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I. bjective of the Paper
The research on which this paper is based focused on nigrant
shepherds, the Raikas!, in sem-arid Rajasthan. Thi s paper
anal yzes deci si on naki ng anong t he Rai ka shepherds whi | e t hey
m gr at e.
Through arriving at an understandi ng of deci si on-maki ng anongst
t he shepherds, ny research ains to acconplish two things.
1. Provide a support for the argument that the shepherd
and herders make rational ? deci si ons.
2. Showwhere external interventions by policy-nakers and
devel opnent agencies will be nore fruitful and
effective.?

Inthis paper, however, | amworking only with part of ny data and
as such will primarily work tomardsrthe first aimof ny research. To do
this, ie. toshowthat shepherds make rational decisions, | take
deci si ons undertaken by t he shepherds as the basic unit in ny anal ysis.

The maki ng of reasonabl e decisions is the litrmus test of

1Raﬂ<asareasheep—herdjngcasteinthew&=ternstateof
Rajasthan in India. Most of them, in addition to sheep-herding, also
engage in agriculture.

2 See Ferguson (1982) for an argument against using either
utilitarian (ratiocnal choice) or dualist (traditional vs. modern)
approaches to understand livestock practices.

3 In this paper I do not deal with this objective of my research.
However, the argument is simple. If the basis for shepherd decision-
making is understood, as also its locus, it will be easier to determine
where policies and programs should intervene for the greatest positive
effect. This will be the subject of a secord paper on the subject.



rationality. | argue in this paper that shepherds distribute decision-
making responsibilities among different decision-naking units in the

nd

"dung"® on the basis of the suitability of each decision-making unit
for making that particular decision. In doing so they voluntarily give
up (delegate) power and authority to either an individual or a group
whi ch makes deci sions on behal f of the entire collective - the dung.
Their voluntary decision to vest authority in an individual or a snall
group® provi des a conmon good - the decision-making authority in the
dung. It can be viewed as a contract which is nade afresh each year at
the beginning of their mgration cycle, and dissolved at the end of the
mgration cycle.

Thus the common good di scussed in this case is a ra;ional response
by shepherds to tackle the conplexities of decision-nmaking in an
envi ronment characterized by constant flux. But the fact that shepherds
del egate the responsibility for decision-naking and the power to
enforce decisions to another (individual or group in the dung) should
not |ead us to expect that the delegation of power and responsibility
isindiscrimnate. In fact, there is avery definite and clear logicto
the distribution of the decision-making responsibilities anong the
i ndividual herder, the nanbar dar and t he group of elders in the dung.

It is this logic that my paper seeks to explicate.

~* The "dung" (hereafter written sinply as dung), is pronounced
with a soft "d", but otherwise in the sane manner as dung in English.
I't refers to the nobile shepherd canp, usually conprised by 10 to 15
shepherd househol ds and approxi mately 4,000 sheep.

°I'n a given dung, the |eader of the dung, the "nanbardar", makes
some of the decisions, and for other decisions a group of elders inthe
dung is responsible. See section |V.



Before | proceed with the body of the paper, it may be useful to
enphasi ze t he gui di ng assunpti on behind ny anal ysis. Wile ny anal ysis
seeks to support a particul ar hypothesis, | proceed with the awareness
that the anal ysis is‘subj ect tocriticism reinterpretation of data,
and revi sion (Popper, 1963; 1965). This is only appropriate sincethe
present analysis is a prelinmnary presentation of results derived from
col | ect ed dat a.

1. Organization of the Paper

In the next section of the paper, | will provide a fewsalient facts
about the raikas and their lifestyle as m grant shepherds. Section four
of the paper will discuss the three different decision-making units in
t he dung and t he advant ages t hat each possesses for naki ng deci si ons.
Inthe fifth section, | will talk about the rmajor types of decisions
t hat nmust be nade in a rai ka dung and reproduce a table (fromny
research) which provides infornmation on actual distribution of
deci si on-nmaki ng responsibilities in thirty dungs of m grant shepherds
in Raj asthan. Section six, coming just before the conclusionto the
paper, analyzes the information in section five using a measure for
eval uating ordinal data - specifically, a measure of prediction success
(Hldebrand et al ., 1977; Reynol ds, 1984). Sécti on seven concl udes thi s
brief essay.

Ill. Raikas: Farnmers and M grant Shepher ds

Instead of trying to place the Raikas in a typol ogy of pastoral
nomadi ¢ fornms found i n other regions of the world, (Johnson, 1969;
Dyson- Hudson, 1972; Swidler, 1972; Barth, 1961; Monod, 1975;

Wi ssl eder, 1978) | will concentrate on briefly sketching the Rai kas as

| observed themduring ny field research with themin the sumer of



1990. The stylized facts in the sketch are based on interviews held
wi th menbers of thirty dungs and t he sketch bears no clains to being a
representation of "the raika".

Mgration in rai ka nomadi ¢ pastoralisnf begins after nonsoons are
over and t he rai kas have harvested their fields. Wile nost rai kas own
bot h ani mal s (sheep, goats, canels and i n sone instances donkeys) and
| and, the larger | andowni ng rai kas do not mgrate and t he rai kas who do
mgrate, usually own at | east 50 to 75 sheep.

The basic social unit during mgration is the dung. Each dung has 10
to 15 "househol ds". A "househol d* consists of five to seven persons
(nen, wonen and chil dren) who need not necessarily be froma single
vill age hou_sehol d, (or even one village) but who are generally
affinally or agnatically related. On an average, the 10 to 15
househol ds i n the dung own among them 3,500 to 5,000 sheep, 25 to 60
carmel s, 200 to 300 goats, and 3 to 5 dogs’. Wil e sheep and goats are
reared for wool and nmeat, canels are used for transpo_rti ng baggage and
for limted riding purposes.

Starting their mgration in Cctober and Novenber fromthe drier
western districts of Rajasthan, the Raikas travel east both in a

northerly and southerly direction towards the states of Haryana, Utar

€ See Dyson-Hudson (1972) for a critique of the use of the term
nomadism or nomadic pastoralism, However, the grounds on which he
criticizes the use of the term (that the term makes envirormental
factors primary for explaining the spatial mobility of livestock
rearers) seem to be absent in the case of Raikas. For the raikas
spatial mobility is indeed an attempt to take advantage of differences
in availability of pasture and water across time ard space.

7Each household, together with its complement of animals is called
an "ewar". The same term is used to describe the flock of sheep and
goats. The difference in meaning depends on the context. The data given
is based on fieldwork.



Pradesh, Mdhya Pradesh and Qujarat. They spend approxinately three to
five months before they reach their destination in these states. After
spending a month or so invillages in these states, they then begin the
homewar d journey Wi th the approach of the monsoons. The return journey
Is often conpleted by a different route and is nuch faster since the
rai kas want to reach home before nmonsoons actual |y arrive (so that they
can till their own lands); and yet they do not want to begin the return
journey without any rain at all inthe area they will be crossing on
their return since then their animals may starve for lack of pasture.
Throughout their mgration they opportunistically seek forage for sheep
infallowprivate fields - irrigated or dry farned, governnent owned
forest and pasture | ands, road sides, andvillage owed cormon | ands.
They return to their own villages by the end of June to mddle of July.

Menbership to the dung is fluid and changes fromyear to year
However, adm ssion to the dung presupposes acquai ntance or kin
rel ationships with persons who have al ready been menbers of a given
dung. Usually a dung is identified by the name of the |eader of the
dung - the nanbardar - or by the nane of the nanmbardar's village

For the five to seven persons inthe ewar there is a clear division
| of responsibilities. Two to three persons are in charge of grazing the
400 to 600 sheep owned by the househol d. The head of the household is
cal I ed "nukhiya". One person cooks for the menbers of the househol d,
one persons takes care of the young | anbs whi ch may have just been
born, and usual |y another person grazes camels and is responsible for
mai ntai ning the contacts of the households with their village hones.

Daily life inthe dung is fairly harsh. The shepherds rise before

day break and take their sheep for grazing. They return after three to



four hours and have their breakfast which by this tinme woul d have been
cooked. Before they return, the person in charge of grazing the canels
| eaves wWith the canmel s. After the shepherds have had their breakfast
cumlunch, they | eave again with the sheep. After they have left, the
camel s return fromtheir grazing and are | oaded wi th t he househol d
goods so that they can nove off to the canping | ocation for the day.
O'ten the young | anbs are al so transported on camel back. They reach
the canp for the day in two to seven hours of wal king, dependi ng on the
di stance of the newcanp fromthe old and set canp for the newday. The
shepherds return a little after sunset and then the evening neal s are
cooked.
I'V. Decision-makers in the Dung

Each dung i s headed by a | eader - the nanbardar - who i s responsible
for taking decisions on a variety of issues relating to nmgration
pattern, dealings with outsiders, and purchase and sal e of supplies and
pastoral products. The nanbardar has a second-in-command who is called
t he Kandar who assunes the duties of the nanbardar when t he nanbar dar
is sick or absent. Inadditiontothe nanbardar, there is an informa
council of elders in each dung whi ch makes deci si ons and hel ps in
deci sion-nmaking in situations of crisis or situations mjthou£
precedent. There is of course the "nukhiya", or the head of a
househol d, who nakes deci si ons on nost natters pertaining to the ewar.
Since the kandar is functionally equival ent to the nanbardar, | assume
inthe paper that there are only three | oci of decision-making in any
given dung. Inthe paper, | will refer to themcollectively as

deci si on- naki ng uni ts.



4.1 Factors influenci ng deci si on-maki ng

A large nunber of factors influence decisions taken by the
shepherds. Begi hning fromthe poi nt when a group of shepherds nay
request a person to be the nanbardar® for a given annual migration
(before the mgration begins) to the point when t he shepherds nake t he
deci sion to disperse and go to their villages when returning fromthe
east (when the migration ends), the dung is confronted with an extra-
ordinary vari ety of situations, many of which require that decisions be
taken. Since the shepherds often nove through new areas, the situations
that confront theminvol ve interactions with newpersons. Sincethe
shepherds do not have property rights over the resources they need in
these areas for survival (their own as well as of their sheep) (water,
browsi ng and grazing rights, fuel-wood, and often the right to nove
through private fields) they have to negotiate with villagers to
procure their needs. The uncertainty in the social environment of the
dung i s exacerbated by the unpredictabl e physical and clinatic
vari ations. The nost significant uncertainty is about rainfall which
also affects the availability of vegetation and forage for sheep, often
wi thin the space of a day's march.

The conditions outlined above necessitate the taking of effective
deci sions. Not just any of the decision-nmaking units, randomy

selected, will make the best decision for a situation that the dung may

8The position of a nambardar may be hereditary or he may be chosen
through selection by a number of shepherds who want him to form a durg.
It is true that many raika families are composed entirely of persons
who are nambardars. However, to inherit the mantle of a nambardar, his
offspring has no choice but to perform well, else, over time the ewars
in his dung will drift to other durgs and he will be left without any
dung to lead.



face inits mgration. This means that the responsibility for making
decisions in a given situation nust be distributed with an eye to the
strengths and weaknesses of the decision-making unit.

As | already remarked, the individual nukhiyas in a dung,
voluntarily allowthe nanbardar and the council of elders in the dung
to take decisions on their behal f° | hypothesized that the reason for
this can be found in the greater suitability of the nanbardar and the
counci| of elders to take certaintypes of decisions. Thus, the
mukhiyas wi || keep under their own domain those decision-situations and
t asks where the nanbardar and the council of elders has no relative
advantage over the mukhiya in reaching a decision
4.2 Factors influencing the suitability of a decision-naking unit

There are three factors®® which influence the suitability of a
deci sion-nmaking unit to take decisions in a given situation for the
dung/ewar. The first is the amount of information that the decision-
maker has inrelation to that required for making the decision. The
second is the nunber of people who will be positively or adversely

affected by the decision involved. The third is possibility of higher

92n argument can be made that the individual herders have little
option but to allow the nambardar or the caancil of elders to take
decisions on their behalf. Therefore the existing distribution of
decision-making reflects power relationships between the nambardar and
the imdividual herders rather than a rational distribution of
responsibilities based on suitability of decision-making units as may
be achieved in an "ideal situation". The argument certainly has its
merit. However, it is undermined by the fact that the herders can
choose to leave dungs headed by particular nambardars, and that they
can choose their own hambardars for an anmual migration. Thus herders
can express their preferences by exit, or by voice - by choosing
another nambardar (see Hirschman, 1979)

10 gee Dyson—Huadson (1972: 33-39) for an extensive list of factors
relevant to pastoral mobility. The discussion in this section of the
paper is at a more abstract level.



benefits if the decision were taken for the entire dung rather than for
i ndi vi dual househol ds. Keeping in mnd these three factors, the
following general rules can be formilated.

The nukhiya of an ewar is the most suitable for making decisions
when he is the best informed regarding the situation (as he w !l be
about matters pertainingto his ewar); when the nunber of people
affected by the decisionis only within his ewar; and when there is no
possi bility of higher benefits even if a collective decision for the
entire dung is taken. Ve will see this patternreflected in the actua
deci sions taken by the shepherds.

The nanbardar is in general better informed than individual herders
when it cones to matters relating to the entire dung. Such matters
i nclude the choice of the mgration route, know edge of the settled
popul ation along the route and bureaucratic rules, interactions with
traders. Therefore he will be nore suitable than the mukhiyas of
i ndividual canps for making decisions pertaining to the entire dung -
whet her they relate to mgration, relationships with settled
popul ations, bureaucracy or the judicial system or settlenments of
di sputes within the dung. This will be especially true if the decision
wi Il result inhigher benefits for the entire dung. I'n such a
situation, even if the nanbardar and the nukhiya of a dung are equally
wel [ informed about a situation, it makes sense for the nanbardar to

make the decision for the dung rather than the mukhiya.

In a situation where neither the mukhiyas nor the nanmbardar have
very good information on the issue, where people fromnore than just
one ewar are involved, and the possibility of an adverse inpact because

of the decision is high, the council of elders is likely to be involved



inthe decision-naking. This will serve two purposes - it will first,
enl arge t he base of decision-naking so that no one person will suffer
the guilt for a wong decision. Second, it will also prevent the
nanbardar fromusing the situation to his own advantage if the council
of elders is there to nonitor himin situations of uncertainty.
V. Maj or Types of Deci sions

Inthis section | present the data | collected fromthirty shepherd
canps (dungs), on the areas i n which decision-making is inportant
during mgration. There are six such areas of deci si on- nmaki ngl'l. Thi s
classification i s based on a coomon-sense viewof the life in the
m grant shepherd canps of Raikas. Wthin each class there are further
i ssues'?
Dung Formati on and di ssol ution
M gration
Matters relating to the ewar

Matters relating to the dung as a whol e
Sal es of pastoral products

o abhwdnpE

Dealing wi th outsiders

I will briefly explainwhat each issue area inplies. Dung fornation
and dissolution refers to the fact that the dungs are forned anew each
year after the mukhiyas request a nanbardar to undertake with themthe
annual mgration. At the end of the mgration cycle for..the year, the
nukhi yas separate and go back to their individual villages.

The inportant decisions relating to mgration are the direction of
the mgration, the timng of the mgration, and the daily question of
where t he canp shoul d be set. Inthis respect, the raikas are different

frommany ot her pastoralists. The raikas are constantly on t he nove,

1llmme 1list of the areas of decision-making is primarily
empirically based.

127 detailed list of issues in each area is given in appendix one.



sel domcanpi ng i n any one spot for nore than a coupl e of days. Thus a
deci si on on issues regarding canp | ocati on has to be taken every day.

Inthe third class of decisions are issues relating to the ewars -
t he househol ds - conprising the dung. For each ewar, the nukhiya
undert akes t he deci sions, even when the nenbers of the ewar conme from
different villages and do not correspond to a settled household in a
village. At amni scale, the giving up of authority by the ewar
nmenbers to the nukhiya replicates the simlar action undertaken by the
nukhi yas for the nanbardar. In both situations, the objective is nore
ef fective functioning of the ewar, or the dung - ie. the larger unit of
soci al organi zati on.

For sal e of products, it is again the nanbardar who undertakes
deci si ons nost of the tinme. This includes deci sion-maki ng on sal es of
sheep, wool, and the shearing of sheep. However, the three factors |
mentioned (see page 8) - information availability, nunber of people
i nvol ved and scal e economes - conpete closely in this issue area for
di stribution of decision responsibilities.

The last issue area - relations with outsiders (includingthe
governnent, |egal systemand the settled popul ati on) poses the great est
uncertainty for the shepherds. At the sane tinme, wong decisions in
this issue area can lead to the dung finding itself in grave trouble.
It is not surprisingtherefore that the decision-naking
responsibilities are often shared between t he nanbardar and t he counci |
of elders. Indeed, it isinthis issue areathat the council of elders
is nost often asked to play a rol e in decision-nmaking, especially when

it cones to dealingwith the legal system



VI . Anal ysis of Decisions
Inthe follow ng table, (see next page) | provide the data on the
deci si ons made by the different decision-making units classified
according to i ssue area. The three notes followi ng the table, explain
the manner in which the data inthe table is presented. (The first two
notes are al so useful for the second table.) The figure in bracket next
to the issue area refers to the nunber of issues inthat area that the
shepher ds were asked a question on. The figures in each cell indicate
t he nunber of times a particul ar decision-naking unit was nmentioned as
t he actual deci sion-maker for a given issue by the respondent.
TABLE 1
Aggr egat e Deci si ons- Maki ng Data by |ssue Area

| ssue Area Deci si on- Maki ng Unj t

Mukhias Nanbardar Courcil Total

Dung Formati on/ D ssol ution(?2) 45 13 _— 58
Mgration (7) 1 188 21 210

Ewar Rel ated matters (13) 334 43 2 379
Dung related matters (17) 36 383 72 491
Sal e of Pastoral Products(10) 69 162 69 300
Dealing wi th Qutsiders (9) 8 182 76 266
Total (58) 493 971 240 1704

Note: 1) The total does not add to 1740 (30 responses for each question on
deci si on-maki ng) because in 36 cases the respondents could not give a
classifiable response or answered "don't know'

2) The figures in the cells should be interpreted in the
fol lowing manner. The 45 and 13 in the first two cells inthe first row
inply that for the two questions on dung formation/dissolution, there were
a total of 58 valid responses. O these, 45 said that the nukhiyas made
the decision in this issue area and 13 said that the nanbardar mede the
decision for formng/ dissolving the dung. Two responses were invalid.
Since two questions each were asked of thirty respondents, the total adds
up to sixty.

3) This is a highly aggregated table of shepherd responses.

As nentioned in section 2, | amusing the proportional-reduction-

in-error nmeasure to test whether the three rules for decision-nmnaking



mentioned i n section 4 nake sense or not (see page 9 and 10). The
neasure varies between -1 and +1. It is useful in evaluatingthe
prediction rul es because it indicates the extent of reduction in error
by using the prediction rules froma situati on where no prediction
rul es were used for eval uating the dat a.

In Tabl e 1 we have si x issues on whi ch shepherds nake deci si ons.
Based on t he factors which influence shepherd deci si on- naki ng
(mentioned in section 4) | make the fol | owi ng predictions:®

1. Dung formation and Ewar related | ssues — Mikhi yas

2. Mgration, dung rel ated and
Pastoral product sale related issues — Nanbardar
3. Issues about dealing wth outsiders —> Nanbar dar/
Counci |

The prediction hypotheses are easily interpret able. Thus the first
hypot hesi s states that for dung fornation and ewar rel ated i ssues, the
Mukhi yas of ewars wi || take decisions. The three prediction rules
stated above yi el ded a val ue of .591 for the proportional -reduction-in-
error neasure (see Hldebrand et al. for the nechanics of deriving this
neasure). The prediction led to approximately a 60%reduction in error.
Had t here been no observed error, the nmeasure woul d have been one. The
interpretation of the reduction in error nmeasure is straightforward. It
conpares the actually observed errors with a benchrmark of expected
errors whi ch coul d have been expected wi t hout know edge of the
i ndependent vari abl e state. The benchmark predi ction makes no use of
the information avail abl e about the predicted vari abl e; and does not
change with changes in category definition or ordering as |ong as such

changes do not affect the prediction being eval uat ed.

13 1et the statement X —> Y mean if X then predict Y or X tends
to be a sufficient condition for Y (see Hildebrand et al., 1977).



The predictive accuracy of the neasure can be inproved if we
consider the data available intable 1 in greater detail and consi der
whi ch deci sion-nmaking unit will be operant for each separate deci sion.
(Inthe prediction rul es above, | only |l ooked at aggregated sets of
deci si on i ssues rather than each separate decision). Inthis paper, |
do not attenpt that t ask'®. However, for one set of issues - decision-
nmaki ng on ewar related i ssues, | provide the val ue of the proportional -
reduction-in-error measure as an illustration of the above point. The
poi nt of using the predictive rules was sinply to illustrate that even
when only very rough prediction rules are used, a clear rationality
behi nd t he deci si on-maki ng responsi bility distribution anong t he rai kas

can be discerned (As shown by the proportional -reduction-in-error

neasure).
TABLE 2
Deci si on- Maki ng Data for Ewar Rel ated | ssues
Deci si_on Deci sion Making Unit
Mukhi ya  Nanbardar Counci | Tot al

Separ ati on of sheep in norning 30 — — 30
G azing and wat eri ng sheep 30 — — 30
G azing and Watering Canel s 3 27 — 30
M I ki ng sheep and canel s 30 — — 30
Cooki ng 30 — — 30
Gat heri ng wat er, fuel wood 30 — — 30
Buyi ng food supplies 29 — — 29
Br eaki ng canp 28 02 — 30
Setting Canp . 27 03 — 30
Taki ng care of young sheep 30 — — 30
Keepi ng accounts for ewar 26 04 — 30
Setting order for watch in night 22 06 02 30
Amount of noney paid to hired hel p 19 01 — 20
Tot al 334 43 02 379

14 See Dyson-Hudson (1972: 47) in support of the argument that it
is the variation in individual patterns that provides the greatest
insights rather than the examination of the modal behavior. wWhile I do
illustrate this in the example following the foolnote, the preceding
discussion is premised on the belief that insights are possible through
the discussion of variation from and adherence to hypothesized
pattemns.



The prediction rules for this table are fairly sinple. There are
two of them They are as follows:
wat eri ng canel s —> nanbar dar
Al other ewar related natters — mukhi ya
The second rul e corresponds to the idea that all ewar related
matters are best deci ded upon by t he nukhi ya si nce he has the nost
i nformati on for deci di ng upon themand because hi s decisions wll
affect only a small nunber of people - ie. his own ewar. The first rule
assigns the responsibility for grazing canels to the nanbardar fromthe
fact there are benefits to be had by letting the nanbardar deci de on
who woul d graze canels. Each ewar has only a fewcanels - two to four.
But a single individual can graze upto 25 canels. Therefore,
consi derabl e amounts of tinme and effort can be saved if all the canels
in the dung are grazed by three or four persons, who are assigned the
task inturn by sonme authority in the dung. The obvi ous person who can

exercise this authority is the nanbardar.

For this prediction rule set, val ue of the proportional -reducti on-
in-error neasure works out to .691. Asimlar reworking and fine-tuning
of the different aggregate issue categories is clearly possible.

VI'1. Concl usion

| argued in this paper that the | ogic of decision-naking-
responsi bility-distribution among the rai kas can be seen as a rationa
response to conpl exi ti es of decision-naking. The rai kas, over tineg,
have chosen to have a m x of deci si on-maki ng mechani sns in their dungs.
These nechani sns correspond to what can be called a common or a
collective good - the locus of authority centered in the nanbardar, or

the council of elders - brought into being by voluntary contributions



of obedience by the different herders. At the sane time, for decisions
which do not require intervention by the nanbardar, the raikas retain
deci si on-maki ng power for the flock (the ewar) wthin the hands of the
i ndividual shepherd. Additionally, through show ng that the raikas
rational Iy divide decision-nmaking responsibilities among different
conpeting decision-making units, | have tried to argue that the raika

shepherds are rational decision-nakers.



Appendi x_|

Not
know

=

Dung Formati on and Di ssol ution
- Sel ecting the nanbardar
- Leaving t he Dung

2. Mgration

- CGeneral direction/ route to travel

- Wich statetogoto

- Wien to start the mgration

- When to start the return fromeast to
illages

- Distance to travel each day

- Wichvillage to go to each day

- Were canp shoul d be set each day

=<

3. Matters relating to t he Ewar

- Separation of sheep in the norning

- Grazing and watering sheep every day
- Grazing and watering canels

- M1king sheep and carnel s

- Cooki ng

- Gathering water, fuelwood for cooki ng
- Buying supplies for cooking

- Breaki ng canp

- Setting canp

- Taking care of young sheep

- Keeping accounts for the ewar

- Oder in which people will keep watch
during ni ght

- Amount of noney to be paid to gwal a

Miukhi a Nanbar

2

17
28

30
30

13
30
30
30
29
28
27
30
26

12
19

26
24

30

19
30
30
29

00
00

17
00
00
00
00
02
03
00
04

Counci'|

04
06

00

10
00
00
01

00
00

00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00

02
00



4, Matters relating to the Dung as a whol e

- Undertake scouting trips to find out
about t he weat her/ forage

- Prescribe order for setting canp for ni ght-

- Arbitrate di sputes anbng group nmenbers

- Fine guards for dereliction of duty
- Gve permssion to person | eavi ng

t he dung for work

- Appoi nt peopl e for goi ng out of

dung for work

- Send person to receive those
returning to dung

- Sending people to get food for
cooking on festivals

- Cooking food together on festivals

- Who will cook for guests

- Who wi |l guests stay for the night

- Talk with visitors

- Who will go to buy nedicines

- Maintain accounts for the cormon fund
- Maintaining the common fund

(undert ake expenses and i ncone)

- Whether to join up with another ewar
- Wet her to becone pernanent migrants
instead of annual mgrants

5. Sal e of Pastoral products’

- Wien to call sheep nerchants

- Wien to call wool shearers

- When to call wool merchants

- Who to sell wool to

- Wo to sell sheep to

- Rate at which wool will be sold

- Rate at which sheep will be sold

- Rate at which sheep will be sheared
- How many sheep to sell

- How much wool to sell

||507|\>oo|\>| &~

28
20

14
21

24
29

25

28
26

24
27
21
16
26

28
24

02

10
12

07
26
18
27
02
28
02
30

02
06

16
09

03
01

01

02
02

01
00
03
02
04

02
06

12

20
18

23
02
00
03
00
02
01



6. Dealing with Qutsiders

f

handl e di sputes with settled popul ati am
CGo for recovering stol en sheep

How much to pay as fine for m stake

n fighting with settled popul ation
Wiere to fold sheep

Becone friendly with | ocal popul ation
CGet passes for grazing animals
romforest officials

Bribe forest officials

Make reports to police

how much to pay as bribes to police
appoi nt lawers for a case

Col I ect nmoney for fighting case

Go for hearings of the case

A |

All

7

— 03

28

— 25

21
21
27

— 28

are i nvol ved

13

27
02
05

06
00
03
02
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