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Abstract

This practicum presents the results often weeks of fieldwork in the Kulu Valley of

the State of Himachal Pradesh, India, undertaken during the summer of 1994, as part of

the team project on "Sustainable Development of Mountain Environments in India and

Canada". The general purpose of this research is to document the ability of a local

collective (village) to influence the management of a Kulu Valley commons within the

framework of state law. The specific objectives are to: identi! the property rights

regimes; identifu the users of specific common property resources; describe the collective

management of the grazing commons; identiS interactions among collectives and between

collectives and the state; and, derive recornmendations for sustainable resource

management.

Results are presented from two villages in the Kulu Valley, although the results are

focused primarily on one village. The overall direction of the research is framed by

Oakerson's (1986) and Berkes and Folke's (1994) lrameworks for the study ol common

property management, Fieldwork is based on an iterative process of focus groups,

interviews with 'knowledge experts' (key consultants) and a structured household

interview. The research findings include the identification olten land use types known to

local villagers, seven of which can be identified as having elements of common property.

Property rights, not existing in law (de jure) are claimed by the villagers and exist in

ctrstom (de Íaclo). These findings establish that the commons in the study area are

complicated, due to the interplay between de .jure and de facto property rights, and

confound a simple application ofcommon property theory to resource management, An

indigenous institution, the n,imbeß, still exists, alongside other village institutions such as

the Mahila Mandal and Village Panchayat, and perlorms a number of duties such as

dispute settlement among villagers and between villages regarding resource use.

The pastoral system is an example of a traditional land use that is important for

both cultural and ecological reasons at a time when the emphasis is shifting to non-

traditional land use activiiies such as orchards. In addition, this study suggests thar the

pastoral system makes an important contribution to regional sustainability, although a



weak link was found in the overwintering areas. The grazing system provides a case study

for the interaction of pastoralists with agriculturists and the state over the use and

management of the pastoral commons. In addition, a system of common property

management is embedded within seasonal migration cycles and grazing management

decisions based on local knowledge. However, the number of village pastoralists is

decreasing as social relations between agriculturists and pastoralists change in response to

an emerging orchard economy, privatization and/or closing of grazing grounds, and

pressure from regulations regarding forestry.

The findings of the study suggest that local people in the area of study are not

mere spectators in resource management, but active participants in determining how

resources are managed. AJthough the village system of comrnon property management is

hampered due to historic processes of state expropriation of resources, villages maintain

influence in management of resources through village institutions. In addition, customary

systems ofcommon property management, such as that utilized by the village pastoralists,

also regulate how resources are managed. The different interests in a resource, and

different visions in how resources should be managed often lead to conflicts among user-

groups, and between villagers and the state. Villagers, denied a voice in the state

management of resources, undertake actions which are considered in this work to be

resistance against state appropriation of resources.

The overall conclusion of this research is that customary systems of resource

management are based on a web of use rights and social relations which are more

complicated than western systerns of property rights. Western systems of property rights

do not provide the needed flexibility for, nor capture the subtlety and complexity of,

indigenous systems of resource management. This study recommends that village rights

should be delineated for specific resource areas, but that the actual property rights should

be continually redefined by the resources users themselves. Recognizing that villages are

bound in relationships with external actors distorting power relations within the village, it

is recommended that the Forest Department ensure a negotiation process which defines

the management structure, while allowing custotnary interests to be represented.
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Chapter 1

lntroduction

1.1 Preamble

Ever since the clarion call ofthe Brundtland report researchers and practitioners in

numerous fields have turned their attention to how natural resources can be managed in

such a manner that "...meets the needs of the present [but] does not compromise the

ability of future generations to meet their own needs" (WCED 1987:8). The case for

sustainable development was further advanced by tlre 1992 United Nations Environment

and Development Conference in Rio de Janeiro, Brazil. At that conference, a number of

priority areas were enunciated in Agenda 2l (Frarnework for Environment and

Development in the 2 I st Century) which rnust be considered if the goal of sustainable

development is to be achieved.

One of the priority areas identified in Agenda 2l is mountain watersheds. In

response to the call for a focus on research in mountain watersheds, a team of researchers

in Canada and India developed a research ploject whose principle purpose is ".,.to

examine conventional and alternative approaches and policies to land resources

management in India and Canada" (Berkes and Singh 1993:2). One iter¡ of concern

initially identified by the senior investigators ol the project as necessary for the sustainable

management of land resources in India and Canada is common property. Approximately

90 percent ofland resources in both countries can be classified as cortìmon property so the

importance of common property manager¡ent cannot be understated (Bourdages 1992;

Gadgil and Guha 1993). Agenda 2l also recognizes that indigenous peoples who inhabit

mountain watersheds should be included in the formulation of sustainable mountain

development policy. AJthough indigenous peoples are both key actors and holders of

knowledge, the indigenous systems of natural resources management have largely been

ignored by international and national sustainable developrnent projects. In an effort to

offset this oversight, this research project specifically focuses on the indigenous systems of

common property management and how these systems have been affected by natural

resources management policy,



1.2 Background

They clap in gaol the nan or \\'onlan,
'Who steals the goose fronr off the conrnron;

But let the bigger knave go loose.

Who steal the common from the goosel

Common property resources, or those resources for which exclusion is difficult

and use leads to subtractability (Berkes and Farvar 1989), pose a special dilemma for

natural resources management. Exclusion is diflicult because more than one person may

have an established right to the resource. Use leads to subtractab¡lity because if one

person consumes the resource it is no longer available for use by another person. Th¿

common property dilemma hinges on the recognition that when more than one individual

has access to a resource, one individual is able to obtain benefit while the collective bears

the cost. As noted by Hardin (1968), the individual benefit is greater than the individual

cost providing incentive for individuals to overexploit resources held in common.

The dominant solutions within natural resources management theory and policy for

the commons dilemma have been the institution ofprivate property and state ownership of

natural resources. Private property vests all property rights in an individual or private

corporation. In econornic terrÌìs, resources are rranaged eflciently and effectively when

owners "hold the full bundle of property rights" (Randall 1987). The full bundle of

property rights includes; the right of access and use of a resource, the right to manage a

resource, the right to exclude other users, and the right to sell or lease the preceding rights

(Schlager and Ostrorn 1993). The state solution vests the full bundle of rights in the

crown or state, justified on the basis that the state can sustainably manage resources better

than local collectives, as well as provide the greatest benefit from the resource for the

greatest number ofpeople (Peluso 1992).

Collective local management of common property resources has always existed

and is increasingly challenging the assumptions behind the do¡ninant paradigms ol private

and state management of natural resources. Collective managelrent theorists (see for

example Berkes 1989; BOSTID 1986; Bromley 1992; Ostrorn 1990) agree with Hardin's

I OId English rh),nre, as cited in Peluso (1992:7)
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characterization of the commons' dilemma, but disagree with the assumption that

institutions of private or state property are the only solutions. Longhoffer (1993:384)

summarizes the position of collective management theorists as having charged Hardin and

other private property proponents with a fundamental "teleological fallacy" and "...claim

there exists no inevitable or unidirectional 'tendency' ... for common property to be

replaced by private property." Collective managelnent theorists, in fact, demonstrate

through case studies that collective management can be as sustainable as private or state

management in both biological and economic considerations and may lead to more

equitable outcomes.

The dominance ofthe private property and state solutions to the common property

dilemma has resulted in a dualistic landscape whereby the majority ol resources are held as

private property or state property. Colonialisrn ancl the subsequent lormation of nation

states has in many cases infringed upon local collectives and their ability to manage natural

resources through the abridgment oflocal customary rights (Gadgil and Guha 1993; Guha

1989; Peluso 1992). Private versus collective manage¡nent ofnatural resources is not an

ideological debate at the local level but the outcorne of denrographic, economic and

environmental factors. Commons systenrs include resources held under both private and

collective tenure, both of which may adopt different forms oltenure at different periods of

time. Netting (1972; 1981) derÌìonstrates that a Siviss village has rnanaged the same land,

but at different periods, as both private and comr¡on lands. The village alternates the two

types of management depending upon historical circurnstances, such as village

demographics and the main product being produced for the nrarket. Resources, then, are

managed under flexible and changing tenure arrangements within local collectives with

members of the collective holding a voice within negotiations as to how resources will be

managed and how the benefits will be distributed.

Imposed private property or state solutions lirnit the ability of local people to

collectively manage natural resources through the imposition of a new property rights

regime. However, despite a legal definition of resources as private and state, local

collectives have not remained completely silent or irnmobilized and continue to influence

the management oflocal resources. Often informal or custon'ìary management contradicts
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state management, acting as evidence for state resources managers that local collectives

are unable to manage resources (Agarwal 1994). It is entirely possible, however, that this

is an attempt by local collectives to negotiate alternative resource management systems

from those that have been imposed by the state flor local collectives (Peluso 1992). As

Bandyopadhyay (1992:298) notes lor India: "[t]he conflicts over lorest resources in Tehri-

Garhwal remained for a long time as basic economic conflict over access to resources and

right to survival." Indeed, the Indian experience shows that the major tension over natural

resources management is between local and state control (Guha 1989; Guha and Gadgil

t9e2).

1.3 lssue Statement

The history of conrmon property has been one ol appropriation of local resources

to fulfill the needs of a colonial or post-colonial elite, resulting in the alienation of local

people from their co¡¡mons (Agarwal 1987; Gadgil and Guha 1989; Shiva l99l;

Thompson 1991). As village livelihoods are dependent on comrnon property for timber

and non{imber products such as; fuelwood, ti¡nber, food, fodder, grass, and bedding

(Agarwal 1987; Jodha 1992), the enclosure olthe commons in India leads to the econoniic

and environmental impoverishrnent of rural villagers (Danrodaran 1989; 1990; 1993).

Natural resources managernent policy developed during the period of colonial expansion

was based upon an inequitable distribution of the benefits from natural resources use

between local groups and elites and was justified as being for the public good (Peluso

1992). The establishment of private and public systems ofnatural resources management

also weakened indigenous systenrs of comrnon property management. Bromley (1992:7 ,

my emphasis) notes that "...much of the problenr in many developing countries today is

that local-level institnlional dnctngenrcnls hate heen tndernrirrcd hy colonialism and lhe

enterging nation s/o/e, while nothing approaching an orderly resource management regime

has been put in place by the national government." In spite of natural resources

management policy, some indigenous people have maintained their own systems of

common property management within the framework of, or in opposition to, natural

resources management policy. An understanding of how indigenous systems of common
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property management are organized and how benefits are distributed among local user-

groups is important for the development of sustainable natural resources management

policy as local groups assert their aspirations to manage local resources.

1.4 Purpose and Objectives

The purpose of this study is to document the ability of a local user-group to

influence the management of the Kulu Valley commons within the existing framework of

state ownership and law in the State of Himachal Pradesh, India. The specific objectives

are:

1) To identifo the property rights regirne at the level oflaw (de jtrre rights) and custom
(de Jaclo rights), if any, under which natural resources were held in a sub-watershed ofthe
Beas;

2) Identify the users ofselected comr¡on propeny resource within the village area;

3) Describe the collective managenrent ofa conrnlon propeny resource; the grazing
commons;

4) Identifr interactions over resource use among collectives and between collectives and

the state; and

5) Derive recommendations from the study for sustainable natural resources management
policy and theory.

1.5 Significance of the Study

Within the broad scope of natural resources managenrent literature one theoretical

and empirical line of study is the interd isciplinary research of collective management

theorists who examine the conditions under which local collectives avoid the 'tragedy of

the commons' outcome. These studies focus on a case study approach which documents

the knowledge, rules and institutions by which 'indigenous' or 'local' peoples successfully

manage natural resources (Berkes 1989; BOSTID 1986; Bromley 1992; Wade 1988) and

from which principles necessary for sustainable community management of resources are

derived (Ostrom 1990), Another aspect ofstudy within common property literature is the

examination of the historicaÌ processes by which common property systems have been

dismantled through the establishment of capitalisrn in European countries (Behar 1986;
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Neeson 1993;Thompson l99l; 1975) and carried abroad through colonialism (Thompson

1991). Emerging from these studies is an examination of ways in which comtnoners, or

people who depend upbn a commons systern in practice, have defended their interests in

common property (Scott 1986; 1985; 1976; Thompson l99l; 75).

The political economy of common property management suggests that community

management of resources is predicated both upon the ability of a local collective to solve

the collective choice dilemma and replicate the common property system into the future.

Natural resources management policy is one of the forces identifìed by the political

economy literature which undermines commons systems of natural resource management

and hinders the ability of communities to replicate their cotnmons systems into the future.

There are, however, few studies within the natural resources management

literature, which try to combine the study of comrnunity systems of natural resources

management with an examination of the ways in which local people protect their access to

the commons. A notable exception is the work done in India by Guha (1989; 1985;

l9S3a; 1983b), Guha and Gadgil (1989), and Gadgil and Guha (1993) whjch examines the

influence of colonialism and post-colonial forest policy on forest drvellers who utilize a

commons system. Another work is that of Peluso (1992) which examines the resistance

by Javanese peasants against the forest policies of the colonial and post-colonial

Indonesian state. This study atternpts to broaden the discussion rvithin the literature on

community management of natural resources to rîove beyond an exanrination of the

structure of village management (rules, institutions, knowledge, property rights) to include

discussing how community commons systems are disr¡anrled through state natuial

resources management policy.

1.6 KeyConcepfs

Two concepts are key to this study and need to be defined lrom the outset of this

practicum; indigenous management systems and village. For the purposes of this

practicum an indigenous system is defìned as any system which includes "an organization

or social activity v/hich has been set up primarily as a result of local initiative" (Gilmour

and Fisher 1991 :xxi in Rai and Thapa I 993. 1). Indigenous systems incorporate practices
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or techniques that have been developed frorn within the group, interna)ly enforced and

maintained, or originated from an external source but which have been locally adaptedz

(Rai and Thapa 1993). Indigenous systems of natural resources management are

maintained by local peoples and include both "...biological management and the social

arrangements by which access to the natural resources are regulated (Rai and Thapur

1993). Biological management may be based on traditional ecological knowledge,

indigenous knowledge, scientific knowledge or religious belief.

Indigenous systems are distinguished from both externally sponsored systems and

traditional systems. Externally sponsored systems are those systems (organizations, rules

and practices) which have been imposed upon local peoples by the state, non-

governmental organizations or other external agencies (Messerschnridt 1993). The use of

the term 'traditional' as in traditional knorvledge systern is not used in this study.

Although traditional implies antiquity it does not specifl, the origin of the system. In

addition, traditional also implies inrmutability and does not consider that resource

management systems are characterized by dynarnisrn and flexibility, incorporating

knowledge obtained from other indigenous or scientific knowledge systems. Indigenous

management systems are generally inforulal systerrs which rely upon unwritten, socially

agreed upon rules instead ofa wrilten constitution and formal organization. Furthermore,

indigenous systems are based upon the consensus of a group ol people who rranage in

response to their own needs (Rai and Thapa I993). Although indigenous management

systems are informal, they influence both the productivity of a resource and the biological

characteristics (species composition) of the resource as it is reproduced into the future.

The use of the term village, as in village systerns of resources nìanagement, is also

problematic because it is often diffìcult to place spatial and social bounds on a group of

resource users (Messerschmidt 1993). Indigenous systerns of natural resources

management are often based upon the ability to exclude or lirnit access to outsiders from

certain resources at specifìc times of the year. The basis of exclusion may be residence,

kinship or other factors, but exclusion may also vary between resources and seasons, and

2 As the emphasis in this definilion is upon thc local. the lernr local rr.ill be used interchangeabl¡'rvith
indigenous,
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it may be unclear if the basis of exclusion is residence or other factors. Therefore, the

terms collective or user-group are utilized interchangeably in this study to refer to any

supra-individual group which is characterized by a set olnrutually acknowledged rights of

use and access to natural resources (Messerschrniclt 1993; Rai and Thapa 1993).

1.7 Delimitations and Scope of the Study

This study is limited due both to time spent in the fìeld and translation issues. The

study was carried out over a period of ten weeks in the field in the Kulu Valley. Part of

that time was spent contacting government institutions, villagers, building trust and

locating translators. Documentational research was impractical as all documents were in

Hindi, and vr'ere not complete or reputedly accurate. It rvas realistic to work with only

one village in an in-depth manner and cross-check the results with a second village. Due

to the time constraint, the study focuses on a broad overview ol custotîary property rights

as an indication of the indigenous system offorest managernent, in addition to focusing on

a pastoral group as a coÍrìmon property managerrent case study.

1 .8 Organization of the Practicum

This practicum is organized into six chapters, Following the Introduction, Chapter

2 begins by presenting an overview of the biophysical, historical and cultural

characteristics of the study area to provide a context for the literature review and results.

Chapter 2 also outlines the theoretical basis of the methodology and the r¡ethods utilized

during fieldwork in India. Chapter 3 presents a review of the literature which forms the

theoretical basis for this study and is divided into three sections. The first section reviewsl

the political economy ofcommon property management; the second focuses on how state

hegemony was established over natural resources in India during the colonial and post-

colonial periods; while the third reviews the cultural ecology literature of mountain

environments and of pastoral subsistence strategies.

The results of the study are largely contained within Chapter 4 and Chapter 5.

Chapter 4 presents the property rights of various (10) land-use types found in law and

custom for the study area, and the local institutions which manage village resources.



Chapter 5 examines one land-use type, gra2ing land, and utilizes it as a case study ofhow

collective systems of natural resources management function and are impinged upon by

law and changes in economic strategies of other collective groups. Culturally encoded

management practices such as seasonal cycles, informal rules, and grazing management

decisions which regulate the use of the grazing land are presented in detail in this chapter.

In addition, Chapter 5 discusses how economic forces can restructure social relations

between user-groups, ultimately serving to break down indigenous common property

systems,

Chapter 6 begins with a discussion of the interactions which occur between

different collectives, between collectives and the state, and on how alliances are formed

among diverse groups to change access to conlr¡on property resources. Chapter 6 also

specifically examines a pastoral user-group and its negotiations with other user-groups and

the state, maintaining access 1o grazing conrrrons. The chapter ends with some

conclusions and recommendations that have errerged frorn the study.
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Chapter 2

Study Area and Methodology

2.1 Study Area

i Biophysical Context ofStudy Area

The present study was undertaken with two villages, one slightly upstream and the

other do\renstream from the town of Manali where the study teanì was based. This area

forms the upper watershed of the Beas river and is part ol what is known as the Kulu

Valley (Figure l). The Beas river begins at the Rohtang pass at 4 500 m a.s.l. and

descends quickly over a short distance reaching the town of Manali at an elevation of

2 000 m a.s.l in less than l0 horizontal kms (Berkes et al 1995). This defines the sense ol
distance in the study area. Horizontal distance is less inrportant than vertical elevalion as a

small change in horizontal distance leads to substantial clirnatic differences and types of

resources which are found at different elevations.

The Kulu Valley has held importance both historically, and in the present, as it

provides a north-south route bisecting the general east-west orientation of the Himalayan

mountains (Gardner 1995). This biophysical characteristic established its historical

importance as a trade route between the plains and the upper plateaus ofLadakh and Tibet

providing the shortest route joining the Dhaula Dar to the Pir Panjal ranges. The Kulu

Valley, a temperate zone, also acts as a transition zone between the tropical areas of

Mandi and Bilaspur and the dry alpine zones of Lahul and Spiti via the Rohtang and

Hampta passes. The Kulu Valley was, in part, an interesting area of study due to its

characteristic as a zone ofbiophysical transition between cold arid and hot humid zones.

These biophysical factors made the Kulu Valley the centre of pilgrimages, as well as

migrations which facilitated the movement of people and their livestock across vertical

climatic zones within the western Himalayas since time immemorial.

The high energy nature of the Beas river influences the settlement pattern of

villages in the Kulu Valley. Villages are situated au,ay from the river, ofien on spurs

formed by the streams which run into the main river channel. There are a number of
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reasons for this settlement pattern, A high speed river, characterized by glacial spring

melts, leads to a spring flood pattern. Although the alluvial land near to the river is good

for agriculture, it is not a suitable place to build permanent settletnents. In addition, the

flow ofthe river Beas in the study area is too strong to tap for irrigation water. Rather, it

is easier to tap the small side streams (lalas) and then divert water down to the paddy

fields located along the main river channel. These factors influence the characteristic

settlement pattern ofthe villages. Villages are set back from the river built on a spur, rice

paddies fill the landscape between the village and the main river. Non-irrigated

agricultural lands (chait) are situated above the rice paddies (ropa), before the slope ofthe

land becomes too steep to farm. As the slope becomes steeper, there are village grazing

lands and forests which continue upward until the tree line is reached at approximately

3 200 to 3 500 m a.s.l. This settlerÌìent pattern has also been noted as characteristic in

other parts of the middle ranges of the Hirnalayas (Bisht and Bisht 1990).

ii Historical Context of Study Aren

The recorded history of Kulu is largely a record of rvho ruled which area during

which period of time. The key work which summarizes the history of Kulu rulers is the

work by Hutchison and Vogel (1933), and reflects a British irnperial preoccupation with

establishing the distinction between ruler and ruled. The history of local villagers are

almost, if not completely, ignored. This lack of attention to the history of local peoples

makes it difiìcult to know with any certainty the pre-colonial systerns of production or of

rights to local resources. It can be sunnised fronl the history ofthe rulers, however, that

the relationship between rulers and ruled has contained characteristics of tributary models.

In spite of the lack ofattention to local histories, by both British and Indian historians, a

history ofthe rulers provides the framework within which local peoples had access to, and

utilized, local resources.

The historical record of rulers reveals that the area has a long history of

sociopolitical organization. It has changed frorn periods of tribal chiefdoms, feudal

systems, British colonial rule, to the present day organization of the nation state, The

earliest period of rule is thought to be a systern of s¡¡all chiefdoms ruled by Ranas and
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Thakurs (Singh 1979; Hutchison and Vogel 1933). The Kulu State, Kuluta, is presumed

to have its origins in the second century A.D. as Rajput principalities. It is thought that it

was not fully consolidated until the sixteenth century A.D. by Raja Sidh-Singh, founder of

the Badani dynasty. The period of state formation is represented as a constant struggle

between the local chiefdoms and the Kulu Rajas, aìthough the details of this process are

largely speculative. As noted by Hutchison and Vogel (1933:424): "[t]he chronology of

the Kulu history, anterior to the accession of the Badani dynasty in A.D. 1500, is largely a

matter of conjecture." Although conjecture, it is clear that for close to two thousand

years the area has been organized either on a local basis through chiefdoms or on a

principality basis ruled by Rajas.

The history of rulers after the sixteenth century and the rise of the Badani dynasty

is better recorded, but becomes more conrplex due to the detail. A full description of the

rise and wane of power in the Kulu area can be founcl in Hutchison and Vogel (1933).

Due to the importance of this area as the major trading route frorn Ladakh to the Punjab

plains, there was a constant struggle by dynasties from both the north and south to controL

this area. The Kulu state underwent a continual process ol expansion and defeat as local

Rajas of Kulu and the surrounding states vied for power (Hutchison and Vogel 1933).

During this time, alliances were fonned rvith stronger regional Rajas when one ofthe local

Rajas was defeated by another, by a group of Rajas, or by a Raja in conjunction with a

stronger regional power.

An example of this process occurred in the early 1800's when the Raja of Kulu

entered an agreement with the Gurkhas to withstand lhe attacks ofthe Raja ofKangra, In

return for the aid ofthe Gurkhas who sent forces to help Kulu defeat Kangra, the Raja of

Kulu was required to pay tribute to the Raja of the Gurkhas. By the rnid 1800's, however,

the power of the Sikh Raja from the Punjab plains had increased and the Kulu Raja

became subject to the Raja from the Punjab. The strategic importance of the Kulu Valley

as a trade route and as a passage into the Tibetan plateau had long been noted by the

British. A-fter the first Sikh War, when the British defeated the Sikh Raja, the Kulu

principality was ceded to the British in the Sikh Treaty of 184ó. At this time all except the

jagir of Wasiri-Rupi was placed under the authority of an Assistant Commissioner
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including Spiti and Lahul. The British then ruled the area ofthe Kulu Valley until Indian

independence in 1947.

iii Cultural Context of Study Area

The cultural history ofthe Kulu Valley is no less complex or any clearer than the

political history. The two can, in fact, be thought to be linked due to the constant struggle

over the area as a major trading route. Even in areas of less constant conquest and

reconquest, the cultural history of the Himalayan States is not clearly understood.

Berreman (1972:15) states, echoing Hutchison and Vogel, that: "[w]e can safely say only

that the origins and affinities of contemporary Pahari castes and occupational groups are

largely unknown, and that this fact has stimulated conjecture."

Most conjecture surrounds the origin of the people who inhabit the hills. As

shown above, the area has been a central axis of movenlent between the plains and

Ladakh. It is not clear whether people originally moved into this area from the mountains

to the north or from the plains to the south. The general theory is that there are two major

ancestral stocks which make up present day Pahari culture (Berrerrtan 1963). One stock is

assumed to be the original indigenous people of the area who now make up the

'scheduled' castes. The higher caste, the Rajput caste, is assumed to have descended from

an Indo-Aryan group of central Asian origins. This group is often referred îo as Khctsct.

Although the origins and direct descent ofboth ofthese groups is unclear, it does provide

a historical context for the general caste structure of the region.

Guha (1989) broadens the classifications between populations to three tiers. He

defines the primary distinction as that between Bith (clean) and Dom (unclean). The

secondary distinction is between Thtrljat and Khcrsa. Thrrljat are assumed to be the latest

in a line of conquerors to the area, while the Klrtsa were the original conquerors to the

area. The distinction is thus defined primarily between rulers and ruled. The Kåasa were

the indigenous rulers compared to lhe Thuljal. The Thtrljat took the area from the Khasa

and became the new rulers. Both Thluljat and Kåa.ça contained Brahnlin and Rajput

castes, although the Rajput are by far the nurnerically and economically dominant caste.

This analysis supports Berreman's, although it expands the distinction between the high
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castes. Although the origins ofthe people.of the region are unclear, it appears that it has

been largely populated by Indo-Aryans which migrated into the area as rulers, and

indigenous peoples stretching back until tirne immemorial.

In spite of these uncertain origins of people in the Kulu Valley there is an

identifiable Pahari culture, Pahari Hindu culture has a number of distinctive traits which

make it unique from plains Hindu culture. One of the basic differences between plains and

Pahari culture is considered to be its caste structure. As noted above, there are two major

caste groupings, the Rajput and 'Scheduled' Castes, the latter being relatively

undifferentiated in contrast to plains culture (Berrernan 1963). The Brahmin caste does

exist, but it is a minority compared to the other two caste groups, Another distinguishing

feature is the public position olwornen, and the brideprice system of marriage rather than

a dowry based system. Although Pahari culture follou,s Hindu practice, it is an unique

form of Hinduism recognized as different by other Hindus (Berrernan '1963). Finally,

Pahari is recognized as a distinct language, although from the same root as Hindi, Old

Indo-Aryan, and pan of the Indo-European language group (Dutt and Geib 1987).

It is difficult to define who belongs to an ethnic or cultural group. Perhaps the

clearest sense of boundary sterns frorn self-identìfìcation whereby cultural definition is

based upon whether people ofthe group identifo thernselves as part ofthat group, and are

identified by others as belonging to that group (Barth 1969). For example, people of the

study area self-identi$ as a mountain culture distinct from the plains Hindu culture and

identify themselves as Pahari culture. Self-identification usually emerges as a latnent to

the influence of plains Hinduisrn and cuhure in changing Pahari culture. It also emerges as

a sense ofdeep pride in their culture, cornbined with a sense ofbeing looked down upon

by the dominant culture of the plains. Identifìcation of Pahari peoples by plains culture

usually occurs in disparaging terms due to their unique cultural practices. Pahari peoples

are usually considered to be 'backward' by plains people due to the social position of

women and the characteristics of the agricultural system. Within this broad classification

ofPahari, however, there is similarity as well as difference amongst Pahari culture. Pahari

does, however, allow a distinction to made between plains Hindus and Himalayan Hindus,

and a recognition that generalizations about plains culture do not hold when looking at
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Pahari culture. As Berreman (19û:2al) notes. "...there is a common Pahari (or, if that

offends, Himalayan) culture in the lower Hirnalayas extending from Kashmir across

Himachal Pradesh and Uttar Pradesh into Nepal - a culture of significant commonalty

encompassing signifi cant diversity,"

2.2 Study Methodology

i Theoretical Basis ofProposed Research l\lethods

The basis ofmethodologies for the study of how local conlmunities, indigenous or

otherwise, manage common property is the framework developed by Oakerson (1986).

The most common form that these studies take, using this rnethodology, is the production

ofcase studies (see for example BOSTID 1986; Berkes et al. 1989; Brornley 1993). The

analytical framework developed by Oakerson (1986) exarnines "...four mutually exclusive

data sets, or components lor analysis: technical and physical attributes [of common

property]; decision making arrangements; patterns of interaction; and, outcomes or

consequences" (Messerschmidt 1993:4). An expansion of this ¡nethodology was recently

developed by Berkes and Folke (1994) for linking social and ecological systems.

Berkes and Folke (1994:4) identifli "..,seven sets ofvariables which can be used to

describe social and ecological system linkages in any resource case study: (1) ecosystem;

(2) resource users and technology; (3) Iocal knowledge; (4) property rights; (5)

institutions; (6) pattern of interactions; and, (7) outcornes." This study provides a briel

overview ofthe ecosystern and of resource users and technology in the description olthe

study area. The focus ofthis study is, however, variables 2 through 6 with an emphasis on

variable 4; that is, on property rights. Questions utilized in the fieid for informal and semi-

structured interviews were based upon a selection of key questions identified by Berkes

and Folke (199a: 15) and are provided in Appendix A.

In addition to the Oakerson (1986) analytical framework for the study ofcommon

property systems, the present study utilizes the approach outlined by Rhoades (1982) on

the use of informal interviews in agricultural systeÍrìs research. Rhoades emphasizes the

collection of secondary materials (maps, government reports and published studies) in

order that they be reviewed prior to entering the field. Rhoades (1982) also suggests the
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use of an iterative learning process, with "conversational" interviews rather than

structured formal interviews for rural settings. The use of a structured, for¡¡al interview

presupposes a level of researcher understanding not often available when studying

indigenous resource and agricultural systems. Rather, Rhoades advises that the method

should focus on "talking about" an area of inquiry with a key consultant and only utilizing

questions to stimulate or direct conversations. As the researcher begins to understand the

system it is possible to use more directed questions to clariry areas of confusion, and

structured interviews to obtain quantitative data about irrportant aspects of the system.

This methodology is similar to agro-ecosystem analysis (Conway et al 1987) and

RapidlParticipatory Rural Appraisal (Conway 1985; Chambers l99la; 1991b).

A recent review of rapid appraisal methodologies such as agro-ecosystem analysis

and Rhoades's infornlal agricultural systerns research characterizes these rnethodologies as

being based upon traditional qualitative research. Horvever, they differ fror¡ traditional

qualitative research "..,in three important ways: more than one researcher is always

involved, researcher team interaction is a critical as¡rect of the rrethodology, and the

results are produced much faster."(Beebe 1995.42). Rapid ruraì appraisal can be defined

as:

...an approach for quickl¡' developing a prclinrinary undcrstarìding ofa situation
rvhere specific research techniqucs are choscn fronr a rlidc range of options and

rvhere it is assunred that (l) all the relevant pans of a local s)'stenr cannot be

defined in advance, (2) the local s)'stcnl is best understood bv conrbining the

expertise of a multidisciplinaq' team that includes locals. $'lrile conrbining
information collected in advance. direct obson,âtions aÌìd senli-stnrcturod
interviervs, and (3) tinle should be structured to ensure tean interaction as part of
an iterative process. (Beebe 1995:43),

In addition, the conceptual foundations of rapid appraisal rnethodologies are "(l) a

system perspective, (2) triangulation of data collection, and (3) iterative data collection

and analysis." (Beebe 1995: 42). Rapid appraisaì techniques such as transect walks,

review of secondary material, seasonal calendars, nrapping exercises and "conversational

interviews" with local knowledge experls were used in this research. As well, cross-

checking data with key consultants fro¡¡l two socio-econonlic groups within a village, flronr

two different villages, and fro¡¡ both villages and governrîent was also utilized during the
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field research of this study. Rapid appraisal techniques and methodology was useful for

obtaining a quick overview and understanding of the production systenìs ulilized by rural

households and for identiSing specific areas ofresearch inquiry.

Underlying the research methods utilized for this study is a recognition of a

phenomenological approach (Agar 1980; Bernard 1993). This qualitative approach to

cross-cultural social research has largely been developed within the discipline of

anthropology. The best known approach, within the anthropological field, is that of

ethnography. Ethnography has been summarized as being a dialectic process rather than a

linear process in which "..data collection and analysis are done concurrently rather than

being separately scheduled parts of the research" (Agar 1980:9). The process takes the

following form: "you learn something (collect some data); then you try to make sense out

of it (analysis); then you go back and see if the interpretation makes sense in light of new

experience (collect some more data); then you refine your interpretation (more analysis);

and so on" (Agar 1980:9).

Although this may seern haphazard there are sorre nrethodological steps which

must be followed. The ¡nost irnportant of these are the abil¡ty to establish relationship

with local people, identification of key informants, power of observation, the ability to

write field notes and code them so that the information is not lost, and patience (Bernard

1991). Another key element is the preparation of inflormal, unscheduled interviews

developed in the field to guide discussions with people in order that needed information be

obtained, Due to the short period of field research, this study does not claim to undertake

ethnographic fìeld study. It does, however, use some ofthe qualitative methods described

above to understand the commons systern of the Kulu Valley. The details of how this

methodological theory was applied in the field is provided in detail in the next section on

field research.

ii Field Research

The study was undertaken within the upper reaches ofthe Beas River, in the Kulu

Valley, State of Himachal Pradesh, India (see Figure l). After arriving at the study

location rapid appraisal techniques were utilized to gain a basic understanding of the
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settlement pattern, and the nalural resource and agricultural systerÌìs of the study area.

The first activity was to undertake transect walks from Manali to the Hampta pass, Manali

to the Rohtang pass, Manali to the Solang Valley, and through a number of villages

surrounding Manali. At the same time government and non-governmental institutions

were contacted to obtain secondary sources of information such as the forest settlement

report, Forest Department maps of the Kulu District and of village forests, and regional

studies of the Kulu Valley prepared by other research teams. Through this process a

number of key consultants3 within these institutions were identifìed and interviewed to

gain an understanding of the resource use of the region, production strategies of the

villages, resource conflicts, advice on villages with rvhich to undertake this study, and

people who might work as translators. This process occupied the first two weeks ol

fìeldwork and resulted in the research team identifliing the overall structure of village

settlement, village systems ofnatural resources use and agricultural production, contracted

translators and established relationships with two vilìages near to Manali with whom the

study could be undertaken.

Research began with the village of Chachoga, in pañicular with tl¡e Mohila

Mandal (wornen's organization). Research with Chachoga was possible due to contact

with the Forest Department which scheduled a meeting with the Mahila Matdal in the

village. During this fìrst meeting, the purpose of our study was cor¡munìcated to the

Mahila Mandal, and a relationship was established with so¡¡e of the key leaders. Several

days later the Mahila Mandal consented to participate in the study at which tirne the

village headman (pradahrl was approached who sirnilarly gave consent for the study to be

undertaken with the village. Contact through the Forest Departrnent was particularly

important for this study as a principle hurdle to overcome in the research was to establish

trust \ryith villagers within a short time frame. Trust was especially difficult to establish

within this study area as there was a large lransient population of western 'hippies' who

were not held in high regard by the villagers. The teams' introduction by the Forest

3 Key consultant refers to people identified rvithin insli(ulions or Ïillâges u4ro rvere considered to be

'knowledge expens' and $'ho \Yere inlen'ie\\'ed during the course oftlìe slr¡dl'. Tlìe lernl consultant is

slorvly replacing the term informant in ânlhropologicâl lìtcratt¡re.
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Department fo the Mqhila Mandal established a difference between 'us' and the 'hippies'

and convinced the villagers that we were'serious' researchers.

It was initially thought that the research tearn would all work in one village, It

became apparent, however, that four researchers in a village of 60 households would

ovenvhelm the village and lead to consultant 'burn-out.' It was also necessary to utilize

two translators for the research team. The second village was therefore chosen due to

contact with a translator, who was a resident of Goshal village, through the owner of the

guest house where the study team was in residence,. The pradaÌtn was then approached

for consent to undertake the study, Each participant in the study was informed ol the

purpose ofthe study, assured of personal confidentiality and allowed the opportunity to

not participate. Most people in the village chose to participate, although there were some

people who did not want to be interviewed. Interviervs rvith people in Goshal and

Chachoga began once translators had been found, rapport established rvith the villagers,

and secondary sources of inlorrnation collected and reviewed. This process allowed for an

iterative learning experience between viJlagers and researchers, and among the research

team during nightly 'tea{ime' meetings. Key consultants were also identified in each

village and were interviewed to gain an understanding ol the village system of land-use

categorization, property rights, institutions and the rÍìanagerrent system of village

pastoralists.

The accuracy ofthe information obtained during unscheduled, inforrnal interviews

was checked using a process of triangulation. Specifically, infonnation provided by village

consultants was collected through informal, unscheduled interviews during a focus group

with village elders, in interviews with village pastoralists, and during scheduled household

surveys. The initial key consultant was the translator who provided a basic outline ofthe

structure of land use, and infonnal rules and institutions. Once an initial understanding

had been developed, a focus group was held with a nurnber of village men (approximately

10) which covered a cross-section in age but homogeneous in caste. This session focused

on land use types, and changes in land use and animal ownership between 1962 and 1994.

On the basis of this information, questions were prepared and asked to village members,

specifìcally to people who were understood to be knowledgeable in these matters by the
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focus group, and consultants either expanded their understanding or checked the accuracy

of the focus group's impressions. Once the basic outline of land use and change in land

use and animal ownership was obtained in one village, this information was cross-checked

with a second study village.

Midway through the period of fìeldwork, and following initial discussions with

people as described above, an informal scheduled household survey was prepared in order

to obtain quantitative data on change in land use and animal ownership (see Appendix B).

These interviews were utilized to collect quantitative data, but also served to stimulate

'conversations' on other topics and allowed the researcher to obtain qualitative

information at the same time. It was often only possible to clo one, and at the most two,

interviews per day as the interviews could last any uùere fro¡n one half hour to two hours,

depending on how willing a consultant was to talk about other topics. The length and

intensity of the interviews made it possibie for the translator to sustain only one or two

long interviews per day. Seven scheduled caste households and twelve upper casle

households were interviewed. A surnrrary oflhe results of the interviews are provided in

Appendix C.

A similar fornlat was followed in deternrining the pastoral management over

grazing lands. Interviews with shepherds occurred in a spontaneous nlanner, as shepherds

returned for brief periods to the village from the surÌlrner pasture grounds. Initially, one

shepherd was interviewed, along with two fonner shepherds, who provided the basic

outline of the grazing cycle. These individuals were identified during the initial focus

group session with village elders as knowledgeable about the activities of village

pastoralists. The fìrst interview utilized a rapid appraisal technique, drawing the seasonal

migration ofvillage pastoralists using acetate overlays and a rnap of the region. The route

of the seasonal migration was established along with the dates of the movements. In

follow-up interviews with shepherds from other pastoral families the details of their

migration cycle was corroborated. Utilizing the pre-prepared migration cycle as the focus

of interviews, it was possible to move quickly to more detailed questions about how they

decided to move from one grazing area to another, the problems they experienced in

pursuing a pastoral livelihood, and the conflicts they had with the Forest Department and
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other local residents ofthe Kulu Valley. A similar process was undenaken in both Goshal

and Chachoga. Over the period of ten weeks it was possible to interview the rnajority of

shepherds in the study villages. By cross-checking with a number of key consultants,

between two villages, and with government officials, it was possible to identifu mis-

understandings and differences in perception, as well as differences between villages.

The qualitative information collected during field research was stored and analyzed

through the use of field notes. Information collected during informal interviews was

analyzed and coded while in the field. Generally, each morning was spent conducting

informal interviews, household surveys, or both. The analyzing and coding of fìeld notes

took as much time as the collection of the information through interviews. Taped

interviews, rough notes, seasonal calendars, seasonal cycles, and lists of plants were

rewritten into field notes on standard 8 l/2" x ll" sheets of paper. Rough notes were

organized into field notes, each fìeld note consisting of one topic, such as harvesting

activities. On each note the nanle of the interviewee was recorded, date of interview,

location of interview and a topic code. Topic codes were the sanle as those utilized for

the Human Relations A¡ea Files, the standard technique suggested by Bernard (1990).

Field notes were further broken down into descriptive and analytic notes.

Descriptive notes were utilized to record what was observed while in the village as well as

information directly provided by consultants during interviews. Anal¡ic notes were

wrjtten as the researcher began to understand conlponents of the systetn, and were based

upon compilation of field notes and through integrating theory fronr the literature. During

the writing of analytic field notes, gaps in researcher understanding came to light and

allowed the researcher to compile questions which still needed to be asked and to identif,

who would have the knowledge to answer the questions. Future interviews and questions

were then recorded in a log book which allowed the researcher to plan interviews lor the

following day or contact people to schedule an interview. The researcher also kept a

personal diary so that personal feelings during the day, or period of field research, could

be analyzed to see if they influenced researcher interpretation of descriptive data obtained

during the interviews. This method of collecting information, analyzing it and storing it
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follows that presented by Agar (1980); Bernard (1990); Crane and Angrosino (1984); and

Fetterman (1984).

iii Summary

The methods in the fìeld drew upon an analytical framework provided by Oakerson

(1986), Berkes and Folke (199a), field research techniques drawn from rapid appraisal

methodology and ethnography. On the basis olthese methodologies the research followed

a loosely structured format. First, secondary sources of information from government or

NGO offìces were collected to obtain a basic understanding of the region, especially the

use and management of natural resources. After reviewing the documents, key

consultants within institutions were asked to clari$r specific issues and questions. The

next stage involved the translator, who was asked questions to determine if the village

system was the same as that presented in the governrnent documents. Foilowing this, a

focus group was held with village elders and pastoralists. The researcher's understanding

of the topic was described to the focus group allowing the villagers an opportunity to

correct the researcher and provide more detail on the topic. At the end of the focus group

session the translator would ask who they considered particularly knowledgeable about

the subject (key consultants).

Interviews with key consultants were then arranged to check the researcher's most

recent understanding ofthe subject and to ask about new questions which had errterged as

the researcher analyzed data from previous interviews. This process was repeated with

until the key consultant v/as satisfìed with the researcher's understanding of the subject

and the versions of a number of different key consultants were not contradictory. A final

check was added into this study one year later when the senior investigators ofthe project

met with government ofticials, translators and villagers during a workshop held in Manali

in June of 1995. A number oferrors were corrected and incorporated into this study. The

process usually obtained information from al least five points of view: government;

translator; focus group; key consultants; and, other researchers on the team. In addition,

the information in Goshal was cross-checked with key consultants from Chachoga. By

utilizing various sources and cross-checking with sources from different castes, villages
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and government, the process of triangulation checked the accuracy of the researchers

understanding.

The information obtained in the fìeld stands on its own as the result of observation

and interviews. However, interpretation of observation and results is a product of

theoretical constructs utilized by the researcher in the fìeld which both influenced the

direction of the research and the analysis of the data, The next Chapter, Chapter 3,

provides a detailed examination of the theory which frames the results presented in

Chapters 4 and 5, and which was drawn upon while in the field and during the process of

analyzing and 'writing up' the data.
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Chapter 3

Review of Related Literature

3.1 The Political Economy of Common Property Resources

i Overview

The study of political economy can be used to broaden the field of inquiry for

natural resources management as it moves beyond the concerns of classical economics and

ecology to a consideration of how economics are intertwined with history, politics and

statecraft. Roseberry, speaking generally about the use of political economy within the

anthropological literature, says that anthropology places "..,the social and cultural

phenomena it investigates within an examination of circumstances associated with getting

a living and the structures of power that shape and constrain activity" (Roseberry

1988.179). Within a broad framework olpoiitical economy three rnajor literatures can be

identified; public choice and the dilernntas of collective action, dependency and

underdevelopment in the third world, and studies which drarv the links between

"...political processes and economic activity in a historically viewed world system of

nation states" (Marcus and Fischer 1986:79).

The political economy literature which specifically deals with common propeñy

tends to focus on the public choice and collective act¡on question, and the drawing of links

between political processes, econonric activity and the disnrantling of cor¡nlons systems in

a historical perspective. Collective managernent theorists examine "...the empirical

question of the conditions under which varying types and degrees of collective action are

found...," or more specifìcally "...under what conditions will individuals formulate, and

agree to abide by, a rule of restrained use of common pool resources" (Wade 1992:208).

The historical perspective places the commons in a cultural and historical perspective by

examining social relations which construct a commons system, the restructuring of social

relations through the formation of a world capitalist system, and resistance by local

peoples to the restructured social relations through the imposition of new property rights

and management regimes.
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This section of the literature review is divided into six sub-sections. The second

sub-section (ii) reviews Hardin's'tragedy of the commons' theory. This theory is critical

to understanding natural resources management theory as it is the supra-structure of

ideological thought upon which state management of natural resources has been built.

The third sub-section (iii) examines the concept of property and property rights. An

understanding of property as a socio-cultural phenomenon is key to moving beyond a

narrow understanding of property as a relationship between people and resources to

property as social relations between people as regards resources. The different ways of

constructing social relations provide the many different possibilities lor property systems

beyond a western legal understanding of property, Natural resources management

practice and theory also tends to see 'larv' as the normative context for defìning

permissible actions by people as regards natural resources. Actions which contradict or

challenge the'law' are placed in an oppositional position of 'crir¡e.' Natural resources

management practice and theory thus operates under a dualistic ideological construction

ofopposing pairs, such as 'law' and 'crime,' whereas another possibility nray be to place

'law' in opposition to 'custom.' The fourth sub-section (iv), then, presents the possibi)ity

that actions by local people which contradict state managenlent of natural resources and

'law' might be explained by'custom' rather than 'crirne' or ignorance.

The fìfth sub-section (v) defines common property utilizing the ideas presented in

the first three sections, yet due to the complexity introduced by the concepts of property

and custom, concludes by leaving the definition broad and Iargely undefined. The sixth

sub-section (vi) provides a short sur-nmary of how user-groups are able to collectively

manage common property resources. The Iast sub-section (vii) examines the broader

historical context of common property. This final sub-section is important as it

contextualizes state management of natural resources. Often the management of natural

resources is presented as sirnply an empirical issue. The sub-section explores the

possibility that natural resources managenlent theory is largely a construction of colonial

and emerging nation states acting to alienate local people from local resources in an effort

to direct the resource rents to colonial and national elites. This section of the literature
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provides the 'grounding' theory for research undertaken in the fielcl and in the subsequent

analysis of results.

Hardin's Tragedy of the Conlnrons

The tragedy of the commons develops in this rva¡,. Picture a pasture open to all.
It is to be expected that each herdsman l,ill try to keep as man¡'câftle as possible
on the commons. Such an arrangentent nta)' l'ork reasonabl¡, satisfactorill, for
centuries because tribal rvars, poaching, and disease keep the nuntbers of both
man and beast rvell belorv the car4,ing capacitv of the land. Finalh,. horvever,
comes the da), o¡.r.Uon nt, that is, the da¡, l,hen the long desired goal of social
stability becomes a reality. At this point, the inherent logic of the contmons
remorselessly generate traged),.

As a rational being. each herds¡rran sceks to nlaxinrize his gain. Explicitly
or inrplicitll,, nrore or less consciousl¡,. he asks. ''What is thc utilit¡, to ma oî
adding one more aninlal to nlv hcrd'J" This utilit¡, has onc ncgative and oue
positive component.

l) The positive coÌrlponcnt is a function of thc increntcnt of o¡re aninral.
Since the herdsnran receives all tl'ìe procccds fronr thc salc of the additional
aninral, the positive utilit), is nearlr, +1.

2) The negative conrponcnt is a fi.lnction of thc add¡tional overgrazing
created b¡,one lnore aninral. Since. horlo,cr. thc effccts of ovcrgrazirrg are sharcd
b¡,all herdsrnen. the ncgative utilitv for anv particular dccision-nraking herdsnlan
is onl1, a fraction of -1.

Adding together the con'rponcnt partial utilit¡cs. thc rational herdsnran
concludes that the onl¡,sensible coLrrse for hinr to pursue is to add another aninlal
to his herd. And another; and anotlìcr....But this is thc conchlsion rcached b¡,each
and every rational herdsnran sharing a conrnrons...Thercin is the tragedr,. Each
man is locked into a s),stenr that conÌpels him to increase his herd rvithout
limit-in a r,r'orld that is linrited. Ruin is the destination torvard rlhich all men
rush, each pursuing his orrl best interest i¡1 a socict),that bclievcs in the freedonr
oflhe commons. Freedonr in a conìnìons brings nrin to all. (Hardin l96tì:1244).

Hardin, in this passage, argues that the collective managetnent ofa commons is not

possible because the individual marginal cost is less than the individual marginal benefit.

The assumption he makes is that there are no rules, institutions or other means by which

individual use ofthe commons can be restricted by the collective. Collective management

theorists respond to this argument by pointing out the rules, institutions and knowledge

which have allowed local collectives to manage common property. Putting Hardin's

theory into a historical context reveals that Hardin's argument is one in a long procession

of arguments made against the commons during the formation and expansion of a world
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economy. As noted by Thompson:

It has been Professor Hardin's argunrent that s¡nce rcsoìirccs hcld in corrnron are
not orrned and protected b),anlone. thcre is au inexorabìc econonric logic rvhich

dooms them to over-esploitation. The arg[¡nrent. in fact. is dcrivcd from the
English propagandists of parliamentary enclosure. and from a spccific Malthusian
variant, Despite its commonsense air, s'hat it overlooks is that the comnroners
themselves were not $'ithout cornmonsense. Over tinre and over space the users of
commons have developed a rich variet¡, of institutions and conrrrrunit¡, sanctions
rvhich have effected restraints and stints upon use. If there rvere signs of
ecological crises in some English forests in the eighteenth ccntuÐ,, this \\'as as

much for political and legal reasons as for econonric or demographic. (Thompson
l99l: 107).

A¡other criticism of Hardin's theory emerges from econo¡nics literature. Some

economists criticize Hardin for not being able to distinguish between corlrron property

and open-access resources (Ciriacy-Wantrup and Bishop 1975; Stevenson I99l). In order

to clariry the property analysis, some econornists and collective ûìanagement theorists now

distinguish between three types of property; state(public) property (res puhlico),

communal property (res contunalis), and private property Q es privotla) while open-access

is not considered to be property (Berkes 1989; Brornley 1992; Stevenson l99l).

AJthough Hardin's theory is uselul for analyzing open-access resources at a theoretical

level, once resource becor¡es property the theory no longer holds explanalory power to

describe resource use and management. Its continued use within resource management

theory and policy does suggest, however, that it holds strong ideological power.

iii Property and Property Rights

Property is a key concept for natural resources rnanage¡nent because it focuses

attention on the social relations which structure the use of a resource and the distribution

ofbenefits. Property is often utilized in a sense which defines the relationship ofpeople to

a thing (resource). However, property defìnes the social relationship between people as

regards a thing (resource). Therefore, property is a socio-political phenornenon and not a

biological or economic one and the difference between how resources are managed are

thus cultural and socio-political questions. As described by Bror.nley the issue is that:
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There is no such thing as a comnlon propertv resourcel thcre are onlr, resources
controlled and managed as comnìon propert],: or as state propert),, or as private
property....Propert¡, is a triadic social relation invoh,ing benefit strcanrs- right
holders, and dut¡, bearers....lt is for this reason that I urgc us fo cotlsidcr the
concept ofpropert¡,reginrcs,,,.Regimes, after all. are huntan artifacts....(Bronìle),,
1992:4).

As a social construction, property contains a variable set of rights, duties and

benefits which flow with a resource and are held by individuals (res privada), the state

(res publica), or some form of collective which utilizes the resources (res connnalis)

(Berkes 1989; Bromley 1992, Stevenson l99l; Schlager and Ostrom 1993), Schlager and

Ostrom (1993) identi$ four rights which generally apply ro properry; the right to access

and use of a resource, the right to tnanage a resource, the right to exclude others from

using the resource, and the right to sell or lease the preceding rights. Whereas rights refer

to the ability of a person to do something with a resource, duties refer to the correlate

relationship whereby people will not do something in the face ol someone holding a right

(Stevenson l99l). Ifa person, state, or collective holds the right to cut a tree, the duty on

a person, state, or coliective which does not hold that right is to not cut the tree. The

existence of rights and duties for a resource is what defines it as property. A more

detailed description of property is provided by Stevenson:

Whereas rights are rclationships bct\\'een persons rcgarding use of a thing

[resource], propert¡ rights are spccificalh,relationships bctrveen pcrsons regarding
use of a thing-rvhether corporeal or incorporcal-. Various rights, duties,
liberties, po*'ers. inrrnunities, and liabilities conìbine to dcfinc a person's propert¡,
rights (ol'nership ríghts) in a thing and horv another person is nrorall¡ or legall¡,
required 1o act \\'ith regard to thc thing. Thc cxistcncc and obsen,ance of thesc
rights. duties, and other relationships distinguishcs propcrtv fronì nonpropert\,. as
rvell as one type ofpropert¡'from another. (Stevenson 199 | :50)

By focusing on property and property rights it can be seen that the 'tragedy ofthe

commons' theory outlined by Hardin only applies to a very few resources such as open

seas fisheries (Berkes 1989). Most resources which are important to villages do have

defined rights, duties and benefit streams. The diflculty with identifuing property rights

regimes in many cultures is that rights and duties associated with a resource are often very

different from the set ofl property rights recognized by western legal definitions such as
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private, state and common (Thompson l99l). The comrrons often exist in custom even

they do not exist in law if other cultures define and practice different social relations over

a resource, Property rights as defined within tlìe western legal franrework are only one

possible set of rights which define resource use and management. Although a resource

may be defined as state or private property it is also necessary to examine the role of

custom in order to understand how a resource is being used and managed by local people.

iv Law and Custom

Property rights systems emerging from the culture of most state resource managers

are often assumed to be the only systems defining rights to a resource. What resource

managers fail to recognize is that most resources are associated with systems olcustomary

rights, duties and benefit streanls which predate western law. Often resources are

managed sirnultaneously under both law and custonr, especially over state land when the

ability ofthe state to enforce the larv is hampered (Berkes 1989). As noted by Schlager

and Ostrom (1993), common property oflen contains botll de jtrre and de focto property

rights. De jure rights are defined by Schlager and Ostrorn as those r¡ghts which "...may be

enforced by a governrrrent whose oflcials explicitly grant such rights to resource

users...[and].,.are given lawful recognition by fonnal, legal instrunrentalities" (Schlager

and Ostrom 1993:19) De focto property rights:

...originate among resource users. In sonre situations resourcc users cooperate to
define and enforce rights anrong thcnrsclves. Such rights are clc ,þcto as long as

the),âre not recognized b)'govemnìelìt authorities. Users ofa resource sho have

developed de .þcto rigbts act as if thev have cle jrrc lights bv enforcing these

rights anrong themselves. ... Within a single cournron-pool rcsource situation a

conglomeration of de jure and de.facto propertl rights mav exist rvhich overlap,
complenrent, or even conflict l'ith onc another....field rescarchers have found de

faclo proprietor arrangenìerlts that are con¡nronl'r' understood. follorved. and
perceived as legitimate rvithin the local courmunitr'. (Schlager and Ostronr
1993:19)

The approach taken by Ostrom supports the idea ofcustomary systems of property

rights existing simultaneously and in relationship with systerns of property rights in law.

A¡other approach taken to exarnine the law and custonl interface is that of Thompson

(1991). Specifically talking about agrarian England in the 1600's Thompson says that:
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At the interface betl'een larv and agrarian practice \\'e find cr¡stonr. Custonr itself
ri the interface, since it ma1,be considered both as praxis and as lal. Custom's
original lies in praxis; in a treatise on cop¡'bold at the end of tl'ìe seventeenth
c€ntury we leam that 'custons are to be constnred according to vulgar
apprehension, because Customs grol'gcncralh,. and are bred up and amongst the
Laygents...there $'ere 'tNo pillars' for custonls -connton usage and tinre out of
mind [and] Custom is local, lex /oci...'so custonr Iies upon thc Land' and 'binds
the land.' ... The land upon rlhich custonr la¡,nright be a manor, a parish. a stretch
of river, oyster beds in an estuan,, a park, nrountain grazing, or a larger
administrative unity like a forest. At one end custom \\'as sharpl¡, defined,
enforceable at larv, and (as at enclosure) rvas a propertl,,,.ln the middle custom
was less exact: it depended on the continual rcnerval of oral
traditions....(Thompson 199 I :97-98).

Thompson brings to the study of con'ìmon propeñy, as does Neeson (1993), the

idea that the commons emerged frorn custom, or the practices of local villages and how

they defined their social relations within the English feudal systerÌ. The property rights

and social relations which defined the comnlons through custom were deeply embedded

within the rural culture olEngland and were only eradicâted through an enon¡rous effort

on the part oflthe state (Canrpbell and Godoy 1992). Conrrnon property systems did not

disappear until the Parliament ofEngland passed The Enclosure Act, defined management

actions taken by commoners as crirnes, and utilized para-military force to keep the

commoners offenclosed land (Thompson 1975). In areas where the strength of the state

is not as strong, it has been found that the customary property rights and the social

relations ofl the commons are still utilized to rnanâge resources (Campbell and Godoy

1992). The failure to recognize a resource as being managed under an indigenous

common property system often denotes a lack of attention to the customary management

ofsuch a resource, and not the existence ofan open-access resource (Berkes 1989).

v Towards â defin¡tion of common property

The definition assumed by Hardin (1968) and which has spread throughout the

natural resources management literature describes resources lor which no rights, duties or

benefit streams have been defined. This is an unsatisfactory definition as it defines open-

access and not common property resources. Hardin nlade his error by assuming that the

individual use of a commons exists outside of a frar¡ework of social relations within a
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village or collective. An attempt to solve the defìnitional problem by econonrists and other

collective management theorists is the use of a typology of property regiures (Berkes

1989; Bromley 1992). They identiff four property regimes; open-access (res nulltrs),

private (res prit'ada), sl.ate (re.s ptrblica) and common (res conttttolis). The regime of

open-access is a special consideration of a resource for which no rights, duties or benefit

streams have been established. This typology becomes less helpful when customary

systems ând western legal systems of property rights are simultaneously in use for a given

resource. In addition, even in law state resources often contain a number of different

property rights holders (Berkes 1989; Schlager and Ostrom 1993). As Behar, quoting

Marc Bloch notes: "[t]he commons too, we often assume, is land over which the village

community held exclusive property rights. But this was rarely the case, as Marc Bloc had

noted long ago: 'lt is far more useful to find the cor¡r¡ons, like the rest of the village

lands, subject to a complex tissue of rights clainred by a whole hierarchy of interested

parties"' (Behar 1986:l9l) A typology of property rights regirnes solves the need to

classify a resource but may not be helpful in accurately describing horv different groups of

people perceive property rights and social relations over a resource. In order to

understand how a resource is being rnanaged it is necessary to be comfortable with

ambiguity, and not be limited by rigid classification schemes. The attempt to define

common property is confounded not by the divergent viervpoints in the literature but by

the complexity of how resources are held within social contexts.

In recognition ol the difTculty of classiffing a resource according to one of the

three ideal types (private, state and comnron), Berkes and Farvar suggests a broad

definition for common property as resources for which "...exclusion is difficult and joint

use involves subtractability" (Berkes and Farvar 1989:7). This definition recognizes that

common property is a resource for which a variety of people hold a right or claim to the

resource and that the use of a resource subtracts frorn the welfare of every other user. In

the end, this defìnition recognizes the cornplexity of property and the diflìculty of

classifuing resources according to property rights regimes defined by a western system of

law.
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vi Collective Management of Conlnro¡¡ Propelty

The collective or community management of col¡mon property theory has been

developed by researchers from a variety of disciplines and forms an interdisciplinary area

of research. It includes researchers from economic, ecological and social science

perspectives (Berkes 1989; BOSTID I 986; Bronrley 1992; Ostrorn 1990). Whar ties these

different threads together into a coherent pattern is the attelnpt to deterrnine how

collective management operates in order to limit individual use of comlr¡on property for

the collective good, avoiding the'tragedy ofthe commons' outcome. Livingstone frames

the question in the following manner, referring specifically to pastoralists: "...the questìon

may still be asked, do pastoral societies have the institutions and organisations necessary

to ensure good management olthe natural environnrent, by achieving the socially optimal

level ofstocking?" (Livingstone 1984:6). The answer to this question is embedded in a

number ol different aspects of managerrent such as local knotvledge systetns (Berkes

1989), rules and institutions (Ostrom ì990), and property rights (Bromley 1992).

Berkes and Folke (199a) pull together the threads of this area ofstudy so thar both

ecological and social systeÍrìs can be considered for the sustainable use of natural

resources. They identi$, the important factors as, ecosysterns, resource users and

technology, and institutions (local knorvledge ancl property rights). Through their work,

Berkes and Folke bring together a diverse area ofstudy and provide a flrarrework to study

the links between social systems and ecological sustainability. The outcome of this

interdisciplinary research has been a rich literature on the structure of village resource

management systems and their importance for sustainable use of natural resources.

vii The Commons in Historical Perspective

Studies on indigenous systems ol common property management have shown that

agricultural fields, village pastures and foresls are bound together in an integrated system

of local natural resources use (Campbell and Godoy 1992). The conrplexity of these

systems has been described by Behar (1986), Netting (198ì), and Wade (1988). These

authors find that common propeny systems are based on more than the legal property

rights over resources. Commons systems are often composed ofa complex web ofuse-
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rights which defìne both the rights and duties in regards to resource flows, not rights in

land, and which are defined both temporally and spatially. The local collective, or village,

includes institutions by which agreements over use-rights can be negotiated between

different interests within the village and between villages. The comlnons acts as a mode of

production which allows villagers to maintain control over the means of production and

influence social relations of production (Netting Ì 98 I ).

Once the physical commons is enclosed through privatization or state

expropriation, the social systern of the commons also breaks down. Without the commons

the agricultural system of small landholdings becomes uneconomic and a process ensues in

which small farmers lose their agricultural land and becorne rural ìabourers. It is for this

reason that authors such as Guha (ì989), Jodha (I992), Netting (1981), Shiva (1991), and

Thompson (1991), stress the importance ofaccess to the comrnons for the survival ofthe

poor (Jodha 1992), smallholder (Netting 1993), or peasant (Thompson l99l). The major

historical reason for the loss of cor¡rnons systenrs has been the inrplerrrentation of natural

resources management policy through state bureaucracies and the redefinition of property

rights in law. Natural resources managemenf practice and theory has thus played a role in

the struggle between the state and local colrlrìons systerns r.vithin the context of the

development of a world capitalist economy.

In an historical perspective the debate between 'tragedy of the corrrnons' and

collective managernent theorists takes place as part ofl the Iarger process of the continuing

development of a world econorxy and the expansion of nerv capitalisrns into common

property systems. 'Tragedy ofthe commons' theorists provide theoretical justifìcation for

a continuing process ofprivatization and state expropriation (enclosure), while collective

management theorists provide support for an alternative way 1o structure relations over

natural resources (commons). The original English enclosure debate was framed as an

argument which held that the non-private property rights ol the commons was an

impediment to progress and modernization, echoes of which can stiil be seen in fhe

enclosure literature of today (Thompson l99l). Enclosure lakes away the means of

production (common resources) frorn local people, placing resources in the hands of the

national elite (state property). The enclosure debate is thus about who obtains the benefits
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ofnatural resources use. Common property systems, in their historical context form part

of the larger struggle over different distributional outcomes derived from the use of

natural resources. As noted by Thompson, the commons:

...expressed an crlterncttive notion of possessior, in the pett), and particular rights
ard usages rvhich rvere transmitted in custo¡n as the properties of the poor.
Common right, rvhich u,as in lax terms cotemrinous s'ith scftlcmcnt, rvas /ocal
right, and hence u,as also a pouer to exclude strangers. Enclosurc. in taking the
commons arvay from the poor, made them strangers in their osl land. (Thonrpson
l99l : I 84, original emphasis).

The process ofenclosure is not an isolated period of English history but a process

which continues to occur worldwide. The process began in England but was then

exported by most European countries during colonialism. The process in England began

when "[p]arliament and law imposed capitalist definitions to exclusive property in land...."

(Thompson l99l:163). Resources in England becanre defined by rights in land, preferably

held by the individual or the crown (state). As England canre into contact with different

types of property in colonized countries it also established this clear definition of property

rights on top of existing social relations of property as "[e]xclusive property in land was

seen asthe norm to which all other practices nrust be adjusted...." (Thompson l99l:164).

The aim ofthe British colonial governrnents was to establish a pattern of private

and crown lands similar to the pattern which was enrerging in Englancl. The private right

in land would allow for a progressive agricultural sector which would generate land

revenues and at the same time create a landed gentry to control the commonfolk. The

establishment of state ownership of resources not anrenable to privatization, such as

forests and grazing lands, would allow for the crown to determine rights to those

resources and assign rights on the basis of the greatest benefìt to be realized by the crown

in resource rents or necessary goods. Those who benefited frorn this process in Engiand

and colonial states were the landed gentry, local or colonizers, as well as those who

controlled commercial interests in forest products. As sumrned up by Thompson: "[t]he

same era that sa'ù the English peasant expropriated from his common lands saw the

Bengal peasant made a parasite in his own country" (Thompson 1991 .170 quotìng E.J.

Thompson).
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The loss ofcommons systems has not, however, been instituted without a response

by the villagers who lost their livelihoods. There is a rich literature describing the

resistance oflocal peoples to the process ofcommons enclosure. This work largely draws

on the early work of Thompson (1975) and has been extended by Scon (1976; 1985;

1986). The work ofThompson is important as it first raised the idea that not all resistance

took the form of rebellion or revolution but was most often made up of small everyday

expressions ofprotest. He described this resistance as "...more often sullen than vibrant.

For every sommoner'riotously threatening to kill or be killed, that he wd raise 500 people

who wd assist in the cutting down & destroying the Mounds and fences ... a dozen will be

found throwing the gate offits hinges, uprooting sonre quicksets, or pulling down a notice

of enclosure fronr the church porch" (Thornpson I 991 : I I 5). In his work, Scott, calls

these forms ofresistance the'everyday forms ofresistance' which he defines as.

...the prosaic but constant struggle bonleen the peasantn,and lhosc rvho seek to
extract labour. food- taxcs. rcnts. and interest fronl tlìenl. Most of the fornrs this
struggle takes stop rvell short ofcollective outright dcfiancc. Hcre I have in nind
the ordinary s'eapons of relativel), po\\'erless groups: footdragging. dissimulation.
false-compliance. pilfering. feigncd ignorance, slandcr. arson. sabotage. and so

forth..,Thel' require little or no coordination or planning: thc¡' often represent a

fomr of individual self-hclp; and thc¡, t¡'picall¡' avoid an¡ dircct s¡rrrbolic
confrontatiorr rvith authoritv or rtith clite nornrs. To undcrstand these

commonplace fonns of resistance is to understand rrùat nrr¡ch of the pcasantn

does 'bet\\'een revolts' to defend its interests as best it can. (Scon 1986:6).

The issues raised by Scott are also inrportant considerations for the understanding

of village management of comnlon property resources. So¡¡e of the actions taken by

villagers, which are taken as examples of poor management practices, may actually be

explained as acts of resistance to a process of enclosure or as conflicts in how resources

should be managed. When the commons is taken away through a process of privatization

and expropriation, local villagers may respond in an atternpt to maintain the previous

structure ofsocial relations over natural resources. Resistance is tied to the survival both

ofthe commons and oflocal peoples. As Scott notes: "[t]he intrinsic nature and, in one

sense, the 'beauty' of much peasant resistance is that it often confers immediate and

concrete advantages while at the sa¡¡e time denying resources to the appropriating classes

a d fhat it requires little or no manifest organisation" (Scott 1986:26-27) The
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distinguishing feature of resistance for Scott (1986) is that the act must be aimed at

restructuring the benefits received from a resource, or to put it more in his terms, to deny

the appropriating classes ofthe benefit olthe resource. Stealing wood from a neighbour is

not the same as burning a plantation of commercial tree species found on crown land.

Actions taken by villagers do not only represent attempts to manage resources but are also

indicative of attempts by villagers to resist changes in the distributional impacts of state

management of natural resources which was established during the colonial period and

continued by post-colonial nation states (Guha 1989).

Two recent works have begun to exa¡¡ine the conflict over common property

resources, specifically forest resources, between the local and the state (Guha 1989;

Peluso 1992). Both ofthese works are based on the ideas ofThonrpson (1975; l99l) and

Scott (1976; 1985; 1986) and begin by tracing the pattern of enclosure in India (Guha

1989) and Indonesia (Peluso 1992) established during the process of colonialism. The

pattern of enclosure is similar to that traced out by Thompson ( I 99 I ).

Coloniai administrators implernented settlement procedures which established land

as private or state, usually agricullural land being settled as private while the forest lands

became state. The basis of this distinction sterns fronl British larv rvhich holds that land

must be cultivated or'improved'in order for there to be a private property right in land.

In areas where people cultivated the land, the colonial adnrinistrators were required to

settle a right in land to the person who had 'ir.nproved' the land. In areas where no

improvement had been made it was possible to assign this land as state or crown land as

there was no prior property right. This established the general pattern of land tenure in

most colonial countries. Ali land which was not tilled by a plorv, even if that land

contained customary property rights, becanre state property. These rights were sometimes

codified through a forest settlement, and sometir¡es ignored (Thompson l99l). The

pattern of forest settlement was extremely variable and often depended on the settlement

ofücer. However, agricultural peoples who maintained forest and pasture use within their

commons system often received codified forest rights, whereas hunter and gatherers often

received no forest rights at all (Thornpson l99l). Administration of the forest was then

turned over to colonial Forest Depannlents which controlled use, exclusion and
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management of all forest resources (Guha 1989; Peluso 1992). The result is that most

conflicts over forest resources are between the previous forest drvellers and the Forest

Department.

The basic interest of most Forest Departments set up under colonialism was to

maximize the resource rents from the forest which would be absorbed by the national

coffers. The basic interest of forest dwellers is to utilize the products of the forest for

their own suwival (Peluso 1992). The underlying conflict between Forest Departments

and forest dwellers is the capturing of the benefits of the forest resource. Actions by the

local villagers are thus directed at renegotiating the distribution of resources between the

local and the state (Peluso 1992) The point made by Peluso (1992) and Guha (1989) is

that this conflict between the Forest Departnrent and local forest dwellers is what underlies

all management ofthe forest:

Much s'ork has been done recentl), on violcnt and non-violent fonus of peasant

resistance; hol'ever. none of thcse snrdies has lookcd at thc fornrs of peasant

resistance as resporlses to specific fornrs of control ovcr access lo
resources...Forest peasauts res¡st forcst lard control b\''countcr-appropriating
species claimed b),the statc (or othcr euterprises) and bv danraging nrature species

or sabotaging ne\\'h, planted spccics: thc,r' resist lal¡or control bv strikes.
slorvdosns, or rnigration: and thev resist idcological control bv dcvelo¡ring or
maintaining cultures of resistancc. (Pcluso 1992: l9).

v t Sumnrary

The political economy literature rvhich exar¡ines conlrron property systems

focuses mainly on the collective choice dilenr¡¡a and the historical role ofthe development

of a world economy and capitalisrn in alienating local people from their commons.

Collective management theory examines the ability of local collectives to avoid the

'tragedy ofthe commons.' The ability to avoid the'tragedy ofthe cornmons' is seen to be

based on a number of different factors such as worldview, religion, rules, institutions, and

traditional ecological knowledge (Berkes and Folke 1994). Historical studies trace

political processes and economic interests which have structured social relations within

capitalist modes of production over resources (labour, capital, land, forests, pastures,

water), and attempts by local peoples to resist this restructuring. The literature points out

that when a common property systern is studied, rwo processes should be expected to
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emerge. One is the ways in which villages will atterrpt to avoid the tragedy of the

commons outcome, while the other is how villagers attempt to maintain the social

relations of a commons. The customary form ol cornmon property management, if it still

exists, will be found within a framework of law which has flavoured enclosure,

privatization and expropriation of Iocal resources. Actions of villagers should be

understood as both the attempt to manage resources according to customary systems and

as attempts to resist or restructure state management of local resources. The next section,

section 3.2, outlines how the state gained control of resources in India during the period

of colonization.

3.2 State Hegemony over Natural Resources in lndia

i Property Rights in the Pre-Colonial Period

The discussion of land tenure or property rights in pre-colonial India is exceedingly

complex and revolves around the debate of whether private, crown or communal land

existed in the sense of English property rights (for example see Bagchi 1992).

Furthermore rnost writing pertains to the Gangetic plains and south. Bandyopadhyay

recognizes this complexity and suggests that land ownership was a llixture of many

different types of tenure arrangerîents:

Ancient India depicts a complex sct of land relations invoh,ing private orrnership.
ro¡,al administration and conrnrunal rule ofvillages. This nrultiplc stnlcture is a

complete u4role conrprising thrcc diffcrcnt lavcrs. Land tenurc in onc la¡,er or
level rvould be conrplctel¡, diffcrent fronr the othcr. Hcncc quitc often ue find
conflicting pictures fronr authors l'ho strcss on onlr, one tr,pe of relationship.
(Bandl,opadh¡'a1, 1992 | 49).

Probably, as suggested by Thompson (1991), there was not property in the sense utilized

by the English, but a dynamic combination of rights and duties within a feudal framework

of social relations. It seems doubtful that there was one pre-colonial system of property

rights, but rather, a mixture of types depending on ecological, political and cultural

factors. However, as noted by Wolf there was an identifiable change fro¡¡ the structure of

property rights under the Mughal empire to what became established by the British.
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The Mughal polit5, had operated esscntially in tlrc tributan' ntodc, allorving
jagirdars and zamindars to punp surplus out of cultivators ovcr l4rom the),
exercised either personal donlination or donìination bv virtue ofthcir office. The
critical difference from the |atcr English practicc \\'as that thcse rights \\,ere not.
proper¡y speaking, rights ofpropert¡, in land, but ratììer clainìs or1 pcople's labour
and the products of that labour. In the Pennanent Settlemcllt that the English
introduced in Bengal in 1793, horvever, the zanrirrdars \\'ere turncd into outright
propert), o\\ners, required to turn over to the British administration nine-tenths of
the tribute received from their peasants, and retaining one-tcnth for their personal
use. The English thus created, at one slroke. a class of 3.000 lndian landlords
who held the same propertl'rights as English landlords. including the right to sell,
mortgage, and inherit land. ftVolf 1982:247).

The tributary system under which resources were managed in the pre-colonial

period was based on a four tier systerÌ (Wolf 1982). A local tribute area was comprised

of a lineage or a number of different lineages. The zamit¡¿lar was drawn from the

dominant caste ofthe tribute area and would usually be the chiefofthe leading dominant

caste lineage. The zamindor held patrirnonial rights to receive tribute fronr a given area,

from which some of the surplus was passed on to the.jogiì (lot'. The.jagirdars were drawn

from the Mughal elite and givenJogiir' (cornposed of a number of zotttitttiqr tribute areas)

as a grant for service perforrned for a specified period of tirne,.7ogl,.r were not heritable.

The jagìrdars drew tribute froln the zamitdar:; and were required to pass on tribute to

the Oudh or head of the Mughal state.

The boundaries ofthese categories were also fluid as the porver of the central state

ebbed and flowed. In ti¡¡es or areas of low strength by the central state, the zanindars

would gain in power and influence in regards to their position with the state, or jagirdars

would buy zamindari rights, When the strength of the state increased the state would try

and bypass the zamindars and collect tribute directly fro¡n the lineages, create new tribute

settlements by mixing parts of different lineages, or convert zamindari rights into /?g,l,s.

There appears to be some argurnent as to the rights held by the general populace to land

under the zamindar system (Bagchi 1992) but it does see¡¡ that the English system ol
property rights and land tenure changed the system from rights in tribute (labour, produce)

to one ofa right in land.
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ii Property Rights in the Coloninl Period

The exact changes wrought by British colonial policy are not exactly clear. It is,

however, agreed that one ofthe first steps olthe British was to institute what is known as

the Permanent settlement, or zamindari, which gave the right in land (ownership) to

existing zantindars or overlords. In 1833, however, the British undertook a reform

settlement "...which ousted revenue-collecting overlords and-in the belief that Indian

villages were egalitarian republics of co-sharers in a corporate body-granted the land to

corporate village groups or 'cultivating brotherhoods"'(Wolf 1982:248). The process of

rights to land had changed from a tributary system where rights were not to lând but to

labour and produce, to an initial system under the British of a 'right in land' held by an

overlord, and finally a systern where farrning households at the tinle of the reform

settlement became zantittdal.r or tax paying households on land that was now owned.

Collectives which were previously groups of lineages in a tribute paying area became

villages under the British systenr which held private property rights to agricultural land,

Figure 2 demonstrates this idea.

In Goshal, older consultants can still remember the founding lineages, called a

loeli, of their village and the lineage which was installed as the zantindcu, called /y'egl

under the British. The founding lineages' households were traditionally distributed within

the village as shown for the village of Goshal in Figure 2. Each farnily is at present

considered to be part of a toeli which is inrportant lor gaining access to certain resources

and influencing who is chosen to serve on the village council (ntimher'.s). A, mimber is

chosen from each area ofthe village which in lhe past corresponded to a loeil. At present

loelis are no longer concentrated in geographic areas as the families outgrew the physical

space of the village and were forced to begin new households on the edges of the main

settlement, Although Wolf s (1982) description is based on the plains of India it holds

relevance for the mountains and specifically the study area, although some exceptions

should be noted.
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Figure 2. Founding lineages of coshal.
Spat¡al organization of founding Goshal lineages' households w¡thin v¡llagè site as
¡dentif¡ed by village elders. (Three lineages: P¡shu; Suk¡he; and, Ruher were not
ident¡f¡ed w¡th a specif¡c locat¡on with¡n the village by lhe consultants.)



iii Variations in the Kulu Vnlley

One major consideration with regards to Kulu Valley land rights is that it never

came under the control of the Mughal ernpire. It does, however, appear to have been

ruled under a tributary mode of production and therefore represents a variation of the

above description. The Kulu Raj can be considered parallel to the jagirdar, while the

zqnindar in the Kulu Valley was known as the Negl, a name which this lineage bears to

this day. Much of the description is based on work by Hutchison and Vogel (1933) and,

although not at all clear, what appears to have occurred is that the Kulu Raj became

incorporated into the colonial state and given the position of.laglr dor. Agricultural land

was then distributed under the relorm settlenrents to resident farmers of all the village

lineages, except to lineages of the Scheduled castes. Although the exact situation of

property rights and land tenure is not know before the colonial period, by the mid-1800's

the right to agricultural land was vested in incliviclual households and groups oflineages

becanle identified as villages on the basis olresidence. It u,as on the basis ofthese village

revenue settlernents that the rights to forest land rvere distributed by the British. The

difference between pre and post British settlement is that previously fluid and dynamic

boundaries became codified in law and fixed ìn both time and space.

iv Villnge rights to forests in Coloninl India

The rights to forests were also to becorne spatially and temporally fixed in law by

the British under the forest settlements. The rights to forests under the Raj principalities

have not been clearly documented (Guha 1989, suggests that all pre-colonial discussion is

largely based on conjecture). If it was a tributary systenr as supposed, each tribute area

would have had held rights over land, water, pastures and forests in exchange lor a tribute.

Within the tribute area, which included forests and grazing grounds, the rights to certain

areas would have been distributed among lineages. After the British took over the Kulu

Valley in the early 1800's and undertook the revenue settlement, the forest was still not

considered of high value, and assumed to belong to the revenue village within whose

boundaries the forest fell. However, the expansion of the lndian railway, frorn 1349 km of
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track in 1860 to 51, 658 km in 1910, resulted in forests taking on strateg¡c and economic

importance for the colonial governrnent (Gadgil and Guha 1993). Due to the dernand for

timber and fuelwood, the governnrent decided in 1864 that an lnperial forest service

should be established to safeguard the forests from reckless destruction. This began a

period ofabridgment ofvillage forest rights.

Gadgil and Guha discuss the context of a debate within the colonial government

regarding the abridgment of forest rights in fåls .FLç.ç ured l-ct¡td: Art Ecological History of

India (Gadgil and Guha 1993). Although the forrnation ofthe Imperial lorest service and

The Indian Forest Act of 1865 guaranteed state access to the timber that was immediately

required, it did not result in the abridgment of the exìsting village rights to the forest.

There was, however, an implicit change in property rights as the forest and wastelands

were now clearly considered to be vested in the crown and not the village. In spite ofthe

forest act and imperial forest service, it was felt that the property rights over the forest

remained ambiguous and did not allow the forest service to lnanage til¡ber on a sustained

yield basis. The overharvesting of sleepers for the railrvay system thus provided the

impetus for restricting village rights to the forest. It was felt that village needs and

colonial state needs could not be met from the sa¡¡e forest. This Ied to a draft ofanother

forest bill in 1875 which was intended to rerîove the existing arnbiguity about the absolute

proprietary right of the state to the forests. It was this bill which led to the tnost vocal

debate about the rights of villagers to forest resources. Gadgil and Guha recognize three

positions in this debate.

The first, u,hich rve call annaialiotlisl, hcld out for nothing less than /o/d/ state
control over a// forest areas. The second. rvhich one nrav call pragnlatic. atgl.:rcd

in favour of state nanagen'ìent of ecologicalh' sensitive and strategicallv valuable
forests, allos,ing other areas to remain under comnrunal svstems of management.
The third position (a rnirror inrage ofthe first) tt'e call populist.... This completel),
rejected state intervention. holding out that tribals and peasânts nrust exercise
sovereign rights over rvoodland. (Gadgil and GLrha 1993:124. original enraphasis).

The forest settlements which occurred in India took place within a climate of

debate in the colonial administration. This debate is important for three reasons. First, it

establishes that revenue villages or groups ol lineages held a prior clairÌr to the forests
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which the state ignored as it changed the property rights structure of the forests from

lineage and group rights to state rights. lt also shows that forests were never open-access,

as rights were distributed among lineages within tribute areas, such as the Kulu

principality, with corresponding sets of institutions to regulate access, use and

management. As noted by a colonial participant in the debate:

There is scarcell, a forcst in the sùolc of the Presidencv of M¡dras lùich is not
wjthin the limits of some village....All of them, rvithout esception are subject to
tribal or communal rights s'hich have existed fronr time inrnrcnrorial and u'hich are

as difücult to define as thev are necessary to thc rural population....Nor can it be

said that these rights are susceptible of cornpcnsation. for in innunrerable cases,

the right to fuel manure and pasturage. l'ill be as much a ncccssit¡, of life to
unbom generations as it is to the prcscnt....(ln Madras) thc forests are. and alt'avs
have been. comnlon prollertJ'.... (Gadgil and GLrh¡ 1993.ll27).

Finally, since the position of different colonial adnrinistrators varied with regards to

customary village forest rights, forest settlernents were not consistent. As a result, some

villages ended up with extensive rights while others ended up with no lorest rights at all

(oDA lee4).

In spite of the debate, the final position of the colonial adr¡inistration was the

annexionist position which resulted in the 1878 Inclian Forest Act. The goal of this Act

was the extrerre curtailment of village forest rights. "Under the provisions of the 1878

act, each family of 'righthold ers' was allorved a specific quanturn oltinrber and fuel, while

the sale or barter of forest produce was strictly prohibited. This exclusion from forest

management was therefore, both physical--it denied or restricted access to forests and

pasture--as well as soclal--it allowed 'rightholders' only a rnarginal and inflexible clairn on

the produce of the forests" (Gadgil and Cuha 1993:135). The 1878 Indian Forest Act

provided the means by which the colonial governrnent restricted the influence ofthe local

collective on the management of the forest and weakened village institutions which

managed village commons.

The structure of forest management under The 1878 Indian Forest Act was based

on the creation offour classes olforests; reserved, dernarcated protected, undemarcated

protected, and village, Reserved forests were those areas which exhibited the greatest

potential for exploitation, close to towns and composed olvaluable species ofwood. The
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intent ofthe reserved forest was to totally extinguish local rights to the forest, although in

rare cases some limited rights were allowed. In reserved forests all use is prohibited

except that which was explicitly perrnitted (Danrodaran 1990). The demarcated protected

forests were those areas controlled by the state but which recorded specifìc rights to be

exercised by the village to which the forest corresponded. However, control was

maintained "...by outlining detailed provisions for the reservation of particular tree species

as and when they became commercially valuable, and for closing the forest whenever

required to grazing and fuelwood collection" (Gadgil and Guha 1993:134). Protected

forests reversed the onus on restriction as all rights are perrnitted except those specifically

prohibited (Damodaran 1990), Undenrarcated protected forests contained no restrictions

and were those areas which contained tree growth, but u,ere not considered valuable to

the Forest Department at that time. This area often overlaps with what the revenue

department has classed as 'wasteland;' that is, lancl not demarcated as forest but also not

useful for agricuiture. It is a type of land for which the property rights renrain unclear and

disputed between the Forest Departnrent and the revenue departnrent (ODA 1994). There

was also a provision in the act lor village forests to be created which would settle and

record the rights olvillages to these areas, although this option was rarely utiìized. The

outcome of forest settlements in India were based on this stR¡cture but carried out

independently for each district.

v The 1886 Anderson settlenrent t'epot't

The 1886 Anderson settlement report set dou'n the codified rights of villagers to

the forest in law for what was to become the Kulu forest district. As opposed to other

areas in India, it has been suggested that village rights in the Kulu district have been more

generously defìned. As noted by ODA (199a:a) "[c]ontrary to indications lrom other

areas in India the process ol settlement of rights in Kulu and Mandi did not result in the

termination of local people's rights, but rather their acceptance and for¡¡alisation." The

formalisation of village rights in Kulu may have been based on the divergent views found

among colonial administrators and due to the physical nature ofthe Kuiu Valley.

A¡derson appears to have been nrore concerned about village rights than other
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colonial administrators. He notes early in the settlelnent repon that forest rights are

important to the livelihoods of villagers: "The people are dependent on these rights for

their very existence, and the extinction of the rights would be the most unjustifìable

expropriation" (Anderson 1886:7). Furthermore, he expressed the view that rights were

previously recognized during the revenue settlernent and could not be further abridged as

these rights "...were recorded at the Revenue Settlement and that settlelnent was accepted

on the distinct understanding that the rights were to be respected" (Anderson 1886:3).

Finally Anderson felt that the physical nature olthe Kulu Valley provided less justification

for the curtailment of village rights:

The mountainous nature of thc countn. renders it inrpossible to sct aside other
forest land for the villages having rights in thc valuablc forests to be rcsen,cd. B),
reducing the areas denrarcatcd near villagcs. it soLlld ccrtainlv havc bccn possible
to fornl snrall resen,cd forests ofdcodar rrith fcrl or no riglrts in thenl: but st¡ch
forests rvould have beeu nrere scattcred patches difficult to nìanagc. and
comprising onlv a snrall proportion of the valt¡ablc forcst in thc corrntn'. I anl
strongll, of opinion.--arrd in this Coloncl Stcnhousc and lr4r. Snrith. thc local
Forest Officers. agree lith Ìnc.--that thc polic¡, of cxclLrding t,alLlablc forcsts in
order to acquire nrorc extensive po\\'crs ovcr thc snlallcr arca rctaincd is qLritc

unsuited to tlle circunlstaDcc of KulLr. Evcrlthing thnt is ncccsstn' to nìaintain.
and even to inrprove. thc forcsts can bc acconrplishcd bv a svstcnt of rotation
rvhich inrplies extensive dcnrarcation and continrration of riglrts. It is drercfore
necessan,to adnrit rights in thc dcnìarcatcd arcas. alld for thnt purposc thc rights
must be recorded. (Anderson ltltl(r:3).

In spite of Anderson's concern for village rights, he still had to operate under the

framework of the 1878 Indian Forest Act. The conlpronrise appears to have been the

division of demarcated protected forests into first class protected and second class

protected which had the air¡ of protecting valuable tree species while allowing for

customary rights. First class forests tended to be nearer to villages and/or contained more

valuable timber and had more restricted rights. The creation of a new category allowed

the Forest Department to gain control over viilage lorest lands and to curtaìl rights,

However, by utilizing this mechanism Anderson at the sarÌe ti¡.ne was able to specifo

village rights to the forest. The result was a diminished reserved forest in the Kulu district

and greater forest area with recorded village rights cornpared to other Indian forest

districts (ODA 1994).



The outcome of the 1886 Anderson settlement report was to establish four

classifications of forests in the Kulu Valley (ODA 1994.6):

l. Reserved Forests
2. Demarcated protected forest (Class I)
3. Demarcated protected forest (Class II)
4. Undemarcated protected forest (Class III)

The rights held by each village are based on the precolonial rights of the village to the

forest subject to interpretation by the settlernent offìcers. In general, the rights given by

the settlement to villages can be classified as shown in Table L In addition to these rights,

A¡derson also veered from standard practice by recognizing three 'great rights' (ODA

1994) Village rights were to be established on the basis of current (1886) levels.

However, Anderson identified three rights which he felt should be allowed to increase and

called these 'the great rights.' They were the right to; nranure, leaves (dry and green), the

right to building timber, the right of grazing. The purpose of these rights was to ensure

that as the population grew it rvould not be restricted by grou.th olthe farnily.

The Anderson settlement report of 1886 appears 1o have been generous in ils

support of village rights to forest yet its overall effect was to weaken the ability of villages

to manage the forests. Each viìlage was assigned a forest area based on precolonial

tributary areas. However, the forest rights were vested in the individual, and not the

village. Forest rights were appended to a Kltasra nurlber which was the unit of land held

by the head ofa household under the settlement report. Forest rights becarne tied to land

ownership. By law only those who held a Kha:;ra could clai¡n forest rights. As the

Scheduled castes did not own land at this time, they were not guaranteed forest rights and

anyone who lost their land also florfeited rights they previously held. The vesting of forest

rights in the individual rather than the village rrade it difiìcult lor the village to regulate the

activities of their members (ODA 1994). In law, the village was given a ponion of a state

forest within which each land holder of the village could exercise recorded forest rights,

although managemenl, regulation and enforcement was 1o be carried out by the Forest

Department. There was provision for the village to hire its own roklto, or village forest

guard, for Class II and Class III land but this rarely practicecl (ODA 1994). The result is a
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Table I . V¡llagers'use r¡ghts for Demarcaled Protected Forests (DPF) in the Kulu Valley.
(Sourcer ODA 1994).

Graz¡ng

-lo graze cattle (except buffaloes), sheep and goats at the l¡mes given ¡n the record
when âny limit in time hes been imposed

Trees

-for egricultural implements and domestic utensils
-for the construction and repair of dwell¡ng-houses, cattle and grass sheds, and other
âgricultural buildings
-for the construction and repair of temples ând of dwellings attached lo temples
-for the ark of the deotas (village gods) and olher such purposes
-for the bier and cremâl¡on of the dead
-for fuel and charcoal for smithy purposes
-for tanning and such like purposes

Forest Prod uce

-grass of all kinds for fodder, thatching, rope-making and other domestic and agricultural
purp0ses
-flowers, ferns, plants for medicinal, domestic and agr¡cultural purposes
-brushwood for fencing and other purposes
-branches of trees of certain kinds for fodder, manure, hedges, and for making charcoal
and ropes et the times given in the record when any limit in t;me has been ¡mposed
-fallen leaves for manure at the t¡mes given ¡n the record when any time in lirnit has
been imposed
-leaves and bark of certain lrees end shrubs for tann¡ng, incense, rope-making,
medicinal end other such purposes
-splinters of slumps of trees of cerla¡n kinds for torches ând the manufacture of oil
-bamboos for basket-making and other purposes
-stones, slates, earth, clay, limestone fof building, plastering, for the manufaclur¡ng of
earthen vessels, mill-stones and olher purposes
-wild honey
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state forest which is divided into village forest right areas to be managed by the state in

terms of law or de jtn'e property rights. The actions of villagers rnust be interpreted within

this historical process of state appropriation of forest resources and nranagernent.

vl Sum mary

The establishment of state rights over lorest managenrent in the Kulu Valley

occurred during the process of British colonization. Prior to colonization the Kulu Valley

was ruled by a succession of tributary overlords and local people existed in a tributary

relationship to these rulers. Local villages held the right to manage areas ofthe forest in

exchange for a tributary payment to the ruler. After the British took over in the Kulu

Valley they undertook both a revenue settlernent which established a private right in land

to people who cullivated the land, and a forest settlement which vested ownership in the

crown but extended limited usufructurary rights to the local villages. The Forest

Department was subsequently established by the British to manage the forest in the

interests of the state. The Anderson settlement repoñ for the Kulu Valley established four

types of forests; reserved, demarcate protected forests, (classes I and II) and an

undemarcated protected forest. The rights oflocal people varied on the basis of the forest

classifìcation and perceived rights on the part of tlre settlenlent oflìcers ofcustornary rights

which predated forest settlernent. The section illustrates that current forest management

by the Forest Department was installed over an existing system of forest lÌìanagement by

local villages. In addition, forest settlement reduced the access of local people to the

forest and reduced the benefits they received from the forest by redirecting those benefìts

to the state. The next section, section 3.3, outlines the conrplexity of mountain livelihoods

and how pastoral subsistence strategies were an integral part of mountain livelihood

strategies.

3.3 Mountain Cultural Ecology and Pastoral Suåsrsfence Sfrafegies

i Mountain CuJtural Ecology

. 
The study of mountain environ¡¡ents has a long history within the discipline of

geography, Knapp (1988) suggests that the focus of this study during the nineteenth
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century was the discovery ofthe relationships between the physical, biological and climatic

components of the environment, This led to the errergence of the subdiscipline of

biogeography in which latitude was correlated to temperature, air pressure, and species of

plants and animals. The ideas of biogeography were further developed in the twentieth

century by examining the relationships between climate and landfonns. This area ofstudy

came to be know as geomorphology. The ideas ofgeomorphology were applied by Carl

Troll to the study of the interrelationships of clirnate, slope, soil, water, and life in

mountain areas which led to the emergence of mountain geography and landscape ecology

(Troll 1988).

One ofthe r:rajor findings of this work is that vegetation is organized into distinct

vertical zones or belts which have specific biophysical characteristics. Jn lowland areas it

had previously been recognized that clir¡ate, vegetation and Iandscape changed "...in a

horizontal direction from the equator to the poles..." (Troll 1988:38), What Troll

suggested was that a vertical dimension needed to be added to the analysis in recognition

ofthe change from hot Iowlands to perpetual snows due to a change in elevation, rather

than latitude. This idea of vertical zonation, and the linlits it inrposed on agricultural

activities, led to a natural extension away frorn strictly biophysical faclors to an

examination oflanduse and settle¡nent in nlountain regions (Knapp 1988).

The study of human-environnlent interactions in nlountain regions began with the

work ol human geographers but has more recently become the dor¡ain of cultural

ecologists who represenl a diversity ofdisciplines. As noted by Knapp, cultural ecologists

are represented in the fields of ".,.geography, anthropologv (ecological anthropology),

history (environmental history), biology, sociology (hunran ecology) and geology

(economic geology)" (Knapp 1988:129). In spite ofthe diversity ofdisciplines, the study

of human-environment interactions in lnountain regions focuses on the lilnitation to human

productive activity imposed by mountain environnlents.

The biophysical characteristics of mounlain environ¡¡ents are considered to be

fragile and life hazardous for humans who inhabit therr (Guillet I 983; Forman I 988;

Stevens 1993). In order to survive in mountain environments, humans must cope with

"...climatic and geomorphic hazards, relative unpredictability, low prinrary productivity



52

and high environmentai fragility..." (Stevens 1993:57). The biophysical consrraints make

it diffìcult to intensiñ7 agriculturaì productivity as they litnit the return to labor and capital

investment (Galaty and Johnson 1990). In spite of the biophysical constraints three or

four vegetative zones may be found in a single valley or on a single slope (Brush 1976).

As a human population cannot survive access to only one these zones, much ofthe work

in cultural ecology has been the study of how human groups obtain access to different

zones within mountain regions (Brush 1976; Steven 1993).

The verticality concept has been the predominate theory to explain the ability of

humans to survive in mountain environments. Although the theory is first credited to

Murra (1972), the origins of this theory can by found in the ideas eurerging lrom rnountain

landscape ecology and the recognition of different vertical zones with the ability to

produce different agricultural products, first proposed by Troll (1966; 1988). Murra's

work was based on an examination of how the Inca ernpire was able to support itselfgiven

that it was located on a highland plateau which producecl relatively lerv products. What

Murra found was that the Inca ernpire not only controlled products frorn the highland

plateau but also from other vertical vegetative zones. He called this the 'vertical

archipelago' strategy whereby a group would obtain access to the products of different

vegetative zones through the direct exploitation of those zones, including sending

colonists to produce crops in those zones. Since Muna (1972), the'venicality concept'

has been expanded by other authors.

After Murra the next rnajor work on the verticality concept was done by Rhoades

and Thompson ( I 975). Rhoades and Thornpson identifìed two strategies which they

termed a generalized strategy and a specialized stralegy. The generalized strategy is

pursued by "... a single population, which, through agro-pastoral transhumance, directly

exploits a series of microniches or ecozones at several altitudinal levels" (Rhoades and

Thompson 1975:549). A specialized strategy is pursued by groups who are "locked" into

one environmental zone and produce the products ofl that zone. In order to obtain

products from other zones it is necessary to establish cornplex trade networks with other

specialized groups or have reciprocal exchange relations with a group that focuses on

other products. Rhoades and Thompson extended the 'verticality concept' to include
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cultural strategies based on trade and reciprocal relations in addition to the srralegies of

conquest and control.

The next author 1o develop the 'verticality concept' was Brush (ì976; 1987) who

further expanded and defined different types ol vertical strategies. Brush (1987:273)

suggests that the concept of "...verticality described the use of multiple altitude belts and

the social means whereby access to different altitude zones was guaranteed to individual

households and communities." Brush ( I 987) points out that when Murra ( I 972) first

presented the idea of'verticality' he was specifically describing the strategy pursued by

pre-conquest Andean empires

AJthough the verticality concept was first applied to the study ol pre-conquest

Andean societies it has since been applied to other colonial and contenlporary rnountain

societies (Murra 1985). Brush (1987) pulls together these different studies into a more

general description ofverticality. As he sees it there are two ways in which verticality has

acted to structure Andean culture and behaviour. The first is that vertical zonation acts as

"...a template for the division of productive activity into different zones" and creates

"... opportunities for a diverse systern ofcrop and anir¡al production while constraining the

area that can be devoted to any one activity" (Brush 1987:273). Tlre second point made

by Brush draws upon the idea of production zones first proposed by Mayer ( I 985).

Mayer proposed that production zones should be superimposed upon the natural

variation in mountain environr¡ents to emphasize that production systems are made by

people, and not vice versa. This was an attempt to deal with criticisnl that rnuch of the

vertical zone concept, which emerged from landscape ecology and cultural ecology, was a

form of environmental deterrninisr¡ (Hewitt 1988), The verticality concept is presently

utilized to study how people, through culture, take advantage of the opportunities

presented through vertical diversity and are influenced by mountain hazards, while

emphasizing that people are not shaped by these factors (Brush 1987).

The study of 'verticality' and mountain production zones has resulted in three

general characteristics which are utilized to character¡ze mountain subsistence systems.

The first is that mountain systerÌls are characterized by diversity across regional

subsistence system and within specific components. For example, rvithin one production
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system there are a number of crops growñ at different elevations, and within each crop

type there is a number of different varieties. The second is that the agroecosystem is

organized into specific production zones with different inventories of crops and animals,

different levels of land use intensity, and different types ofcontrol. Finally, various land

tenure and land-use practices have developed which combine community and households

as important actors in the management of the agroecosystem (Brush 1987). Since each

zone is not able to produce all the products needed by a group of people they must then

gain access to these different zones through socio-political organizations and/or trade.

Brush (1977) has refined the classifìcation of the subsistence strategies of

mountain peoples drawing upon the earlier typologies derived by Murra (1972) and

Rhoades and Thompson (1975). Brush outlines three types of subsistence strategies,

namely, compressed, extended, and archipelago. The compressed strategy is sit¡ilar to the

generalized strategy ofRhoades and Thonrpson (1975), rvhereby the strategy of a group

of people is based upon tlìe direct control of different altitudinal zones. The extended

strategy is parallel to the specialized strategy of Rhoades and Thonrpson ( I 975) as a group

will specialize in producing certain products through agriculture or pastoralism within one

production zone and rely on trade to obtain products fronr other zones. The third type is

that identified by Murra as the 'archipelâgo vertical' (Murra 1972), which Brush rerms the

archipelago strategy (Brush 1987). This strategy is an extension of the compressed

strategy as a group will directly exploit several different zones although these zones may

be at a great distance from the 'horne' zone, and controlled through the establishnlent of

colonies within those zones.

Research carried out within the fieid ofcultural ecology has emphasized that there

can be no one mountain subsistence strategy defined by the environmental characteristics

of mountains. AJthough three general strategies can be identified, these strategies have

different characteristics when examined in comparative perspectives across many mountain

cultures. In spite ol mountain peoples sharing a si¡¡ilar environment, they face different

socio-political and socio-economic realities which influence how they can gain access to

different production zones, expressing their own cultural preferences or constructions of

how access 1o those zones should be structured. However, while recognizing that great
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diversity exists within mountain subsistence strategies, it is possible to note.a set of

general characteristics:

A set of general characteristics has oftcn bccn noted (based ntore on AIpine and
Ardean examples than on Hirnalavan) including the practice of nlired nlounta¡n
agriculture (rvith grain varieties related to altinrde and rvith root crops incrcasingll,
important at high altitudes), agropastoral transhu¡¡ance, scattcred (ald ofÌcn
multialtitudinal) land holdings. s¡,stems of land terrure and resource-use decision
making that combine com¡lunal nranagenrent of cournron-properl), pasture and
forest resources (and sometimes also comnrunit¡, influence in crop-production

. decisions) u,ith private familv land and livestock orrnership. aud economies that
combine subsistence-orientated agropastoralism rvith other economic ventr¡res
such as trade $'ith other regions having diffcrcnt environmental conditions and
natural resources, (Stevens 1993:59).

ii Pastoral Su bsisten ce Strategies

Aithough the verticality concept has largely been developed through the studies of

the A¡des mountain range, a nunrber of authors have tried to extend this analysis to other

mountain ranges such as the Alps and the Hirnalayas. The earliest atternpt to extend this

analysis was by Rhoades and ThorÌpson (1975) who conrpared the Andes to the Alps and

the Himalayas. Although the verticality concept has not been as extensively developed for

the Himalayas, the work of Banh (1956) predated the work of the Andeanists paralleling

the ideas they have developed. Barth (1956) \\¡as one of the first authors to exarnine the

ecological relationships between different groups within mountain environments. The

basis of his analysis of ethnic groups in Swat, Pakistan was the concept of different

vertical ecological zones which an ethnic group rvoulcl attenrpt to occupy and control.

One of his observations was that a group rvoulcl try to exert direct control on as many

ecological zones as possible. The zone of prinrary interest was the fenile valley bottom

which provided the best agricultural production, and thus the best potential for a secure

livelihood, The secondary area of importance were the grazing areas found in the high

forest and alpine pastures. However, due to the distance of these areas from the main

settlement, they were more diflcult to control than the agricultural areas in the valley

bottoms. If the ethnic group was not able to control both the agricultural areas and the

grazing grounds, they would allow another ethnic group to utilize the grazing grounds in

exchange for a tribute paymenl.
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In Swat, Pakistan, Barth (1956) found that in areas with a steep environrnental

gradient, with many production zones within a srnall lateral area, dominant groups would

utilize both agricultural and pastoral strategies. Where the environr¡ental gradient was not

steep, and grazing grounds found at a great distance from the main settlement, he found

that agreements were made with other groups. One example provided by Barth describes

the agreement made between the donlinant ethnic group who practiced agriculture and

Gujjars, who are nomadic water buflalo herders (Barth 1956). Gujjars were given rights

to utilize distant grazing grounds in exchange for a tribute payrnent, In this fashion, the

dominant group maintained control over, and access to, the products of different

ecological zones. As Barth's early work predated the work in the Andes, he did not

explicitly identify this as a 'verticality concept,' However, he did outline a sinrilar concept

for the Himalayas, describing the social organization and cultural strategies utilized to

obtain products from a number ofvertical production zones.

As noted by Barth (ì956) and the Andean scholars who developed the idea ofl the

verticality concept, an important conlponent of nrountain livelihood systerns is the

utilization of the high alpine meadows and tundra. ln rîountain regions it is diflìcult to

expand agricultural production due to env¡ronmental constraints, however, it is possible to

increase overall productivity through the conversion of non-edible vegetative products

(grass) to edible products (rnilk, rneat) through the raising ol livestock (Gaiaty and

Johnson 1990). As mountain agriculture is also risky, "...cornbining agriculture with

pastoralism provides a broader subsistence base than either strategy pursued alone, thus

compensating for possible failure in either" (Bishop 1989). The gaining of access to the

products of the alpine pastures (meat, milk, wool) can be pursued utilizing either the

compressed, extended or archipelago strategy. As such, a group may pursue any of the

following strategies; control access to both agricultural lancl and alpine pasture found near

main settlements, speciaiize in agriculture and trade with pastoralists, send out pastoralists

to utilize distant pastures, or become involved in a combination ofthese strategies.

In order for a household or a village to pursue herding, they must have

"...zootechnical expertise, access 1o pastures, access to livestock appropriate lo available

pasturage, and trade or market relationships for sale and barter ol livestock products"
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(Bishop 1989). Not every household or village, however, will possess the full cornplemenr

ofthese factors; that is, not every household in a village wili be able to pursue a pastoral

livelihood, nor will every village in a region be able to pursue the compressed or

archipelago subsistence strategy. However, in the Western Himalayas, Nepal and the

Kharakorum, it has been found that villages practice a form of archipelago subsistence

strategy with a pastoral component (Phillinrore 1989). Although this is a florm of the

archipelago strategy it has been termed transhurnant agropastoralism (Bishop '1989), or

mixed agropastoralism (Stevens 1993), as it combines agricultural, wage labour and

pastoralism within one village unit. As described by Stevens:

A group nar,. for exanrple. tcnd to practicc nrixcd agro¡rastora Iisnr. l'ith virtuall)'
all households raising both crops and the livestock that ñlrnishcs ntanLtre to their
fields. But the agropastoral strategies of diflerent tvpcs ofhoLrseholds ma¡ differ
fundanrentalll'. Sonle fanrilics nrav kccp large hcrds for thc pLrrposc of selling dai4,
products, meat, and hides or rvool and eutnrst thenì to hcrding spccialists for
transhunrant shifls of pasturcs that covcr considcrablc d¡stances and rcach areas
remote f¡om the nrain village. Othcr fanlilics mav kecp a singlc cou or a coLrple of
goats s,hich thev care for thcnrsclvcs- livc all ¡'ear in thc village. and let the
livestock graze in thc local envirolrs and fced thcnl foddcr fronl ncarbv forcsts and
ficlds. (Stcvens 1993:6 ì).

The mixed agropastoral strategy colnbines a nur¡ber of subsistence strategies

utilized by different households. Individual households will focus on either agriculture,

wage labour or pastoralism but each household will also keep sonre aninlals and will

produce some crops for houre consurnprion (Bishop 1989; Stevens 1993). Therefore all

households will contain a pastoral cotnponent, an agricultural con.ìponent and nrost likely a

wage labour component, as will the village as a rvhole. How then are distinctions to be

made between those who are pastoralists and those who are agriculturists within a village

practicing pastoral and agricultural Iivelihoods?

The distinction between pastoralist and agriculturist becomes a contentious one as

shown by numerous debates within anthropology atternpting to define pastoral peoples

(see for example Chang and Koster 1994; L'Equipe Ecologie et Anthropologie des

Societes Pastorales 1976; Galaty and Salzman 198 l). Althouglr interesting and important

in its own right, this debate is not directly pertinent to this study. Other anthropologists
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have noted that by utilizing a process of self identification, based on the ideas of Barth for

ethnic groups (Barth 1969), it is possible to avoid the courplications which arise when

trying to define a group as pastoralists. Chang and Koster offer the following definition of
pastoral peoples which will be adhered to in this study:

...the question of hos' pastoralism is to be defincd. Pastoral studies in
anthropology have long been plagued by hearcd dcbates over this dcfinition. The
result ofthese academic disagreements has becn the creation ofendlcss tl,pological
schemes describing nonradisnr, semiscdentary pastoralisnr. and settled
agropastoralism. We enrplol'a ver¡,broad dcfinition ofpastoralists as 'those lho
keep herd animals and rvho dcfinc themsclvcs and are dcfincd bv others as
pastoralists'. (Chang and Koster 1994:8).

In the Western Himalayas, from the Kharakoum to Hi¡nachal Pradesh and into

Nepal, it has been lound that the dorninant strategy is a nixed agropastoral strategy

(Stevens 1993). Likewise the donlinant fornl ofsubsistence econor.r'ìy oflPahari peop)es of

Western Himachal Pradesh has been the nrixed agropastoral strategy. Moving east,

however, into eastern Hilnachal Pradesh, Garhtval and Kumaon, Pahari peoples no longer

practice transhumance mixed with settled agriculture, but focus on agriculture with the

rearing of a limited number of domestic livestock (Phillinrore I989). The reason lor this

difference remains unknown as comparative studies have not been undenaken to examine

the different subsistence strategies utilized by Pahari peoples (Phillinrore 1989). The work

of Berreman in the lower Hirnalayas describes a very different Pahari subsistence economy

than that followed by the Pahari peoples of Western Hinrachal Pradesh and Nepal

(Berreman 1963). Much of the pastoral research has focused on Africa, the Andes and

the Middle East, leaving the details of the pastoral component of the mixed agropastoral

strategy for Western Himachal Pradesh largely unstudied(Phillimore 1989),

Although the broad subsistence strategy of the Western Himalayas and Western

Himachal Pradesh is a mixed agropastoral strategy, there are a number of pastoral groups

which stand out, The most visible pastoral ethnic groups of Western Himachal Pradesh,

and of the Western Himalayas in general, are the water buffalo herders (Gujjors) and the

small livestock--goats and sheep--herders (Gaddis) (Phillirnore 1989). The Gaddis are

generally the best known of the pastoral groups of the Western Hinralayas due to the work
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of Phillimore (1984; 1989), and the popular writing of Noble ( I 987). Another group

which has also appeared in the literature has been the Bakrwal of Jar¡mu and Kashmir

through the work of Casimir and Rao ( I 985). The transhur¡ant activity of mixed

agropastoral villages of the Western Hirnalaya remains largely unexplored within both the

academic and popular literature, although Phillimore (1989) recognizes that the

subsistence strategy of Pahari villages of Mandi and Kulu districts incorporate a

transhumance component similar to the Gaddis.

The primary distinction between GujjarVGaddis and village pastoralists is that

Gujjars and Gaddis are considered to be nomadic or semi-nomadic pastoralists whereas

village pastoralists follow a transhumant pastoral strategy. The distinguishing feature of

nomadism is that "...livestock is herded by a whole social group (e.g., a family) as owners

on their permanent and periodic moverìent fronr range to range. Nornads live all year

round in mobile tents, ),urts, or huts, and rarely in penÌanent settlerrents" (Rinschede

1987 97). Semi-nomadism, a transitional stage, "...cornbines the seasonal movement of

livestock with seasonal cultivation. On their seasonal rrigrations--largely with small

livestock--the social group lives in nlobile canrps but also in perrnanent settletnents"

(Rinschede 1987.97) Gujjars and Gaddis were both nonraciic people as the herding unit

was the entire family (men, wonlen and children), but are now considered to be semi-

nomadic as they have obtained perrnanent settlen'ìents through national sedentarization

programmes. Village pastoralists are distinguished frorn the Gujjars and Gaddis as they

practice a transhumant pastoral strategv. Transhunlance is a strategy "...in which the

livestock is generally accompanied by hired rnen but also by owners and their relatives, but

rarely by a whole family, on a long rnigration or transit between two seasonal ranges"

(Rinschede 1987). The distinguishing feature betrveen lranshumance and nornadisr¡l is the

composition ofthe herding unit. Transhumance utilizes a herding unit composed of hired

shepherds or the men of a farnily, whereas the nomadic herding unit is composed of an

entire family. Another way to distinguish between differeni types of pastoral activities is

to focus less on the social organization of the activity, and focus more on the actual

grazing strategy.
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Stevens attempts to distinguish between different types of grazing activities

occurring in the Himalayas by looking at the different grazing strategies of households

within a region (Stevens 1993). The framework developed by Stevens is shown in Figure

3, and focuses on the movement of herding activity from the main settlement. This

framework is useful for distinguishing pastoral activities at the household level.

Agricultural and wage labour households in Pahari villages mostly focus on two grazing

strategies as identified by Stevens ; village vicinity and upperJower slope herding (Stevens

t993).

Figure 3. Grazing strateg¡es of H¡malayan, mixed agropastoral v¡llages.
(Adapted from Stevens 1993)

Village vicinity grazing depends upon the pasture which surrounds a village and is

utilized for dairy or draft animals that are kept within the household. The feed for these

animals is supplemented by cutting and storing hay for winter and by utilizing upper-lower

slope grazing. UpperJower slope grazing is based upon the exploitation of different

production zones found in mountâin environments, but which are close to the main

settlement. At the household level, the subsistence strategy of agriculturists and wage
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labourers could be considered a generalized strategy as they make use of different

ecozones controlled by the vi)lage. Agriculturists focus on agriculture, while wage

labourers focus on wage work, yet both utilizing alpine pastures and high forest meadows

to supplement the feed for their draft animais and/or non-producing dairy cows (dry cows,

heifers). In summer months when the animals are not needed, they are taken to high forest

pastures and alpine meadows and tundra to graze. In the winter, and when the animals are

needed in the village at periods during the summer, animals are stabled in the household,

fed cut grass, stored hay and grazed on village pastures. Pastoralists would also utilize

village vicinity and upperJower slope grazing strategies for dairy and draft animals.

However, the focus oftheir activity is long-distance or upper-lower valley herding.

Participation in long-distance herding and upper-lorver valley herding are what

distinguish pastoral househoids from agricultural and rvage labour households in the

Himalayan region. Long-distance herding can be undertaken by either nor¡adic, senri-

nomadic or transhurnant pastoralists. Whereas the distinguishing leature between

nomadism, semi-nomadism and transhumance is on the social organization of the activity,

grazing strategies focuses on the use of the grazing resources. Both Gaddis and village

pastoralists participate in long-distance herding, nraking use of seasonal movenlents and

crossing of mountaìn ranges to utilize high alpine pastures in the sunlr¡er and lower forest

pastures in the winter. Gujjars are distinguished in this case lrorn Gaddis and village

pastoralists, as they practice upper-lou,er valley herding rvhich does not cross a major

mountain range, but is located within one mountain valley. In both cases, pastoralists

establish camps in sumrner grazing grounds while sorìle tnay also establish canrps in winter

grazing grounds, depending on the location ofthe nrain settlentent. Pastoral households

are distinguished from agricultura) and wage labour households as they focus their labour

and time on the pastoral activity and utilize a larger range olgrazing areas.

i¡i Sunrnrary

The study of mountain environnrents led to an early recognition that vegetative and

productive zones were established on a vertical rather than a latitudinal basis. As the

study of human-environment interaclions developed, it was noted that it was necessary to
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obtain the products of more than one production zone in order to survive. This led to the

inquiry of how human groups organized their productive activities to obtain needed

products from a number of production zones. As well a number of different strategies

were noted suggesting that it was either necessary to control a nurnber of different zones

directly, establish reciprocal relations with occupants of different zones, or participate in

trade in order to obtain the necessary products for survival. It has also been observed that

many factors influence how different societies structure their social organization in order

accomplish this end, and that it was not simply determined by the environrnental factors of

mountain regions.

One ofthe production zones, high alpine pastures, is utilized by groups who focus

on pastoral activities. Pastoral activities are based upon many different for¡¡s ol social

organization. In some areas there are groups who specialize only in the production of

pastoral products (milk, meat, wool) and trade rvith groups specialized in the production

of agricultural goods. These groups are often those considered to be nomadic as they

have no permanent settlement, and the rvhole family rnoves on a seasonal migration from

low, winter pastures to high, sr,rrnrrer pastures, They are also dependent on relationships

with agricullural groups for access to the winter pastures in the Iower, predominately

agricultural areas. Although nomadic peoples focus on livestock production they rnay a)so

produce agricultural goods in winter and sumrner grazing areas.

A¡other strategy is the direct control of the grazing areas by the main settlement

through herding households which are socially connected to agricultural and wage labour

households. This strategy is widely practiced in the Western Hinralayas, and is known as a

mixed-agropastoral strategy. The pastoral component of this strategy is focused on

transhumance. Pastoralists are part of a settled village and their families maintain

residence in that village undertaking some .agricuìture activities to supplement pastoral

activities. Only men, or hired shepherds, are sent with the herds as they utilize the high

alpine summer pastures and the low winter pastures. This is sinlilar to the generalized, or

archipelago strategy, as shepherd'colonists'are sent out to control the grazing resources

located at a large distance from the main settler¡ent. The village, or ethnic group, as a

whole expands its productive activity as it controls grazing resources in addition to its
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agricultural resources. As agriculturalists cannot contribute their tirne and labour to both

agricultural and pastoral activities, specialization occurs within the village as some

households focus on agriculture while others focus on ìivestock raising. In addition, other

households focus on wage labour or trade, which further increases village access to

resources. In addition to controlling distant grazing resources, the village also controls

forest meadows and alpine pastures located on the valley slope where the village is

located. These grazing areas are utilized by both pastoralists and the other village

households for animals kept in the village. The different actors, agriculturalists,

pastoralists and wage labourers, maintain residency within one village and are part of a

single ethnic group linked by reciprocal exchange and other social reiations, aliowing them

to obtain access to different production zones and activities.

3.4 Summary of the Literature Review

The literature reviewed in this Chapter focuses on three broad areas: political

econonìy of common property resources; state heget¡ony over natural resources in India;

and mountain cultural ecology and pastoral subsistence srrategies. The first section

examined the many issues u,hich surround village rnanagenlent ofl conlmon property

resources. It was found that the underlying debate within natural resources tnanagement

literature emanates from the 'tragedy ofl the conrmons' theory first proposed by Hardin

(1968). Recently, a substantive body of literature has been produced by 'collective

management' theorists who refute Hardin on the basis of economic and biological

arguments. It is also argued that Hardin can be placed rvithin a broader political econorny

analysis of the commons. ln this analysis, it is a moot point whether a private or a

collective right to resources leads to sustainable use of resources. The underlying conflict

identified within this analysis is that different resource management systems, such as the

commons . systems, come into conflict with the capitalist systenr through colonial

expansion. Commons systems are seen as an irnpedirnent to capital accumulation which

favoures private and state systerns of natural resources managetnenl. As the state

appropriates local resources, conflict ensues between state imposed resource law and

customary rights and resource managenrent systems. The second section exatnined how
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this process occurred in India. State control over resources was established in India

through forest settlement undenaken by the British colonial governurent in the late 1800's.

IVhereas revenue settlements established a private right in land lor agricultural land, forest

settlements established a state right in land for all land not settled under the revenue

settlement.

The basis of mountain livelihoods, the focus ofthe rhird section, is predicated upon

the ability to gain access to the products of multiple vertical production zones. Complex

systems of social organization allow mountain cultures to obtain access to products

needed for survival, One such production zone depends upon the use of animals to

convert alpine grasses into usable products such as nlilk, nleat and wool. However, due to

severe winters, pastoralists also have to negotiate access to rvinter grazing grounds. Many

different pastoral strategies thus enrerge, even in a small area such as Himachal Pradesh.

Some pastoral groups focus nrainly on livestock production, obtaining agricultural

products through trade or social relations with agricultural groups. These groups at

present are the nornadic Gaddis and Gujjars. Other ethnic groups contain agricultural,

pastoral and wage labourers. They locus on using both grazing near the village, and

sending pastoralists to distant sumnler and winter grazing grounds. In either case, the

productive possibilities of the rnountain region are increased by following agricuhure,

livestock raising, wage labour and lrade.

It needs to be ernphasized that change is a constant process anlong these cultural

groups and pastoral peoples are not inlrrutably Iocked in pastoral livelihoods. This is

evident in the changes occurring anrong Gaddi and Gujjar groups as they becorne settled.

Likewise, a pastoral household today may be agriculturally based tomorrow, and vice

versa, or a family may have both agricultural land and livestock. One brolher may chose

agriculture while the other may chose to becorne a herder. However, a group of people

does not adopt a pastoral livelihood overnight, It is necessary to have access to livestock,

access to grazing areas (permits), technical knowledge about how to manage a herd,

knowledge about migration routes, and negotiating skills to deal with governr-nent ofücials

and other villages. It is the possession ofknowledge, institutions, social organization and
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a religious worldview which allows a group to sustainably pursue a pastoral livelihood

(Rai and Thapa 1993).

The next two Chapters, Chapters 4 and 5, present the results of fieldwork

undertaken in the Kulu Valley. Chapter 4 presents enric categorizations ofland-use types

in the study villages, and the interplay between law and custorn. This provides a general

overview of the state law framework over natural resources, and how local villagers

reformulate areas of natural resources use on the basis ofl customary social relations. In

addition, Chapter 4 looks at two village institutions which play a role in managing village

resources. Chapter 5 specifically looks at the use of one land-use type, the grazing

resource, and how one user-group, village pastoralists nranage this resource. Chapter 5

provides evidence of a corrplex system of corrnìons managentent by village pastoralists.

It also exanlines horv social relations of the conlrnons can be changed by the establishrnent

of a commercial economy.





Ghapter 4

Land Use and Property Rights in the Kulu Valley:
Village Perspectives

4.1 Types of Land Use and Properly Rights

i Overview

Table 2 provides an overview of the types of Iand use found in the study villages

and the property rights held by villages in law (dc jtrre) and custom (de facto). The

division of land use into categories in Table 2 is an arbitrary reduction in order to clarifu

the property rights analysis. Agricultural, forest and grazing lands are an integrated

system of mountain land use by villages that deô/ easy reduction into categories (Moench

1989). The simplest reduction, on the basis of larv, is into privately held agricultural land

and state forest created by the revenue and Forest Departnrents' settlernent reports. In the

Kulu district, within which the study villages are located, state forest accounts lor 89% of

the total land area while private agricultural land rnakes up approxinrately 7% (ODA

1994). However, interviews with villagers and governrnent oflcials did not reveal a clear

cafegorization of land into private, state, collìt'ìtons or open-access.

The land use types in the study villages are not easily classifìed on the basis of d¿

jure properly rights alone. The "fuzzy" boundaries betu,een land use categories is a result

of the interplay between custom and larv, the articulation of local collective interests

within a framework of law detennined by state interests, and the influence olthe market in

changing production strategies and resource interests. The specifics of each land use type

presented in Table 2 are explained in more detail below. Initial interviews with consultants

were undertaken in GosÀal and corroborated in Chachogga, although Table 2 presents the

results from Goshal. Where differences exist between the two villages they have been

noted in the text. The types of property found in the study villages include privare,

natour, htlh,fath, thach and theli, undemarcated protected forest, denlarcated protected

forest, and reserved forest.



Table 2. Types of Land use and property rights regimes in Goshal Village accord¡ng to
law and custom.

Land Usca Local Namc Villnqc Rirhts to Rcsourccs5
Acccss6 Errlr¡sion M¡rn Al icnît¡on

Irrigated
agrìcultural land
Non-Irrigated
agricultura¡ land

Redistributed land

Ropa

Cha il

Natour

./ -v

./{

.Jn

Lineage based
grazing land
Lineage based

ha¡'ing arcasE

Forest grazing

Alpine grazing

Kulh'

Fal h

Thach

Theli

n

De lacto

De focto

Dc Iacto

I)c lacto

De Jaclo

Dc locto

l)c.facto

De lacto

De faclo

Undemarcatcd
Pfolected Forest De facto De locto

Demarcaled
Protecled Forest

Reserved Forest f
De focto Dc Íaclo

a Land rvhich is considered prilale ma]'bc hcld b¡' an indir,idr¡al. nuclear fanril¡,. joirìt famih' or kin
group.
s Classification ofrights is takcn fronr Schlagcr ald Ostronì (1993). Holdcrs ofthc full sel otpropen)'
rights are considered lo be o$,ners of priYate propcn¡'. When lhe propcn)' rights are d¡str¡bulcd bet\\'een
diflerent panies such âs the stâle and v¡llage il is often â t) pe of conìnìon propcñ]'. The lìrst step in an

anal¡'sis ofvillage conìnron propet)'nÌarìagenìcnt requircs a classificatiorr ofthc rights a village holds.

The symbol ({) denotes that a Yillage lìolds dclrrrc (in la\) righls for thal länd lÏpc. Dclr¡cfo righrs,
although unrecognized by larr', are rlghls thal hale been acquired bl thc conrnrr¡nill and recognizcd b)'
other resource users and are considered to be hcld in cùstonì.
6 Right of access to a resource also includes the right to \\ ¡thdra\\' llìe rcsource.
? Kuth is a local land t¡pe surroundcd b¡ eithcr undenrarcâtcd or denrârcalcd forcsl. lls classilication as

privale is uncleâr on lhe pan ofboth local r.illagcrs aud tlìe local forcst depannrerìI.
8 Rights to cut grass are hcld b¡ a kin group.
e Sonre linited gatlrering riglrts (eg. dead\\'ood) apph to Resened Forcsts.
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íi Private property

The revenue settlement clearly defined agricultural land (irrigated - ropa; non-

irrigated - chait) as private. The full bundle olproperty rights were vested in the head of

the household using the land at the time ofthe settlement repon and were heritable. In the

past, the transfer of land from one generation to the next was mediated by the formation

of joint households which provided for the growth of the family and prevented the

immediate division of land into small piots. The rights to the unit of 'private' land were

then mediated by thejoint family on the basis ofcustoÍns developed within Pahari culture.

Consultants in the village, however, noted that the holding of land by a joint family has

decreased since The 1974 Hirnachal Pradesh Co¡nmon Land Vesting and Utilisation Act

(FIPCLW Act). Redistributed land was given to an individual who owned less than 5

bighatg of land, thereforejoint farrilies divided up their land anrong individuals in order to

qualify. The result was the dinlinishnlent of the institution of joint families. However,

some consultants pointed out that dur¡ng lhe time of land redistribution it rvas possible to

divide the land on paper but continue to hold land as a joint farnily. Private land provides

a clear land use category in law. This study deuronstrates that at the village level, even

private land is not exempt frorn a dynanric process of local institutional reconfiguration in

response to, and within, the framervork ol law.

iii NoÍour Land

The HPCLVU Act (1974), also known as the Ndlorl/ Lancls Act, was enacted to

redistribute land to the landless or land poor, but was discontinuecl by 1980. The

redistributed land was granted from land classified by the revenue department as

'wastelands'. Consultants categorized this land differently fronr privately held irrigated

and non-irrigated land because it carried a number of restrictions on its use. Natottr land

must be cultivated by the grantee and cannot be sold for 15 years. Affer the 15 year

period it is considered to be the same as other agricultural land.

r0 Bigha is the local unil of land rìrcasurclrcrì1. l2 bigha = I hecrarc
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iv Kuth

ktlh was identified by consultants as distinct from agricultural land and presently

exists in Goshal. Although recognized by consultants in Chachoga as a land use, kutÌt

does not exist in Chachoga. The customary property rights lor Ëulå, as shown in Table 2,

are mainly de faclo. Ktth is held by a collective, Goshal lineages, and each lineage pays

taxes to the revenue department for their kttlh land. A focus group interview with village

elders of Goshal revealed the following explanation of kttth land. In the past, when the

local population was greater, forest land at a higher elevation than agricultural land was

cleared and utilized as cultivated land. That land was known as kttth. The story told to

the consultants by their grandfathers was that disease and a large earthquake greatly

reduced the village population and it was no longer necessary to cultivate kttth land. The

land was allowed to revert to pasture and trees, but was recorded as land belonging to

individual land holders at the time of the revenue settlenrent. It is interesting to note that

kulh is the name of a root crop grown as a cash crop in the pasl and was utilized by the

British in the tanning industry. This crop was mostly ploduced in Lahul and Spiti which

are at a higher elevation than Goshal. It is possible that land rvas cleared at higher

elevations in Goshal to produce the cash crop. When the nlarket dernand for krlå declined

the land may have been allowed to revert to pâsture and trees since it rvas no longer a

viable cash crop.

The emergence of kuth as an identifiable land lype is linked to social and econo¡nic

forces external to the village but created b),fluid and d),namic propeny rights witlrin

village lands, The development of property rights for kuth could have followed the

pattern used for irrigated and non-irrigated land. The difference is that agricultural land is

split among the descendants ofthe person in whonr the right in land was originally vested.

As kttlh ceased to be cultivated, it was retained by the lineage and not split among

descendants. Lineages becarne responsible for setting the rules on exclusion, management

and alienation, access having been deterrlined by the original settlernent report.

In custorn, kutlt became the common property of a collective defined as a

patrilineal descent group. This is, however, changing as orchards become established in

Goshal. Some lineages now divide the land among all the male descendants so that each
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can plant orchard on their share ofthe land. Land which was previously held in common

by lineages is now undergoing a process of conversion to private land. As the property

rights in law are not clear, the process is occurring within the village and among villagers.

It is not clear how the Forest Departrnent would rule on the ownership of krrlå. Some

consultants mentioned that they can not sell this land because the Forest Department plans

to turn this land into demarcated forest. Other consultants felt that they do have the right

to sell the land and plan to sell it to hotel developers. Ktrlh provides an example of the

dynamic and fluid nature ol customary property rights working within a static lramework

of law.

Ftth

As described by village consultants, y'rl/l is an area of land over which members of

a lineage hold rights to cut grass for fodder, cornnronly known in English as hay. The

village rights for haying lands parallel the rights held to kttth as the r¡ght to cut grass is

also held by a lineage. Haying lancls are different fror¡t kttlh as kttth is a right in land as

settled under the revenue settlement, whercas fcrllt was settled under the florest seltlement

as an individual usufruct right to cut grass on forest lands where a customary right

previously existed. The haying right was recorded as an individual right in the 1800's but

has become a collective right as the lineage increased in ntrmber,

Whereas the enrergence of orchards is ieading to the re-emergence of privale

property rights for htlh, lhe orchard econonly is resulting in a diminishr¡ent in the use of

haying areas. People with large orchards are able to meet tlreir hay needs from their

orchards instead of the haying areas, In the past, consultants suggested that the haying

areas were strictly managed by the lineages and the village. The village would set an

opening date for grass cutting, while lineages would determine how the grass was to be

shared among the lineage members. Sìnce people now collect grass frorn their orchards,

the village consultants feel that it is no longer necessary to ¡Ìlanage the haying areas. Kttlh

moved from private to common and now back to private, while.falh has changed from

private right, to lineage right and at present a village right of access and use. Both
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demonstrate the active participation of villagers in deterrnining how land is used and

managed.

vi Thoch and Theli

Two types of grazing lands were identified by shepherds ofl both Goshal and

Chachoga. Thach refers to a lorest meadow, or a clearing in a forest, rvhich is used lor

grazing and acts as a campsite for shepherds. Theli refers to grazing areas which

technically are considered to be two separate vegetative zones, alpine meadows and alpine

tundra.rr As consultants did not divide alpine grazing areas into alpine meadows and.

alpine tundra it should be noted that the terms alpine meadows and alpine pastures are

used liberally in this document as a rough approxirnalion for theli and not in the technical

sense. The right to graze in the forest and on alpine nreadows was recorded as an

individual usufruct right under the forest settlement. Although the grazing right was

recorded as one ofthe'great rights,'village consultants said that at presenr the right is

limited and extinguishable. The original right holder was given the right to graze a fixed

number of sheep in the village forest, in a sr¡¡'lìtÌter grazing area, and in a winter grazing

area based upon a pre-colonial practice of such a right. Thìs right was then split atnong

the descendants of the original rights holder and the present right holders are descendants

of that person. The pennit is extinguisltable once the shepherding fanrily stops grazing

sheep. These two factors have led to a situation where properly rights over grazing ìands

are presently more dynamic than any ofthe previously ¡nentioned land use types.

Pastoral families feel that it is better to manage the perrnit as a collective and not

as private households. When a permit is split anrong the descendants ofa right holder, the

name is changed on the permit record and each new perrnit allows for a srnaller number of

sheep to be grazed. Since the perrnits are extinguishable, if one ofthe descendants decides

to quit the pastoral livelihood the number of sheep grazed under that permit is lost to the

extended lineage groups as it is impossible to change the name on the permir. Therefore,

instead of recording names with the Forest Department, the pastoral families feel that it is

better to leave the permit intact and decide as a collective how the pernrit should be

rr Personal Conrnlunicalion. Dr. J.G. Gardncr
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utilized, The property rights for grazing aréas are often held by an individual on paper but

managed by a lineage. Interviews with shepherds revealed that although the de jure rights

are presently curtailed, shepherds and villages do try to exercise sor¡e of these rights and

influence the management of the grazing lands. The results of pastoral management ol
grazing areas are described in greater detail in Chapter 5.

vii Undemarcated Protected Forest (UPF)

Previous to The FIPCLVU Act (1974), 'wastelands', as classified by the revenue

department, were consider as shantlat land or village comnrons by the village. This land

was not utilized for agricuiture because it was of poor quality and was best suited for

grazing village animals and collecting firervood fro¡l the scrub forest. The sarne land was

considered as UPF (Class III) by the Forest Departrnent after The HPCLVU Act (1974).

Under The Acl, shantlal land was classified as allotable land to be g¡ven to the landless, or

non-allotable land to be given to the Forest Departnent. Non-allotable land was land

"...on which tree growth is thick,.."(ODA 1994), This process was not cornpleted so

ownership remains vested in the revenue departnrent for those lands not allocated to the

landless. LIPF or 'wasteland' is norv partially privatized and partially open-access as

neither the village, Forest Department nor revenue departrnent have clear rights to the

land.

Consultants in Goshal did r¡ention two areas, however, which are still rnanaged by

the village and which fonn part of the UPF lands. In Goshal there are currently five sacred

trees which are not to be utilized by villagers, and there is also a grove of trees along the

river which is retained for village uses, such as building a ternple or fixing a bridge.

Grazing on tlPF land is regulated through the practice of moving all cattle except milk

cows to higher grazing grounds in the summer. The government effectively created a

situation of open-access upon heavily used land, and at the same tinre lirnited the ability of

the village to regulate the use of UPF land through The HPCLVU Act. In spite of this,

customary village property rights over sacred trees, village groves, and grazing still allow

the village to implement some management practices and prevent the tolal degradation of

UPF lands.
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viii Demarcated Protected Forest (DPF)

The rights of villagers in law for DPF products are siurilarly limited to a right of

usufruct and held by the individual not the village for both Goshal and Chachoga. The

specific rights ofeach village, and the DPF areas to which they correspond, are prescribed

in the forest settlement report and vary between villages. Some of these rights, such as

grass cutting and grazing are described above. Additional rights such as lopping oftrees,

collection offodder, and collection ofbedding are described in Table l. Although these

rights are limited in law, interviews and observation revealed a more complex picture.

Two examples will sufiìce to demonstrate ltow de faclo rights are being exercised at the

village level.

The first example demonstrates horv custornary exclusion rights are established by

villages in the Kulu Valley. lnterviervs with consultants revealed an area of village DPF to

which the village holds rights under the settleulent repon but which is at the same time

called by the name ofa neighbouring village. Village consultants rnaintain that they hold

rights to specifìed forest products fror¡ this DPF by perrnission ofthe neighbouring village

and not by the settlernent repon. If the neighbouring village chooses to lirnit their rights,

villagers woutd abide by those rules. Consultants of the same village also mentioned

instances in which they allow other villages to exercise rights in their DPF area not

prescribed in the settlenlent report. In both cases villages set exclusion rules apart from

the forest settlement and clair¡ a de Jacto right to exclude or include other villages in using

their forest area.

The second example illustrates of how villages create customary village

management rules flor DPF lands in spite ofthe fact that the right is retained by the Forest

Depanment in law. In most villages, green wood has to be cut for the winter but is not

permitted by the Forest Department. The rule in one consultant's village is that four or

five families can get together to cut a tree for winter fuel. Everyone in the community

knows when winter fuel wood is being cut and atternpts to hide it from the forest ranger.

If the wood cutter is caught the fine is split among the families. If someone cuts wood to

sell, or which is not needed for fuel, the forest ranger may be discreetly inforrned of this

activity. Village rights in law are lir¡ited to a usufruct right, but villages are seen to be
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engaged in a process of resistance and renegotiation ofl that definition of village DpF

rights.

ix Reserved Forest

As neither Goshal nor Chachoga presently hold rights to a reserve forest, this land

use type is not relevant to this study, Thus Table 2 only depicts the rights as determined

for the region in general by the Anderson settlement report of 1886,

4.2 Neo-traditional Village lnst¡tutions

i Overview

As described in the previous section, rnost biological resources to which villagers

have access (trees, pasture, hay) exist within a framework olcustomary use and rules. It

is less clear, however, whether remnants of village institutions have survived colonial and

nation state appropriation of resources in the Kulu Valley from local villages. The

prominent village institution in Goshal and Chachoga is tl¡e pat¡cha)utl (village council),

but interviews with consultants suggested that the puttcltu¡.'trt is not involved in the

management of local resources. As explained by one pratlahrr (village headrnan), when

the government took over tl¡e shamlat lands during the 1970's, they also took away any

authority lhat the pancha¡Lal had in influencing horv local resources were used. At a

formal level villagers and village headmen do not feel that they have any authority to make

rules about local resource use. As one village headrlan puts it "...the governrnent do'es

not allow us to take any action which will irnprove the grazing lands or the forest." On an

informal level, an institution called village ntin)hcrs appears to have a role in setting sorne

rules pertaining to village resources. Since there is no ofiìcial pancho¡,at role for the

management of forest resources in Goshal or Chachoga, all resource management

institutions or rules-in-use exist on an informal level. An exception is the Mahila Mandol

which has begun to set rules infonnally and has been given limited recognition by the

forest department to enforce those rules.
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ü Yillage Minthcrs

The institution of village ntinhers exists in both the village of Goshal and

Chachoga as reported by village consultants and is seen as distinct from the panchayat.

The panchayat is considered to be a group of elected pradahns who are part of national

politics and responsible to higher ranking politicians. The ntinhers are chosen by the high

caste village men during a religious celebration while the pradahn is elected through an

electoral process. The pradahn is responsible for obtaining funding lrom politicians, while

the mintbers are responsible for carrying out village works with this money, and see to the

daily affairs ofthe village. The central difference, as described by the village consultants,

is that the pradalør acts as a mediator or broker between the village and external agencies

or individuais, whereas the minthct.ç are responsible lor the internal affairs of the village

and in mediating relations between villagers and villages.

In Goshal, nine ntintbcr:; are chosen whereas in Chachoga there are fìve. The

central activities of The mintbcr.ç, as described during interviews, are village works such as

building schoo)s, repairing paths, ensuring water supply, and fixing bridges. The other

main role is to settle household, and inter and intra village disputes. One example,

provided by a consultant, is that ntimhers deterrnine the retribution to be paid when

someone's cow eats sorneone else's crops. Other exanrples are the settling olboundary

disputes with neighbouring villages, prevention of unauthorized use of village lorest by

non-village membeis, granting of grazing rights to non-villagers and collection of fees

enforcement of rules for sacred trees and village groves, and in the past, the setting of
opening dates for grass cutting in the forest and.futh,s. Mintbus try to sertle these matters

internally, but turn to outside authorities when necessary. In spite of not being recognized

by the government, village ntinhcr.s are an infor¡nal village institution which allows the

village to act collectively in influencing the use of village resources.

iii Mohila Mandal (ltlM)

The emergence of the MM (wornen's organization) in Chachoga provides an

example ofthe formation ofa new institution u,hich aims to undertake collective action in

defense of village resources (For nrore detail on lhe l+4uhilq Mantlctl see Davidson-Hunt
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1995a,b). The MM began influencing how village resources were used by attempting to

prevent the illegal felling oftrees by villagers and outsiders. They have recently developed

a new rule which prevents the cutting of green conifer branches for bedding, but allows

the collection of fallen needles. This rule errerged as women of Chachoga became

concerned about the increasing distance they had to travel to collect bedding. Now, by

preventing the cutting of branches, fallen needles can be collected yearly, whereas once a

branch is cut, that source of needles is gone forever. Last year the Forest Department

began to support decisions made by the MM which protected forest resources. The

emergence of a new institution, such as the Mahilo Matùal, and the survival of a pre-

colonial institution, the mimbers, suggests that villagers recognize the need to collectively

manage village resources and attempt to do so through village institutions.

4.3 Summary
Local managernent of resources in the Kulu \/alle), occurs within a framervork of

property rights enshrined in state laiv. Larv represenfs the colonial and nation state

interest in, and vision of, managernent of resources in the Kulu Valley. The interests of

the villages and villagers are seen in the continuance, or emergence of, customary property

rights and village institutions which sometimes are in conflict with, and sometimes work in

a complementary fashion, with state Inanagerrent of local resources. Sirnultaneously both

law and custom are in a process of change and adaptation due to social, econornic and

ecological forces,

The tension between law and custor¡ rnay be explained by the conflict of the

traditional system with the simplified system of property rights established under rhe

colonial government. The indigenous system manages lhe forest for many different

products (timber, fuelwood, grass, bedding, ferns, crops) according to the need of local

villagers and other user-groups. As denrographic or tnârket opportunities change, so too

does the local management ofl the forest, as well as the social relations which regulate

access to the forest. This is best demonstrated in this study by Kuth land.

The colonial and post-colonial governments in India manage for a simplified use ofl

the ecosystem in order to obtain the maxi¡¡ur¡ tinrber yield. Thìs was achieved in the past
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through the establishment of property rights over the forest during the colonial and post-

colonial periods. Local people resist this simplification by exerting there own influence

over the use ofthe forest resource and create a "fuzzy" and diverse use ofthe ecosystem.

The ten land use types and de jure rights clairned by villagers is evidence ofvillagers trying

to manage forests according to local needs. The following chapter examines in detail

some ofthe issues raised in this chapter through a more detailed examination of: the role

ofpastoralists in creating a diverse use of a mountain ecosystem; the ability of pastoralists

to manage the use of the grazing resource; and, the role of the market and the state in

leading to simplifìed use ol ecosystenrs.



Pl¿le 3- Lower forest meadow - lowet thach -
(about 2 .iuo m).
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Prâte 4. Key consultent (elder pastoralist) sìiting on
.Joorstep w¡th grandchild aft€. an interview.



80

5.1

Chapter 5

Contemporary Pastoralists of the Kulu Valley:
A Case Study in Land-Use and Property Rights

Overview

Local management of resources within the Kulu Valley utilizes the spatial and

temporal diversity and energy flows found in mountain ecosystems. Over time a diverse

collective has emerged with sub-groups within the collective specializing in different

products ofthe ecosystem resulting in villages composed of pastoralists, agriculturists and

labourers. One ofthose groups, the pastoralists, focuses on utilizing the grazing areas,

forest meadows found within the forests, and alpine pastures found at a higher elevation

but contiguous to the forests of the region. The pastoralists forrn part of the village

institution (ntimhers) but managenrent of the grazing resource also occurs through the

customary rules and practices of pastoralists. Pastoral tnanagernent of the grazing

resource is based upon rules and practices which are encoded in cultural practice and

which are not easily interpreted by the outside obsener as cognizant tnanagenìelìt

decisions. The ability of pastoralists to manage grazing areas is influenced by the

framework of law set by the state, as described in Chapter 4 for forest management, and

the negotiated balance between different forest interests within the village.

5,2 Grazing Sfrafegles of the Kulu Valley

Grazing resources of the Kulu Valley are used by village agriculturists, village

pastoralists, Gaddisr2 and Gujjars. Each group pursues a unique herding strategy which

utilizes different parts ofthe temporaÌ and spatial diversity of ¡¡ountain grazing resources.

These strategies are categorized according to a framework developed by Stevens (1993)

for Himalayan pastoral strategies which is shown in Figure 3, and was discussed in more

detail in Chapter 3.3(ii).

r2 Village pastoralists also condsidcrcd thenrscl\'cs lo bc gaddis: thât is. a snrall 'g' gaddi rïhich
generically referred lo all sheplìnrds. as opposcd lo largc'G'Gaddis rrùich rclcrs spccil'icalh, lo the tribal
group. In order to aYoid conlusion thc lcnrì \'ill¿ìgc pasloralist is used lo dislingrrislì gâddis fronì G¿ìddis,
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i Village Vicinity and U¡rper-lorver Slope Helding

Village-vicinity and upper-lower slope herding is the predorninate strategy of

Goshal and Chachoga agriculturists. Village-vicinity herding depends upon pasture which

surrounds the village and hay collected from fields and forests to fleed farnily dairy cows,

bullocks during plowing season and the odd sheep or goat which is kept around the house.

Lower-upper slope herding is also practiced by village agriculturists as they utilize pasture

areas near the village, hay during the winter, and pastures at a higher altitude during the

summer. In the spring, after plowing has occurred, village agriculturists of Goshal and

Chachoga move bullocks and heifers to the village's higher pastures, While the animals

are in the high pastures a number of farnilies combine their herds and share the duties of

looking after the animals. The bullocks and heifers are brought back down to the village

for the fall plowing and rernain in the village area until the follorving spring.

ii Long-distance Herd ing

Village pastoralists and Gaddis both practice long-distance herding of sheep and

goats. The difference between the trvo groups is that village pastoralists are considered to

be transhumant herders while Gaddis are nonradic or semi-nonladic herders from the

Kangra valley. The herding strategy of Goshal and Chachoga pastoral¡sts is specifically

intermediate stationed transhumance as their village of residence is located between the

summer and winter grazing ranges. Gaddis are considered to be serni-no¡nadic, and not

nomadic, because they now have perÍnanent dwellings in the Kangra valley which they

received through a government sedentarization prograrnnìe. Although Gaddis now have

permanent dwellings they are still considered se¡ni-nonladic and not transhunant as the

herding unit is composed of the entire family. Gaddis and village pastoralists are the two

main groups who practice long-distance herding in the Kulu Valley.

ii¡ Upper-lower Valley Herding

Gujjars are the main group which focuses on upper-lower valley herding. Gujjars

were previously nomadic water buffalo herders but are now considered to be semi-

nomadic as they also received pennanent honres through the sedentarization programme
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of the Indian government. The Gujjars currently move up the Beas river valley in the

spring to graze in the village forest areas of the Kulu \¡alley and doivn to their villages in

the fall where the water buffaloes are stall fed during the winter.

The long-distance or transhumant herding strategy of the village pastoralists form

the focus of the present study as they are the major users of village forest areàs. Gujjars

are also included for comparative purposes, since they also use village grazing grounds

during the summer months. Gaddis are not part of the study because they are not

presently using Goshal or Chachoga grazing areas during the year ofthis study.

5.3 Characteristics of the Major Herding Groups

i Village Pastoralists

Village pastoralists fonn a sub-group within the vitlage of Coshal and Chachoga.

Out of approximately 130 far¡ilies in Goshal seven are presently recognized by the

pastoralists and other villagers as being pastoral fanrilies. Likewise, in Chachoga there are

three pastoral farrilies out of 80. Table 3 presents the data for the pastoral fanlilies of

Goshal and Chachoga for the year 1994. Although pastoral fanrilies are a sntall segment in

numeric ten¡s they still form an important pan ofl the village as can be seen in Table 3.

Approximate)y half ol the sheep which village pastoralists take to the sumrrer grazing

grounds belong to other village mentbers or people fro¡n other villages in Mandi district.

Village pastoralists undertake this service in return for a tnt¡a (fee).'3 The econor¡ic value

of the herd which village pastoralists take to sunrmer grazing areas dernonstrates the

importance of pastoral farnilies to the local economy.

Interviews with village pastoralists result in the lollowing estimates. An average

sheep (35 kg) is worth 800,00 Rupees (Rs)ra and an average goat (40 kg) is worth

1,000.00 Rs. In addition, sheep produce 3.5-4.0 kg ofwool yearly, worth 50.00 Rs/kg, or

175.00-200.00 Rs/sheep/year. Based on lhese estirnates, the standing stock value olthe

animals for Goshal is 1,763,000.00 Rs while it is 800,000,00 Rs for Chachoga. The value

r3 The fee paid b¡' Goshal r,illagers to Goslìnl p¿ìstorâlisls \r'as 2 kg ricc. I kg rrlrcat and lkg salr per sheep
or goat. The fee paid by people fronr othcr \.illagcs Ias 5 Rrrpccs pcr head ro |illagc arir,â¿,/1r a¡rd 25.30
Rupees per head lo the Goshal shephcrd plrrs I kg ofsrìll.
ra In 1g94, 22 Rupees (Rs) = I Canadian Dollar.



Table 3. Characteristics of transhumance herdlng familíes and groups, hsrd composit¡on,
summer and winter gfaz¡ng permit erÞas of Goshal and Chachoga v¡llagss.

Groupl Pastoral
FanilY
a¡d village
residence 2

Other Masdi
Goshat famill
Familya

A¡eaof A¡e¿ of
Sunner Wi¡ter
Permif Permit

Family
Os'ned3

Flock
Total

Ciôâf Shee¡ She¿ñ ôr Gô.rl

I

I

I

I

1

A (Gosbal)

B (Gosbal)

C (Goshal)

D (Goshal)

E (Goshal)

70 90

35 45

30 60

70 130

t2 78

70 50

20 20

10 100

I^ahul Bilaspur

Iáhul Bilaspur

I-ahul Slapper

Irhul Slapper

La¡ul Sainj

370
00

t97

80

210

240

200

F (Gosbâl) 30 39090 200 710 khul Slapper

Iåhut Aut

Lahul No p€rmit

60 40 50 50 200

40 60 90 80 270

G (Gosbâl)

H Knlu)

Total Goshal 500593347 677 2107

Spiti

Spiti

I4atrdi

Mandi

90 60 200 0 350

30 120 50 0 200

I (Chachoga)

J (Chachoga)

K (Chachoga) tzo 70 100 100 390 Spiti Ndandi

Total Châchoga 240 250 350 100 940

I Families combi¡e flocks into groups for grâzi¡g wirhin villago forest area and in arca of summer permit.
2 Fa.nily names are represented by letters to resp€ct consulta¡t confidentiality. Village of residence is
denoted \Ã,if hin brackets.
3 Numbers represent ânimâls owtred bjr the pastoral family.
a Numbers represent the number of ¡nirn¡ls (sheep or goats) owned by other Goshal fârnilies but sent with
village pastoralists for summer grazing,
5 Numbers represent the aumber of ¡nimqls (she€p or goats) owned by villagers from Ma¡di district but
sent with village pastoralists for summer grazbg.
6 Permit a¡e¿s are not specific¿lly identified in order to respect co¡sulta¡t coDfidentiality.



8l

ofthe wool per year from the village pastoralists' sheep is 102,725.00 Rs - I 17, 400.00

Rs. The value of the pastoral activity for only Goshal and Chachoga is 2,563,000.00 Rs,

making it an important part of the village econorly in ternrs of capital directly held by

villagers.

Generally, each pastoral family owns their own anir¡als and herds as independent

units. Pastoral families do form joint herding groups when the farnily herd is small in

number, if one family does not own a grazing permit and has to work under another

families permit, and during the summer and village grazing periods. Group numbers in

Table 3 indicate those families which combine their animals into joint herds for the village

and summer grazing periods. Group 3 is an example of two families who cornbine their

herds because one family does not hold a rvinter pernrit. Village pastoralists forrn a sub-

group, organized along farrily lines, but who rvork in cooperation with other village

pastoralist s and village agriculturists.

ii Gujjals

In Goshal there are presently eight Gujjar fanlilies ivho utilize village grazing areas.

Table 4 shows the characteristics ofthe Gujjar herding fanrilies. Cujjars are also organized

as independent faurily herding groups but son'ìetinìes join their anirnals into a joint herd, as

shown by group 3. The Gujjars ofGoshal are part ofan extended fanrily with seven out ol
eight families from Mandi distr¡ct, and one frorn Kulu district. So¡ne of the extended

family stay in the home village to cultivate crops during the surnmer or they share the

grazing duties so that each farnily can spend some tirne cultivating crops. The mainstay of

the Gujjar herding econorny is water buffalo milk which is soid in the villages surrounding

Manali, although some of the fa¡rilies also keep goats, corvs and bullocks as can be seen in

Table 4.

As with village pastoralists, the value of Gujjar herding is an imporrant addition ro

the regional economy. Averaging the production of milk by the best water buffalo with

the worst gives an average of l2 kg of milUday/water buffalo. The Cujjars, who utilize

the grazing ground! of Goshal, graze 37 water buffalo (Table 4) which results in a total

milk production of 444 kg of milVclay. Water buffalo are grazed in Goshal grazing



Table 4. Characterist¡cs of Gujlar herding families.
Waterbuffalo herder families (Gujjaßl and groups, herd compos¡tion, and winter¡ng
locat¡on. Fam¡lies which have perm¡ssion from Goshal to util¡ze viltage grazing areas,
1994.

Groupr Fanrily2 Watcr
Bu ifa lo

Con' Bullock Goats Winlcr
location3

M

Mandi

Mandi

Mandi

25 Mandi

Totâl

I In general, each \ì'aterbuffalo lrerdcr famill is responsablc to herd lhcir o\\'¡ì aninrals. houei.er. three
brothers had combined their aninrals and share the rlork ol hcrding.
2 Nantes have becn replaccd rvillr lcllcrs lo protcct consultant conti dc¡ìtia lil\,.
3 The rraterbuffalo herdcrs inlen.ie\\'ed for lhis srudÏ arc no\\'scttlcd ând rcturn lo tlìcir hontcs dr¡ring (lte

s'inter.
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grounds for approximately 150 days/year which results in a total production of milk during

the summer grazing period of 66,600 kg of rnilk/sunrnler. Milk is sold in Manali and other

villages for eight Rs/kg. The value of the summer grazing to the Gujjars is estimated as

532 8OO.OO Rs/year. In Table 4 it can be seen that there are seven heads of households,

Averaging the gross income from water buffalo milk among the seven heads ofhousehold

the income for each is 76 114.29 Rs/year or 208.53 Rs/day. Contrasted with the average

daily income of a wage labourer in India of 24 Rsiday, it is apparent that the loss of the

grazing grounds to the Gujjars would result in a signifìcant loss in income. However,

profit from water buffalo herding is only realized during summer grazing. During the

winter, the cost of fodder increases costs which only allows milk sales to meet the cost of

animal maintenance. In addition, the village of Goshal collects a fee of 150.00 Rs/water

buffalo/year for a total of 5,500.00 Rs, while the Forest Depanrnent collect 8,00 Rs/water

buffalo/year for a total of 296.00 Rs. The grazing of rvater buffalo in village forests thus

provides milk to the local villages, a modest income 1o the village, and an incorne for the

water buffalo herders.

iii Transhunrant Cycle of \/illnge Pastor¿rlists

The transhumant cycle of the pastoralists of Goshal and Chachoga provides an

example of the ways in which management by pastoralists is encoded rvithin their cultural

practices. Customary rules, although less visible than forrnal institutions, do provide

pastoralists with a set of rules which regulate the use ofgrazing cornrÌrons. The details of

the transhumant cycle are shown in Figures 4, 5 and 6.

The key to the transhurnant cycle is the r¡ovenlent lrom areas of low elevation in

the winter to areas of high elevation in the surnrner. This allows the pastoralists to take

advantage of spatial differences, grazing resources of different ecological zones due to

vertical differences (see Figures 4 and 5), temporal differences, and grazing resources at

different times of the year (see Figure 6), thus maxirnizing the production of their animal

stocks. Pastoralists utilize the spatial and temporal diversity found in mountain

ecosystems to maximize production and to follow a rotational grazing system which

allows the pasture a chance to rest and recover. The greatest vertical diflerence for the
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(,abul or Spiti)

i¡ tbach and theli varies depending on the yearly climatic conditio¡s and betrveen
due to different quality and sizes ofgrazing areås. ìÍovements a¡e mo¡e flexible

village grazing areas then in the summer aad winter grazilg gouncls

(Village Thaches)

(Village Thaches)

Village Grazing
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Figure 6 , An example of the trånshumance cycle of v¡llage pastoralists. Based on
movements made during tho year of 1993-199¡[ ofa Goshal Shephard. Other pastoral
groups in Goshal and trom other v¡llagês w¡ll have sllghtly d¡fferent temporal cycles.
Timing may d¡ffer from year to year.
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pastoralists of Goshal and Chachoga is approxirnately 4 000 rn (Figure 5) as the

pastoralists move from the semi-tropical climatic zone of Bilaspur to the cold arid zone of

Lahul. The basic cycle of all pastoralists, from both villages, is sinrilar with the exception

that Goshal has its summer grazing in Lahul while Chachoga has its in Spiti. This cycle

was codified by the 1886 Anderson forest settlement report so that even today permit

areas and timing ofmovement are specified. In addition lo this macro-cycle, pastoralists

also practice a micro-cycle of rotation within their village forest areas,

The micro-cycle olshepherds follows the same pattern as the macro-cycle in that it

is a rotation which utilizes the vertical difference between lower forest grazing areas and

higher alpine pastures. As shepherds move up frorn the winter grazing areas they usually

travel rapidly until they reach their village area. Once at the village, the shepherds spend

about five days around the village on the way up in the spring and on the way back down

in the fall. This allows them tirre 1o do chores around the hot¡sehold and pick up sheep

from other villagers, After they Inove fronì the village they use the lower forest meadows,

then move up to the upper forest nreadows, and finally rlrove to the alpine pastures before

moving the herds to Lahul or Spiti for part of the sunrmer (Figure 6). Each village forest

area contaìns a number of forest rneadorvs and alpine pastures rvhich are recognized by

name as shown in Table 5 and Figure 7. This cycle is then reversed on the way back in the

fall. Although the cycle is codifiecl in law, the shepherds also consider other reasons

which influence their decisions to rì'ìove between these grazing areas, and which can be

regarded as manageûìent decisions. Before considering grazing rnanagernent decisions,

the Gujjar cycle will be discussed to illustrate how most pastoral systems work from the

same premise.
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Table 5. Grazing areas ¡n Goshal and Chachoga village forest areas as ident¡f¡ed by
pastoral¡sts.
See Figure 7 for location of numbers as spec¡fied ¡n column 1.

Numbcr Grazing Arcal Classilicalionl Riglìt Holdcr

I
2

3

Mohri Dugh
Jamu Dugh
Khoni Pandhe

LorÏcr Foresl Mcado$ Goshnl
Lorver Forcsl Mcadou' Gosh¿ìl

Lo\\'er Forcsl Mcado\\' Goshal

4

5

6

7

I
9

l0
ll

Karmani Dugh
Thothi Pandhc
Bali Dugh
Nehra3
Kanoro
Mondrage
Rai Thaclìe
Slìedagâl Duglì

Upper Forcst Mcado\\' Goshal
Uppcr Foresl Mc¿ìdo\\' Goshal
Upper Forest Me¿ìdo\v Goshal
Uppcr Forcst Mcâdo\\, Cosllal
U¡rper Forcst Mcadorl Goshal
Uppcr Forest Mcadorv Goshal
Uppcr Forcsl Mcâdo\\' Goshal
Uppcr Forcst Mcadorv Goshal

t2
l3
l4
t5
tó
l'l
t8
t9

Cogalage
Bada Thache
Gora Pandhe
Monzrre Tapri
S ia udha r
Thallu
Nala Thâch
Monzu Thcl

A¡pinc Mcado\\'
Alp¡nc Mcâdo\r
Alpirrc Mcadorl
Alpinc Mcadorv
AIpirìc Mcado\\'
Alpirc Mcaclorr
Alpiuc Mcadorr
AI¡linc Mcadou'

Goshâl
Coshâ I

Goslrirl
Goshal
Goshal
Goshal
Gosiral
Goshal

Rai20 Lo\ er Forest Mcâdo\\ Clìâchogil

Dudlu Up¡rer Forcst Meadol Chachoga

22 Dar
23 Gogle

Alpine Meadou'
AIpine Mcadol'

Chachoga
Chachoga

I Names ofgrazing areas are those used b)'p.îsloralisls to idcntif¡,an area. Usuall¡ rclcrs to an open
me¿dou'area in lhe foresl or an arcrî on lhe alpinc nreadorl rvhcrc pastoralists rlill canrp or har,e a hut.
Spelling represenls a phonetic appro\inratior to English and should not be takcn as a translitcration from
Pahâri to English.
2 Classified on the basis ofposition ofusc in the trânshunìancc clclc and altituclc. Tcchnicall¡. nran¡'of
the "alpine nteadous" are "alpine lundra" blrt sonìc. sl¡ch as No. ló and l9 havc sornc lrccs.
3 Areas ?, 8. l0 and l?. .18. l9 are uscd bl \ïaleÌbufïÍìlosl llìc rcst are used b) \'illâgc pastoralists'shecp
and goats.
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Figure 7. Village use areas of Goshal and Chachoga showing agricultural areas (,4'),
demarcated protected forest areas ('DPF'), and undemarcated protected forest areas
('upf). (Source: Berkes et al., 1995), The numbers denote approximate location of forest
meadows and alpine pastures utilized by Goshal and Chachoga pastoralists.
(See Table 5)
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iv Gujjar Herding Cycle

The Gujjar herding cycle, as shown in Figures 5, 8 and 9 is essentially the same

cycle that the village pastoralists follow, but at a compressed scale. The Gujjars also

utilize the spatial and temporal differences of mountain grazing resources to maximize

their production of water buffalo milk, The major difference is that Gujjars do not have

permits or customary grazing rights in any forest areas ofl the Kulu Valley. They are

dependent upon negotiating grazing rights from other villages. Villages, such as Goshal

and Chachoga, appear to have more grazing areas in their forests than they are able to

utilize, so they allow Gujjars to graze in certain forest meadows and alpine pasture areas.

This allows the Gujjars to nlove up to higher grazing areas in the summer. This is

advantageous as the water buffalo suffer froln the heat and are Iess productive at lower

elevations in the sumrner. Once in the village forest they follo*, a sinlilar micro-cycle as

the village pastoralists as shoivn in Figure 9. The nrajor difference betrveen village

pastoralists and Gujjars is that Gujjars stall feed their water buffalo in the winter. As

grazing resources in the winter grazing areas are in shon supply, it is irnpossible for the

Gujjars to negotiate grazing rights with any of the custornary right holders. The grazing

cycle ofthe Gujjars is thus a unidirectional cycle, up to sulr.ìrrer grazing areas in the upper

Kulu Valley village lorest areas, and back to their honres in the southern portion of the

Kulu Valley the in the fall.

v Grâzing Managenrent Decisions

The primary decisions which pastoralists ntake revolve around clecisions on how to

move the herd from one grazing area to another in a way rvhich protects the condition of

the grazing resource yet allowing maximization ofaninral production. The most intensive

pasture management, in terms of time and labour investr¡ent, occurs in winter grazing

areas. While in winter grazing areas pastoralists utilize rotational grazing. Rotational

grazing is not preferred by pastoralists because it requires a greater investment in labour

and time. The herd is watched constantly and kept to a defined grazing area and once that
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Figure 9. Temporal Cycle of Gujjar (Water Bufralo) Herders utilizing coshal grazing
grounds. Based on movements made by Gullars dur¡ng cycle of 1993-1994, Gujjars ln
other village grazing grounds may have a sl¡ghtly different cycle and tíming may vary
from year to year.
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area is grazed it is moved 10 another. Consultants leel that this maximizes the utilization

ofpasture as it decreases trampling and prevents the anirnals flrom grazing selectively.

By cornparison, free range grazing is utilized in both the village and summer

grazing areas as pasture is considered abundant. The other management practice which

shepherds follow in winter grazing areas is the cutting of branches to feed the sheep. This

is done through an agreement with a village right holder in the winter grazing area

whereby sheep are penned in a field and fed branches in return for the sheep manure. Both

ofthese intensive management practices are followed by village pastoralists in an attempt

to maximize the amount of animals they can keep in the winter area so that they can fully

utilize the grazing resources ol the village and surrrurer grazing areas. As noted by the

pastoral consultants, there is a shonage ofpasture in the rvinter grazing areas while there

is more pasture than their aninlals can use in the viilage and sunlrìler pasture areas,

However, it is not possible to keep nrore anirnals than the extenr of feed in the winter

grazing areas as the aniÍrìals will not survive the winter. Therefore pastoralists utilize

intensive managenlent to try and increase the procluctivity ofthe grazing resource, while in

the village and su¡¡rrer grazing areas, free range grazing is practiced as the number of

animals do not require an intensive rranage¡'nent reginte. Due to the shortage in the winter

grazing areas, the pressure is to nrove front these areas as soon as possible.

The primary constraint, reponed by consultants, in moving the herd from the

winter pastures to the village pastures is snow cover. It is inrpossible to rrove the herd to

a higher pasture area while the grass is covered tvith snorv. It is also not considered a

good idea to move the herd too quickly after the snorv rnelts for a nunlber of reasons.

Some reasons given suggested that if a herd is moved before the grass has a chance to

grow there will not be enough pasture and the herd will wander, when a herd wanders it

increases the effort required on the part of shepherds and increases sheep losses, and

bloating and diarrhea will occur if the sheep graze fresh grass. These constraints, in effect,

protect the pasture resource as it prevents sheep frorn tearing up wet pastures which

would allow unwanted plants to invade and decrease the quality oflhe pasture.
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Pastoralists are also conscious of changing their grazing practices depending on

the quality of a particular grazing area. Consultants hold an extensive knowledge of the

plants of the forest and of plants which are good for grazing. Table 6 presents a list of

plants, which village pastoralists and Gujjars, recognize by name and which are good

pasturage for animals. In addition to good plants, pastoralists also recognize plants which

cause harm to their animals. One such plant, Ìoshri, causes Íreng¡di, which is a disease

causing sheep to pant due to blood filling the lungs, The lungs then turn black and the

sheep will die. When these plants appear in a grazing area the pastoralists will not graze

those areas, allowing the good plants to reestablish.

The timing of movement within the herding cycle matches the tirning of the

agricultural cycle, as for exanrple, the tinring between sheep grazing of forest rrreadows

and grass cutting. Sheep graze the lorver forest rneadorvs in May, while grass is cut in

August. Sheep graze the early grorvth ofgrass, the grass then regrows and is cut lor hay

as it is going to seed. The sheep then return to graze the sanle grass in November after it

has a chance to regrow in Septerlber and October, but before the snow falls. The

integration of the herding and agricultural cycle allorvs for three cuts ol grass and allows

both pastoralists and agriculturists to rneet their neecls fronl the satì'te resource.

The final management decision, which is presented in this study, is the decision to

take sheep and goats to Lahul and Spiti for l-2 months ofgrazing in the summer. The

reason that the effort is made to travel to Lahul and Spiti is on account of NclzTr grass.

This grass is noted by pastoralists as the'strongest' grass for sheep and goats and the one

which makes the animals 'healthy.' As goats are sold during the return trip and sheep are

sheared, the weight gain and wool growth are reported to more than cornpensate for the

travel effort. The major constraints, which limit the time spent in the summer grazing

grounds are high pass closure from snow and snow on the high pastures. The return trip

has to be made before snow closes the high pass as this would leave the pastoralists, with

their herds, stranded. This limits grazing in lhe summer pastures to a maximum of one lo

two months. In spite ofthe risks and short available grazing period, the trip to Lahul and

Spiti is seen as a way to rnaxinrize anirnal production and an irnportant part of the grazing

cycle for village pastoralists.
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Table 6. List of plants recognized by v¡llage pastoralists and Gujjars.
List spec¡fically includes plants ed¡ble for an¡malsl, as recognized by v¡llage pastoralists
and waterbuffalo herders.

Cultilatcd Land: l- orcsl- Alpinc Mcadou's

T¡anshumance
Pastoralisls

Chalalai
Dratha
Pra
Srka
Mishen
Bhat knrh
Shongt
Chc
Brrra

Baza Bodga Masha Nâral
Soal Tolda Budhu Nchru
Talaba Kâthi Molarâ Lebcri
Ka¡ash Shali Jokdi Kuri
Kuva Kath Nrahi Dunu
Pcpll galr Slìantbli Dudu Losar
Nanìalugah Bhakli Dothclc Gadahri
Po¡rhara Kosh Choda Mingua
Bâstu Rai Min Bodlli
Cllcnlnr¡ Tos Chodc Shcin
Bandlra Krìl¡
Molara B,Li

Mandcr Panthcr

Waferbuffalo herders Holic5 Chicra
Masha Kâlâ
Mashalin Ariudi
Charta Sr¡nna

Nchrl
Clru na

¡ These are plants which are grazcd b\' shcep. goats and rvalcrbufTalo. Thc lisl rÏas gcncratcd b¡'an elder
pastoralisl during an inten,ierv. Eslinìales on llìc rìunrber o[pl¿ìnts utilizcd for foddcr. lìutììan food, fibre
or fuel varied betrveen 150-300 plarì(s ând â list 80 such plants $as gencratcd b\' anothcr clder pastor¿ìlist.

Allhough these do nol represenl sYslenìaticâll) collccled. conìprehensiYc lists. il nc\.crthclcss rcveals lhat
a diversib, of pla nts are knonrr and ulilizcd b] local Ïillagcrs arrd that thcir kuorrlcdgc cannol be easil¡'
dismissed. The abilit)'lo nante plants ald idcrìliß'uscs is au indicatiou o[an in-dcprh kno\ylcdge ofan
ecosystem. Uses ofplanls are nol giÏen in this docr¡nìent in rcspccl ofthe i¡tellcctUal propcrty righls of
local knou4edge holdcrs.
2 Refers to plânls $'lrich grorv in thc ficlds or on the ficld nrargius ard rlhich arc nol sou n or planted in
some fashion.
3Includes leavcs fronr trecs rrllich are uscd as foddcr.
a These are phonclic approxinrations of English ârìd slìould nol be lakcrì as tr¿ìnslitcrat¡orì fronr Pahari lo
English.
5 These are phonetic approsinrations olEuglish arrd should nol bc rakcn as tr¿ìnslilcralion fÌonr Gr¡[jarati
to English, Nânles for llìe sânlc planl nìa\' \'ar.\' bcl\\'ccn Pahari and Gr{jlrati.
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The grazing cycle and the decisions e¡¡bedded within the cycle represents

knowledge built up over generations ofherding sheep, goats and water buffalo in the Kulu

Valley. The culturally encoded management decisions are not arbitrary, but made on the

basis of maximizing the production of anir¡als while protecting the grazing resource.

vi Informal Rules

The management of grazing commons of the Kulu Valley occurs within a formal

system of property rights, permits and rules which determine who is allowed to graze

sheep, where they can graze them, how many they can graze, and when they can move

from one grazing area to another. A nlore direct fornr of nranagenlent which the Forest

Department utilizes is the closing of certain grazing pernrit areas in order to establish a

forest plantation. Parallel to this governnlent regulated system is a set of informal ruies

followed by pastoralists as they negotiate access to different grazing areas fronr

agriculturists, government oflìcials and other pastoralists. Three examples are presented

to demonstrate the types of custorÌrary rules that are emerging in the Kulu Valley and, due

to the restructuring ofaccess, influence the rnanagement ofthe pastoral cornrnons.

The heaviest fines a shepherd faces occur u4len the sheep or goats stray unto an

agriculturist's private propenv, such as an orchard or crop land, and darnage the plants,

When this occurs it is understood by the pastoralists that the owner can confiscate the

animals and demand compensation. A bargaining process then ensues between the

shepherd and the agriculturist. When this occurs the agriculturist might demand as much

as 500.00 Rs in compensation frorn the shepherd but rvill often settle for 250.00 Rs.

Neither the shepherd or the property owner want to involve the police ot panchdlot

leaders due to the hassle and propensity of having to give thern a cut of the compensation.

In order to avoid offìcial involvement, agriculturists and shepherds atterrpt to settle these

problems between thenrselves.

Pastoralists also face other situations when it is necessary to negotiate directly with

government enforcernent oflìcials and avoid fonnal bureaucracy. Shepherds sometimes

find it necessary to graze their sheep in a closed forest. It is possible to ask the Forest

Department to enter a closed forest for temporary grazing, although this is a time
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consuming endeavor, and permission is not guaranteed. To illustrate this point, one

pastoralist recounted a story frorn his past experience when he entered a closed forest with

70 goats and 230 sheep. As he was leaving the forest he was approached by the forest

guard, The ofIìcial fine was five Rs/animal but the pastoralist and the enforcement office¡

negotiated a direct fine of250 Rs. Currently, it appears that this general practice is still in

operation which allows pastoralists to negotiate solutions to problems and influence

management practices in concert with local enforcetnent oflìcials.

Within the village forest there are presently both customary rules which exclude

outsiders and those which create exclusive grazing grounds for groups of village

pastoralists. Village pastoralists do not consider all grazing areas, or thctcha.ç, of equal

quality. The best thach is the one in the rniddle of the village forest, surrounded by open

forest and closeto firewood and water. Each group of village pastoralists preler to have

access to the highest ranked lhaclt. In order to redr¡ce possible conflict between groups,

there is a set ol custorÌary rules follorved by village pastoralists which deten¡ines

exclusive use for a thach by a pastoral group for a given grazing period. The customary

rule ofaccess lor thqche.ç is first coner's rights. The group rvhich arrives at ¡he thach first

claims it for the grazing period. The tirning olrnovenrent requires detailed knorvledge on

the condition ofthe grazing resource. Ifa group rnoves too early, and there is not enough

pasture for the herd, the herd begins to wander and the group is required to move back

down to the previous grazing area. The tinring ofthe nlove has to be such as to beat the

other groups, but at the sarne tinre the pastoralists have to be sure that there is enough

pasture for the herd. Ofìentimes a group will nlove at night to try and beat the other

groups. The use offirst comer's rights ailows village pastoralists to turn village grazing

areas into temporally exclusive grazing areas for each grazing period.

5.4 The Diminishing Herding Economy

The most visible sign ofchange in the productive strategies of village economies is

the emergence of orchards on dryland and irrigated agricultural land, and onto

unprotected demaicated forest land. lnitial interviews were unclenaken with village

consultants during the field season and revealed that villagers thelnselves recognized this
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change towards an orchard econonìy. consultants also noled that a concurrent decrease

in the herding economy was taking place. In order to docu¡¡ent the change from herding,

and the concurrent change towards orcharding, trvo su^/eys were undertaken. The first

survey \¡/as undertaken during a focus group session with village elders in Goshal and

chachoga, the results of which were corroborated in interviews with the village headmen

of each village.

The results of this survey, shown in Tabie 7, represents the view of village elders

on the change which they see occurring in their villages. Through observation it is evident

that there has been substantial increase in new orchards in both ofthe study villages. The

results of the survey (Table 7) also support this observation as the nurnber of households

who now have at least some orchard has increased frorl zero per cent to 70 percent of the

total households in Goshal, while in chachoga a sinrilar increase is noted fror¡ l9 per cent

to 100 per cent. Para¡leling this increase is a decrease in the nurnber of large herds in the

village, ln Goshal, the nurnber ol households holding large herds (greater than 100

animali) has decreased fronr l7 per cent of the total households to 1,5 per cent. Likewise

in chachoga the decrease has been fronr l7 per cent to 3.8 per cent. A sinlilar decrease in

small and medium herds ofsheep and goats, and in cattle ownership, can also be seen in

Table 7. Overall, it appears that as orchards ha'e increased, herding has decreased. A

possible exp)anation for this pattern will be presenred lollou,ing a discussion ol subsequent

results.

A detailed household survey was also undertaken in the village of Goshal with

23% (7 /30) of scheduled caste and t6% (12/75) of Rajput households interviewed (see

Appendix B for the survey schedule). The results of the household survey are presented in

Figures 10, I I and l2 (see also Appendix C for a sumtnary of survey results). Figures l0

and I I provide support for the claim that orcharding has increased while herding has

decreased. In Figure l0 a distinction is made between irrigated and non-irrigated land

with no trees and orchard. Land which is irrigated or non-irrigated, but has had trees

planted on it even within the last month, was classified as orchard. on the basis of the

results of this survey, the shift to orchard is drarnatic. From 1962 to lgg4 the irrigated

land held by all interviewed households had decreased from 5l to 22 higha, non-irrigated



Table 7. An overv¡ew of econom¡c change in Goshal and Chachoga.
The change in the number of households which use different kinds of land, animal
ownership and orchard ownership from 1 962 to 1994.

Goshnl Vill¡uc Chnchour V¡llî[c

Year 1962 199.1 t962 I99i

Total No. of
households 60 130 60 80

Irrigaled agricultural
land 60 20 40 Zz

Non-irrigâled
âgricultural land 60 130 60 80

Kinship based haying
land 45 90 rìorìc none

Kinship based
grazingland l-5 30 20 25

Redistributed
common land 0 90 0 60

Orchard 0 90-100 i5 80

catrle 60 90 60 76

> I sheep or goat 60 l0 60 20

> 20 sheep or goals 30 16 60 I0

>100 sheep or goats l0 2 l0 3

Ñãìã: Based olì infornìation obtained durirg a focus group \rith village cldcrs and cross-checked during
interviels rvith village headnìen. The nllmbers rcprcscnl the local 'best estinâles' and not ofTcial data
The rvar of 1962 \yas used as a 'nrarker' in inlen'ierys to sunrnrarize long-tcrnì changes.
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land has decreased from 151 to 50 higha, while the orchard has increased from zero to

167 bigha.

One qualifier should be made for these fìgures. Once irrigated land is planted to

orchard it can no longer be irrigated and therefore cannot produce rice, however, on non-

irrigated land planted wilh orchards, it is still possible to produce the majority of

subsistence crops (corn, barley, wheat, millets, beans). Figure l2 indicates that the shift to

. orchards is a relatively recent activity as the majority of the orchards have been established

within the last 5 years, except for orchard establislrcd on ndtout land received in the early

1970's, This land was often ol poor quality, therefore households converted this land

directly into orchards. Overall, a great deal of Iand is being converted to orchard, but

since the majority of the orchards are young the land is still being utilized to grow

subsistence crops.

At the sarne time, as noted in the general survey, the number of animals owned by

a household in the village has been decreasing as is shown in Figure IL On average, a

Goshal household presently (1994) owns I cow and bullock as conrpared to 2in 1962,

while the ownership of goats has decrease fron 27 to 6, and decreased frorn 55 to I I

sheep per household. The overall pattern revealed in the household surveys is an increase

in the establishment of orchards, especially in the last 5 years, and a decrease in the

number of animals owned by Goshal households. The observed change in the number of

new orchards, the survey with village elders and headr¡en, and a the detailed household

survey, all suggest that the local econorny is in a process of change from a mixed

agropastoral economy toward a horticultural econorny based predorninately on apple

orchards,

In order to understand the decrease in the number of pastoral households and

numbers of animals, consultants were asked why they felt that less households were

engaged in the herding economy. The answers, summarized in Appendix C, reveal a

number of different factors thal make it difTìcult to pursue a herding livelihood in the Kulu

Valley. The primary factors are the loss of grazing land due 1o The Natottr Lands Act,

and the lack ol grazing land in the winter due to Forest Department closure of winter

grazing permits in order to establish plantations. An equally irnportant reason for ieaving
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herding, however, can be attributed to the impression by consultants that orcharding is less

work and provides a better livelihood. Another important reason why some pastoralists

quit herding is due to personal emergencies. In one case the father became sick and the

household was required to sell all its animals to pay the hospital bills. The decrease in

herding is, therefore, on account of a number of different reasons. However, as it

becomes more diffcult to pursue a herding Iivelihood, and more attractive to engage in

orcharding, pastoralists convert their capital in animals into orchards. They feel that this

will provide a more secure future for their children as they only see herding becoming

more and more difiìcult in the future. As more households change from herding to

orcharding, this changes the interests of villages in the forest resource and the social

relations which influence horv the forest resource is shared between pastoralists and

agriculturists.

As orcharding increases in the Kulu Valley the orchards lrlove onto land previously

used for grazing during the migration cycle ofpastoralists. In the past, when pastoralists

moved their herds from winter to surnrner grazing areas, ancl vice versa, they utilized

grazing lands which surrounded villages in exchange for providing ulanure for the

agricultural fields. As all villages contained a pastoral cornponent, and at some point in

their migration cycle depended upon another village, there were social relations of

exchange which solidified pastoral access to grazing lands while in transit. Currently, as

villages abandon transhumance pastoralism in favour of horticulture, they are able to break

the social relations of exchange which previously exisred. A village which no longer

contains a significant pastoral component is no longer obligated to allow pastoralists to

graze sheep in their village grazing areas. As orchards move onto undenlarcated protected

forest land and are established on agricultural land, the damage to the trees from sheep

and goats becomes more costly to the villagers pursuing a horticultural economy. The

interest of the emergent horticultural villages thus becomes the exclusion of sheep and

goats from their village lands and forests to prolect their orchards and to favour the

establishment of tree plantations. This is pursued in conjunction with the Forest

Department as villages will ask the Forest Department to establish tree plantations within

their village forest areas and exclude pastoralists fro¡¡ those lands.
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As the village economy changes lronr nrixed agropastoral to horticultural

economy, it changes the interests of the village in forest lands. When the number of

pastoral families in a village decreases, it reduces the pastoral interest and social

obligations of a village to other village pastoralists. The new horticultural and forest

interests of a village are established by extending their property rights over forest areas in

conjunction with the Forest Department which results in a decrease in available grazing

land. The Forest Department is able to establish a plantation and close a grazing area in a

relatively short period of time. A pastoralist has to sell a herd and establish an orchard

which may take up to ten years. In the short term, as pastoralists adjust to the changing.

regional economy, the remaining grazing lands are experiencing heary grazing pressure

and degradation. This brings pastoralists into a conflict with both the horticultural villages

and the Forest Departrnent. The outcolne of changing village interests, and their

translation into property rights, is a decrease in the nt¡nlber of village households which

pursue a pastoral livelihood in the Kulu Valley.

5.5 Summary

There are a nur¡ber of different groups u'ho utilize the grazing area of the study

villages and who can be considered as contenlporary pastoralists of the Kulu Valley.

Although village agriculturists raise livestock they are not consìclered pastoralists as they

do not focus on livestock production. The predorninate village group who specializes in

livestock production and utilizes village grazing Areas are village pastoralists. The other

pastoral group utilizing village grazing areas is the Gujjars. While Gaddis have utilized the

village grazing areas in the past, they did not pass through the study area during the year

ofthe study and are, for that reason, not included in this study.

The pastoral groups utilize a seasonal migration to fully utilize the regional grazing

areas and to ailow the pastures a period of rest. They also follow a number of

management rules which allow the¡n lo gain access to a grazing resource and exclude

other users. The pastoral management systern contains both knowledge about biological

management and social arrange¡rents by rvhich access to the grazing areas are regulated.

The number of animals kept by herders is limited by the lack of feed available in the winter
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grazing areas. In general, pastoralists feel that the village and summer grazing areas are

under-utilized while the winter area is over-utilized. The winter grazing areas are also

shrinking as villages encroach onto forest land to establish orchards, and as the Forest

Department closes forest areas to establish tirnber plantations. The effect ofthese rnultiple

changes is a reduction in the nurnber of village pastoralists.

Chapter 6 begins by discussing how pastoralists interact with the state and village

agriculturists. It emphasizes how conflicts occur over natural resources, how pastoralists

can resist action taken by the state which limits their access to the grazing areas, and

finally, how pastoralists have attempted to adâpt to new realities. The final chapter

concludes with a sumnrary of the literature, and results, and an exarnination ofhow the

objectives of the study are rÌ'ìet as well as so¡le recornnlendations for natural resources

management policy which enrerge fronr this study.



PIate 5. Village pasioral¡st's herd of sh€,.ep iìrìcl goats crossing Rohtang pãss from B,=Ðs r¡v..r
v¿ìlley to L¿ìhul (4 000 m),

Plate 6. Gujjar encampmenl in upper'foresl meadow -upper ¡hach - (abot¡t 2 000 m)
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Chapter 6

"Getting a Living":
lnteractions in the Management of the Kulu Valley Commons

Thc¡'clap in gaol. rvith lhrcals nrost cnrcl
Poor folk rvho gathcr s,ood for fucl:
But lcl rich loggers go scot frce
who fclland sleal the living trecrs

6.1 Overview

This chapter begins with a discussion ol the interactions which occurred between

user-groups of the study and user-groups and the state. The maìn interactions between

the different actors are conflict and resistance as each tries to rnaintain access to resources.

In addition, as pastoralists lose access to grazing resources through the restructuring of

social relations over the grazing conrrnons, pastoralists are forced to change their pastoral

managemenl system. After a general discussion of interactions, the chapter will directly

discuss how this study meets the objectives outlined in Chapter l. The chapter concludes

with recommendations derived froln the study for sustainable natural resources

management policy.

6.2 lnteractions in the Kulu Valley Commons

The Kulu Valley corrrnons is a nexus of cornpeting and conrplernentary interests

between the state and local interests and between different local user-groups. The

intersection of complementary interests leads to alliances while conrpeting interests lead to

conflict and resistance. These conflicts and alliances are not static but are dynamic and

reconfigured as outside influences, such as the market, change the interests held by the

state and local collectives. lnterests in grazing resources are translated into claims

through property rights and institutions. The interest of the state in rnanaging and

appropriating the benefits of forest resources, including grazing areas, was instigated in

Iaw through the process of forest settlement in the 19th century. The interests of Iocal

collectives are translated through a systern of customary property rights, social relations

and institutions. Conflict between law and custo¡n occurs at the local level due to

l5 Roben Chanrbers as cilcd in Pcluso (1992:17)
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different interests ofcollectives in forest resources. The interests of village sub-groups are

made into law through the fonnation of alliances with the state and the subsequent

emergence of new property rights arrangernents. Village pastoralists, with an identifiable

interest in forest and grazing resources, are in relationships of conflict with the state and

agriculturists, resistance against the state, and, are in a process of change as the market

continually transforms production strategies of the Kuiu Valley.

i Conflict

At the village and regional level, the predominant conflict is between pastoralists

and agriculturists. Pastoralists prefer an open forest while agriculturists lavour a "dark,"

or closed forest. An open forest is characterized as a nlosaic ofopen canopy forest, which

allows light to penetrate the forest and grass to grow creating forest meadorvs. A closed

forest favours the production oftrees and tree products. Although different interests are

represented by agriculturists and pastoralists, custon'ìary institutions, such as the ntimber.s,

give both groups a voice in village negotiations and in influencing how forest lands are to

be utilized. Agricultural and pastoral livelihoods are also complernentary at points,

binding agriculturists and pastoralists in a web of social relations within the village and

between different villages.

An interesting custotÌtary practice, revealing the intertrvined interests of

agriculturists and pastoralists, is the lopping ofthe conifer rrees for bedding Qaklt). The

lopping ofconifer trees opens the forest and allorvs grass to grow, but also permits a high

tree count per unit area. Lopping allows a tree to grow, albeit at a reduced rate, builds up

the long term wood stock, creates forest meadows and supplies firewood. This for¡n of

forest management meets the agriculturists' needs ofbedding and fertilizer for the fìelds,

produces a wood stock necessary for all villagers, and opens up the forest which meets the

pasture need of village pastoralists. Village management of forest resources, through

customary institutions and practices, allows different interests a voice in negotiation and

resolves conflict through comprornise on wood productivity and a mixed use of village

forest lands.
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The other major conflict is between the pastoralists and the state, represented by

the Forest Department. The source ol this conflict is similar to conflict between

pastoralists and agriculturists where different interests in forest resources exist. Interests

of the pastoralists has been described above. The prirnary interest of the state is the

maximum sustainable production of timber. The Forest Depannrent is responsible to

manage the forest in a way which maximizes timber production. The interests of the

Forest Department and pastoralists are thus diametrically opposed. One local forest

official describes a. Íhtrch as a place "...where nothing grows, well at least no trees grow."

This conflict is particularly bitter from the pastoralisrs point of view as they feel they have

no say in Forest Departrnent decisions. The Forest Depannrent can decide to establish

tree plantations and close grazing areas without consulting pastoralists. Pastoralists

understandably feel they are in conflict with the Forest Depannrent, as there is no

mechanism which allows thern to negotiate with the Forest Depanment. Pastoralists have

no voice in stale institutions which close their grazing areas, in effect cutting off a

livelihood pursuit which their farnilies have lollowed for generations.

ii Resistance

Action taken by pastoralists contravening state regulations ìs often taken as prool

that pastoralists cannot manage grazing cornnrons. Horvever, this study recognizes that

such actions rÌìay represent custonìary foruls of forest uranagenrent, conflicts between

customary and state systems offorest rnanagetnent, or direct challenges to the authority of

the state to regulate village resources. As the state lries to translate its interests in forest

resources--{hrough property rights, alliances with village sub-groups, and a system of

state management-agriculturists and pastoralists alike are resisting state appropriation ol

and the right to manage these resources. Resistance against state management of florest

resources can take a myriad ol for¡ns.

One olthe most innovative examples of resistance is against the regulation in the

settlement report which denies pastoralists any ability to maintain forest meadows through

the use of fire or cutting of shrubs. As the number of sheep declines, and the pressure on

a grazing area is reduced, shrubs, and eventually trees, becorne established. Since
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pastoralists are not permitted to cut the shrubs, they are forced to find other means. Two

strategies for clearing or maintaining a forest meadow without burning or cutting, have

been mentioned by pastoralists. If shrubs becorne established in a forest meadow it is

possible to clear the shrubs by allowing goats to overgraze the meadow. Overgrazing kills

the shrubs and allows grass to become reestablished. A florest meadow, no longer utilized

by village pastoralists can also be maintained by renting it to other pastoralists, such as

Gujjars. This allows the village to maintain grazing areas within the forest without ceding

their customary grazing right. The forest settletllent of the lgth Century attempted to

limit the ability of pastoralists and villages to manage grass lands within the forest by

restricting the use of fire and cutting of shrub. Pastoralists and villagers have now found

ways to resist this regulation through the use of goats and by renting the grasslands to

other pastoralists. Actions, taken by villagers and pasloralists, are not always due to an

inability to manage grazing resources buf represent a diffe¡'ent vision of rnanagentent for,

and interests in, forest and grazing corrntons.

iii Change

The use of the pastoral commons in the Kulu Valley is one strategy utilized by the

villages which conrplements the agricultural act;vities of other villagers and provides a

significant source of capital and incorre lor the region. Managernent of grazing commons

is based upon a seasonal grazing cycle whiclr is culturally encoded in management

decisions and customary rules atternpting to ¡¡axirnize animal productivity while

minimizing damage to the grazing resource. While the government oflìcially manages the

grazing resource, pasloralists have developed a parallel systetn of custotnary rules which

also influences the management of the Kulu Valley grazing cotÌlmons. The ernergence of a

horticultural economy changes village interests in forest and grazing resources, as well as

the customary set of social relations and property rights. This is reflected in the visibly

changing landscape ol the Kulu Valley, and surveys undertaken with village elders and

households demonstrate that the number of pastoral fanlilies has decreased while the

number of families with orchards has increased. As it becornes harder to pursue a pastoral

livelihood, pastoralists convert their capital in anitnals into orchards, resulting in a positive
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feedback loop which favours a horticultural economy over a pastoral economy. As

pastoralists ofGoshal and Chachoga confront the changing propeny rights regirnes in law

and custom, and the changing set of social relations, their actions are evidence not of a

transition from the traditional to modern, but ofa process ofnegotiation. The response of

village pastoralists to the emerging horticultural economy, and the continued effort by the

state to control forest resources, contains elements of conflict, resistance and change as

they seek a way in which to continue their pastoral livelihood in the Kulu Valley.

6.3 Conclusions

The overall purpose of this study is to document the ability of a local collective

(village) to influence the management of the Kulu Valley commons within a lramework of

state ownership and law in the State of Hinlachal Pradesh, India. In order to do this, four

objectives were delineated to provide the structure of this practicurrr. This section is

structured around the fìrst four objectives, while the final objective pertaining to

recommendations based on the research is presented in section 6.4.

i Property Rights Reginres in Larv and Custont

The first objective of this stucly is to identif, the property rights regirnes in law (de

jrrre rights) and custorn (de .fucto rights), if any, under rvhich natural resources are

presently heid in a sub-watershed of the Beas River. The systern of larv and its

formulation, according to written docunlents. is presented in section 3,2 while the results

from the fìeldwork is presented in Chapter 4.

The literature indicates that the systet¡ of iaw was developed cluring the colonial

period when the British government undertook both revenue and forest settlements. The

revenue settlement established a private right Q'c.s privatla) in land for agricultural land

andacrown right (res prhlica) in land for forests. The colonial system ofproperty rights

in India was part ofa larger process which began with the enclosure movement in England

and carried abroad during the forrnation ofa world econorny through colonialism. This

process weakened the commons syste¡ns of natural resources managerxent historically

based upon local control of resources, reciprocal exchange relationships arrong villagers
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and between villages, and access to indigenous institutions which negotiated how

resources would be managed. Enclosure restricted local access to resources through the

formation of private rights in land, restructuring the social relations over land to a system

based upon individual accumulation, and by limiting access to the resource institutions to

landholders (private property) and state bureaucracies, such as the Forest Department

(state property). The result ofthe enclosure movement in India was the shiñing ofcontrol

over resource management from local villages to the state. The result was the

appropriation by colonial and national elites of both the resource, as well as the ability of

local user-groups to negotiate among and between themselves about how a resource was

to be managed.

Research carried out during fieldwork in the sulnrner of 1994 reveals that property

rights at the local level are nrore cornplex than those written in law. Indigenous systems of

resources management depend upon flexible and "fuzzy" property rights which enrerge

from an exalnination of the entic categories of land-use. In tlre villages of the study ten

emic land-use categories have been identified: irrigated agricultural land; non-irrigated

agricultural land; redistributed agricultural land; lineage based grazing land; lineage based

haying areas; forest grazing; alpine grazing; undentarcated protected forest; dernarcated

protected forest; reserved forest. Agricultural land, as expected, was considered to be

private, as an individual or farnily held the full bunclle olproperty righrs. Forest lands in

general are state lands managed by the Forest Depar-trnent. Hotvever, there are customary

rights over the resources of forest lancls which do not alrvays correspond with the

usufructuary rights as established in law by the forest settlement.

In law, all rights to forest resources are usufructuary rights of access while the

forest department maintains the rights of exclusion, management and alienation. Forest

rights are individual usufructuary rights which may be practiced in a demarcated village

forest area. The extent of these rights are deterrnined by the forest settlement which

recorded rights on the basis ofcustornary use ofthe forest. In order to hold an individual

usufructuary right to a village forest area, it is necessary to own land in the village as

forest rights are appended to land ownership. As the rights are individual, the village as a

whole is denied the ability to reguÌate the use of the forest area as the responsibility for
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regulation was lransferred to the Forest Department. Although the abiiity of the village to

manage a village forest area is lirrited, this research indicates that villages do indeed claim

customary rights of exclusion and management which influence the managetnent of non-

timber resources in the forest area.

The ability of a user-group to manage resources depends upon the existence of

institutions by which collective negot¡ations can occur to determine the rules ofuse, rules

ofaccess as well as management decisions. In the study villages there are four institutions

which influence how village resources are utilized; the fanrily or lineage group, nimhers,

the Mahila MandaÌ, and the Pancha)¡at.

The family is most influential in deternlining horv private agricultural lands are

managed. In the past the joint farnily was the predonrinate institution which managed

agricultural land and distributed it across generations. Land was held by joint families in

an effort to reduce the fragmentation ofagricultural land into srnall plots. This practice is

no longer prevalent in the study villages due to The Natour Lands Act which redistributed

'wastelands'(UPF lands) to landless or land poor fanlilies. In order to take advantage of

this process, some joint farnilies distributed their land anrong individuals rvithin the family

in order to qualif, for land redistribution.

The other land-use categories over which the lanrily has influence are lineage based

grazing (hrth) and haying (fath) lands. Both ofthese lanci types are managed by a lineage

group and the descendants of the original right holdei at the tirne of settlenrent. Unlike

agricultural land, this land was not divided and has continuecl in the orvnership of the kin

group. The lineage as a group deternrines the rules ofuse for kttth and.futh. In the past,

however, falh was also managed under a set of village level rules which determined the

opening date for grass cutting. The tenure arrangerrents for both ofthese land-use types

is now in a process of change. Kttth land is now being divided arnongst individuals of the

lineage and planted to apple trees. Fath land is presently less regulated than in the past as

people are obtaining grass frorn chdit land converted to orchard and the pressure for grass

fromfath land has declined. This denronstrates that the use of resources and the property

rights structure in custo¡¡ is negotiable within the family institution. This provides

flexibility in order that land may be held under tenure arrangements which suit the present
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circumstances within which the members of the farìily fìnd the¡nselves. At times it makes

sense for resources to be held as common propeny, while at other times private property

makes more sense. ln custom, the irnportant factor is that individuals have access to the

institution through which these decisions are made.

The ntinthers and Mahila Mottdol are institutions which provide a structure for

decisions to be made at the village level. The mimhe¡s are an indigenous village institution

which derives its authority from the people of the village, unlike the formal village

structure of the panchaya¡ which derives its authority from the state. The ntinhers are

made up of nine village men, chosen during a religious festival which occurs at the same

time as when village pastoralists travel through the village on route to the high pastures

and during the return trip. Over the years, the authority of the ntinthcr.ç to nranage forest

and pasture resources was greatly curtailed due to the forest settlenlent which vested

forest management in the Forest Departrnent. Aithough the minthcrs have been

weakened, they have not cornpletely given up all responsibility for resource rnanagement.

Presently, the greatest influence of t\e ntin¡hct.s in forest rnanagelÌent is the decision-

making power they hold over deterrnining access to village forest resources. Mimhers will

negotiate with other villages for access to another village's forest resources and are

approached for perrnission to allow other villages access to their own village resources.

For example, when Cujjars would like to utilize the village forest areas for grazing their

water buffalo, it is a ntimher who undertakes the negotiations.

The Mahila À4atdal is a non-indigenous wotÌren's organization originally

organized by the state, Although its original purpose was not the management of

resources, women have begun to take on this role in order to stop the poaching of village

trees (see for example Davidson-Hunt l995a,b). The A4ahila Mat¡dal âlso began to set

rules which prevent the cutting of tree branches for bedding within a certain distance of

the village. As women become more active in policing these rules, the Forest Department

has promised limited suppon in enforcing their decisions and actions. Although the ability

of village institutions to manage forest resources was severely curtailed by the forest

settlement, the ntintber.s and Maltila Mclzlr¡l are evidence of the ability of villages to take

collective action in the management of village resources in spite of stare law.
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ii Resource Users of a Villnge Area

The second objective of the study is to identiô, the users of selected common

property resources in a village area. Prior to the fieldwork, it had been anticipated that the

common property resources to be studied would be irrigation systems, village commons

made up of grazing land and scrub forest, and village forests. The original intention was

to describe the common property system for the village forest. However, after gaining an

understanding of the property rights in law and custom, it became apparent that village

forest lands are made up of a multitude ol different user-groups. So¡ne of these user-

groups are village women, village pastoralists, village herbalists, nomadic herb gatherers,

the Forest Department, and poachers. lr4ost ofthese user-groups have a complex system

ofaccess and use which is integrated with other user-groups. In addition, most groups do

not meet all their needs fronr a spatially bouncled col.lìr.t'ìotl propeny resource. Rather,

access to resources is distributed both spatially and ternpora)ly arrong a number of

different user-groups. One of the resources, grazing resources, and its user-groups,

pastoralists, was chosen as a case study for this research. Pastoralism is an interesting

case study as it is a traditional land use which aclds to the cultural diversity and the

economic opportunities ol the region, at a tinte when the local econonlic erlphasis is

shifting to non-traditional activities such as orclrards.

The pastoral commons is constructed by a number of different spatially bounded

common property resources spread across both village forest lands and the larger region.

Within village lands, the pastoral cornmons includes lorver lorest lneadows, upper forest

meadows and alpine pastures. Within the region there are winter grazing grounds found in

the area of Bilaspur and summer grazing grounds in the areas of Lahul and Spiti. Thé

main organizing factor for utilizing these grazing areas is the change in elevation resulting

in various resources being available throughout the year within different vertical zones.

The main üser-groups of these grazing grounds are village pastoralists, households which

practice transhumance and maintain a residence in the village; Gujjars, semi-nomadic

water buffalo herders; and, in some years Gaddis, semi-nomadic sheep and goat herders.

In addition, forest meadows and alpine pastures contain medicinal herbs and spices which
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are utilized by village medical specialists, villagers, and nomadic herb and essence

gatherers.

It is apparent that the forest commons is utilized by a nurnber of different

collectives. Although access can be restricted to non-village residents, the commons

system allows lor other user-groups to have access to resources not utilized by the

villagers in return for payments. Access to resources can be restricted both spatially and

temporally. A user-group from outside the village may be given permission to utilize a

resource in a particular area or during a particular time period. However, access musl be

negotiated by outside user-groups with the village. Although a commons may contain a

number of different user-groups, it is not open-access as the use of the resource is

managed by a complex system ofrules.

iii Collective Mînîgenlenl of tlre Grazitrg Conrnrons

The third objective ol the study is to describe the collective nranagement of a

common property resource, specifically the grazing conltltons, the results of which are

presented in Chapter 5.

Managenrent ofl the grazing colnrltons is achieved by lintiting access to grazing

grounds and through rotational grazing. Although grazing grounds are not physically

fenced they are socially enforced for fixed periods of tirres. Village pastoralists return to

the same winter, sumrner and village grazing areas over the course of their annual

migration. Once they arrive at the grazing area, it is understood through custom that they

have the right to exclude other pastoral groLrps unless an alternative arrangerrent is

negotiated. Within the village grazing areas, village pastoralists are divided into a number

of different herding groups. Forest and alpine pastures are also divided into a number of
named grazing areas. Herding groups compete between each other to obtain access to the

best grazing areas, but access is deterrrined on the basis offirst colner's rights. The group

which arrives first is allowed to exclude the other herding groups for the re¡nainder ofthat

grazing period.

AJthough grazing cornmons are not owned by any pastoral group, neither can they

be considered an open-access resource. Rather, grazing conìrrons represent an alternative
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notion of possession bound by a complex web of use rights which lir¡it the access to a

bounded resource to specific user-groups during specifìed tirne periods, Neither are

grazing commons private, as the right to exclude only penains to the grazing period and a

variety ofdifferent user-groups hold a right to use the resources of an area. For example,

the village grazing area is closed to grass cutting in the spring before the pastoralists

arrive. After the pastoralists leave, and before they return in the fall, there are two grass

cutting periods during which all villagers hold the right to cut grass. The grazing

commons is thus distributed among various user-groups of the village and is arranged by

distributing rights temporally as well as spatially. The shepherds follow a set of formal

rules laid out in the forest settlement report and are regulated by perrnits which Iimit the

number of animals they can keep, determine the general dates ofwhen they can rnove their

herds, and specifo where they hold rights to graze their herds. They also follow a set of

informal rules which are utilized to deternline ivhen the herd should be rnoved between

grazing areas, rules ofaccess to grazing grounds, and the number ofsheep which can be

kept on a grazing area. The forest and grazing resources are :nanaged both by the forrnal

state system and the inforrlal systerr ol rnanagetnent which deterrnines access and herd

size and which operates within the systerr of laiv established by the state, but largely

unknown to the state, Unsustainable resource nìanagerrent rnay be the result of the

conflict between these two systenrs and the shortage of rvinter grazing areas and not due

to the inherent unsustainability oleither.

The rotational management of grazing grounds is based upon the seasonal

migration of viliage pastoralists and other pastoral groups such as water buffalo herders.

The seasonal migration ofpastoralists serves the function ofresting the grazing grounds as

well as allowing other user-groups to utilize the resources of forest r¡eadows and alpine

pastures. The migration is necessary because it is diflìcult to keep sheep on the high alpine

pastures during the winter, and therefore pastoralists move their herds to lower grazing

lands for the winter. The timing ofmovement is based upon a number ofconditions. The

major constraint to herd movement is snow. Snow delays the movement to the high

pastures in the spring and su¡nmer and hastens the return in the fall. Even when the

pasture is clear of snow, it is necessary to wait for the pasture to dry out so that the
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animals do not turn the pasture into rnud, as well as prevent anirnals frorn overeating the

spring vegetative flush which can cause bloating. lt is also necessary to time the return

from the high alpine pastures in Lahual or spiti before the high passes are closed with

sno\¡r',

The other major management decision is whether to invest time and labour into

rotational grazing or to allow the animals to free range. village pastoraiists only invest

time and labour into rotational grazing when there is a shortage of pasture, such as occurs

in the winter grazing grounds. The reason given by the village pastoralists for this

decision is that there is more pasture than needed in the village and sum¡¡er grazing areas,

therefore it is possible to utilize less shepherds by alloiving the anirnals to free range. Due

to the abundance of pasture free range grazing does not degrade the pasture. In the

winter grazing ground, horvever, there is a shonage of pasture. By utilizing more time

and labour through increasing the nunlber of shephercls, it is possible to keep rnore sheep

than would be possible in free range grazing. Pastoralists aiso make decisions when to

rest certain pasture areas by noting the p¡ant composition ofthe pasture. Decisions rnade

by the shepherds of this study relating to herd corn¡rosition, herd size, type ofgrazing, and

provision of supplementary forage frorn trees, are nranagernent ciecìsions regularly made

to obtain maxir¡ut¡ aninral production and sustainal¡le use of gr-azing r.esources.

In conclusion, the pastoral tnanagerìent systent appears to contain a number of
characteristics ofa sustainable land use activity. In the village ancl su¡¡nrer grazing areas,

pasture lands do not seern to be overgrazed. In addition, the systern nrakes ecological

sense on a regional scale as pastoralists are one of the felv user-groups of the alpine

pasture vegetative zone. Economically, the systeln appears sustainable and contributes to

the regional economy. However, until a detailed economic study is undertaken, it is not

possible to say with confidence that the pastoral systenr is economically sustainable. The

pastoral system is also socially sustainabie. It is the preferred way of life for sorne, and

provides villagers, especilly Rajputs, with a sense of cultural identity, pride, and male

bonding. It is diffìcult to estimare the value of this feeling ofbeing herders or descendenrs

of herders and of belonging to a place and to a way of life. This .,sense ol place" or of
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being "rooted" is an important element of social sustainability according to village

consultants.

The weak link in the sustainability of the pastoral system is in the overwintering

areas. It is in this area where the most conflict occurs and the pastoral system is stressed,

It is interesting to note that the system contains a cultural adaptation which reduces the

number of animals before the herds move to the overwintering areas. In the fall, during

the return migration, the festival of Dani Deo (god of the shepherds) is held when the

pastorâlists pass through the village. During this festival, all the Rajput men gather at a

sacred area in the high forest, discuss village matters, chose new mimbers as necessary,

and slaughter sheep and goats for local consurnption. As well the herds are culled, and the

sheep and goats are sold on the rnarket. This is the best tir¡e to sell the anirnals as they are

in their peak condilion after surnlner grazitg. Darri Dco is thought to provide for the

ritual protection ofthe herd for the corning year. The ecological significance ol Da i Deo

is that the herds are reduced to near the carrying capacity of the winter grazing areas.

Thus the festival provides a link between the social and ecological systems (Berkes and

Folke 1994), and a means for adjusting the herd size.

iv Interactions over Resource Use in the Kulu Valley

The fourth objective of the study is to identiff interacrions over resource use

among collectives, and between collectives and the state; it is addressed in the discussion

found in section 6.2. There are nrany interactions occurring over resource use; in the

present study, the discussion is restricted to the exarÌination of one group of interactions--

how pastoralists interact with agriculturists and with the state. These interactions have

been classified on the basis ofconflict, resistance and change.

The arena of most conflict and resistance occurs around winter grazing lands

where pasture is most limited. This is an area of conflict as villages which hold rights to

these forest lands are dependent upon orcharding as the main production activity, As the

number ofpastoralists in these villages decreases, reciprocal relations between pastoralists

of different villages become less important to maintain. At the same ti¡¡e, however,

shepherds also hold grazing rights lo these same lands under the forest settlement report.
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The only way this right can be restricted is by closing a forest through the establishment of

a new plantation. A new relationship between the Forest Department and orcharding

villages is emerging whereby it is seen to be in both the interests ofthe Forest Department

and village orcharding factions to establish plantations, and therefore close the grazing

lands to village pastoralists.

This enclosure of grazing lands to village pastoralists generates a number of

different responses by pastoralists ofthe study villages. Some ofthese, such as directing

goats into new plantations in order to destroy the plantation could be characterized as acts

ofresistance. Others, such as buying land in villages where winter grazing is important in

order to obtain villager rights to these forests, are not so easily classified. These different

actions do, however, represent an irnportant point about indigenous systetns of resource

management. The structure ofthe shepherd cycie was based upon a spatial and temporal

diversity of resources found at different elevations within the ¡nountain environlnent.

Bounded units of land were distributed spat¡ally and ternporally between a number of
'different groups. There was, then, an integrated system ofuse rights spread across both

space and time. As the commercial operation of apple orchards becomes established

within winter grazing areas, village interests in the lorest resources of this area change.

Although winter grazing land only represents a portion ol the village pastoralist cycle,

without this segment the whole cycle becomes less tenable, resulting in a decrease in the

number of pastoral families. When the Forest Depâñrnent responds to the ¡nterests of the

orcharding villages and establishes plantations, it changes the structure offorest rights. By

limiting winter grazing it diminishes the ability of village pastoralists to pursue pastoral

livelihoods. The establishment, by the Forest Department, of clear village rights for one

village, and one specific interest within the village, orchards, transforms the structure of

social relations over forest resources between villages and between groups within villages.

The findings of this study suggest that a clear defìnition of village rights may be a

simplistic solution for what is an exceedingly cornplex system of use rights in the Kulu

Valley. The indigenous system of resource management is based on social relations

between a number oldifferent groups lor spatially bounded lorest resources. The use of

forests by these different groups is organìzed both spatially and temporally. The essence
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of the commons is a system of reciprocal social relations allorving for a diversity of

interests to negotiate access to forest resources while maintaining access to a means of

production. When village pastoralists were an integral social and economic component of

all villages, they had access to the institutions in which negotiations over resources

occurred which maintained their access to the grazing land of the forest. As the

commercial system of orchards becalne established in solne villages, it began to break

down the set of reciprocal social relations between villages and between agriculturists and

pastoralists. The position of the Forest Department is in favour of the commercial

enterprise oforchards and opposed to the traditional agropastoral system. This is a form

of enclosure as access to the comtnons is restricted to a certain group of villagers with

commercial interests in orchards, as well as access given to the Forest Departrnent with its

commercial interests in ti¡nber.

In this case study, clearer village property rights have not been found to lead

directly to the maintenance ofindigenous systerns ofresources tnanagetnent. Part ofthe

difficulty is that indigenous systems of managenrent often utilize spatial and lemporal

diversity but are not confined to spatially defìnecl bounclaries. Property rights in land,

established on the basis ofspatial boundaries, nlay not be comnlensurable with commons

systems of resources managenlent. As shown in lhe stuclv, there is a tension between law

and custom. During the colonial period the state was engaged in a process of trying to

simpli$, property rights. The rational was that clear property righrs led to more effective

and efÏìcient resource use. ln spite of the forest and revenue settlements which occurred

over one hundred years ago, a custonlary system of resource use rights has recreated a

system of cornplex and "fuzzy" boundaries. That systern is now changing due to the

commercial system ofapple production. The rnajor finding from this study is that complex

systems ofresources use, based on a web ofuse rights and social relations, require more

than the simple concept of private, state and village property rights. A rigid western

system of property rights in land, be they defined in favour ofthe state, private, or village,

all equally solve the collective managerrent question. However, none of thern are

sufticient in creating the space and flexibility needed for indigenous corîmon property

systems of natural resources managernent.
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6,4 Recommendations

The findings have implications for sustainable resource management, specifically as

regards policy for local nlanagetnent of corn¡non property. The following

recommendations for sustainable resource management are provided in response to the

request by the Shastri Indo-Canadian Institute for projects to delineare the policy

implications of their research

l Local/indigenous common property systems ofresources management need to be based

upon "fuzzy" and flexible property rights regirnes, Western propeñy rights regimes fix

property rights in time and place. Therefore, property rights should not be codified in a

manner that would interlere with the flexibility and adaptability inherent in indigenous

resource management systems. Rather, managernent rights to resource areas should be

spatially delimited for local villages allowing local control to evolve and to be fine

tuned according to changing circunlstances ancl priorities.

2. A process should be initiated by the Forest Depannrent allorving customary resource

user-groups of village forests a voice in the negotiations to rebuild a village forest

management system, This systern should enrerge frorn negotiations, it should not be a

system superimposed by the Forest Departrnent, but be based upon power-sharing or a

form of co-management.

3. A village resource managerÌìent systerrr should be established which allows village

institutions to rnanage the forest and forest products. Local nranagenrent rights should

include the right to deterrnine access and the right to have a say in the species

composition of forest plant at ions.

4. This research has emphasized that cornmon property systems emerge from the

collective decisions people make on how to construct their social relations in regards to

natural resources. However, local groups do not exist in isolation but are linked to the

larger world economy and policies of nation states. This study suggests that further

research should examine the role of co¡nmercialization and ¡narket forces in changing

the individual in.centive structures, and the structure of social relations which form the

basis of many indigenous coÍrìmon property systems.
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APPENDIX A

Tentative Summary of Questions to lnvestigate as Part of Common
Property Analysis Framework. (Drawn from Berkes and Folke 1994)

General Obj ectives
-How does the local system manage ecosystem processes and species/population?
-How does the local system maintain ecosystenr resilience in the face of perturbations?
-What are the viable combinations of property rights arrangements, institutions and
knowledge systems which accomplishes the above?

Resource Users and their Technology
-Who are the users of a particular study area?

-IVhat resources do they use?

-Can the users be characterized as user-groups or user-cornrnunities?
-What are the positions held?
-What are the characteristics of cornr¡unities of users in tenns of nurnbers, horrrogeneity,
ethnicity and general socioecononlic conditions?
-What technologies are used and by whom?

Local Knorvledge and Traditional Knorvledge Systenrs
-What local knowledge do they possess in relation to the resource base?

-Is there much ofculturally transrrritted traditional knowledge?
-A¡e there traditional managenrent systems?
-Do they have a distinct systerr of knorvleclge or wor)dview?

Property Rights
-What are the major resources and who holds the propeny rights to thern?
-What is the nature of the land (or water) tenure and what rights are involved?
-What are the relevant rules for resource use, especially regarding access?

-Who makes the rules, especially regarding collective action?
-Who enforces the rules and how?
-A¡e there sanctions and how are they struclured (graduated or not)?



APPENDIX B

Household lnterview Schedule

A. Generallnformation.

Village: Date:

Name of Consultant

Caste:_ Male/Fernale: Marital Status:

Land held by Joint or single family?:_

IfJoint, name ofhead ofother fanrily

Family Composition (kinship chan of household)

B. Household Access to Kuth and Futh.

Lnnd-Use Type Nante of KuthlFath Cr¡rrent Use lJse nt Kuthutt

Kuth

Foth

I Ka(bal. 1962. $'as used as a 'markcr' in inlcn ic\vs. This corrcspondcd lo thc tinìe ol'thc lndo-China
$'ar rvhich $'as an e\,ent rcnrenìbcrcd bÏ peoplc of lhc arca,



C. Household Land Holdings

Land-use rvpe 
äiïi 

current Lnnd-use t^îo;,ïi;^,

Orchard

D. Household Aninral On,nership

Animal Type Current Aruor¡¡rt Anlount 
^t 

K th(t

Cow

Calf



E. Change and Forest Use.

1. If Consultant has orchard:

a) Do you plan to convert all your land to orchard?

b) How does the change to orchard effect your use ofthe forest?

2. Ifconsultant has less animals tl¡an al Kctthut

a) Why have you reduced the number ofsheep and goats you own?

b)How does a reduced nunrber ofsheep and goats effect forest use?

3. Do you buy more food products at the bazaar than at Kalbat?

4. Do you plan to keep some land aside to produce your own food? Why?



APPENDIX C
Results of Household Survey - Goshal

A, GeneralHouseholdlnfornlntion.
Household' Caslc' F/N,l Mârital Joint Othcr hcad of Fanrilv

Stalus¡ Fanrilv Household Conrpositions

Devi Singh MM Ycs Kunn Dut s',srr,d,d,sr/sn,
dl.as ad.as.d.s.dl-s-d.nr

Dolat Ram MM D.A.

Dina Natlì M \\1\4 NO t),a \\,.s1ì.d,d

Dile Ram MM n.a. rr,,srr,dl,gs,gs,gs,sn,sn,d,lb

Amar Chand MM rì_¿¡_ l',d,d,d,s¡r

Rajesh MM D.¿t. \\,,sn,dl,gs,gd,d.sn

MM tì.¡t rr',sn,d.sn.su

Lal Chand MM tì,¡1, \\',s¡ì.d,sn

Chuni I¡l MM ll.4 rv,srr.rll,gs.gs,cs,sn,dl.d

Mchar Chand MM rv,sn,d,srt,d,rl

Charìder.lct S M M \\,,s¡t.dl.sl,d,sn,sI.
slì

Tikuur Raul MM l).4

MM \'.d.d.sn,l)r

Nareuder S MM lì,a rr,sn,rl l,gd.d,d,sn

Keslru S M M No r.¿r \r.sn.dl,gs.gd.gd,d,

Mohan L¿l R MM I. A. \\',srì.d1,!d,sD,d

Shvåm ChaDd Ii MM t.¡r \\',sn,dl,gd,gs,gd,
sn-d.rìt

Ran Chaud R MM rv,d.srr.d,l',nr

2 Name of he¿d of houschold. Nanres havc bccn changcd lo respccl conlidentiâlil)'ofconsullant

' R=R¿jput; S=Schcduled Caste
a M=Married; S=Single : W=Widorved: WM=Wido\\'cd arìd Rcrììarr¡ed.
5 Refers lo the conrposition of lhc household tlrich ulilizcs lhc land and aninrals as a rnil. / indicâtcs a
joint fanril¡' and separales the corrposilio¡ì of câclì fanril¡. Hcad o[ hor¡sehold inlcn ic\\'cd. nìâlc=ego:
n-s,ife; nl=urolherl f=falher: b=brotlìcr: s=sistcr: d=darrghtcr': sn=so¡ì: gd=grarìddaughlcr: gs=grandson;

bl=b¡other-inlar\': sl=sistcr-inJa\v: d l=díì ughlcr-in -la$ : nll=nlother-i nlary: fb=f¿ìt lìcr's brothcr.



B. Household Access to Kuth and Fath
Household Kuth Use ât Currcnl Fath Usc at Currcnl

Katbat Usc Knthal Use

Devi Singh No n.a n. ¿ì. Hat' Hal

Dolat Ram Yes Crrltilale Graz-c Ycs Hn)' Ha),

Dina Nath Yes Cullivale Trccs. Ycs
Grazc

Ha) Ha),

Dile Ram Yes Culli\,âtc Trccs, Yes
Graz,e

Ha), Ha)'

Amar Chand Yes CultiYale Orchard No n.a. n.a.

Rajesh Yes CulliYale Orchard Ycs Ha)' Hay

Cha¡rran Yes G razc Tlccs Ycs Ha), Ha)'

Lal Chand Yes Culli\'âlc Gritze Ycs Hat' Orchard.
Encroâclìcd

Chuni Lâl Yes Trccs Ycs Ha)' Ha)'Trccs

Mehar Chand Yes Culli\'fllc Orchârd No
Cultivatc

D.¿1. tì.a

Chander Jet Yes Trccs No ¡t.4. n.aTrccs

Tikum Ranl Yes Culli\'íìlc Orchard No
Clrlli\'¿ìtc

tì.¡. n â

Subash Chand Ycs Trccs Trccs No n.¡1. D.A

Graz.c Grazc
Narender Yes Trccs Trccs No n.ä. tì.Íl

Keshu Yes Cultilatc Orchard No n.a. n.a

Pa nalal Yes CulliYalc Gr¿ìzing Ycs Hay Hal

Mohan Lal No Sold Ycs Ha]' Hat'

Sh¡,am Chand Yes Trccs Trces Ycs Hal' Docs not use

Ranl Chand Yes Trccs
Graze

Orchard Yes Ha), Ha)'



C, Household Land Hold inss
Household Irrigated Land- Non-irrigatcd Land- Orchârd Land AtatourLand

Ropa6 Chait (bigha) (bigho)
(bipha)1 (bishal

1962 199.t t962 t99l t962 199+ t962 l99l
Devi Singh 2038 t9 0 t 3.0

Dolat Ram 0 2.5 0 2.5

Dina Nath l3 0 7.0

Dile Ram 2.5 t5 0 17.5

Amar Chand 0 0.75 0 15.0

Rajesh 1.5

Chaman 1.5 t.5 2l) l-5

Lal Chand

Chuni Lal ll 0 5.0

Mehâr
Chand

l0 ?.5 o ' ll 0 5.0

Chander Jet 0 2.'7 5 0 0.25

Tikum Ram 0 i.25 0 075

Subash

Chand
2.5 + 0.5 0 7.5 0 l -5.0

Narendcr L5 1.5 2.5 2.5 5.0

Keshu 0 8.25 0 4.25

J 25 L5 0

Mohan Lal t5 05 l{ 0 7.0

Sh1'am

Chand
0 I i.25 o 2.25

R¿m Chand

Total 5l 22 l5l.2s 50 0 167.5 82

Average
(n=19) 2.68 l.16 7.96 2.63 0 8.8 o 412

6Inigated and Non-irr¡g¿ìled âgricullural land conlai¡r no orchard lrees. Irrigaled or tlon-irrigatcd
agricultural land, upon rvhich orchard lrecs halc becn establ¡shcd. and rvhich nral, still bc utilized ro gro\\'
dr¡'land crops has been classificd as orchard on lhe âssunìptiolì lhal il \\'ill evenlualll bccoltrc onl¡,
orchard.
? Bigha is lhe local unit for land rììe¿lsrtrcnìcrt. l2 bigha = I ha.



D. Household Animal Holdings

Household Cou' Bùllock Goat Shccp Horsc

'62 ',91 '62 '91 '62 .91 '62 ,91 '62 ,9.t '62 '9.t

Devi Singh 43221110030930

Dolat Råm 2t111130080820

Dina Nath 4 2 2 | n.â. I 0 0 25 I 0 0

Dile Ram 3l2l n.â. 180406035 0 0

Amar Chand I 0 2 I n.â. 00t2000

Rajesh 5 2 2l rì.a. I{10 080 l0 0

Chama n 3221D.¿r.320030000

Lal Chand 2 0 2 At n.ir. 120 050 10 0

Chuni Lal 2t2t2t200700t0

MeharChand 3 I 2 I rì.â. I 0 0 15 0 0 0

Chander Jet I l2O n.A. l0 0ll¡l(r 0 0

Tikum Ram I I I 0 2 I 0 0 t0 0 0 0

Subash
Chand

I0 0n.a.210() 0 250 I0 0

Narendcr 2220n.a.200.10000

31221000ft200

Panalal 302ln.¿t 20 0 í) l0 0 0

Mohan Lal 3l2ln.a 80 30 l-50 90 5 3

Sh¡'am Chand 2 I 2 I n.A. 208503000

Ram Chand l02tl 20 40 20 l0 0 0

Total 45 21 3l 15 n.a. 21 5:ì0 I l8 1056 220 9 3

Average
(¡=19)

2.3'l l.ll 1.19 0.'19 n.¿r. l.ll Z'1.9 6.21 55.ó tt.6 o.Ji 0.16



E, Change and Forest Use

1. If Consultant has orchard:

a) Do you plan to converl all your land to orchard?

Yes - 13

No- 6

-516 ofthose who were not planning to conven all land to orchard distinguished
between chait and ropo.
-They were planning to convert all chait lo orchard but keep aside ropa for
rice.

b) How does the change to orchard effect your use ofthe forest?

Use forest less for: - Fuelwood (use tree prunings) - l3
- Hay (collect from uncler trees)- l3
- Bedding (utilize fallen leaves) - I I

-All respondents emphasized that the forest was still necessary as they could not
meet all their needs for these products fronl the orchard.
-The amount ofland/orchard that the respondent owned influenced how much of
their needs could be met by the orchard.

2. If consultant has less anirnals than at Kothnt'

a) Why have you reduced the nurnber ofsheep and goats you own?

- Orcharding iess work than shepharding 4

- Nalour land decreased available pasture lands 5

- Lost winter permit to forest closing 5

- Personal reasons 6
- Orchard better money than sheep and goats 3

- Too much conflict with orchard owners 2

b)How does a reduced nurrber ofsheep and goats eflect forest use?

- Grass grows better 4
- Less damage to small trees 3

- Less dung to the forest I

- No opinion I 3



3. Do you buy more food products at the bazaar than at Kolhat? Why?

Yes - 19

- Fields in Orchard instead offood crops 4

- Increase in population 3

- Did not like to go to the bazaar in past I

- Prefer food from the bazaar I

- Have money now to buy food 2

- No opinion 8

4. Do you plan to keep some land aside to produce your own food?

Yes - 7

No- l0
Unsure - 2


