of household interviews had to be com-
pleted within a short period of time, we
were unable to talk to villagers about their
daily life and specific intra-village issues.
In order to obtain more detailed informa-
tion, a village study was carried outin the
same area in July 1989. Besides statistics
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Figure 1. The effects of in-migration on society in Inner Mongolia
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ared on general social and economic
+oment, living and making friends
1, the villagers helps in understanding;
jgration history of arural community,
onships among theresidents (between
ves and in-migrants, between Hanand
ngolians); changes in social networks
1ocal economy; problems caused byin-
gration; reasons for the success or fail-
“of the projects encouraged or organ-
d.by local government; and possible
are developments. The 1985 study pro-
o5 useful background information fora
mparative study of change.

The focus of the second study, as in our
irst survey, is migrant and ethnicintegra-
n in rural areas. Therefore, literature on
gration and ethnic relationships will be
eflyreviewed withrespectto theresearch
¢, then the advantages of doinga village

_study in this case will be discussed.

A=)
s

terature review

The process and results of internal migra-
tionand its effects on migrants themselves,
a5 well as on the receiving communities,
can be studied in relation to several theo-
retical frameworks: socioeconomic adjust-
ment systems at a macro-level; individual
or household ‘cost-benefit’ rational calcu-
Jation at a micro-level; life-cycle and psy-
chological aspects; government develop-
ment strategies and policy implications.
These frameworks have been well dis-
cussed in the literature (cf. Shaw 1975,
Todaro 1976, Findley 1977, De Jong and
Gardner 1981, McNamara 1982).

- Basicquestions which this study address
are:Whyhave peoplemovedand whyhave
theymoved to thisspecific village? Has their
‘move been arranged by the government or
wasit spontaneous? Did they come herein
‘the same year orin amore diffuse pattern?
What is the present situation in native-mi-
grantand Han-Mongolian relationships in
this village?
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Regardingintegration between nativesan
r%ugrants, several issuesneed special atten
tion: R
(1)The previous studies suggested that
Han migrants have significantly affected
the life-style of Mongoliannatives through
their agricultural techniques, their culture,
and modern education (Liu and Zheng
1979). The traditional economic activity of
the Mongolian is animal husbandry and
Mongolians also have their own cultural
tradifion (Tibetan Buddhism and own lan-
guage) (Lattimore 1955, Alonso 1979).

(2)Help from family-kin at the destina-
tion was important not only for the social
adjustment of in-migrants but also pro-
vided them with a source of information
about the destination beforemigration. The
effects of education and assistance from
family-kin at the destination on the adjust-
ment of newcomers were also emphasized
by a number of studies (Shaw 1975, Geld-
scheider 1983). These relatives were usu-
ally previous migrants themselves. These
migrants whoarrived earliermay affectthe
decision-making of potential migrants and
migrant selectivity. The advice of relatives
can affect selectivity by age, sex, and skills
among potential migrants at the place of
origin and their choice of destination.
‘Chain migration’ (Macdonald and Mac-
donald 1964) is also a common phenom-
enon in rural China.

(3)Levels of integration are related, in
turn, to the stratification of rural places, link-
ing family unitsinto community networks’
(Goldscheider 1984). The community net-
worksbuilt up by previousmigrants ‘might
help the new in-migrants’ integration with
natives. Therefore, social networks among
residents are an important aspect in the
migration and integration process.

{4)Policy is another important factor in
migration regulation and integration in
Inner Mongolia, The local authorities can
generally control and regulate the volume,
timing, and destination of in-migration to
Tnner Mongolia (Ma 1989). ‘The changing
opportunity structure and government
policies operate in that context’

175




Nomadic Peoples 33:1993

(Goldscheider 1984:293). The third and
fourth factors are related to each other be-
cause the regulation of in-migration was
also based on the opportunity structure at
the destination. This, in turn, is closely re-
lated to local social networks.

A large volume of in-migration has
changed Inner Mongolian rural communi-
ties in many ways. In 1989, about 85 per-
cent of the Chifeng population were Han.
Hans are predominant in southern agricul-
tural areas while Mongolians concentrate
in northern pastoral zones. According to
our 1985 survey, over72 percentof migrants
in survey areas were Han. Ethnic integra-
tion, therefore, is a central topic of migra-
tion study in this area which overlaps mi-
grant integration.

Depending on the actual situation in
various settings, many types and degrees
of ethnic assimilation may exist, from com-
plete segregation to total assimilation.
Gordon (1964:70-82) summarizes seven
major variables which are used to analyze
the assimilation process: 1) change in cul-
tural patterns (“acculturation’); 2) entrance
into the societal network of groups and
institutions (‘structural assimilation’); 3)
intermarriage (‘amalgamation’); 4) devel-
opment of a sense of peoplehood or ethnic-
ity; 5) absence of prejudice; 6) absence of
discrimination; 7) absence of value and
power conflict. Although these seven vari-
ables are closely related, they also repre-
sent different dimensions of the assimila-
tion process.

An important component of cultural
patterns is language (Gupta 1975:470,
Simpson and Yinger 1985:401). In order to
understand changes in cultural patterns
and trends with respect to language use in
the past several decades, it is significant
whether native Mongolians commonly use
Mandarin (thelanguage of the Han) or Han
migrants commonly use the Mongolian
language, or whether both languages are
publicly used by both groups. Because the
influence of Tibetan Buddhism in Inner
Mongolia was very weak in the 1980s, with
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almost no impact on people’s 4,
religion is not a focus of this study
To study the entrance of migrants (
Han) into a native’s social network (0r0r
Mongolian community), information !
friendship and neighbourhood patteron
were examined. Residential Datterng (;:S
rectly affect the chances for the members of
different ethnic groups to communicat,
with each other in their daily life (Shanngp,
1973, Taeuber 1989, Zanden 1983:227), This
information shows whether there ig 4 Sio.
nificantdifferencebetween patterns ofres;-
dential distribution of migrants and natiyes
and whether there is a significant ethnié
residential concentration or segregation ip

the village.

Large-scale intermarriage between two
ethnicgroups generally occurs where men.-
bers of the two groups can communicate
quite well, and have wide and good socig]
relationships at both community and ind;-
vidual levels (Gordon 1964:80). “Intermar-
riage may be considered the most rigid test
of assimilation” (Smith 1939:359). The edu-
cational and occupational background of
intermarriage were given special attention.
Changes in life-style, customs, and rituals
of native Mongolians might indicate the
extent and trend of acculturation. There-
fore, language use, social networks, resi-
dential patterns, and intermarriage will be
the main aspects in this study of ethnic in-
tegration.

Obtaining suchinformation on the above
topics in a sample survey with question-
naires was difficult. In this case, a study of
a village as a basic local community in the
central area of Chifeng provides some in-
depth insights and detailed case histories
to help understand the process of migrant
and ethnic integration in Inner Mongolia,
and put this into a general framework of
social, economic, cultural, and environmen-
tal change.

Sanyiefu(‘house of third Jord’)isanideal
village for this purpose. Located in the cen-
tral area of Wongnioute banner (county).
It is a typical semi-agricultural and semi-
pastoral area (Figure 2). This village is

ily ligg,




nagricultural production
pandry as the important
t. Therefore, the registration
of its residents is ‘agricultural’ not
al’. That means they have to supply
rthemselves while paying ‘agricul-
¥ to the government, which is gen-
ighter than ‘pastoral tax’. Sanyiefu,
ing to the local officials and agricul-
erts, isrepresentative of manyrural
Hes in this region in the aspects of
-lgration, ethnic structure, economic
ities, educational conditions, transpor-
n, and the standard of living. I visited
yillage during our survey in 1985. Of
otal 70 households at that time, heads
'households were interviewed.Cadres
ifferent administrative levels (banner,
i, gaca, village) gave us a thorough in-
- quction to this village. Therefore, in the
mmer of 1989, we decided to study this
flage again. In July 1989, 1 spent about
¢ weeks there with two of my col-
agues?.
Westayed withafarmer’s family,shared
eirfood and followed their daily customs.
he household head (Sun Shizhong) mi-
rated here in 1954 with his family, which
vas classified as ‘rich peasant’ in the land
eform?. Thereweresome pressures onhim
uring the cultural revolution, but under
theresponsibility system, hebecamea teamt
cader of one of three teams in this village.
He was 50 years old in 1989 and is a very
mart farmer. He counted for me detailed
osts and benefits of alternative economic
ctivities. He was also able to account for
nd comment on his income and expenses
~in the past year. He could read and write,
' had experience in all the political move-
~ mentsandsystem changessince 1947, knew
“much of village affairs and had his own
~ opinions about them. He told me many
- interesting stories about the past and
present when we had meals fogether or
when we enjoyed tea after our daily work.
[ also met Chen Juen, a retired Gorng Xiao
She (a countrywide government related
store system) cadre. He moved into this
village in 1963 as the head of the store. He

uni
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has lived in this community for about three
decades with generally no conflicts of in-
terest with other villagers because his sal-
ary is paid by the government. Therefore,
he could provide some objective observa-
tions. Li Yonghai, the gaca Party Secretary,
lived in another village but often came to
Sanyiefu because the gaca Office was here.
He introduced me to the general situation
of this village and the whole gaca, espe-
cially the ‘animal husbandry rejuvenation’
projectt.

I interviewed a total of 23 households
(some households were visited several
times) and had comprehensive conversa-
tions with old residents, team and brigade
cadres’, school teachers, store keepers, the
1ocal doctor, and the richest and poorest
residents in the village. I1earnt much from
these people about their life, their happi-
ness and worries, and how they evaluate
different things. Many villagers invited us
to have dinner with them and these ex-
changes provided us the opportunities to
see various parts and colours of this com-
munity. In my point of view, this small
community provides valuable information
forunderstanding migrantand ethnicinte-
gration in the whole region.

In-migration and history
of the village

According to Local Chronicle of Wongnioute

Banner, Sanyiefu was established in 1924

when the “third lord’ (a younger brother of

aMongolian Prince of Wongnioute banner)

moved to thissitewithseven servanthouse-

holds whoserved thelord’s family and took

care of his animals. All were Mongolians.

A75year old farmer, Miao Sheng, told me
about his experience. His family came to

work for the lord in 1928, when he was 14
years old. It was the first Han household in
this village. At that time, there were 12
Mongolian households and they all en-
gagedin animal husbandry. The arrival of
the Miao family started the history of agri-
cultural production in this community.
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In 1947, when the region was under the
controlof the Communist Party, three other
Han families moved into this village. In the
following years, Han farmers continually
migrated here from the southern agricul-
tural .areas (1949: 2 households, 1950:5,
192:1, 1953:2, 1954:2, 1955:1, 1956:1,
1957:2,1958:1,1960:2,1961:1,1963:2,1969:2,
1971:3, 1973:3). Among the total 29 in-mi-
granthouseholds, only two werenon-Han:
one Mongolian and one Manchu. Most of
themsaid that pursuitof higherincomeand
a better life were their major motivations
formigration. Itshould benoticed thatthese
migrants came here in a quite diffuse way
(avery smallnumber eachyear). Nohouse-
hold in-migration has occurred since 1973,
although individuals still migrate here to
join existing households (mainly through
marriage).

In the summer of 1989, there were a total
of 72 households in Sanyiefu (57 Han, 14
Mongolian,and 1 Manchuwhowasclosely
associated with the Mongolians through
marriage). During 1928-1989, Han house-
holds in this village increased from 1 to 57
(32 in-migrated, 5 moved out, and 30 split
from existing households). During the same
period, Mongolian households increased
from 12 to 14 (1 in-migrated, 6 moved out
in 1957, and 7 split from existing house-
holds). The total population of the village
increased, during the pastsixdecades, from
about 50 to 320. On one hand, population
grew about six times; on the other hand,
naturalresources belonging to this commu-
nity were considerably reduced. A nearby
village (Tazhiliang), which was established
in 1949 only 1 mile away, took a large part
of the cultivated land and grassland from
Sanyiefu. . :

Until 1956, agricultural production had
been very extensive. There wereno furrows
and ridges usual in cultivated land in other
Han regions. Rather, after a very simple
spring ploughing, the seeds were broad-
castinto the field. Farmers did not water or
weed the land. Before the autumn harvest,
the only work was protecting crops from
cattle and sheep. This method was called
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man sa zi (roughly broadcasting seeds),
Before the 1950s, the grassland around thq
village was very good and we were tg]q
that the grass could reach people’s kneegy
summer. As a result of the continual ip.
migration of Han farmers, more and more
of the grassland was cultivated for crop
production. ‘

When the ‘cooperative group’ was or.
ganized in 19536 the number of Mongoliap
and Han households werein balance (aboyt
13 and 13). The “elementary agricultura]
producer’s cooperative’, which was estab-
lished here in 1954, encouraged the cultj-
vation of more land for crop production,
Agriculture then became the major eco.
nomic activity in this village.

The ‘advanced agricultural producer’s
cooperative’,which was establishedin 1956,
began to change the method of crop pro-
duction from man sq zi to the traditional
Han methods with furrows and ridges. In
the next year (1957), six Mongolian house-
holds moved tonearby villages (Tazhiliang
and Taiji) which had high proportions of
native Mongolians still engaged in animal
husbandry. Their out-migration was partly
due to the flood in that year, partly due to
their wish to remain herdsmen. This type
of out-migration was not uncommon in
those villages with a large volume of Han
in-migration, which changed their major
economicactivitiesfromanimal husbandry
toagriculture, A similar case wasalsofound
in Dali sumu, Hexigten banner, in our 1985
survey (Ma 1987:242).

During 1957-1981, households in
Sanyiefu increased from 30 to 67. Because
of population growth due to both in-mi-
gration and natural increase, more and
more grassland was cultivated for crop
production. Population pressure on natu-
ral resources became very obvious. The
attitude of residents towards in-migration
gradually became negative. As a result, no
household in-migration has occurred here
since 1973. Theresidents were now strongly
against any male farmers moving into this
village when we discussed the in-migra-
tion project. “Itis out of the question”, they




#we already have too many people to
ecause of poor soil, a short frost-free
od and shortage of rainfall, cultivation
the grassland quickly deplenished the
and general environment. Ploughing

d watering brought up salt and alkali
ch used to be more than 1 metre below

, surface. Strong winds in both winter
d spring blew away the topsoil which
ed to be held by grass roots. The grass-
ds were now rapidly losing soil as well
humidity, and becoming semi-desert, All
se reduced the harvest and badly im-
verished the environment, Wewere told
old residents that the landscape has com-
Jetely changed in the past several decades,
Asenior engineer (Wang Yuan-zhi), who
; worked in the Banner Grassland Sta-
on for over 40 years, described how the
vironmenthas changed. According tothe
ords of his Station, the length of grass in
anyiefu and nearby areas was 4060 cm in
952, 30-50 ¢m in the late 1950s, 2040 cm
1 the 60s, and ‘generally no grass atallsince
978'.So mostanimals of this gacanow have
obelocated in the grasslands belonging to
ther gaca of the same sumu by negotiation
etween gaca leaders. During the same
eriod, annual rainfall fell from 460 mm in
952, to 400-420 mm in the 1960s. 370mm
n the 1970s, and finally around 300mm in
he 1980s. Han in-migrationin this area has
hanged the population density, ethnic
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composition, and structure of economic
activities. The result of all this has been a
changed environment.

The deterioration ofland and weatheris
slowly destroying agricultural production
in Sanyiefu. One sign is that over 40 per-
cent of the cultivated land was notsown in
1989 and many residents left the village to
search for temporary jobs. We tried to in-
terview morehouseholds, butwe were told
that many household heads were outof the
village. '

Since 1985, some residents have tried to
send their adult children away to relatives
in other places which might provide for a
better future. In the 1980s, the direction of
migration then changed from in-migration
to out-migration. Table 1 shows the nature
of the work, the destination, and the migra-
tion distance of temporary out-migrants
from Sanyiefu in 1988 and 1989. For exam-
ple, a farmer (Suen Weixian) has a brother
working in a state-owned farm in Alashan
league (about 760 miles from the village,
Figure 2). Suen’s daughter married a local
boy of that farm in 1979, She sends money
to her parents and visits them every year.
In 1987 Suen sent his third son to see his
sister. She arranged a job for him in a brick
factory where the young man makes 3000
yuan a year. Then he recommended three
of hisneighboursin Sanyiefu tomove there
as temporary workers. This is a typical
‘chain migration’. Suen’s second son was

“Table 1. Temporary out-migration in Sanyiefu village, 1988 and 1989

Number of migrants Economic activity Location Distance

2 Non-agricultural Within summ About 20 miles
2 (Mongolians) Animat husbandry Other sumni 50-85 miles

1 Carpenter Other sumu 50 miles

5 Non-agricultural County Town 15 miles

2 Non-agricultural Chifeng city 75 miles

4 (1 couple) Brick kiin Alashan league 760 miles

8 (3 couples) Brick kiln Liaoning province 160 miles

4 Non-agricultural Shenyang city 235 miles

11 (3 couples) Cil field Hebei province 350 miles ~
3 ' Non-agricultural Tianjing city 300 miles

1 ‘ Non-agricultural Harbin city 420 miles
Total: 43 migrants (including 7 couples)
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an apprentice in a construction teamin the
country town. This strategy (sending chil-
dren to work outside) works very well and
theincome per capita of thishousehold was
1625yuan in 1988.Itbecame thesecond rich-
est household in the village.

In the summers of 1988 and 1989, 43
young people of Sanyiefu worked outside
the village: 29 men and 7 couples (Table 1),
Among them, two Mongolians worked
with their relatives in pastoral areas. All
Han worked in non-agricultural activities
(oil field, brick kiln, construction teams,
workshops, etc.). Some travelled over 700
miles to find jobs. Generally, the Mon-
golians send their sons (through adoption)
and daughters (through marriage) to pas-
toral areas which also became very rich
because of rising prices of pastoral prod-
ucts. The Han send their aduit children to
cities and towns where more temporary
work opportunities exist and migration
control is less severe under the new eco-
nomic policies.

The number of households did not de-
crease but people are leaving. For these
farmers, agriculture has been their life for
generations. Once so eager to cultivate this
virgin land, they are now gradually losing
confidence in it.

General economic situation
of Sanyiefu

Among the total of 24 households inter-
viewed in 1989, 18 wereincluded in the 1985
samplesurvey. Acomparison of theincome
levels and the structure of income sources
in 1984 and 1988 might provide some
insights into changes in the economy of
Sanyiefu during the period.

The meanincome per capitafor 18 house-
holds was 382 yuan in 1984, and 1043 yuan
in 1988. But there is a very rich household
with a 7060 yuan income per capita. Exclud-
ing this special case, the mean income per
capita for 17 households was 497 yuan in

1988. The general income level increased

during the period though there was a bad
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droughtin 1988, The percentage of agricy).
tural income in total increased for 6 hoyge.
holds (33 percent), the percentage of ap;.
mal husbandry income in total increaseq
for 10 households (56 percent), percentage
of subsidy income in total increased for 4
households (22 percent) (Table 2), Amgp, g
the 18households, only 4 earned less in 198g
than in 1984. Therefore, the income of the
majority increased and the increase wag
mainly due to animal husbandry.

In 1989, there were 520 mu (1 mu = 0.1¢5
acres) of sown land in the village, less thap,
2 mu per capita. Although total cultivateq
land was 900 mu, people sowed only a part
of their land because of the dry spring. In
addition, each person has about 1.5-2
grassland for cutting hay to feed their ani-
mals in winter. Income was relatively high
in the 1950s when the population was less
and the grassland wassstill fertile. The value
of the workpoint in the first year of ‘ad-
vanced agricultural producer’s coopera-
tive’ (1956) was 1.75 yuan/day. It was re-
duced to 0.30 yuan/day in 1972. The best
year was considered to be 1982, the first

year of the responsibility system.In1982,a

good harvest and high incomes attracted
12 girls from other villages to marry into
Sanyiefu. But the ‘Golden Age’ was short.
Because of soil impoverishment and dry
weather, income has continually decreased
since then. The lowest income was only 70
yuan per capita forahousehold whosehead
had been in a bad motor accident the previ-
ous year (Case #2 in Table 2). The richest
household was a ‘hen-raising specialized
household’ (Case#14), which had over two
thousand hens. By selling eggs and chick-
ensatmarket, thishousehold had 7060 yuan
income per capita in 1988.
Withagricultureand animal husbandry
as the main economicactivities, two trends
in this areaneed specialattention. First, due
tolackof aneffectiveirrigation system, corn
and millet used to be the major crop in this
village. The local authorities introduced a
special kind of sunflower for oil extraction
in the late 1960s. At that time, an extraction
factory wasestablished in the county towi:
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Case 14 (Zhang xiao) is a “hen-raising household”.
gr: income from agriculture

ni: income from animal husbandry

I: income from salary

ub: income from subsidy (or outside village work)

he price of sunflower seeds was higher
round 1.40-1.50 yuarn /kg) than corn (0.20
uan/kg) and millet (0.30 yuan/kg). Be-
ause the income from the samearea ofland
‘was usually three times higher when
planted to sunflowers than corn or millet,
farmers soon turned to sunflower produc-
tion. But it is well-known that sunflowers
‘can greatly reduce the fertility of soil. Expe-
‘rienced farmers in the village said thatsun-
“flowers should be planted every third year,
with a two-year interval for soybean or
“millet production in order to recover soil
fertility. Otherwise, the colour of the soil
‘would change from black or brown to grey
and the surface of the soil would harden.
Therefore, the area sown tosunflowers was

Case 2 (Wang shu) had a bad accident and could not work.

controlled by the commune and brigade
authorities at that time7, ‘

Since 1981 when the household respon-
sibility system started in practice, therehas
been no control over which crop is sown.
Among the 23 households1 interviewedin
1989, 14 grew only sunflowers in 1988 and
1989. Theremaining9 householdsalso grew
sunflowers as their main crop. This trend
has slowed in the past two years due toan
infectious plant disease which caused pu-
trescence of sunflowerseeds, Someonesaid
that the spread of this disease was certainly
not good for the farmers’ purse, but might
be good for their land.

For along period, the prices of all kinds
of grains (corn, millet, wheat, rice,etc.) have
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been kept very low by the Government
Grain Bureau, whose branches buy grains
fromfarmers. Under theresponsibility sys-
temn, farmers are contracted to sell a certain
amountof grains to the governmentat gov-
ernment prices. The farmers can then sell
the rest in a free market. The prices quoted
' by the government are usually one-half, or
evenone-third of thefreemarket price, With
the rapid increase of costs of agricultural
production inputs—seed, oil, chemical fer-
tilizer, electricity—itis clear that grain pro-
duction is not profitable. Therefore, farm-
ers prefer sunflowers and pay less atten-
tion to the worsening condition of theland.
Because policies in China have changed so
often in the past, farmers still worry about
how long theresponsibility system will last
and the possibility of losing theland again,
They hesitate to make any long-run invest-
ment (irrigation, recovery of soil fertility,
etc.)intheland and haveextracted asmuch
as possiblefrom theland still in their hands.

Animal husbandry has been an impor-
tant partofthe village’s economy. Sanyiefu
used to be a pure pastoral area before 1928
and only took on significant crop produc-
tionsince the early 1950s. With government
emphasison grain production and reduced
areas of grassland due to both cultivation
and environmental deterioration, the
number of animals decreased by about 40
percent from 1930 to 1980. This situation
has also changed since the responsibility
system was introduced in 1981, First, after
theanimals wereredistributed amongresi-
dents, local authorities had no control on
numbers of animals and use of the grass-
land. With the countrywide development
of a market economy, prices of pastoral
products (wool, meat, leather, especially
cashmere)increased. Forexample, the price
of raw cashmere was 7 yuan/kg in 1973,
about 76 yuan/kg in 1985, and about 220
yuan/kg in 1988. In 1989, the price offered
by parastatal Gong Xino She (a countrywide
local store system) was 140 yuan/kg, and by
private buyers from Han regions was 180-
200 yuan/kg. This situation greatly stimu-
lated both farmers and herdsmen to in-

o 182

crease the number of animals, especially
goats.

The totalnumber of animals in the Whole
sumu (which has 19 villages inclugdip
Sanyiefu) doubled from 1981 to 19g4
Among theseanimals, goatsincreased from
about 5,000 in 1981 to 23,887 in 1989, an
increase of almost five times. The numpe,
for 1989 wasreported by people themselyes
and the actual number could be Mmuch
higher. The sumu Official Assistant v,
provided me with these numbers gave mq
an example: a Mongolian herdsmay,
(Taogetao) whoreported tohave 1,100 goats
wasbelieved by his neighbours tohave oyer
2,000 goats. :

Obviously, raising sheep and goats o
sell wool and cashmere has become a very
important source of income. Among 21
households I interviewed in 19898, 10 ob-
tained over 40 percent of theirincome from
selling wool or cashmere while 9 obtained
over40 percentof income from selling sun.
flower seeds.

But, as was the case with sunflowers,
there was another environmental problem
with goats. Goats are very smart animals.
They can peel off the bark of trees and
shrubs, as well as dig up grass roots. This s
especially true in winter and spring. Ac-
cording to the Chief of the sumu Animal
Husbandry and Veterinary Station, one
goat can destroy the same amountof grass-
land as five sheep. Therefore, the banner
governmentissued aspecial documentlim-
iting the number of goats to two per capita
and asked goatowners to pay anannual fee
of 15 yuan per extra goat for grassland re-
construction.

However, under the responsibility sys-
tem, neither the sumu nor village cadres
have any real sanctions, or the necessary
authority, to enforce this document. In the
sumu which Sanyiefu belongs to, the self-
reported number of goats in 1989 exceeded
four goats per capita and nobody paid the
fee. The sumu cadres estimated thata Mon-
golian herdsman in Dongba village, own-
ing over 2,000 goats, had an annual income
of atleast 300,000 yuan and that most of his




wasfromhis goats. Isawhimlaugh-
he speech made by the surmu Party
{ary asking peopletolimit thenumber
ir goats. People said that he told his
¢ about his plan: he will sell all his
ere and goats when all the grass and
s within the border of his village were
up. Thenhewould moveto thecityto
Jife withall themoney he earned. This
ther kind of short-term money-mak-
rategy. “Whata devil” hisneighbours
he will leave us only bare desert. But
can we do about it? Even the banner
nment borrowed about 250,000 yuan
m him in 1988 with a high interest rate.
gsurprisingly, his horse’s tail was cutby
eone when he went shopping at the
re and his windows were broken by
nes, butthereseems no way tostop him”.
s herdsman and the residents in his vil-
e were all Mongolians.

Clearly, rapid growth of goats resulted
n a serious destruction of vegetation, im-
overishment of grassland, and expansion
{ desert. Land lost grass roots and its top-
oil was then carried away by wind. Dunes
ostbushesand started toexpand and move.
‘helandscapein thisareabecamea terrible
cene like other places in Inner Mongolia
escribed by previous studies (Myers
956:507). When I first visited Sanyiefu in
985, I still could see some short grass
round the village. I saw only grey and
_whitebareland in 1989. Destruction of veg-
“etation led to less rainfall, and less rainfall
led to a further destruction of vegetation.
The people of Sanyiefu havenow falleninto
this vicious cycle.

Residents, including both cadres and
older farmers, recognize their difficult po-
sition. There was a droughtin 1988. Because
of this, although they sowed three timesin
the spring, there was a very poor harvest
(about one third of the usual). The drought
in 1989 was even more damaging. Iwent to
the fields in July and saw that more than
half the sown land was bare. In the other
half of the sownland, sunflowersand other
crops were quite uneven in length. It was
obvious that there would be almost no har-
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vest in the fall. The 1988 drought resulted
in a ridiculously high price of hay in the
winter (0.32-0.34 yuan/kg), similar to the
price of corn. People had to buy hay to save
their animals which they had recently
bought at a very high price® These animals
corroded their purse before bringing them
any fortune. In regards to the more serious
drought in 1989, a sumu leader estimated
that about half of the animals of this sumu
(including a reported 24,000 goats and
18,000 sheep) would be sold or killed be-
fore winter.

The people of Sanyiefu had a very hard
time in 1989. The 1988 drought had several
direct or indirect results: first, the crop har-
vest was too poor to provide enough food
while the sunflower harvest was too poor
to provide cash to buy grain for the follow-
ing year; second, the drought raised the
prices of crops and it now cost much more
for Sanyiefu residents to buy grain on the
market!0; third, they had to pay a higher
price for hay to feed their animals because
the drought also resulted in a shortage of
hay; fourth, they did not get cash payments
for the wooland cashmere sold to the Gong
Xiao She(governmentstore)!! thatsummer,
instead, they received a receipt which they
were not able to use to buy grain!? and fi-
nally, when they were willing tosellalarge
part of their animals to avoid another dis-
astrous winter, the price of sheep and goats
went down because many animal owners
were doing the same thing. That is typical
in a market economy, and China currently
has a market economy in regards to pasto-
ral production.

Because people can do almost nothing
aboutdry weather (nomoreanti-dry, move-
mentsorganized and financially supported
by the communes), the villagers had to
abandon their land and send their young
men to towns or cities in search of tempo-.
rary work to survive. At the time we were

in the village (July 1989), over one third of

its labourers were away, Many of them (63
percent) even crossed provincial borders

(Table 1).
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When we visited this village in 1985, we
were introduced to a project to improve
both the environment and villagers’ in-
come. Itwas called ‘turning agriculture back
toanimal husbandry’ or ‘animal husbandry
rejuvenation’, and was designed for the
semi-agriculfural and semi-pastoral areas
which have a deteriorating economy and
environment. Such a plan needed the gov-
ernment to do three things: (1) supply low-
priced grains to villagers who changed their
status from ‘agricultural’ to ‘pastoral’; (2)
find employment opportunities for surplus
labourers because pastoral production
needs much less labour than agricultural
production within the same area of land;
and (3) provide funds for grassland recon-
struction(about250-260yuan/mu). Chinese
peasants areused torelyingon government
funds for a project organized by the gov-
ernment. The banner government was un-
ableto do these things. Later on, the project

was abandoned.
~ Whenthis project was introduced to the
five villages-of Heitazhi gaca (including
Sanyiefu) in 1984, the banner government
was willing to provide a small fund for
planting grass (3 yuan/my for ploughing)
and free grass seeds. Only one village
(Chenjiadian) planted 800 mu and obtained
somebenefitsfrom thisnew grassland. The
hay production, if turned into cash accord-
ing to the price in the respective year, was
about 22 yuan in 1985, 30 yuan in 1986, and
65 yuan in 1988 per capita. The numbers are
not large, but hay production per capita in
those years could generally feed 2 goats or
1.5 sheep for one winter and spring. These
animals will produce 120 yuan of cashmere
or 70 yuan of wool. This is a significant in-
come per capita in this area. I asked why
Sanyiefu did notjoin the projectat that time.
I'was told that the residents expected too
much from the government. They wanted
to receive more government funding and
change their registration status from ‘agri-
cultural’ to ‘pastoral’. Compared with
Chenjiadian village, there was no strong
leadership in this community. Sanyiefu
residents thought the government subsidy
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was too small and thfey had to Contribuyte
toomuchenergyand timeforaresult ch
was still uncertain. Now, there is 10 hope
forreviving the “animal husbandry Tejuve.
nation’ project because the financjg] situa.
tion of the banner government is evep
worse than before,

Talsospoke oftenwiththevillagers about
alternativesolutions to their economic and
environment problems, In our discussion
three measures were considered by many
residents to be practical: (1) by digging
small wells in their gardens for vegetable
production, they may sell vegetablesin the
county town free market (which is aboy
15 miles away) to earn cash13; (2) digging
two motor-pumped well to irrigate 600 1y,
for wheat production, which will provide
enough food to feed the population of the
whole village; and (3) taking a chance that
the coming disaster, which would cause 4
rapid decline in animal numbers and limit
the number of animals to actual grass sup-
ply, would then encourage people to plant
grass trees and lead to recovery of the en-
vironment. :

The first measure can be arranged by
each household itself because one small
well will only cost 1,300 yuan. Motor-
pumped wells are much more expensive.
The expenseof digging one motor-pumped
well and the relevant equipment is about
15,000 yuan. Such anintervention depends
mainly on obtaining a loan from the ban-
ner government. Because the village cad-
res have no authority to arrange pastoral
production and grassland construction for
the villagers, the only hope for the third
measure is that these farmers have learnt
their lessons from disasters in the past two
years.




Relationship between Han and
Mongolians

- Acculturation and intermarriage

Sixty years have passed since the first Han
mily moved into this village. Now one
annot tell the difference between this vil-
lage and other Han villages in southern
Chifeng. The landscape, the appearances
of houses, the way people dress, the food
they eat, all seem to be the same and in the
Han style. When Mongolian herdsmen
adopted agriculture as their main economic
activity, such a fundamental change inevi-
tably resulted in changes in dress, diet,
housing, life customs, and even the way of
thinking.
. Miao Sheng (75 years old), a member of
the first Flan household in this village, told
me thathelearnttospeak Mongolian when
he was young because all his neighbours
and playmates could only speak Mongo-
ian. A Mongolian woman (50 year old) has
wo sons and four daughters. She told me
thather second son (26 years old) could not
peak good Mongolian and had married a
Han woman. She had hoped that her two
randsons would learn Mongolian and
ied to teach them. But it seems that she
vas not very successful because the boys
alked Mandarin all the time. There was no
lass taught in Mongolian in the primary
chool of the village because the number of
ongolian children was too small. Three
fher four daughters got married and, and
Il of them married Mongolian herdsmen
the pastoral areas and moved away.
henIasked aboutwhethershe would like
see her youngest daughter marry a Han
oy, she smiled and said “no”, then she
ntinued, “but this affair, to a certain ex-
nt, depends on how she thinks. It is not
e old time for parents to make the deci-
on”, It is interesting that all the inter-
Mmarriages (a total of four cases, I found) in
this village were of the type Mongolian
sband-Han wife, all were relatively
ung couples (around 20 to 40 years old),
dallthechildren from theintermarriages
are registered as Mongolians.

Rong Ma: Migrant and ethnic integration

I asked the villagers about the remain-
ing differencesin customs between Han and
Mongolians in this village. They always
took a period of time to think, and the ex-
amples they gave were quite small. The
wedding ceremony of Mongolians are now
the same as the Han. The Mongolians used
to have a different style of funeral: a verti-
cal coffin in which the corpse sat cross-leg-
ged. That kind of funeral disappeared in
thelate 1960s. Residents canrecall few other
custom differences between Han and
Mongolians.

At present, no Han can speak Mongo-
lian. Those early Han in-migrants who
learnt Mongolian when they arrived now
only remember a few Mongolian words.
The language used for communication
among residents, even within Mongolian
householdsis Mandarin. Mongoliansabove
30 years old still understand some Mongo-
lian, butMongolians under 20 cannotspeak
it at all. It is clear that after three genera-
tons, the process of ‘Han-oriented’ accul-
turation is almost complete in this village.

Kinship networks and residential
patterns

Figure 3 shows kinship networks among
household headsin Sanyiefuvillagein 1989.
Allhouseholdsare marked with lettersand
numbers. Each letter (e.g. A) indicates a
kinship group within a wider category.
Households under the same letter are rela-
tives through marriage, such as father and
‘son-in-law’. Households with the same
number under the same letter indicate fam-
ily groups with blood connections, such as
“father’ and ‘sor’, ‘brothers’, and ‘uncle’
and ‘nephew’, etc. Forexample, A1, A2, and
A3 mean that the A group was composed
of three family groups (in each family
group, the household heads have the same
family name and blood connection). The
six households marked Al have kinship
relations with A2 and A3 through marriage.
Both Aand B groups were Mongolians; the
households with other letters were Han.
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Figure 3. Kinship networks in Sanyiefu village
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By carefully grouping all households, it
was found that A was the major Mongolian
kinship group (including 87 percent of the
total Mongolian households in the village)
while C was the major Han kinship group
(including 61 percentof the total Han house-
holds). Through Mongolian-Han inter-

marriages between the members of A and-

C groups, these two largest kinship groups
made up a larger kinship network. The
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combined A-C group includes over two-
thirds of the total households in the village.
Inother words, over two-thirds of residents
wererelatives through various connections.
I was told that, in some cases, marriages
were carefully designed to link different
family groups. With a strong tradition, in
both Han and Mongolian societies, empha-
sizing the importance of family and kin-
ship, we can see that family and kinship




jay an important role in this village
e a long history of Han in-migration
significant change in its ethnicstruc-
The Han-Mongolian integration and
ant-native integration overlap with
ly-linking. .

many aspects, Sanyiefu is stilla tradi-
| community. In the past, many resi-
s could migrate toand be registered in
villagejustbecause of theirkinshipwith
osidents. We noticed that relatives
red water from small wells for garden-
porrowed grain and money from each
_ helped each other fo build houses,
{ travelled together in search of jobs.
amily background and social communi-
on havealwaysbeen takenintoaccount
ocal cadre elections. To figure out the
inship relationsamong the residentsisthe
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key inunderstanding their daily behaviour
and thestructure and functions of this com-
munity.

From the map in Figure 4, we may ob-
tain a basic idea about the household dis-
tribution in Sanyiefu village. All houses in
this map are marked with letters and num-
bers in the same way as in Figure 3. This
map shows that almost all Mortgolian
households live in close proximity. The
Mongolian households of A group live in
tworanksin themiddle of the village, which
is the old neighbourhood of the village. The
two or three exceptions were young cou-
ples newly separated from their parents.
When they wanted to build their own
houses, there was no space available near
their parents’ house and they had to build
at the edge of the village. From this map,

igure 4. Distribution of households in Sanyiefu by ethnic status and kinship networks
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many cases can be found in whichrelatives
live next to each other. It is clear that the
residential pattern reflects the kinship net-
works among residents.

During our stay in the village, we no-
ticed that Han and Mongolians visited each
other to predict the weather and discuss
plans for sowing next year. They sat down
together and discussed their common fu-
ture. Their children studied and played
together in school and in their yards. It
seems that the issue of ethnic status was
notraised but for questionsraised by stran-
gers like us. When we asked about major
problems in this village, people first com-
plained about the natural conditions: dry
weather and bad harvests. Second, they
complained about the behaviour of some
specific persons, e.g. the stinginess and tyr-
anny of therichest personin the village (the
hen-raising ‘specialized household’). Third,
they complained about the weakness of
local government: the old motor-pumpwell
did not work well because of bad manage-
ment; the local tax (tong chou, 33.5 yuan per
capita in 1988) was not paid by many resi-
dents because of the lack of a village au-
thority (this tax was the major source of
income of local teachers, cadres, and con-
struction projects); some poorfamilies who
had tractor accidents or other disasters had
to take care of themselves because the gaca
and the village do not have the capacity to
help them under the responsibility sys-
teml4and, theirrigation system, which was
builtunder the commune and benefited the
village harvest in the past, was damaged
but nobody wanted to do anything about
it. Fourth, they complained that they did
notreceive sufficient financial aid and sub-
sidies from the banner governmentin their
production, construction and welfare.

When listening to these people (includ-
ing both Han and Mongolians, natives and
previous migrants) whosattogether to talk
about these affairs, we felt that this was an
integrated community. Themembersof this
community shared common interest and

worries. There was general agreement on -

most issues, and if there was some disa-
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greement, there was no obvious ¢op

’ . cern
over people’s ethnic status or Migratipp,

background. :

Conclusion

The .dlscussmn in this paper may be syp,.
marised as follows:

(1) To animportant extent, Sanyiefy js ,
community of in-migrants and their do.
scendants. First, this area was used by
Mongoliannomads as their pasture for cep.
turies until a group of Mongolian herds.
men settled here. Soon after that, the firs
Han farmer appeared. He and his family
worked for the Mongolian lord and pro.
duced grains using very crude methods,
About 20 years later, when this area was
under the control of a strong government
which encouragedagricultural production,
other Han farmers gradually migrated here,
As Han continually moved in, some native
Mongolians moved out. Those who re-
mained were gradually assimilated with the
Han, who became the majority of the resi-
dents. After about another 25 years, in-mi-
gration by households stopped. Then, with
obvious pressure of population on natural
resources, individual in-migration also
declined. Finally, with an impoverished
environment and a fragile economy, mar-
riage migration became out-oriented and
some young people began searching for
opportunities through out-migration.

(2) Han in-migration in this village was
a long process. It began 60 years ago and
occurred in a very diffuse way. Each year,
a very small number moved to the village
in individual households. Therefore, the
changes in economic activities and ethnic
structure of the community were very slow,
followed by a gradual process of accultura-
tionandintermarriage. Today’s 60 year old
Mongolians started to play with Han chil-
dren when they were babies, and to the
younger generations of Mongolians, living
together with Han is very natural.

(3) It seems that no major conflicts have
occurred between Han and Mongolians in




ast60 years. Inall the periods—’coop-

tive fransformation’, ‘communesystem’,

onsibility system’, even during the

iral revolution’—Han and Mongolians

1 to have gotalong very well. This im-

ssion was also confirmed during house-

d interviews. Inour conversation, peo-

aid more attention to the weather, the

pility of obtaining a loan from the

or government to dig motor-pump

|Is, and job opportunities in other places

1 to ethnic issues. Obviously, there was

f_conflict of interest between Han and

ngolian residents in this village. Both

n and Mongolians face the same prob-

s in their agricultural and pastoral pro-

ction. Under this kind of situation, eth-

icidentity (ithasbecome very weakinthe

t)as well asnative-migrantcontent (they
were migrants, having come here ear-

- or later) are minor concerns.

The situationinSanyiefu provides asam-
lefora comparativestudy.If theHan who
(rived here in the past 20 or 30 years had
ome in groups large enough to signifi-
antly change the ethnic structure of the
ocal community all at once, the relations
etween Han in-migrants and Mongolian
atives could have been fragile. The pic-
yre would have been quite different from
he current situation in Sanyiefu. Insucha
ase (which was found in Balin banner in
ur Chifeng survey), the Mongolianhouse-
old heads (usually 40-50 years old) might
ave easily recognized the cultural differ-
nces between the two ethnic groups, and
ealized that new comers take away natu-
al resources which had belonged to na-
tives. Conflicts of interest are thus likely to
_be played out in ethnic relationships.

If the Han and the Mongolians lived in
“ separate villages, next 0 each other, en-
-gaged in different economic activities, the
situationmightbe very serious. Inthat case,
conflicts in economic activities (farmers
cultivate grassland while herdsmens’ ani-
" mals eat crops) might occur often. These
would become conflicts between two com-
munities, and finally appear as ethnic con-
flicts stimulated by ethnic consciousness.

s
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In acase we found inJerim league, the situ-
ation was even worse because the Han vil-
lage and the Mongolian village belong toa
different county and banner. Cadres took
the side of their locality and finally the sen-
ior officers had to be called in to mediate.

Therefore, comparing the experience of
Sanyiefu with other cases, we can say that
althoughin-migration involves ethniccon-
tent and changes in economic activities, it
can result in a smooth integration, This is
possible in a diffuse process which stops
before the pressure of population on natu-
ral resources becomes unbearable. Ethnic
consciopsness and cultural factors are im-
portant in the process of social and eco-
nomic development, but their impact is
minimal if contact occurs gradually over a
long period of time.

Finally, the experience of Sanyiefu also
shows thatenvironmental deteriorationhas
become a serious problem in semi-agricul-
turaland semi-pastoral areasinInnerMon-
golia. In-migration of Han farmers resulted
in an increase in population density and
changesineconomic activities. Whenpopu-
lation pressure onnatural resources reaches
a certain level, the environment becomes
fragile and both agriculture and- animal
husbandry face difficulties. The situation
becomes worse when the administration
looses its control over land use, the market,
and the number of animals allowed. The
cases of sunflowers inagricultureand goats
in animal husbandry are two examples of
short-term money-making strategies of
farmers and herdsmen, which have disas-
trousresultson theenvironment. The wors-
ening environment has reduced people’s
income and become a new factor in socio-
economic development of the local com-
munity and the relationships among its

resident groups.
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Notes

1tis partof Heitazhi gaca (brigade), Bahantala sumu
{commune).

2 Mr. Li Li and Mr. Bao Zhiming (a Mongolian).
They both worked in the institute of Sociology at
Peking University at that time. Another friend of
mine, Mr. Wu Jiacai working in the Banner Statisti-
cal Bureau, also joined us for a period.

3 The status of all who were classified as Tandlord’
or ‘rich peasant’ were changed into ‘grain peasant’
(Liang Nong) in the late 1970s.

4 The projectis called Tuei Geng Huan Mu (returning
agriculture back to animal husbandry) in Chinese.
5 Although they have different official names now
under the responsibility system, villagers still cail
them by their former titles.

61 and reform was carried out here in 1947, and the
land and animals were redistributed among all vil-
lage residents.

7 The commune system was established in 1958 and
ended in 1981.

8 A hen-raising ‘specialized household’ and another
one whose head worked in sumu Junior Middle
School were excluded because their income re-
sources are very different from the rest,

9 According to several farmers, an adult sheep was
worth about 70 yian in the market in 1987, rose to
150-200 yuan in 1988, and was expected to be below
120 yuan in 1989,

10n the summer of 1989, the price of millet was 1.20
yuan/kgand corn flour was (.60 yuan /kg in the free
market. These prices canbe compared with theprices
at which the government store supplied town resi-
dents: 0.24 yran/kg for corn flourand 0.32 yuan/kg
for millet. ]
1170 sell these products to private buyers was for-
bidden by the policy of Inner Mongpolia, but many
residents still do so.

12 The drought also resulted in financial problems
for Chifeng government which had less income but
had to pay more for welfare programmes. The vil-
lages got their cash payment around November that

ear.
¥3 There were 14 such small wellsin Sanyiefu and all
were dug in 1988 and 1989. They brought their
owners a considerable amount of cash and were
called the ‘garden economy’.
14Gemerally, therich wanted a weak local authority
while the poor wanted a stronger local authority to
take care of them,
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