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11 1 
Herdd sharing, herd diversification and herd transfers: the 
animall  trust system as an indigenous social institution of 
self-insurance e 

Traditionally,, pastoral households obtained most of their basic subsistence production and 
livelihoodd from livestock, namely cattle, goats, sheep and camels (Baxter 1953; Torry 1973; 
Kervenn 1979; Fratkin 1991; Perrings 1993; McPeak 1999). These households have always 
hadd to cope with climatic variability and the differentiated effects of variable shocks on 
livestockk species. In the past, herding communities diversified and stabilised changes in their 
economicc production using two major and interrelated pathways: by keeping different 
livestockk species and by exploiting heterogeneous range units, with different mixes of plant 
speciess and varying productivity. While the first option (keeping different livestock species) 
dependss mainly on private livestock assets, exploiting heterogeneous range units depends on 
communallyy shared rangeland resources, opportunistic, spatial herd mobility, sufficient 
herdingg labour and social relations. These strategies, coupled with large livestock per capita 
holdings,, enabled herders to cope with prevalent climatic variations and other variable shocks. 

Overr the last 30 years, East African pastoralists have experienced a considerable decline in 
perr capita herd sizes. The evidence presented in this study (Chapter 7) supporting this decline 
highlightss the sector's inability to protect herders against periodic production variability. It 
mayy also be proof of the declined importance of herding as a primary occupation and the 
reducedd importance of herds for human consumption in comparison with the past. Today, a 
lott of people from pastoral backgrounds live elsewhere and derive their earnings from non-
pastorall  occupations. In other words, a fall in pastoral households' livestock holdings below a 
criticall  level for human sustenance needs encourages people to create new ways of responding 
too crises and this consequently compels households to diversify their economic strategies. 

Inn order to deal with shortfalls in the pastoral production and to cope with declining per 
capitaa livestock wealth there may be both community-level responses (i.e. the indigenous 
approach)) and externally-oriented responses (the external approach). Community-level 
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responsess usually occur through indigenous institutions of social security and networks and 
involvee inter-household herd transfers. The externally-oriented approach involves increased 
marketedd livestock off-takes - a strategy which we addressed in the previous chapter. These 
optionss are alternative responses and each makes an important contribution to strategies to 
copee with variable shocks.1 The external approach - the strategy to increase marketed 
livestockk off-take - received much more attention in the literature dealing with risk-coping 
andd mitigation strategies, to the detriment of the alternative approach based on indigenous 
institutionss of social security and networks. This chapter is concerned mainly with the latter, 
withh a focus on indigenous institutions of usufructary animal ownership rights and inter-
householdd herd transfers. 

Thiss chapter emphasises the role of social institutions as an indigenous strategy of social 
insurancee and a means of mitigating unpredictable exposure to risks. As a result of changes 
thatt occurred in the pastoral economy and among pastoral households in northern Kenya in 
thee recent past, pastoral households were faced with herd losses and the need to insure against 
risks.risks. Households reduce and manage these risks by diversifying assets, activities and income 
sourcess (Barrett, Reardon & Webb 2001). Inter-household livestock exchange is one such 
strategicc mechanism to spread risks, which illustrates the importance of (indigenous) animal 
ownershipp right systems for the social relations within communities and for social security 
networkk building on the basis of mutual trust. In this chapter we will record various options 
usedused by households to deal with extreme events and processes of social change on the basis of 
livestockk assets. 

Thee institution of property rights - used in this context to encompass bundles of 
entitlementss defining owners' rights and duties in the use of the resources (Hanna 1996: 381-
82)22 - and the implications of the different property rights regimes on the exploitation and use 
off  natural resources have been studied extensively for water and land resources (Demsetz 
1967;; Hardin 1968; Weitzman 1974; Ault & Rutman 1979; Freeman 1991; Hanna 1996; 
Platteauu 1996). Littl e attention has been paid, however, to the traditional system of animal 
ownershipp rights that arises largely from herd transfers. Often, livestock assets are taken to be 
rightfullyrightfully  owned by herders. In traditional societies, however, complex 'pseudo' forms of 
animall  rights prevail, which are based on different contracts of gifts and loan arrangements 
(Aultt & Rutman 1979; O'Leary 1985; Sato 1992). In this context, animal rights may include 
rightfull  ownership, animals on short-term and long-term loan and animals temporarily in 
one'ss kraal - referred to here as in custody - among many other forms. 

Thiss chapter consists of several inter-related parts. In the first section we will explain the 
indigenouss system of animal trust and animal ownership rights, examine the current state of 
indigenouss institutions of livestock sharing (i.e. transfers and loan arrangements) and the 
conditionss under which herd transfers take place. 

11 In the section on herd tenure diversity we will see that the two options for mitigating food insecurity 
influencee each other and that changes in indigenous herd transfers impose constraints on the opportunity to 
adjustt to crises by singling out marketed livestock off-take. 
Hannaa discusses rights within a broader context of natural resource uses under rights regimes other than a 
restrictedd system of animal rights prevalent among the pastoral groups that we refer to here. 
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Next,, we will provide details on the composition of herds among the sample households 
accordingg to these livestock ownership rights. In doing so, we address livestock ownership 
rightsrights among mobile households in the lowlands and semi-settled pastoral households on the 
mountain.33 This part will make clear that herd diversification indeed is a strategy for pooling 
resources,, spreading risks and resolving shortfalls in present consumption. The animal trust 
systemm amongst pastoral groups is a social security arrangement based on the indigenous 
institutionss of sharing livestock and inter-household animal transfers. It can provide private or 
sociall  insurance depending on the direction of transfer, i.e. depending on whether animals are 
receivedd into or given away from their own herd, respectively. A household may use livestock 
sharingg as an ex ante and ex post strategy, conditional upon the terms of the animal transfer. 

Subsequentlyy we will deal with and present measures of herd tenure diversification. We 
wil ll  see that households from different agro-ecological zones and the well-off and poor 
householdss face a different mix of herd tenure. 

Ass we will make clear after that, the differential animal ownership rights in a particular 
herdd that result from livestock transfers influence the marketed off-take ratios. In the fifth 
sectionn we will analyse inter-household livestock exchanges both in the lowlands and on the 
mountainn and relate them to data on livestock losses prior to the livestock transfer. 

Inn the section on social relations in recent herd transfers we will place the various 
arrangementss under the animal trust system within a broader framework of social security. 
Wee conclude this chapter by summarising the aim and weaknesses of herd-sharing behaviour 
andd present a number of ways forward. Again, the reader is reminded that because of 
samplingg different households in the lowlands in 1998 and 2000 (see Chapter 3), it is not 
possiblee to compare results of two-sampling periods. 

TheThe concepts of animal trust and animal rights in a wider perspective 
Itt is increasingly recognised that the creation of networks, both within and beyond a group 
(e.g.(e.g. market links), are important strategies for building up social capital in the pursuit of 
livelihoodss (Scoones 1998; Gordon & Craig 2001). In this respect, a number of studies have 
focusedd on the participation of pastoral households in income- generating activities that are 
peripheral,, but complementary, to the livestock sector (Fratkin & Smith 1995; Nduma et al. 
2001).. Yet, in the light of the continued decline in livestock assets over time, it has been 
remarkedd that East African herders are least diversified into non-pastoral income-earning 
optionss compared to agro-pastoral households (cf. Littl e et al. 2001). However, the literature 
thatt has attempted to establish effects of variable factors on herd growth and herd recovery 
afterr adverse shocks seldom treats rights over animals as a single ownership regime (Oba 
1997;; Fratkin & Roth 1990). Also, the implications of different animal ownership rights for 
livestockk marketing and social relations after negative adverse effects have scarcely been 
studiedd in the literature. As a corollary, several such studies hardly incorporated the 
indigenouss system of animal rights or their implications under changing circumstances for 
rurall  livelihoods into their investigation. As a result, only very few studies to date have 
classifiedd household herds according to different ownership rights and have assessed the 
extentt of herd tenure diversification among pastoral households (Sato 1992; O'Leary 1985; 

Thee reader is again reminded that due to sampling bias at the lowland study sites (see Chapter 3) one should 
bee careful when comparing the results. 
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Bassii  1990). Thus, pastoral diversification within the livestock sector per se has seldom been 
studied.. This contrasts with several studies that considered diversification to non-pastoral 
sourcess of income among farming households (Barrett et al. 2000; Reardon et al. 2001) and a 
numberr of income studies in World Development, 2001, 29(3) and a special issue of Food 
Policy,Policy, 2001,26(4). 

Wee consider the issues related to animal ownership rights, the animal trust system and herd 
sharingg of practical relevance for the present and the future of pastoralism and for the policy 
decisionss vis-a-vis the (pastoral) livestock sub-sector. An inquiry into the pastoral system of 
animall  rights is particularly relevant because: 
-- herd-sharing behaviour has practical relevance for the indigenous social human relations, 

forr the economic basis of subsistence production and for resource allocations; 
-- changes in animal transfer arrangements have direct bearings on traditional social security 

networkss and any change in the social security networks based on trust4 animals has 
profoundd implications for pastoral households and their livelihoods; 

-- a temporal decline in a household's herd size will result in a greater tendency to increase 
marketedd livestock off-take (in relative terms) and livestock commoditisation, in turn, has 
widelyy been viewed as an appropriate means of pastoral participation and integration into 
thee wider monetary economy (Littl e 1983; Dietz 1987; 1993; Zaal 1998; Fratkin 1999; 
Nunoww 2000). 

Thee conclusion is that improving our understanding of the traditional social institutions in 
generall  and the animal trust system in particular, can be a crucial way to build supportive 
institutionss among the pastoral livestock sub-sector. The index of diversification of livestock 
ownershipp rights derived here is useful for targeting development assistance at herd-poor 
pastorall  households. 

Thee animal trust system and ownership rights o» ^r animals 

Chapterr 7 highlighted increasing herd wealth disparity among the sample households and a 
downwardd trend in livestock holdings per capita over time. In response to the fall in livestock 
assets,, resource sharing constitutes one of the main household subsistence production 
methodss and the best way of addressing production variability among the pastoral households 
(Obaa 1994; McPeak 1999). Sharing milk, milking animals or gifts of herds or items, or 
poolingg labour, are examples of such strategies. Such responses are embedded within the 
broaderr institution of animal trust systems, which encompass animal ownership rights, 
modalitiess of acquisition and circumstances under which herds are transferred. An 
individual'ss rights to animals, conditions imposed on herd transfers and the level of benefits 
too be derived from trust animals bring about different ownership rights. This chapter attempts 
too clarify some aspects and procedures of herd transfer practices and the social relations that 
characterisee the animal trust system. 

44 The term trust embraces a lot of subtle feelings and human emotions and is therefore difficult to define. For 
thee purpose of this chapter we define trust according to Fafchamps (2002: 3) as: 'an optimistic expectation 
orr belief regarding other agent's behaviour' (see also Fafchamps 2001). 
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TheThe distinction between possession and legitimate use 
Thee elaborate forms5 of livestock exchange and transactions among nomadic communities 
havee been covered thoroughly in the existing literature (Torry 1973; Spencer 1973; Dahl 
1979;; Schlee 1989; Bassi 1990; O'Leary 1985). In particular, the camel trust system has been 
studiedd by Sato (1992) among the Rendille and by Soga (1997) in the Gabra communities. 
Thee literature also makes a distinction between possession and legitimate use and rights to 
animals.. The multiple livestock ownership rights have emerged from herd accumulation 
strategiess and transfer processes between the pastoral households. The distinction between 
multi-layeredd forms of animal ownership among herders is conditional upon the degree of 
ownershipp passed onto the recipient in terms of control over transferred animals and over the 
usee of its resources during and the period over which herds are entrusted. A household may 
possesss large herds in its kraal, but its ability to participate in lending arrangements or 
exchangee (or trade) of animals may be restricted. It is also true that ownership of large herds 
iss a vehicle for creating wider social networks and a good form of insurance cover. 

AnimalAnimal ownership rights 
Ass a result of livestock lending and gift practices, traditional communities have multifaceted 
animall  ownership rights or livestock-based contractual arrangements (Ault & Rutman 1979; 
O'Learyy 1985). Households are not homogenous in terms of herd size, as some literature 
assumess (Guyer & Peters 1987; Dwyer & Bruce 1988). The different6 rights that govern the 
herdd give rise to varying structures of herd tenure. For example, camels have a complex trust 
systemm and acquisition procedures (Sato 1992) which may account for low-marketed camel 
off-takee rates of less than 4 per cent annually. Subsequently, low livestock marketing limits 
householdd restocking abilities throughout the marketplace. Ownership rights and a slow 
growthh rate may, in our view, partially explain low camel off-take. Camel ownership is 
dissimilarr to flexible rights over cattle and particularly small stock, which allow households to 
makee fast decisions regarding the acquisition, transfer and exchange of animals on the market 
orr via bartering. 

Householdss typically differ in herd sizes, usufruct rights and control over animals. An 
animall  in any kraal of the pastoral groups in the study area falls into one of the ownership 
categoriess described in Table 11.1. Terms used for the ownership rights vary slightly between 
groupss but the underlying motives of trust transfers are, to a great extent, contextually 
comparable. . 

AlalAlal literally translated would mean 'truly or cleanly' and in the context of property rights 
referss to assets which are truly and rightfully owned. Alal animals are the only herds over 
whichh an individual commands legitimate ownership and also full mandatory powers 
pertainingg to the animal. For example, animals can only be sold if they are rightfully owned, 
unlesss otherwise authorised by the true owner. Herd transfers that also entail transfer of rights 

55 O'Leary (1985: 127-29) describes over ten different classifications of main livestock herds amongst the 
Rendillee and Gabra. Animal ownership rights, other than those given in Table 11.1, are beyond the scope of 
thee current chapter. 

66 Some other arrangements use animals as a form of symbiotic relationship between groups. For example, 
Aultt & Rutman (1979) give an account of the evolution of the communal land tenure to individual 
ownershipp rights in Africa and interesting examples of arrangements between herders and farmers. 
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TableTable 111 
TypologyTypology of main types of livestock ownership1 rights among pastoral groups 
Ownershipp Description of ownership rights 
rightss __ _ _ 
AA lal (Gabra, This refers to herds with regard to which an individual commands legitimate ownership and 
Rendillee and full mandatory power relating to decisions concerning the animals and owns all the progeny 
Borana)) of the females (O'Leary 1985; Sato 1992). This also includes taking decisions to sell on the 

markett and the owning of all the new-boms. 
MaatMaat in This refers to a form of long-term loaning arrangements where the loaned female animal and 
Rendillee and all the female offspring belong to the original lender and the borrower owns all the male 
d'abared'abare in offspring and enjoys benefits of subsistence products. The maal animal is institutionally 
Gabraa entrusted to someone to manage under prescribed rules of the trust system. While the 

borrowerr has limited rights and authority to pass a maal animal to a third party, the true 
ownerr (abba in Gabra; oyo in Rendille) has the right and may make the final decision to 
requestt back or withdraw such animals at his own discretion. 

Loann - In this case, the recipient has full access to products from such animals but no other rights of 
(Kalasime(Kalasime in use or to progeny when the animal is in his kraal. In other words, this is a short-term loan 
Gabraa and arrangement for benefits of access to products only and it reduces short-term food shortages 
KhalasimeKhalasime in among households. A kalasime female may be returned after a single lactating period, with 
Rendillee or without offspring, contingent upon the social relationship, the unity bond between 

entrustingg parties and the initial conditions of transfer. 
DD 'arran (in This is a term used for male animals in possession of the recipient as an agreement that on its 
Rendillee and return the lender promises to give a loan animal (often female) in return. This is often offered 
Gabra)) to as a gentleman's agreement (binding promise) when, at the moment at which the animal is 

exchanged,, the lender lacks a female animal in the herd to loan out. Today, borrowers are 
frequentlyy requested by lenders to search for female animals to barter with the male under 
hiss custody due to low growth of herds blamed on frequent droughts. 

In-custodyy This is a form of mutual trust, pooling of animals under a herding agreement between 
{Kennat{Kennat in households to ease herding problems such as herding labour shortages and is not a form of 
Boranaa and pseudo-ownership right as such, but rather a management strategy. Hence the person or the 
Gabra)) family in temporary possession of the herd has all rights of use and access to livestock 

productss such as milk and blood, but no mandate to change 'initial' ownership rights. This 
hass become more prevalent today owing to growing sedentarisation of former pastoral 
householdss in the region. ^ _ _ _ 

overr animals (thus alal) mostly take place within maternal and paternal relationships, 
involvingg relatives or descendents from the father's side (agnatic kin), the natural parents 
(genitors)) or in-laws (affine kin). Those herd transfers which also embody transfer of 
ownershipp rights are typically made in a social sphere because these transfers almost always 
happenn during social events. For instance, alal transfers9 regularly happen at traditional 

Thesee concepts are used mainly by the Gabra, Rendille and Boran pastoralists, but they are also applicable to 
thee Samburu in the area because of their close interaction with the Rendille. 
Satoo (1992) gives a detailed account of camel maal trust system and usufructory rights among the Rendille. 
Sato'ss descriptions of avoidance of patrilateral and sub-(clan) lending arrangements in Rendille do not apply 
too the Gabra. However, the two groups share the latent credit embedded in the trust camels. Our approach 
differss from Sato's analysis. We embed the animal trust system within the social capital framework, examine 
thee effect of the system on marketed off-takes and the implications of the pastoral settlement processes 
(usingg perceptions) for the mutual trust conventions of livestock transactions or loan arrangements. 
Animalss that have been the subject of transactions, via bartering or for cash, are rightfully owned by the 
buyerr and thus they are always alal. 
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ceremoniess such as marriage, sorios10 and memorial rites for the dead. These events as a rule 
congregatee a multitude of people. The presence of a great many people at social events 
providess proof of a judgement in thee absence of written transfer contracts. Thus, individuals at 
suchh events may be called upon to mediate in case misunderstandings crop up regarding such 
animals.. Individuals have the highest possible control and full ownership rights of alal herds. 
Thiss ownership right remains the most important one in terms of control and rights of use to 
herds. . 

Whenn animal transfers also include the transfer of ownership rights (alal) it is necessary 
forr the donor to rightfully own and have legitimate control over the animal." All other 
transferss are basically trusts. The transfer of ownership rights between close kins and other 
relationshipss spreads social ties over a wider society.12 A special characteristic of close kin 
giftt exchange is that there is no direct reciprocity. Such exchanges are as much about a loose 
sociall  commitment than a moral obligation. Even so, being born into a rich or poor family 
enabless a distinction to be made between acquired and inherited herds. Bride price, market-
basedd purchases, certain instances of barter exchanges and kin ties are a few ways of 
commonlyy acquiring alal animals. 

Sociall  relations and inter-personal bonds fuel all the other forms of ownership. Unlike an 
alalalal animal, a maal (or dabare) animal is lent indefinitely, but remains the property of the 
lenderr while the recipient gains use rights to the products and male offspring. Maal and 
kalasimekalasime female animals are acquired for long-term and short-term lending respectively. 
Thesee transfer practices allow the borrower to gain access rights to female offspring or animal 
productss (e.g. milk), without a change of ownership (O'Leary 1985: 78). A kalasime female 
mayy be returned after a single lactating period with or without offspring conditional on the 
sociall  relationship between the entrusting parties and the initial conditions of transfer. A 
femalee maal can also be lent to third parties and they therefore generate social relations and 
increasee one's scope of social security networks. 

AnimalAnimal transfers and social capital 
Thee animal transfer and loaning arrangements may have a multiplier effect on social relations 
betweenn parties. The lending transfer, particularly of maal animals, can effectively take place 
throughh a wide range of transactions and develop into a chain of social network13 relations 
betweenn individuals linked by trust animals. To illustrate, assume individual W lends animal 
AA to individual X. Animal A acquires female offspring B which X lends to Y and B acquires 

100 Generally speaking, sorio is one of the ritual sacrifices of an animal slaughter practised by the Gabra and the 
Rendillee and are performed at least three times a year. Tablino (1999: 328-30) gives 29 different types of 
soriosorio among the Gabra. 

111 Alal herds are rightfully owned by an individual and not by a clan as Soga (1997: 160) claims. In special 
circumstances,, such as massive livestock loss due to drought or raids, clan members (milo) get together to 
assistt a needy clan member (Dahl 1979; Bassi 1990). In the case of transfers of animals between parties in 
trustt the lender has the ultimate decision second to the original owner in the case of a trust animal. 

nn Patrilineal and matrilineal gratitude does not often take the form of gifts but rather words. This might 
motivatee some of the trust exchanges outside close kins. However, transfers among kins take place under 
firmfirm and active internal structures of genealogical social relations. 

133 Factors such as drought, raids, disease epidemics and rains regulate herd growth. These factors also affect 
thee individual's chance to make numerous transfers and thereby create lengthy networks and take advantage 
off  social insurance mechanisms of the animal trust system. 
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femalee offspring C which Y lends to Z and so on (Case I). This makes the system sound like 
individualss herding, managing and milking the animals of strangers, while being entitled to 
fulll  usufruct rights. Individuals may also repeatedly exchange animals to produce criss-
crossingg and complex inter-personal networks. For example, individual Z gives animal D to 
X,, Y gives animal E to individual W and so forth (Case II). Consequently the interwoven 
structurall  social relations make various animal ownership rights difficult to unveil. The social 
relationshipp of mutual reciprocity between the true owner (say W) and all sub-leasers (X, Y 
andd Z in our example of Case I) diminishes with every individual in the trust chain. This 
relationshipp protects the 'end-of-the-chain borrower' from exploitative reciprocity attached to 
thee network. However, the end-borrower (e.g. Z) maintains a strong institution of gift 
exchangee supported by norms of reciprocity and enforces the relationship with the immediate 
lenderr who entrusted animals with him or her (e.g. Y). The herd-based reciprocity of social 
relationss that links several families (e.g. Case II) is reinforced when they fully or partially 
overlap.. When they do not overlap, it is probable that the original or immediate lender will 
issuee sanctions to withdraw a trust animal from the present 'pseudo-owner' (e.g. Case I). By 
contrast,, social relations that slightly overlap balance reciprocity and reduce the threat of 
cancellationn or the danger of the compulsory withdrawal of trust animals.14 This leads to a 
betterr mutual relationship in which reciprocal exchanges between individuals in the multiple 
trustt are linked. Accordingly, the human social relations play a fundamental role in the 
transferr of herds. 

Al ll  animals have matrilineal names, earmarks and other brands which may not be changed, 
irrespectivee of tenure rights and frequency of transfers through the trust system. Such markers 
certainlyy concretise and affirm confidence in the system.15 It is through such features that the 
systemm gains credibility and can withstand the acid test of time. In addition, individual group 
identityy spells out norms, defines do's and don'ts and this also provides a platform for elders 
too mediate non-compliance issues and resolve conflicts (Sato 1992 offers some examples). 
Customaryy laws in turn provide the machinery for enforcing adherence to the trust system and 
providee guiding directives in ensuing penalties. Herd exchanges commonly occur within a 
singlee ethnic group because of shared cultural values, norms and beliefs. However, in special 
instances,, livestock exchanges can permeate ethnic borders owing to different groups sharing 
clanss (Schlee 1989) or even inter-marrying. Such transfers are likely to be constrained by 
differencess in languages, variations in trust regulations between groups and beliefs people 
harbourr about each other. They are secondary to the current study, however. 

Inter-personall  relationships play profoundly critical roles in social relations derived from a 
widee range of life experiences. The herding of animals together in one's youth, the sharing of 
onee village or livestock camp (ford), age-sets and the sharing of range units (d'edha -
neighbourhood)) are central to social relations. Overall, subtle elements of trust and 
interdependencee of norms, social values and self-assurance are all fundamental for the 
creationn of social relations and networks. After initial personal encounters, social relations are 
builtbuilt up and nurtured over the years. Once trusts are established and re-affirmed, individuals 
gainn confidence in others through observation, inter-personal conversation or hearsay from 

144 In special circumstances, trust animals may be withdrawn by lenders and there are also instances when such 
threatss are strictly prohibited (see Sato 1992: 74 and Soga 1997 for specific cases). 

155 See Sato (1992) for some specific examples of conflicts and resolution procedures relating to trust animals. 
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thirdd parties. Repeated interactions provide crucial information and allow individuals to 
gatherr information on the capabilities of all the other parties {cf. Lyon 2000). 

Placingg the animal trust system within the social capital framework, one central question 
concernss what constitutes and what produces social capital? Unfortunately, there is no single 
elementt of social relations that can be pinpointed as being social capital (Dasgupta 2002). 
Theree is a multitude of elements and varied components of social relationships covering close 
interpersonall  interactions, morals, norms, belief and value systems, codes of conduct, trust 
andd many other things that, when taken together, can constitute social capital. A great many 
elementss are embedded in the animal trust systems which together are relevant to social 
capital.. Social capital ingrained in the trust herds broadly falls into (i) a productive or real 
capitall  including all actual flows of goods and services such as draught power and milk 
gainedd from trust animals and (ii) 'non-productive or hidden capital', including 'invested but 
currentlyy unearned' benefits of social relations which individuals may earn at a deferred date 
(Barrettt & Reardon 2000). Established and re-affirmed trust and close interactions between 
personss constitute social resources. Livestock exchange provides only one of the seals to the 
commitmentt of social relations and is, for that matter, a productive social capital. 

However,, social relations do not serve economic or reciprocity goals alone, as if 
everythingg else is secondary to these goals. For example, doing good things to others is a 
virtuee and can be a self-satisfying act. Similarly, herd transfers can occur out of obligation of 
aa potential donor without an initial request from a recipient. This makes social relations a 
sourcee of moral concerns. Yet, negative adverse natural events that reduce livestock assets 
playy a role in contravening16 such ethical and other motivations that impel obligations. 
Herderss believe that God is powerful and also directly in control of everything and that He 
hass the power to make people poor or rich. In other words, a proper functioning of the herd 
redistributionn mechanisms may be influenced by an array of factors and conditions. 

ProceduresProcedures of herd acquisition 
Thee procedures for obtaining or petitioning for animals differ depending on the reasons and 
circumstancess leading to the transfer of a specific animal. Herd transfers for bride price and 
giftss borne out of rites for the dead are defined by customs. Transfers of alal herds between 
closee kins are often requested ('begged') at traditional ceremonies. If accepted, elders bless a 
herdd gift, which can be a live animal, an unbom one or a subsequent pregnancy. The tying of 
alalalal transfers to social events differentiates its acquisition from other forms of rights. Whether 
animalss are alal or maal depend on the terms of contract at the time of animal exchange, and 
whetherr the lender rightfully owns a given animal. These also determine whether a specific 
giftt entails transfer of ownership rights or not, and whether such transfers are mostly valid for 
camelss and cattle. 

Alll  other trustt herd transfer processes begin with a proposal and are followed by a series of 
visitss accompanied by petty gifts (Soga 1997: 163) prior to the actual gift transfer.17 From the 

166 There is a general belief among herders that God sends rains or droughts or makes a poor person rich or a 
richh man poor {cf. the Borana saying: Waaqii harree galgallatu; literally meaning God is a wallowing 
donkey),, which is analogous to the English expression 'God's case has no appeal'. 

177 Animal transfers are also constrained by lunar months and days of the week regarded as propitious for 
exchangee of animals. For example, the months of yaga and soom deer and Mondays and Thursdays are 
propitiouss (See Tablino 1999: 39; Schlee 1991) 
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timee of request to the actual time of a non-alal animal gift, negotiations take place between 
thee potential lender and the borrower. When maal and kalasime animals are exchanged, the 
rightfulrightful ownership of the animal is vested in the original donor or his genitors. The former 
involvess a longer period of transfer and therefore has consequences for temporal control over, 
andd access to, animal products for the lender. Comparatively, it is likely that acquisition of a 
femalee maal animal (mostly camels and occasionally cattle) will take longer than kalasime 
andd will entail a more elaborate trust between parties. Unlike transfers of alal animals, 
transferss of trust animals do not need social events to take effect but they do require a double 
coincidencee of certain months and days of the week which are believed to be propitious by the 
groupss (see Tablino 1999). More importantly, a broad range of basic social attributes of trust 
primarilyy determines the direction of herd transfers between individuals and between the rich 
andd the poor households. 

ConditionsConditions of herd transfers 
Chapterr 3 illustrated the traditional ways of counting time among the main pastoral groups 
studiedd and also demonstrated correlations between the Gregorian and the local communities' 
calendarss (see Tablino 1999 for more details on the Gabra). Some months of the year and 
dayss of the week as well are considered more propitious for the exchange of animals than 
others.. Likewise, certain days and specific months are considered more favourable as well as 
centrall  to inter-households herd transfers. As Tablino (1999: 38) correctly points out, while 
Mondayy and Thursdays are the most auspicious days and Friday and Sunday fairly auspicious, 
otherr days of the week are considered not auspicious. Following on from Chapter 3, Yaqa and 
SoomSoom d'eera I and II (in Gabra) are considered very propitious months (ibid.: 39). These days 
andd months are also the most preferred ones for performing traditional sacrifices, ceremonies 
andd other events, which are considered to be important. 

Thus,, with reference to herd transfers, once herd transfer negotiations have been finalised 
andd animal exchange procedures settled, the month and the days of the week should be 
auspiciouss to permit effective inter-kraal herd transfers. In other words, the days-months 
conditionss should jointly permit the successful exchange of herds between parties. 

Thee structure of herd ownership rights 

Pastorall  households seem to specialise equally in livestock production, but they are 
diversifiedd as regards the types of livestock reared and especially the ownership rights under 
whichh the animals are held. Rights to animals and herd composition pervade all aspects of the 
subsistencee livestock sector. These rights concern control over animals, access to and use of 
livestockk products, social relations of herd transfer and effective marketed off-takes. 
However,, the livestock transfer literature has so far paid littl e attention to the performance of 
thee social institutions governing ownership, access and use and is silent on the relevance of 
animall  ownership rights for marketed off-take. Yet, via social relations, norms and 
conformityy to expectations of trust, individuals use 'endowment mapping' to transform 
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(communal)) herd endowment into (private) entitlements.18 Different procedures and 
circumstancess of animal transfers give rise to various forms of animal tenure and access to 
livestockk resources, implying that there is a difference between owning animals and having 
accesss to them. Torry (1978: 205) defines 'an 'access herd' as 'livestock that a man is actually 
keepingg at his residence at any give time ... whether or not he owns all of them'. Command 
overr and access to animals at a residential home does not exclude animal ownership rights 
elsewheree nor is it decisive for one's herd wealth. Having animals away from the home 
residencee only means that a specific household momentary lacks entitlements to the products 
off  part of its herd. Access to current subsistence livestock products is, in essence, the outcome 
off  herd-splitting strategies between home-based (awicha) and fora herds (herds grazing in a 
campp away from the residence), while a household may also miss products from its own herds 
lentt out to others. Herd separation from the home residence {olid) has become a common 
practicee linked to the increased sedentarisation of pastoral households (O'Leary 1996; Fratkin 
etet al. 1999). The strategy of herd separation necessitates making a distinction between 
householdd herd size and access to livestock products.19 Additionally, access to livestock 
productss can be seriously influenced by inter-household livestock exchanges, which fact also 
accountss for varied herd tenure. In the survey questionnaire we asked for the number of 
animalss in different modes of ownership rights. 

TheThe composition of herd tenure on the mountain 
Tablee 11.2 summarises the structure of animal tenure regimes of the sample population on the 
mountain.. The table shows the distribution of animals over the different animal ownership 
rightsrights distinguished in Table 11.1. The aggregate of non-alal animals indicates the extent of 
herdd sharing and their distribution across various non-alal rights attest to the strength of herd 
sharing.. Instances in which the share of alal animals is 100 per cent indicate that all animals 
inn one's herd are fully owned. 

Overall,, probing the ratios of non-alal animals in the aggregate herd size clearly shows 
systematicc and proportionately lower ratios of non-alal animals for small stock than for cattle 
andd again lower ratios for cattle than for camels in 1998 (about 16 per cent for camels, 6 per 
centt for cattle and 2 per cent for small stock). These ratios were about 29 per cent for camels, 
99 per cent for cattle and 4 per cent for small stock in 2000. These fractions inter-temporally 
increasedd for all the herds between 1998 and 2000 (i.e. by 2 per cent for small stock; 3 per 
centt for cattle and 13 per cent for camels). These figures reveal that the proportion of non-alal 
animalss increased more for camels than for cattle and small stock. The modest change in the 

188 According to Leach et al. (1999: 232) endowment mapping refers to 'a process of mapping by which 
individual'ss initial  ownership of assets, or resources, is transformed into a set of entitlements'. The concept 

«thuss bridges the concepts of'endowment' - an individual initial  ownership of resources -and 'entitlement' -
'aa set of goods and services that an individual can command using total rights under prevailing 
opportunities'' (Leach et al. 1999: 232). These concepts were first developed by Sen (1981) to show that 
peoplee can starve due to lack of command over food while overall there is enough food. Leach et al. (1999; 
232-233)) later extended the entitlement approach to environmental resources. 

199 Access to livestock products depends on the proximity of the herds to the home base and herding labour 
arrangement:: whether own herds are looked after by paid labour or whether they are under custody of 
mutuall  trust labour. In the latter case, a herder's access to milk serves as payment of herding labour in kind. 
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TableTable 11.2 
Herdd ownership rights (%) of households on the mountain 

a.a. 1998 
MoistMoist part 
Diri bb G. 
Badassa a 
Sagante e 
Kituruni i 
Subtotal Subtotal 

Alal l 
Cattle e 

Maal l 

ofof the mountain 
1000 0.0 
99.0 0 
90.6 6 
88.1 1 
94.3 94.3 

1.0 0 
1.4 4 
7.6 6 
2.6 2.6 

DryDry part of the mountain 
H.. Hula 92.7 2.9 
Karare e 

Subtotal Subtotal 
Total: Total: 
N N 
Mean Mean 

Std.. dev. 

92.5 5 
92.6 92.6 

93.7 93.7 
215 215 

8.3 8.3 
8.9 8.9 

0.0 0 
1.3 1.3 

2.2 2.2 
21 21 
2.0 2.0 
0.1 0.1 

SurveyedSurveyed in 1998 only 
M.. Jillo 98.5 1.5 
{dryy part) 
D/baricha a 
(moist) ) 

100 0 0.0 0 

Loan/ / 
d'aran n 

0.0 0 
0.0 0 
2.3 3 
0.3 3 
0.6 0.6 

1.8 8 
4.6 6 
3.4 3.4 

1.5 1.5 
13 13 
2.2 2.2 
1.2 1.2 

0.0 0 

0.0 0 

Un--
der r 
Care e 

0.0 0 
0.0 0 
5.8 8 
4.0 0 
2.5 2.5 

2.6 6 
2.9 9 
2.7 2.7 

2.6 2.6 
9 9 
5.4 5.4 
4.5 4.5 

0.0 0 

0.0 0 

Alal l 

100 0 
0.0 0 

61.5 5 
100 0 
76.7 76.7 

88.3 3 
0.0 0 

88.3 88.3 

84.2 84.2 
19 19 
53 53 
5.5 5.5 

0.0 0 

0.0 0 

Camel l 
Maal l 

0.0 0 
0.0 0 

30.8 8 
0.0 0 

18.6 18.6 

3.9 9 
0.0 0 
3.9 3.9 

9.2 9.2 
3 3 
3.6 3.6 
3.8 3.8 

0.0 0 

0.0 0 

Loan/ / 
d'aran20 0 

0* * 
0.0 0 
7.7 7 
0.0 0 
4.7 4.7 

1.3 3 
0.0 0 
1.3 1.3 

2.5 2.5 
2 2 
1.5 1.5 
0.7 0.7 

0.0 0 

0.0 0 

Un--
der r 
care e 

0.0 0 
0.0 0 
0.0 0 
0.0 0 
0 0 

6.5 5 
0.0 0 
6.5 6.5 

4.2 4.2 
2 2 
2.5 2.5 
2.1 2.1 

0.0 0 

0.0 0 

Alal l 

100 0 
100 0 
100 0 

89.8 8 
98.1 98.1 

99.7 7 
89.7 7 
98.2 98.2 

98.1 98.1 
215 215 

6.6 6.6 
14.3 14.3 

100 0 

100 0 

Smalll  stock 
Maal l 

0.0 0 
0.0 0 
0.0 0 
0.0 0 
0.0 0.0 

0.0 0 
0.0 0 
0.0 0.0 

0.0 0.0 
0 0 
0 0 

0.0 0 

0.0 0 

Loan/ / 
d'aran n 

0.0 0 
0.0 0 
0.0 0 
0.0 0 
0.0 0.0 

0.0 0 
8.2 2 
1.2 1.2 

0.5 0.5 
1 1 
8.0 8.0 

0.0 0 

0.0 0 

Un--
der r 
care e 

0.0 0 
0.0 0 
0.0 0 

10.2 2 
1.9 1.9 

0.3 3 
2.1 1 
0.6 0.6 

1.3 1.3 
3 3 
6.3 6.3 
7.5 7.5 

0.0 0 

0.0 0 

b.b. 2000 
MoistMoist part of the mountain 
Diri bb G. 98.2 1.8 
Badassa a 
Sagante e 
Kituruni i 
Subtotal Subtotal 

100 0 
92.3 3 
83.0 0 
92.0 92.0 

0.0 0 
3.3 3 
7.0 0 
3.6 3.6 

DryDry part of the mountain 
HulaH.. 91.3 8.2 
Karare e 
Subtotal Subtotal 
Total Total 
N N 
Mean Mean 
Std.Std. dev. 

85.3 3 
88.7 88.7 
90.9 90.9 

198 198 
9.2 9.2 
9.7 9.7 

1.0 0 
5.1 5.1 
4.1 4.1 

27 27 
3.0 3.0 
5.5 5.5 

0.0 0 
0.0 0 
1.5 5 
0.9 9 
0.6 0.6 

0.0 0 
0.0 0 
0.0 0.0 
0.4 0.4 
4 4 
2.0 2.0 
1.4 1.4 

0.0 0 
0.0 0 
2.9 9 
9.1 1 
3.8 3.8 

0.5 5 
13.7 7 

6.2 6.2 
4.6 4.6 

20 20 
4.6 4.6 
5.5 5.5 

0.0 0 
0.0 0 

71.0 0 
0.0 0 

71.0 71.0 

28.6 6 
13.7 7 
70.6 70.6 
70.7 70.7 
10 10 

7.0 7.0 
8.8 8.8 

0.0 0 
0.0 0 

29.0 0 
0.0 0 
2.9 2.9 

71.4 4 
0.0 0 

29.4 29.4 
29.3 29.3 
6 6 
4.8 4.8 
2.6 2.6 

0.0 0 
0.0 0 
0.0 0 
0.0 0 
0.0 0.0 

0.0 0 
0.0 0 
0.0 0.0 
0.0 0.0 
0 0 
0 0 

---

0.0 0 
0.0 0 
0.0 0 
0.0 0 
0.0 0.0 

0.0 0 
0.0 0 
0.0 0.0 
0.0 0.0 
0 0 
0 0 

--

99.3 3 
87.5 5 

100 0 
97.6 6 
99.2 99.2 

90.7 7 
97.7 7 
92.9 92.9 
96.1 96.1 

203 203 
8.0 8.0 

15.0 15.0 

0.7 7 
12.5 5 
0.0 0 
0.0 0 
0.5 0.5 

9.3 3 
0.0 0 
6.4 6.4 
3.4 3.4 

22 22 
0.3 0.3 
3.5 3.5 

0.0 0 
0.0 0 
0.0 0 
0.0 0 
0.0 0.0 

0.0 0 
0.0 0 
0.0 0.0 
0.0 0.0 
0 0 
0 0 

--

0.0 0 
0.0 0 
0.0 0 
2.4 4 
0.4 0.4 

0.0 0 
2.3 3 
0.7 0.7 
0.5 0.5 
8 8 
0 0 
0.4 0.4 

Notes: : 
a.. Small stock denotes goats and sheep holdings. 
b.. Mean herd holdings under each tenure regime are derived from valid cases only (i.e. n 
c.. The "0 " denotes no reported cases, '0.0' denotes zero-percent and this will be used 

doublee "--" means standard deviation could not be computed because no animal 
ownershipp category. 

Source:Source: Household survey, 1998 and 2000. 

-- the valid sub sample) 
throughoutt this chapter. The 
ownedd belonged to a given 

structuree of cattle rights between the years is accounted for by an increase of maal (from 2.2 
perr cent to 4.1 per cent) and in custody (under care; from 2.6 per cent to 4.6 per cent). The 

Loann tenure constitutes kalasime and d'arran. Overall, d'arran accounts for about 7% of the cattle among 
thee mobile households, 39% of the camels and 28% of the small stocks of the loan animals in 1998 which 
wass the only time when we researched these ownerships separately. 
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relativee increase in non-alal camels is mainly attributable to an increase in maal animals 
(fromm 9.2 to 29.3 per cent), while the proportion of camels under temporary care decreased 
fromfrom 4.2 per cent to zero. 

Householdss in the villages in the dry zone had about 12 per cent of the camels in non-alal 
ownershipp in 1998 and about 29 per cent in 2000. The corresponding proportions are about 7 
perr cent and 11 per cent for cattle in 1998 and 2000 respectively and nearly 2 per cent and 7 
perr cent for small stock. For the villages in the moist area, non-alal herds accounted for about 
233 per cent and 29 per cent of the entire camel herd in 1998 and 2000 respectively, about 6 
andd 8 per cent for cattle and 2 and less than 1 per cent for small stock. Relatively speaking, 
householdss in the dry zone owned more small stock in private insurance, taking the share of 
non-alalnon-alal in total herds as indicative for this strategy. 

Theree is an apparent heterogeneity in the structure of herd tenure between the sites. For 
example,, Kituruni has the highest and Hula Hula a moderate number of maal cattle compared 
too other villages in 1998, while Hula Hula also had a modest number of cattle in d'arran 
(loan)) during this period. In addition Kituruni, Hula Hula and Karare were the only villages 
wheree households had small stock 'in custody' and Kituruni, Karare, Sagante and Hula Hula 
weree the only villages where households held cattle in custody in 1998. Households in Karare 
hadd relatively high numbers of cattle and small stock in d'arran in relation to other villages. 

Whenn the household's members jointly tender their own herds and those of other 
households,, other households would term this arrangement as animal in custody. This 
referencee applies regardless of whether herds are at home or at the satellite camps (fora). A 
paidd labour arrangement is regarded neither as a fully pledged social trust nor as a social tie, 
althoughh employment decisions may require the employer's general assessment of one's trust. 
Inn the case of paid herding labour, the herd owner may not authorise the sale of animal 
productss (e.g. milk) for private benefits and the herder(s) may deliver such products to the 
herdd owner if animals are close to the home. Animals in custody, either through paid herding 
labourr or the pooling of herding labour, are thus treated as low-ranking trust arrangements. 
Tablee 11.2 shows that these arrangements are covered by animals in custody (or care) of 
others.. However they signify different forms of social relations and involve different contracts 
comparedd to high-rank forms of the trust system such as maal and kalasime. 

Withinn the provisions of social security, animals under care or in custody constitute more 
off  a strategy to pool-herding labour and address labour shortages rather than animal 
ownershipp rights as such. The herd entrusting unit may allocate own labour to different herd 
taskss on a rotational basis. Herders' informants pointed out that the pooling of herding labour 
iss based on mutual trust and one's perceived knowledge of an individual herder's herd 
managementt capabilities, the ability to assess and effectively move herds between patchy 
rangee resources. The herder's qualities are said to matter because they are seen as a positive 
correlatee of herd survival. For example, livestock losses due to a herder's negligence or 
inappropriatee decisions on spatial herd mobility may entail a substantial risk of asset loss. 
Hence,, pooling herding labour also implies an amount of trust and is linked closely with 
confidencee between families and individual herders. 
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TheThe composition of herd tenure in the lowlands 
Thee composition of the non-alal herds of the semi-mobile groups (i.e. the groups investigated 
inn 1998) was about 42 per cent for camels and cattle in Maikona, 42 per cent and 10 per cent 
forr camel and cattle in Korr and about 1 per cent for small stock at both sites (Table 11.3). In 
2000,, when we studied the settled households in the lowlands, the proportion of non-alal 
animalss in Maikona and Korr amounted to about 42 per cent and 18 per cent for camels and to 
aboutt 22 per cent and 4 per cent for cattle, respectively. The alal small stock makes up over 
999 per cent of the entire herd possessed by households in 2000. The mobile households (1998) 
aree on average likely to have more camels, cattle and small stock in private insurance relative 
too the settled households (2000), which might be indicative of either changes in inter-
householdd herd sharing or different means of social allocation of resources external to the 
animall  trust system. By a way of comparison, the households in Maikona exhibited a more 
evenn distribution of animals in various forms of ownership in relation to Korr, apart from 
loanA// 'arran camels in 2000, and cattle and small stock in custody (or under care) in 1998. 

TableTable 11.3 
Herdd ownership rights (%) of households in the lowlands 

Cattlee Camel Small stock 

a.. 1998 
Maikona a 
Korr r 
Total l 
n n 
Mean n 

Std.. dev. 
b.. 2000 
Maikona a 
Korr r 
Total l 
n n 
Mean n 

Std.dev. Std.dev. 

Alal l 

57.5 5 
89.6 6 
73.5 5 
36 6 
8.6 6 

11.3 3 

77.5 5 
96.2 2 
92.8 8 
52 2 
9.8 8 

19.1 1 

Maal l 

37.7 7 
5.2 2 

21.5 5 
18 8 
5.1 1 
6.3 3 

16.6 6 
3.3 3 
7.4 4 

10 0 
4.2 2 
4.0 0 

Loan/ / 
dd 'aran 

4.1 4.1 
2.4 4 
3.5 5 

77 7 
0.2 2 
0.7 7 

0.0 0 
0.0 0 

0 0 
0 0 
--

Un--
der r 
care e 

0.0 0 
2.8 8 
1.4 4 
2 2 
3 3 
2.8 8 

5.9 9 
0.5 5 
2.2 2 
3 3 
4.7 7 
4.7 7 

Alal l 

57.5 5 
58.3 3 
57.8 8 
74 4 
7.4 4 
5.7 7 

57.7 7 
82.1 1 
73.7 7 
46 6 
6.0 0 
6.1 1 

Maal l 

31.0 0 
34.4 4 
32.3 3 
64 4 
4.8 8 
4.4 4 

41.5 5 
16.7 7 
25.3 3 
25 5 

3.8 8 
4.3 3 

Loan/ / 
dd 'aran 

9.6 6 
7.3 3 
8.7 7 

77 7 
1.1 1 
1.4 4 

0.8 8 
0.8 8 
1.0 0 
2 2 
1.5 5 
0.7 7 

Un--
der r 
care e 

1.9 9 
0.0 0 
1.1 1 

12 2 
0.9 9 
2.6 6 

0.0 0 
:.4 4 
0.3 3 
1 1 
1.0 0 
--

Alal l 

98.9 9 
98.8 8 
98.9 9 
77 7 
78.6 6 
66.5 5 

99.4 4 
100 0 
99.7 7 
94 4 
51.8 8 
71.8 8 

Maal l 

0.3 3 
0.0 0 
0.2 2 
5 5 
2.4 4 
3.4 4 

0.1 1 
0.0 0 
0.0 0 
3 3 
1.0 0 
--

Loan/ / 
d'ara d'ara 

n n 

0.4 4 
1.1 1 
0.6 6 

77 7 
0.5 5 
2.5 5 

0.5 5 
0.0 0 
0.3 3 

10 0 
0.1 1 
1.0 0 

Un--
der r 
care e 

0.4 4 
0.2 2 
0.3 3 
6 6 
3.0 0 
4.0 0 

0.0 0 
0.0 0 
0.0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

--
Notes: : 

a.. 'Loan' includes Kalasime and d 'aran animals. 
b.. In this table, the double '--' means that standard deviations could not be computed because no animal owned 

belongedd to a given ownership category; '0' means no reported case and thus a zero mean; and '0.0' means zero-
percent. . 

Source:Source: Household survey, 1998 and 2000. 

Att this point it is interesting to compare the proportion of alal animals - expressed as a 
ratioo of the total animals owned (herds) - on the mountain and in the lowlands. For the sample 
sites,, the ratios of alal in the total herd were about 94 per cent for cattle and 84 per cent for 
camelss on the mountain in 1998. In the lowlands, the equivalent shares were 74 per cent for 
cattlee and 58 per cent for camels. In 2000, the ratios of alal cattle and camels in total herds 
weree about 91 per cent and 71 per cent respectively and about 93 per cent and 74 per cent 
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respectivelyy on the mountain and in the lowlands. The proportion of alal small stock 
remainedd roughly about 98 per cent of the total herd, during both surveys and for all sites. 

Thee households in the lowlands show a wide spectrum of herd ownership, rights, hence 
herd-sharingg arrangements, compared to the mountain. A considerable share of camels -
aboutt 31 per cent in Maikona and 34 per cent in Korr - was in maal loan in 1998. These 
proportionss remain high when compared to other sites and to other animal species. The low 
percentagee of camels in alal compared to cattle and small stock and the low proportion of 
cattlee in alal relative to small stock in the composition of the herds suggests that a higher 
proportionn of the camel herd is held in trust as compared to cattle and small stock, while the 
samee applies to cattle compared to small stock. The importance of participation in the animal 
trustt system is based on a range of benefits such as access to milk in case of a female 
Kalasime,Kalasime, derived from trust herds by recipients. 

Thee ultimate significance of trust animals and the inter-household transfer of herds 
betweenn households in a community lie in their total contribution to human welfare. The 
actuall  transfers of animals rely on trusts and yet the social relations and specific 
circumstancess that fuel the transfer of animals determine the form of herd tenure. For 
example,, animals entrusted to other parties for a short-term period allow the custodian to 
enjoyy benefits of products only, while under maal the custodian benefits from both current 
consumptionn and rightful ownership of male offspring. 

Thee herders' loan practices - especially a re-allocation21 from herd-rich owners to herd-
poorr ones - result in more equity of resource allocation by reducing short-run wasteful 
surplusess in subsistence production. Alal rights emerge as the most dominant ownership rights 
forr all the main livestock types and are followed by maal, which is in accordance with our 
priorr expectations regarding herd sharing. As a general rule, and subject to the underlying 
rationalee of herd-sharing behaviour, one would expect to find that the more diverse the 
compositionn of households' herds, the more balanced herds are distributed over the different 
ownershipp claims. In such situations there would presumably be a strong degree of social 
contractss and societal support framework between households. In this respect, the mobile 
householdss (and settled households in the lowlands as well) engaged quite a lot in camel 
sharingg compared to the households on the mountain. In 1998, 42 per cent of the camels of 
mobilee lowland households were non-alal as compared to 12-26 per cent of the camels of 
householdss on the mountain, despite the fact that the lowland households only owned a few 
camels.. On average, the households on the mountain also had fewer cattle in trust, with higher 
sharess of non-alal in 2000, than the households in the lowlands. However, the animal trust 
systemm still appears to be important for the settled households both on the mountain and in the 
lowlandss in the 2000 survey. The ratios of alal small stock in the total herds are always higher 
onn the mountain than for camel and cattle at all the sites. It is therefore safe to assume that the 
mobilee group has a moderately high proportion of cattle and camel in trust (i.e. non-alaf) 
relativee to other villages. This also suggests that this group has a more robust private 

Thiss should be interpreted to mean that animal transfers are from herd-rich to herd-poor parties. This mode 
off  herd transfers is, however, partly questioned in a later section of the chapter. 
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insurancee compared to the settled groups, although this does not inevitably mean that the 
mobilee group enjoys a better social insurance mechanism.22 

InterimInterim summary 
Householdss participate in the animal trust system and diversify their herd tenure for a number 
off  reasons. The participation in the system allows households to accumulate herds, smoothen 
currentt consumption and minimise risk shocks that herders in arid and semi-arid regions face 
timee and again. For example ex ante gifts of maal livestock are used for self-provisioning in 
futuree consumption and ex post female kalasime gifts (including short and medium term 
exchange)) are used to counter crises and mitigate risk exposures. These motives jointly justify 
whyy households have differentiated rights over animals. Households in the lowland sites have 
aa larger proportion of cattle and camels in maal trust compared to households on the 
mountain,, both in 1998 and in 2000, with the exception of households in Korr holding camels 
inn 2000. The moist and dry agronomic zones show a mixed pattern of cattle and camels in 
maal.maal. The shares of maal trust offer dissimilar households pathways for self-insurance across 
thee ecological locations. However, animal ownership rights can fluctuate and vary over time, 
sincee rights to animals can shift between various tenure regimes through time. 

Thee modes of and institutional arrangements for livestock sharing and animal ownership 
rightss are likely to have different implications for different ethnic groups and are also likely to 
affectt social relationships and networks across households differently. By way of an 
illustration,, Badassa and Dirib display fewer qualitative counts of herds in different 
ownershipp rights in 1998 and 2000, while Manyatta Jillo displays the same in 1998 when 
comparedd to other villages (Table 11.2). This may suggest the existence of a system of 
interpersonall  networks and a distinct institutional structure different from social relations 
identifiedd with the livestock trust system and related herd transfers. Perhaps it will seem true 
thatt households from herding backgrounds such as the Boran (Dirib and M. Jillo) are hit 
harderr by a relatively poor distribution of herd tenure regimes unlike the Burji (Daka-baricha) 
andd the Amhars in Badassa refugee settlement, for example. 

Thee animal trust system, based on lending arrangements, rests on social security of 
mechanismss of sharing livestock assets across wealth levels. Subject to the conditions of alal 
herdd transfer, a donor's legitimate herd ownership would determine whether the transfer of 
animalss embodies rights to animal products only, or whether transfer also covers ownership 
rightss to the animal. In addition, a donor's rightful ownership of specific animals (discussed 
earlier),, one's wealth level (see section on diversity of herd tenure below) and social distances 
betweenn the contracting parties may also influence herd transfers and rights embedded in 
transferr herds. These factors control the resources available to individuals through social 
strategiess of herd sharing. For example, alal and maal animals are a strategic insurance used 
byy herding households to defend themselves against unexpected exposure to future risks, 
whilee kalasime and other forms of animal transfer (apart from d'arrari) are generally inter-
temporall  consumption-smoothing lending arrangements given the economic environment and 
thee motives for transferring animals. The short-term lending arrangements {e.g. kalasime) 

1111 To understand the level of social insurance among the households we have to know the proportion of trust 
animalss in the total herds of the sample households, which are entrusted within the sample households. This 
iss something we, unfortunately, do not know. 
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constitutee a weak form of herd tenure but form a critical indicator of household's resource 
claimss to meet current food needs. In this regard, those factors which ultimately produce 
sociall  networks are integral components of livestock-based social capital. In general the social 
institutionss of herd sharing serve to re-distribute herds and spread risks amongst households23 

inn arid environments that are frequently prone to variable shocks. On the basis of herd tenure, 
herdd sharing seems to have a decreasing function within the framework of total livestock 
wealth.. In that sense, the rich herd owners have a diverse herd tenure of animal ownership in 
theirr own kraal, while the poor herd owners practise less diversified herd tenure. 

Householdd responses to and measures to combat negative shocks may be studied through: 
(i)) households' herd-sharing behaviour and/or (ii) short/medium term reactive aid responses 
too enable households to cope with crises. The prevailing inter-household livestock exchanges, 
basedd on past herd lending24 (excluding alal animals), involve animals presently in trust. In 
theory,, the wider the herds are spread across different forms of ownership rights, the better 
thee allocation of livestock resources. An attempt to measure such a spread is the subject we 
nextt turn to. 

Measuress of herd tenure diversity 

Diversificationn literature tells us that the relatively wealthy are more able to invest in other 
activities.. They diversify to accumulate assets unlike the poor who diversify out of 
inevitabilityy (Littl e 1983; Vedeld 1990; Barrett & Reardon 2000; Littl e et al. 2001). This fact 
iss analogous to the hypothesis mat relatively rich herders diversify to accumulate herds, albeit 
thatt they protect themselves differently compared to the poor herd owners. Observations show 
thatt the rich herd owners are less diversified into alternative sources of income. 

Programmess to diversify the pastoral economy have regular biases towards agricultural 
activitiess (Littl e et al 2001; Dietz & Salih 1997). Diversification within the pastoral sector 
hass been neglected and empirical work in this area is limited. To compensate for that lacuna, 
thiss subsection pays attention to diversification within herds and measures the diversity of 
herdd tenure for self-insurance. The indices of diversity used in this section are widely applied 
inn the ecological theory literature of conservation biology (Patil & Tailie 1982; Gollop & 
Monahann 1991) and in micro-economic theory as well to study the mix of firm's products 
(Jovanovicc 1993). Such measures are, however, applied in a limited fashion in other 
disciplines.25 5 

Ass a result of past inter-household herd transfers, the households under study have 
heterogeneouss herd ownership which is an important indication of diversification behaviour. 
Measuringg diversification of herd tenure implies that one determines how different livestock 

233 The distributional pattern of herd transfers across wealth differences, herd-rich to herd-poor households, is 
examinedd in a later section of this chapter. 

2424 Unfortunately, we have no way of telling past alal transfers between the households. This remains a 
weaknesss in this analysis. 

255 These indices are similar to Gini's coefficient which is widely used to measure income distribution in 
economicc studies or welfare economics. 
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ownershipp rights that arise from herd sharing are distributed over the animals in a herd. 
Thus,, this section specifically addresses how households diversify their herd tenure.27 A 
qualitativee count of different forms of tenure for each herd type, as we performed in the 
precedingg section, is one way of measuring diversity of current herd tenure. In our case, for 
example,, we identified four main types of animal ownership rights. However, this approach 
ignoress the relative weight of herds in each tenure regime. In this section, we use herd 
numberss in each tenure regime as weights to measure diversity of herd tenure. The differential 
distributionn and heterogeneity of ownership rights in household herds across livestock types 
andd households permits us to derive a measure of herd diversity hence the degree of herd 
tenuree diversification among pastoral households. Such a measure of herd tenure diversity is 
betterr than the qualitative count, because it takes into account the number of animals under 
eachh ownership right and allows us to determine an index of herd tenure diversification of the 
householdss (see equations 11. Land 11.2). The Herfindahl index28 (Jovanosic 1993: 201) and 
thee Shannon-Weiner index of species diversity (Risser et al. 1971; Willson 1974; Rotenberry 
1978;; Rotenberry & Wiens 1980), as defined below, are used to quantify herd ownership 
rightss through a diversification29 approach; 

(11.1)) Herfindahl index: DH = 1 - £?r,.2 

and d 

(11.2)) Shannon-Weiner index: Dsw = - £ ( JT ,)log(flr ,) 

Wheree D is the diversity index of herd ownership rights; s is the number of herd ownership 
rightsrights for each herd type {i.e. the qualitative count of herd diversity) and Tt; is the ratio of 
individuall  herd tenure regime contributed by ith herd tenure (herd tenure richness or relative 
abundance)) in the total herd size. The diversity index takes a value between 0 and 1 and the 

266 Recent inter-household herd exchanges and past herd transfers are the two ways of assessing the role of 
traditionall  institutions of herd sharing. The past herd transfers, all herds currently in trust, form the sole 
concernn of this subsection. 

277 The pastoral households diversify herd tenure for a number of reasons: recurrent and various shock-inducing 
factorss such as droughts, raids, disease epidemics etc. that cause differentiated livestock losses, the absence 
off  informal insurance and credit markets and heterogeneous households herd sizes. These factors have been 
discussedd at varying length in Chapters 4, 7, 10 and are also a subject of Chapter 16. Household herd sharing 
andd the consequent diverse herd tenure as discussed in this chapter is motivated by the households' need to 
spreadd risks and pool resources, and is principally based on differences in livestock-based resources and 
uncertaintyy about future events and herd sizes. 

2%2% The Herfindahl index is commonly used to measure diversification of a firm's or industry's production of a 
numberr of products (see Jovanosic 1993 for some review of this literature). This index function is basically a 
complementaryy proportion of Simpson's index (a measure of concentration): D = 5^ (Yi/N), where Y; is the 
proportionn of i*  species (i.e. herd tenure) in the sample and N is the total number of species {i.e. herds) in a 
givenn community (i.e. herd type). We indicate the quotient of the ratio in the brackets using 7tj and we use 
herdd tenure and herd ownership rights interchangeably. 

299 See Barrett and Reardon (2001) for some merits and demerits of these two indices. Rotenberry (1978) 
providess justifications for the use of different indices to measure diversity, even though empirical results do 
nott depend on the choice of index (see Gollop and Monahan 1991). 
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largerr the value of the indexes the greater the diversity in question. Consequently, the larger 
thee index values and ostensibly the more diverse herd tenure, the better the insurance cover 
andd the stronger the security networks. 

Thee distributional pattern of household herds across different tenure regimes (or across 
locationss or wealth levels) is equivalent to the evenness of herd tenure diversification, i.e. the 
degreee to which animals in individual ownership are equally represented among the different 
herdd tenure regimes.31 

Increasedd herd tenure diversity across such dimensions as location and wealth level leads 
too a more desirable sharing of livestock resources and more effective social insurance and 
networkss among regions and households. This would also give an indication of the state of the 
institutionall  structure of herd sharing. Herd sharing and embodied social relations permit 
householdss to realise social-economic gains. Moreover, the absence of herd sharing certainly 
presentss herders with greater production variability. 

Thee crucial issue is linked to the measure of dispersion of herd tenure, as expressed in 
diversificationn terms. Here we primarily focus on the degree of spread of herds over tenure 
categoriess across ecological zones, between agronomic zones and across herd-wealth scales. 

DiversificationDiversification of herd tenure across agro-ecological zones 
Thee Herfindahl index (DH) indices give a measure of 0.6 for camels in the lowlands and 0.3 
onn the mountain in 1998, which means that tenure diversity in camel herds is moderate at both 
locations,, though twice as large in the lowlands than on the mountain. The equivalent 
Shannon-Weinerr index (Dsw) indices are 0.4 and 0.3, correspondingly. Camel herds show a 
Dsww tenure diversification of 0.3 for the moist and 0.2 for the dry zones on the mountain. 
Overall,, the camel DH index was nearly 0.4 and the Dsw index about 0.3 for settled households 
inn the lowlands in 2000. Small stock has a diversity index close to zero, which is negligible, 
forr all sites. 

Thee moist agronomic zone shows a Dsw camel diversification that is 1.4 times higher than 
thee dry zone in 1998: that is an index of 0.29 as opposed to 0.20, respectively. Yet camel 
ownershipp is quite low on the mountain and furthermore camels rarely stay at residential 
homess on the mountain and therefore hardly contribute to daily household needs. 

Thee Shannon-Weiner index is sensitive to the distribution of the number of herds across 
differentt tenure regimes and this feature makes it a measure of diversification rather than a 
measuree of concentration or dominance index. Overall, there are moderate herd tenure 
diversificationss of about 0.4 for camels and 0.3 for cattle amongst the mobile households in 
1998,, based on the Dsw index. The corresponding indices are roughly 0.3 for camels and 0.1 
forr cattle for the farming households on the mountain. The settled households in the lowlands 
hadd Dsw indices of roughly 0.3 and 0.2 for camels and cattle in 2000. These Dsw indices are 
thee same for cattle but about one-tenth lower for camels for the households in the lowlands in 
2000.. The mobile households are thus likely to have a DH diversification index twice as high 
forr camels and equally as high for cattle compared to the settled cultivators on the mountain 
inn 1998. On the basis of the fact that diversity measures lie between 0 and 1, these diversity 

Zeroo indices indicate a specialisation in own herds (alal animals only) and the larger the values of D the 
greaterr the diversity. 
Thee evenness is measured as Dmix = S, and it turns out that evenness = [l/SWi] . 1/s. 
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indicess remain moderately low for all the zones and herd types, which visibly indicate weak 
herd-sharingg behaviour. Unfortunately, there are no past studies on the composition of herds 
inn the region which could be used as a contrast to our results. Even so, the results reveal a 
higherr herd diversification among the quasi-mobile groups relative to the settled ones. 

TableTable 11.4 
Indicess of herd tenure diversity based on ecological zones 

Site e Time* * 

a.a. On the mountain 
Dry y 

Moist t 

All All 

1998 8 
2000 0 
1998 8 
2000 0 

1998 1998 
2000 2000 

Cattle e 

0.141 1 
0.207 7 

o.no o 
0.151 1 

0.120 0.120 
0.170 0.170 

Herfindahll  index 
Came! ! 

0.214 4 
0,415 5 
0.374 4 
0.412 2 

0.281 0.281 
0.414 0.414 

Smalll  stock 

0.035 5 
0.133 3 
0.037 7 
0.016 6 

0.037 0.037 
0.076 0.076 

Cattle e 

0.148 8 
0.187 7 
0.119 9 
0.153 3 

0.131 0.131 
0.166 0.166 

Shannon-Weinerr index 
Camel l 

0.204 4 
0.263 3 
0.286 6 
0.262 2 

0.256 0.256 
0.263 0.263 

Smalll  stock 

0.044 4 
0.122 2 
0.041 1 
0.023 3 

0.045 0.045 
0.079 0.079 

b.b. In the lowlands 
1998 8 
2000 0 

1998 8 
2000 0 

1998 1998 
2000 2000 

0.524 4 
0.368 8 

0.194 4 
0.073 3 

0.412 0.412 
0.173 0.173 

0.564 4 
0.495 5 

0.537 7 
0.298 8 

0.554 0.554 
0.393 0.393 

0.021 1 
0.011 1 

0.025 5 
0.0 0 

0.022 0.022 
0.007 0.007 

0.360 0 
0.215 5 

0.192 2 
0.076 6 

0.319 0.319 
0.J0.J 57 

0.427 7 
0.313 3 

0.379 9 
0.227 7 

0.411 0.411 
0.272 0.272 

0.030 0 
0.016 6 

0.032 2 
0.0 0 

0.032 0.032 
0.011 0.011 

Notes: : 
a.. All indices are rounded off to 3 decimal places, prior to multiplying by ten. 
b.. * In 1998 M. Jillo and Daka-baricha are excluded from the calculation of the diversity index on the mountain. 

Source:Source: Based on survey data, 1998 and 2000. 

Overall,, a comparison of Dsw and DH (under 'ALL rows' only) indices shows that the DH 
indicess are in fact higher than the Dsw indices in seven out of the twelve entries (about 58 per 
cent),, while Dsw indices are higher than DH at the margin in five out of twelve cases (about 42 
perr cent). This is congruent with the sensitivity of the DH index to changes in abundant herd 
tenuree (i.e. alal in our case) and the responsiveness of the Dsw index to changes in the rarity 
tenures322 (e.g. animals in custody). The differences between these index measures suggest 
that,, in comparative terms, the DH index is a suitable measure of concentration (dominance), 
whilee the Dsw index can be an appropriate way of measuring the degree of spread (diversity). 
Sincee our concern is the measure of spread (or distribution) of total herd of individual 
livestockk types over different livestock ownership rights amongst households and changes of 
thiss measure across ecological zones for private insurance, the Dsw indices are more relevant 
here. . 

Thee mobile pastoral households (i.e. those surveyed in 1998) exhibit a relatively high 
indexx of herd tenure diversification. A low spread of herds over various ownership rights 

322 Patil and Taille (1982) remark that the DH diversity index is sensitive to abundance variables and D, 
sensitivee to changes in rarity variables. 
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correspondss to a low herd tenure index and this in turn implies low levels of herd sharing 
amongg units. For this reason, the fact that the mobile households show a relatively high 
measuree of herd tenure diversity makes sense and may probably signal a strong herd-based 
reciprocall  concern on average. However, they may not necessarily have a strong social 
relationshipp and we have no way of telling that from this data. The herd diversity indices 
seemm to decrease from mobile households, to settled households in the lowlands and further to 
thee settled households on the mountain. These results may particularly indicate (i) a change 
andd non-rejuvenation of herd-sharing behaviour once people settle and (ii) a flaw of 
traditionall  institutions of herd sharing, despite their importance to livestock-based production 
overr time and their role in ex post and ex ante insurance strategies against future risks. This 
despitee the fact that it is also clear that herd tenure diversification does not disappear after 
peoplee settle, but rather declines. 

DiversificationDiversification of herd tenure across livestock wealth levels 
Thee effect of extreme events on livestock is associated with inter-household herd transfers 
acrosss herd-wealth levels, between the sexes and across social groups. Herd transfers present 
differentt resource opportunities and risks due to a lack of formal insurance markets in a 
credit-constrainedd environment. These issues warrant special focus at a time when changes 
amongg the groups point to failing institutions of ex ante social insurance and ex post herd 
redistributionn mechanisms for mitigating risks and assisting the poor. 

Naturally,, some households own more herds than others. The risk management literature 
clearlyy makes the point that the rich and the poor basically worry about different things. They 
alsoo have different endowments and production possibilities (Rosenzweig & Binswanger 
1993;; Dercon 1998; Barrett & Reardon 2000). This fact demonstrates the need for inter-
householdd herd transfers across different wealth classes. Yet the notion of 'rich or poor' 
variess greatly according to peoples' perceptions and is influenced by one's world view and 
thee 'reference point'. Recognising the different definitions of herd wealth, we classify 
householdss based on local people's33 perception of herd wealth levels: very poor, poor, 
moderatee and rich households. Following Oba (1997: 123), we use wealth ranks of very poor 
(11 = 1.0-8 TLU); poor (2 = 8.1-16.0); moderate (3 = 16.1-40) and rich (4 = 40.1 and above) 
expressedd in TLU per household (Table 11.5) for both survey periods. This module omits 
extremelyy poor households that own less than 1 TLU (i.e. less than 10 small stocks, negligible 
inn per capita measure anyway) from the herd tenure diversity calculations and is unadjusted 
forr household size. The wealth status category is particularly helpful for capturing household 
levell  differences in herd tenure diversification. 

Thiss section uses the Shannon-Weiner (Dsw) index only to determine the spread of herd 
tenuree based on wealth levels. The index for each wealth class and each animal type in a 
specificc ownership right is weighed by the total size of the herd under a specific tenure 
regime.. The calculation of herd tenure diversity can be obtained either from absolute livestock 

Thee usage of'poor' is relative and means various things in the sense used by the local groups. Poor can refer 
too divorcees, widows, physically and mentality handicapped individuals or orphans. These notions are fluid 
andd people's status changes, with individuals or households oscillating between poverty stricken and riches. 
Heree we employ the notion strictly to derive herd wealth levels (Oba 1997; Dietz & Salih 1997). Oba 
indicatess wealth ranks using cattle units, but we use the equivalent TLU measure. 
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numberss or from TLU equivalents. To derive an overall diversity index based on herd wealth 
forr different herd types, data on animals in various tenure regimes is converted into tropical 
unitss using the TLU conversion factor34 for the particular animal species under consideration. 
Then,, the TLU for animals in the same ownership rights are aggregated across herd types. For 
eachh wealth class, the total number of animals (in TLU) under a specific tenure regime is 
weighedd by the total herd size in TLU. This means that the diversity indices depend on the 
aggregatee herd size and the spread of herds across tenure regimes, but are not influenced by 
thee sample size of a particular wealth rank. 

TableTable 11.5 
Shannon-- Weiner index of herd tenure diversity of wealth ranks, per study area __ 

TLUU wealth 1998 2000 
classs n All Cattle Camel Small n All Cattle Camel Small 

stockk stock 
a.a. On the mountain 

II  1.0 - 8.0 
22 8.1-16.0 
33 16.1-40.0 
44 40.1 and + 
/// moist 
II  1.0- 8.0 
22 8.1-16.0 
33 16.1-40.0 
44 40.1 and + 

32 2 
16 6 
11 1 
1 1 

68 8 
34 4 
17 7 
3 3 

0.060 0.060 
0,222 0,222 
0.152 0.152 
0.0 0.0 

0.132 0.132 
0.087 0.087 
0.102 0.102 
0.0 0.0 

0.057 7 
0.20 0 
0.137 7 
0.0 0 

0.137 7 
0.077 7 
0.109 9 
0.0 0 

O.O O 
0.244 4 
0.228 8 
O.O O 

---
0.164 4 
0.0 0 
0.0 0 

0.10 0 
0.042 2 
0.0 0 
0.0 0 

0.0 0 
0.0 0 
0.082 2 
0.0 0 

35 5 
14 4 
14 4 
1 1 

61 1 
28 8 
17 7 
4 4 

0.129 0.129 
0.055 0.055 
0.266 0.266 
0.168 0.168 

0.142 0.142 
0.120 0.120 
0.223 0.223 
0.022 0.022 

0.140 0 
0.059 9 
0.231 1 
0.292 2 

0.146 6 
0.125 5 
0.187 7 
0.025 5 

--
---

0.300 0 
0.0 0 

--
0.132 2 
0.217 7 
0.0 0 

0.055 5 
0.0 0 
0.177 7 
0.0 0 

0.046 6 
0.030 0 
0.0 0 
0.0 0 

b.b. In the lowlands 
I.. Maikona 
// 1.0 - 8.0 
22 8.1-16.0 
33 16.1-40.0 
44 40.1 and + 
//.. Korr 
II  1.0 - 8.0 
22 8.1-16.0 
33 16.1-40.0 
44 40.1 and + 

4 4 
5 5 

19 9 
12 2 

9 9 
8 8 

11 1 
9 9 

0.124 0.124 
0.314 0.314 
0.332 0.332 
0.358 0.358 

0.189 0.189 
0.246 0.246 
0.268 0.268 
0.339 0.339 

--
0.413 3 
0.298 8 
0.334 4 

0.244 4 
0.121 1 
0.099 9 
0.230 0 

0.178 8 
0.406 6 
0.386 6 
0.463 3 

0.202 2 
0.337 7 
0.377 7 
0.392 2 

0.038 8 
0.051 1 
0.011 1 
0.037 7 

0.039 9 
0.018 8 
0.046 6 
0.010 0 

29 9 
10 0 
4 4 
6 6 

15 5 
8 8 

12 2 
4 4 

0.152 0.152 
0.119 0.119 
0.159 0.159 
0.362 0.362 

0.0 0.0 
0.189 0.189 
0.143 0.143 
0.134 0.134 

0.201 1 
0.0 0 
0.206 6 
0.408 8 

0.0 0 
0.418 8 
0.0 0 
0.074 4 

0.298 8 
0.282 2 
0.217 7 
0.292 2 

0.0 0 
0.165 5 
0.231 1 
0.229 9 

0.037 7 
0.007 7 
0.0 0 
0.013 3 

0.0 0 
0.0 0 
0.0 0 
0.0 0 

Notes: : 
1.. The wealth-class sample sizes do not add up to the total sample size, since households possess varying numbers of 

animall  types in different ownership rights from which diversity indices are derived. 
22 All indices are rounded off to three decimal places and Manyatta Jillo and Daka-baricha are excluded from 

calculationn of the indices. 
3.. In this Table double '--' indicates that diversity index could not be calculated from the data. 

Source:Source: Household survey data, 1998 and 2000. 

Acrosss the agro-ecological zones, the households on the mountain have a lower diversity 
indexx than most of the households in the lowlands. Households in the dry and moist zones 
showw a mixed pattern of diversification. The diversity of herd tenure, in absolute number of 

344 In this section of the chapter we use conversion factors of 1 cattle = 0.7 TLU, 1 camel = 1.2 TLU and 1 
smalll  stock = 0.1 TLU. 
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animalss held, generally reduces with years of settlement , with the mobile group in 1998 (in 
thee lowland) showing the highest index. Although it is difficult to value all subsistence 
livestockk production and household consumption36, the low-wealth rank households have a 
higherr marketed milk off-take37 (and proceeds from milk sale) compared to the wealthy. A 
declinee in productive livestock assets and settling down - pointers of social change as 
discussedd earlier - could be a manifestation of the collapse of the social fabric of the trust 
institutionss (Arbelle, pers. comm. 2001). Perhaps it is the failure of the community-level 
resourcee pool, including private and social insurance practices of herd sharing, and a 
permanentt collapse of local level safety net mechanisms that mostly prompt nomads to settle 
downn (Adano & Witsenburg 2004: in press) and/or diversify into non-pastoral activities 
thereafterr (see also Chapter 18). 

Thee mobile lowland households give consistent evidence of almost twice as high cattle and 
camell  tenure diversity indices (for all wealth scales) relative to the mountain in 1998. The 
veryy poor wealth class of the mobile households in Maikona is evidence of relatively 
diversifiedd cattle ownership compared to the other poor groups (and probably for camel as 
well)) in 2000. The camel diversity indices in the lowlands mostly remain higher than those of 
thee cattle. We find no systematic differences in indices between the settled households in the 
lowlandss and those on the mountain in 2000, and between the agronomic zones of the 
mountain.. Equally, the middle herd wealth classes show no apparent direction with regard to 
growingg herd diversity across the surveys. 

However,, the households on the mountain registered an increase in diversity indices, 
particularlyy for all wealth classes for cattle in the moist zone, between 1998 and 2000. The 
camell  tenure diversity also increased for wealth class (3) for both the dry and moist zones, but 
droppedd for wealth class (2) in both zones. Herd tenure diversity in inter-temporal terms 
showss increases for wealth levels (3) for both cattle and camel and both zones on the 
mountain,, a decrease for wealth class (2) in the moist zone for camels and the only decrease 
forr cattle in wealth class (2) in the dry zone. This means that camel and cattle herd tenure 
diversificationn differs between the agro-ecological zones and shows that cattle and camels 
givee the main discriminating patterns of herd tenure diversification between the households in 
thee lowlands and on the mountain. Small stock herd tenure diversity shows a marginal inter-
temporall  increase for the wealth classes (1 and 2) in the moist zone and a marginal decrease 
forr the same classes in the dry zone on the mountain. 

Thee herd-poor households in the lowlands have fewer options to eam an income from 
livestockk (also outside livestock sector) than the households on the mountain. Thus a lower 
diversityy index may indicate severe consequences for the settled households in the lowlands. 
Thee diversity index is one and a half times higher for wealthy herders than for the herd-poor 
groupp for both cattle and camels. Only in 2000 and for cattle did the herd-poor group in the 

O'Leary'ss (1994: 106) remark that people in Gabra olla (villages) tend to be more mobile than those in 
Rendillee gob (also villages) also seems to be in agreement with our results here. 
Thee various ways of thinking about household production and consumption levels are the number of herds in 
milk,, the amount of milk extracted, the milk sold at the market or milk reserved for calves in order to reduce 
chancess of calf mortality and realise positive net herd growth. 
Thiss is a well-taken observation in the literature, but whether it is a good idea to sell milk and buy high-
caloriee grain, or even whether selling milk itself is desirable, depends on one's point of view. 
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lowlandss have a comparatively higher diversity index than the rich households. Given their 
superiorr asset base and hence capacity to confront future risks, the results further echo a 
relativelyy better self-insurance by herd-rich households with either camels or cattle or both, as 
theirr principal vehicle for self-insurance. In addition, each herd tenure type (and animal types 
ass well) represents different social values and diversified tenure functions as a store of value, 
implyingg that the values assigned to animals and herd tenure regimes change with social 
relationss and the number of animals owned, and that they are transferred from one generation 
too another to be relied on in future. 

Basedd on the data on tenure diversity per livestock wealth class, diversification seemingly 
correlatess positively with herd size (see Table 11.5) and these correlations are stronger for the 
householdss in the lowlands (and also for most of the wealth classes) compared to the 
mountainn in 1998 and 2000 (see under 'all' columns). The results indicate risk avoidance 
motivess in herd diversification39, especially by lowland households that depend more on the 
livestockk sector relative to households on the mountain, which combine livestock and 
farming,, among other occupations. A herd tenure diversity analysis based on only two wealth 
categories400 (one integrating wealth scales (1) and (2) into one wealth class and wealth classes 
(3)) and (4) into another41) and the aggregate herd indices under the "All " column, weighed for 
samplee size and ignoring zero-index cases, shows differing diversity indices across the wealth 
classes.. In the majority of six out of eight pairs of aggregate wealth indices (75 per cent) the 
upperr wealth rank exhibits a higher diversity of herd tenure than the lower wealth rank. This 
presentss a skewed and poor distribution of livestock ownership rights across wealth levels and 
alsoo suggests the existence of a wealth-dependent bias in herd-sharing behaviour. These 
resultss are striking given the importance of rights over animals in social security networks, 
sociall  relations and their possible consequences for household food security. Stated simply, 
thee poor herd owners are less self-insured in livestock assets compared to the relatively 
wealthyy ones and they are likely to have limited capacity to benefit from the social security 
systemm based on livestock assets. As we have seen earlier, the wealthy households have a 
higherr share of legitimately owned herds {alal) for all the main livestock species (Tables 
11.3).. This would mean it is not feasible for a household to herd or possess animals under 
'pseudo-ownership'' rights only. 

Thiss result confirms a Borana proverb: 'the wealthy herders give gifts to each other and 
alsoo exchange other 'nice gifts' among themselves (implying both animals and other gift 

Wee have no proof that herds presently in trust belong to the herd-poor or herd-rich households. It would 
makee sense, though, to assume that they belong to the well-off households because they have higher surplus 
herdss to sacrifice for current consumption and invest in future benefits of herd exchange. 
Herdd transfer across seasons will be considered later in this chapter. 
Inn total, this classification produces two wealth categories for the dry and moist zone and for Maikona and 
Korrr in 1998 and 2000. The classification also gives 16 total entries (eight pairs of entries) of low-high 
wealthh classes at each site. 
Classifyingg the households into two wealth classes of low-high only {i.e. from 1.0 to 16.0 TLU, and from 
16.11 TLU and above) yields indices of 0.12 (lower class) and 0.19 (higher class) for cattle and 0.23 and 0.33 
forr camels in 1998 on the mountain as a whole; 0,13 and 0.2, and 0.13 and 0.27 for cattle and camel 
respectivelyy on the mountain in 2000. In the lowlands the cattle diversity indices were 0.2 for the lower class 
andd 0.32 for the higher class and 0.34 and 0.42 for camels in 1998. In 2000, the figures for cattle were 0.19 
andd 0.16 and for camels 0.22 and 0.31 for lower and higher wealth class levels in the lowlands. 
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items)) instead of assisting the poor'. This proverb can be interpreted in at least four ways. 
Firstly,, the comparatively wealthy herd owners have a higher probabilistic chance to 
reciprocatee when called upon than the poor. Secondly, as long as the richness lasts, the 
wealthyy have a better capacity to create greater networks ahead of future hard times. Having 
largee herds and 'reserve animals' to lend to others provides the owner with a higher credit 
ratingg and means he is able to borrow from others in hard times. Thirdly, the poor face 
barrierss to acquiring livestock (potentially low bargain to acquire trust animals) from the 
herd-richh households in order to self-insure. In other words, possession of non-alal herds is 
instructivee only of a weak bargaining power of the herd-poor in acquiring or influencing herd 
transfers.. Fourthly, the herd-poor households have greater incentives to diversify their income 
sourcess to counter the loss of income from herding. If the traditional avenues used to counter 
rurall  production failures are already overstretched within the herding sector and if such 
optionss are unable to recover in perpetuity, the poor will inevitably be prompted to diversify 
inn non-pastoral activities or re-allocate their own labour to the most fitting activity. 

Thee herd tenure diversity pattern revealed for the semi-mobile and the settled households is 
logicall  and in agreement with our prior expectations of the lending and gift arrangements. A 
worryingg finding is the low herd diversity in 2000 compared to 1998, especially among 
settledd households in Korr. This emerges despite the critical importance of livestock resources 
inn general, the role of herd transfer institutions in building social capital and the contribution 
off  transfer herds to improving local-level food deficits. This result provides a proof of low 
sociall  relationships between the poor households. This is particularly the case in terms of 
privatee (self-) insurance of animal gifts from other households. Among the pastoral groups, 
thosee households with small herds, a weak social network and a small chance of acquiring 
transferr herds are the ones that eventually settle down. 

Oncee again, the small stocks have negligible diversification indices across wealth levels, 
beingg one-tenth of the diversity index. The partial increase in diversification for small stock 
betweenn 1998 and 2000 might show their emerging importance in sharing in the face of 
generallyy falling wealth levels. The currently derived measures of herd tenure diversity, 
however,, may probably be unable to pick up43 small inter-household stock transfers, which 
transferss also involve the transfer of ownership rights. In addition, the diversity index does not 
reflectt all the past herd transfers which also involved the transfer of ownership rights (alaf). In 
otherr words, the measures of herd tenure diversification fail to capture some components of 
livestockk transfers and related social capital flows which are rooted in the social relations and 
embeddedd within a much broader set of social institutions. This supports our earlier remark 
that,, in general, proper ownership rights govern small stocks, as confirmed by their majority 
off  zero indices. Small stock score low as a wealth indicator (and also low as a TLU factor), 
butt they would score high on a liquidity preference scale. Yet derivations of the diversify 
indexx via the TLU measure deflate the importance of their transfers. 

4242 Similarly, Oba (1994: 20) finds amongst the Sololo Borana that rich households not only have higher 
expendituree levels than the poor ones, but also receive a higher proportion of inter-households 'petty' 
exchange. . 

433 This approach also fails to pick up herding labour arrangements that characterise ties, especially between 
Rendille/Samburuu herders and a few cattle-rich Burji farmers on the mountain. This type of arrangement 
conferss benefits of the current subsistence production (e.g. milk) on the herder (or the herding family) and 
alsoo signifies some degree of social relations and trust. 
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TheThe association between herd wealth and cash income 
Livestockk is a critical determinant of household production and consumption levels. In 
addition,, livestock wealth plays an instrumental role in creating wide social networks, in 
acquiringg herds, and hence in influencing one's level of insurance. In this subsection, we will 
lookk at the relationship between herd wealth and cash income levels (Table 11.6). Livestock 
wealthh is measured in TLU45 per household and income is monthly cash income, regardless of 
itss source. 

Thee households of both wealth classes on the mountain have a higher cash income than the 
lowlandd households in similar wealth classes. On the mountain, household TLU wealth 
obviouslyy correlates positively with cash income for the wealthier households in both 1998 
andd 2000. This means that households with a larger herd wealth have more opportunities to 
derivee a cash income, although we cannot establish the causality nor the source of income on 
thee basis of this data. The negative (but insignificant) correlation between cash income and 
TLUU size among herd-poor households on the mountain can be explained by a lack of animals 
orr possession of only a few animals and/or a large contribution from other income sources to 
people'ss livelihoods. The consumption of these people might even be unrelated to livestock 
assetss if they have survived on consumption on credit or relief assistance. 

TableTable U.6 
Meann monthly cash income (Ksh.) and correlation coefficients per TLU wealth class 

Monthlyy cash income 
Site// TLU per 1998 2000 

H/holdd n Income Correl, coeff. n Income Correl. coeff 

0.121 1 
0.542*' 0.542*' 
0.421" " 

0.424" " 
0.546" " 
0.588" " 

"**  sign, at p<0.01 level and * sign, at p<0.05 level,+ correlation r = 0.454 sign, for Korr only, at p<0.05 level. 

Amongg the mobile households in the lowlands the correlation between herd wealth and 
cashh income is low and in 1998 even negative in the case of herd-rich households. The 
explanationn for the negative (although not significant) correlation between cash income and 
TLUU size for herd-rich mobile households in the lowlands in 1998 is different to that used in 
thee case of herd-poor households on the mountain. The herd-rich households are, in fact, able 
too derive a substantial share of their domestic consumptive needs from livestock subsistence 

a.a. On the mountain 
Lesss than 16.0 
Greaterr than 16.1 

All All 
b.b. In the lowlands 

Lesss than 16.0 
Greaterr than 16.1 

All All 

183 3 
32 2 

215 5 

51 1 
26 6 
77 7 

2,508.20 0 
4,125.00 0 
2,748.84 4 

1,421.80 0 
2,004.55 5 
1,819.78 8 

-0.053 3 
0.312* * 
0.262" " 

0.231 1 
-0.029 9 
0.165" " 

161 1 
32 2 

103 3 

68 8 
26 6 
94 4 

2,217.08 8 
4,212.50 0 
2,547.93 3 

1,842.28 8 
3,447.12 2 
2,286.17 7 

Thee cash income refers only to 'pure cash income' regardless of the source and does not include subsistence 
conversionn into cash. However, pure cash income, whether from the sale of animals or gifts in reciprocity, 
wil ll  not change the results. 
Thee TLU wealth classes used here are the two lower classes in Table 7.5 combined into one class, and the 
twoo upper wealth classes into another. This is done to find a general relationship between pure cash income 
andd household TLU wealth. The classification used here is also congruent with the notion of herd-poor and 
herd-richh dichotomy used in the book. 
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production.. In this way they have less need for cash income hence will be less inclined to sell 
animalss to satisfy food needs. Among the settled households in the lowlands (i.e. the group 
studiedd in 2000), household TLU wealth (significant at p<0.01 level) correlates closely with 
cashh income in both wealth classes. This result suggests that, in the absence of the farming 
optionss on the mountain and in the event of relatively low herd sizes, settled households in the 
lowlandss might rely on livestock sales more to raise cash income to meet their needs. 

Thee results make it clear that livestock assets contribute differently to households' 
subsistencee needs and cash income in the lowlands and on the mountain. Furthermore it is 
illustratedd that, although there are similar negative correlations between cash income and 
livestockk wealth classes for the high wealth classes in the lowlands and low wealth classes on 
thee mountain, the explanations might differ. 

Cashh income can be moderately and positively associated with increased wealth (thus herd 
tenuree indices) for most of the wealth classes. The direction of causality, unfortunately, 
cannott be ascertained because it is possible that current herd wealth is used to acquire trust 
animalss through social networks and because currently herd-poor households might have 
issuedd more animals for social insurance in the past and created more networks and ex ante 
channelss of social or non-productive capital. Such behaviour improves an individuals' or a 
household'ss past social status based on the reputation of herd exchanges and makes him or 
herr presently more successful in acquiring reciprocal herds or other trust herds, either via 
horizontall  or vertical networks.46 In this regard, we can remark that past inter-household herd 
transferss (or livestock exchanges between wealth classes) can potentially affect household 
herdd sizes and by doing so influence the relationship between present TLU wealth level and 
cashh income. 

Whenn assessed for the first two lower wealth levels, households in the upper two wealth 
rankss reveal higher coefficients between cash income and TLU units relative to the 
householdss in the lower wealth ranks. This result in particular confirms that diversification is 
associatedd with herd size (also herd tenure) and real income (thus current consumption). 
Thereinn lies a paradox. Whilst the poorer herd owners typically lack capacity to create a 
strongg social network and have predictably low levels of investment capital, they have greater 
livestockk gifts needs in order to supplement their low herd size and to reduce vulnerability to 
riskk shocks that herders face from time to time. The low diversification of herd tenure has a 
negativee effect on households in poorer wealth scales. This would force the poor drop out of 
herdingg and also give them greater incentives to diversify activities or income sources, or 
both. . 

Basedd on the findings of this study, the large herd owners are more diversified in the 
animall  trust system, although they might be less diversified outside the non-livestock sector. 
Althoughh pastoral households seemingly specialise in livestock production to an equal extent, 
thee animal trust system brings about inter-household diversity in herd ownership and 
differentiatedd subsistence production, particularly with regard to livestock production. These 
resultss demonstrate that rich herd owners have better self-insurance in terms of insurance 
coverr vested in herd ownership than the poor herders. This may be because they share herds 
horizontallyy and vertically and share less with the poor herders. Moreover, the herd-rich 

Wee speak about horizontal networks in the case of relationships within the same wealth class and about 
verticall  networks in the case of relationships between people from different wealth classes. 
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householdss might use their wealth to create more networks as a source of future borrowing. 
Furthermore,, the results make it clear that poor households are the least diversified in herd 
tenure,, implying their weak capacity to tolerate risk and their limited ability to adjust to risk-
inducingg experiences. As a result of this, the normally lacking formal insurance and credit 
marketss among herding communities give individual herders, especially the poor, the greatest 
incentivee to abide by trust contracts and show willingness to participate in herd sharing. Yet, 
theyy have low indices of herd diversification and their cash income and herd sizes correlate 
weakly. . 

Thee results confirm that risk aversion behaviour47 decreases with income levels and 
livestockk wealth (Garvelle & Rees 1992) and that the poor have a greater need to diversify 
theirr income sources and activities relative to the wealthy. While we assume that the 
underlyingg motives of herd sharing are similar to those of formal insurance in a number of 
ways,, the herd-poor households show low herd tenure diversification and are thus less insured 
evenn though, relatively speaking, they have a greater demand for transfer herd receipts. The 
loww diversity of herd tenure directly impinges on the ability of the poor to protect themselves 
inn the face of precarious events. It suffices to note that the households on the mountain and in 
thee lowlands depend on herds' resources to differing degrees, with settled households in the 
lowlandss (the 2000 group) showing higher correlations between cash income and herd size, 
hencee greater reliance on the sale of livestock to generate income. 

AA note on the herd tenure diversification 
Thee household diversification patterns of livestock ownership rights offer a number of 
interestingg and revealing results. There may be three explanations as to why there are 
differencess in herd tenure diversity between the zones (which corresponds with differences 
betweenn (semi-) settled and still relatively mobile households), across livestock species and 
wealthh levels. Firstly, the settling down of pastoral households opens up new windows of 
opportunityy to earn income, which may reduce the need for cooperation in the animal trust 
system.. Secondly, settling down is a decision often k, ~»e out of despair that, at times, 
demandss changes in lifestyle and the alteration of existing structures of kinship or group ties. 
Moree importantly, settling down inevitably results in different patterns of mobility between 
familiess or herds of the settled and mobile households, which makes the chance of future 
encounterss and reciprocation through herds with one another low (Dasgupta 2002). Such 
changess may reduce interpersonal trust and hence the potential means for exchanging herds. 
Inn addition, diverging mobility between families might compel households to apply a low 
discountingg rate to potential future benefits that might accrue result from current 
cooperation488 of herd-sharing behaviour and enter less into long-term social contracts on the 

Thiss argument derives from the finding that the herd tenure of wealthy herd owners is, in relative terms, 
moree diversified. This suggests that the herd-rich households are more insured, while the poor herders are 
lesss insured in terms of livestock ownership rights. Of particular interest to us here is that a risk averse rich 
herdd owner would economically be motivated to issue herds when he/she values transfer herds below 
expectedd herd sharing returns in the future. 
Thee discounting of future benefits of herd sharing by the poor might not relate to the potential gains from 
investingg in trust animals. The constraint stems from the high opportunity costs associated with sacrificing 
currentt benefits from herd holding due to low herd sizes and diverging migration patterns between the 
households. . 
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basiss of the animal trust system. Thirdly, the low per capita herd sizes discussed in the 
previouss section presumably trigger households' propensity to increase marketed livestock 
off-takess in order to smooth out subsistence food deficits of livestock origin. Settling in or 
aroundd rural trading centres often means proximity to the market places that positively 
influencee effective marketing. Marketed livestock transactions fall within the private pursuit 
off  livelihood goods, as opposed to the social goals of the traditional trust system. The 
possibilityy of selling trust animals undermines the fundamentals hence the primary goals of 
thee animal trust system. When the different non-alal animal ownership rights limit household 
integrationn into the cash market, pseudo-herd tenure prevents evolution of the market, human 
welfaree and market-dependent economic progress. 

Thee diversity index utilised in the chapter has one weakness in that it gives an aggregate 
measuree of herd spread across tenure only and fails to reflect the relative significance of 
differentt herd tenure elements. The index always assigns zero to any ownership of a single 
formm of rights over animals. Yet, for example, alal animals are the most important to a 
household,, and other forms of rights score less in terms of legitimate ownership. In other 
words,, an ideal form of zero diversity index is the one borne out of alal rights (compare the 
Tabless 11.4 and 11.5). This is, for example, the case in the TLU wealthiest rank on the 
mountain,, where diversity indices are zero because all animals are alal. It is true that other 
typess of ownership rights make significant contributions to traction power or subsistence 
productionn in the case of the male offspring from the entrusted female animals. 

Itt is possible, and makes sense, that the rich herd owners diversify their herd tenure with 
thee motive being to enjoy a better livestock-based social insurance network as this chapter 
shows.. This finding departs from the view that the rich herd owners are less diversified. The 
resultt also partially explains why the rich herd owners display littl e incentive to diversify into 
otherr income sources outside the livestock sector and, conversely, it partially justifies why the 
poorr herd owners are better off diversifying to non-livestock income portfolios or dropping 
outt of herding. The household's labour constraints might influence whether they diversify 
theirr economic activities or not. 

Thesee results appeal to the theoretical underpinnings of the institutions of herd sharing as 
aa household risk reduction strategy and as ex-post responses to periodic herd losses. The 
observedd weak or failing indigenous institutions of inter-household herd gifting and lending 
wouldd affect not only the future options for emergence aids, or development packages with 
regardd to effective external injections, but are also a critical endogenous factor that ultimately 
drivess the future paths of the pastoral household. The apparent low diversity indices of herd 
tenuree across the sample locations, as shown by differences of herd tenure diversification, 
mayy also indicate changes in the local institutions of herd sharing. Indeed, the differences in 
thee diversity indices across the sample sites perhaps indicate failing traditional institutions of 
riskrisk management and thus bleak prospects, especially for the poor households involved in 
herding.. In other words, the failure of herd-sharing practices would prompt households to 
dropp out of the main livestock production domain. The revealed patterns of herd 
diversificationn may also indicate a degree of transformation from the livestock sub-sector to 
reliancee on a non-livestock-based economy (non-herding wage employment and farming). 

Althoughh the pastoral diversification in risk-prone drylands is often treated as a normal 
pursuit,, three crucial points emerge from the results of herd tenure diversification. Firstly, 
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theree is reduction, or a shift, in household dependence on livestock resources. Secondly, the 
institutionall  failure of inter-household herd-sharing behaviour calls to mind a process of 
sociall  transformation. Thirdly, the availability of alternative options of livelihood either 
complement,, or scale-down, the need for herd sharing or replace the importance of livestock 
resourcess leading immediately to reduced household dependence on livestock resources. 
Thesee three outcomes can co-exist interdependently and function simultaneously. Most 
importantly,, the results point to a decline in the capacity of the livestock sectors' contribution 
too human welfare and diminishing ages-old herd-sharing behaviour, which leaves households 
vulnerablee to the detrimental consequences of future events. 

Herdd ownership rights and marketed livestock off-take 

Thiss section considers and investigates household livestock off-takes as a proportion of alal 
animals.. The question about the influence of herd tenure on marketed livestock off-takes is a 
relevantt one because the marketed livestock off-takes49 form an indicator of the extent of a 
household'ss integration into the cash economy. In principle, the marketed animal off-takes50 

aree an index of commercialisation. 

MarketedMarketed livestock off-takes as a ratio of alal animals on the mountain 
Inn relative terms, households at higher wealth levels on the mountain have a small share in the 
totall  cattle sales (Table 11.7). The households with less than 8 TLU had about 47 per cent of 
thee total cattle sold in 1998, while the households with 40.1 TLU and above accounted for 3.4 
perr cent of the total marketed cattle. Moreover, the households in the higher wealth category 
marketedd a lower ratio of the total small stock sold in 1998. However, the cattle and small 
stockk off-takes are high among the herd-poor households. Although the cattle and small stock 
off-takee ratios are derived from alal animals only, the off-take ratios of the total herd and as a 
proportionn of the alal animals show only slight differences. 

Thee off-take rates for cattle and small stock (the share of marketed animals as a proportion 
off  the total herd, in this table as a proportion of the number of alal animals) show a systematic 
falll  with rising wealth levels, except for small stock sales in 1998. The households in the 
highestt wealth category have a livestock off-take which is twice as low as the households in 
thee lowest wealth category. Thus we see that livestock marketed off-takes on the mountain are 
negativelyy related to herd size. This finding is consistent with the fact that low livestock 
wealthh confronts households with low subsistence production. As a result, households meet 
shortfallss in food needs through increased marketed off-takes. 

Thee off-takes are monthly figures. We divide the average sales (in number of animals) for each wealth class 
byy the number of months for the recall periods and by the average herd sizes for a specific wealth class, 
takingg account of alal animals only. The households without animals are excluded from the analysis. 
Thiss analysis is limited to cattle and small stocks only because of the low camel sales. However, 14 
householdss in the lowlands reported camel sales (six households in 1998 and eight households in 2000). One 
householdd belonged to the second wealth class (8.1-16.0 TLU), eight households to the third wealth class 
(16.1-40.00 TLU) and five households to the fourth wealth class (40+ TLU). Herd-rich households sell more 
camelss and this may be explained by the likelihood of them possessing surplus male herds either from alal 
orr male progeny of non-alal female camels. 
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TableTable 11.7 
Pooledd total livestock sales on the mountain, per TLU wealth class 
a.. Mountain (n) 

Sitee (1) (2) 
<8TLU/hhh 8.1-16.0 

TLU/hh h 

Wealthh class 
(3) ) 

16.1-40 0 
TLU/hh h 

(4) ) 
40.11 + 
TLU/hh h 

Total l Mean n 

SalesSales in 1998* 
Cattle e 

S/stock k 

Moist t 
Dry y 
Total l 
MeanMean (%) 
Off-take Off-take 
Moist t 
Dry y 
Total l 
MeanMean (%) 
Off-take Off-take 

SalesSales in 2000* 
Cattle e 

S/stock k 

Moist t 
Dry y 
Total l 
MeanMean (%) 
Off-take Off-take 
Moist t 
Dry y 
Total l 
MeanMean (%) 
Off-take Off-take 

966 (30) 
311 (27) 

1277 (57) 
2.22.2 (47.4) 
1.6 1.6 
55 (1) 

344 (13) 
399 (14) 
2.8(19.1) 2.8(19.1) 
3.3 3.3 

700 (45) 
177 (9) 
877 (54) 

1.6(31.2) 1.6(31.2) 
2.1 2.1 

711 (43) 
411 (24) 

1122 (67) 
1.71.7 (35.3) 
3.2 3.2 

533 (25) 
222 (13) 
755 (38) 
2.0(28.0) 2.0(28.0) 
0.6 0.6 

522 (4) 
100 (4) 
622 (8) 

7.8(30.4) 7.8(30.4) 
3.4 3.4 

400 (27) 
399 (14) 
799 (41) 
1.9(28.3) 1.9(28.3) 
1.1 1.1 

477 (17) 
355 (16) 
822 (33) 
2.52.5 (25.9) 
1.8 1.8 

400 (14) 
177 (11) 
577 (25) 
2.32.3 (21.3) 
0.4 0.4 

700 (3) 
333 (6) 

1033 (9) 
11.4(50.5) 11.4(50.5) 
1.8 1.8 

488 (25) 
399 (11) 
877 (36) 
2.42.4 (31.2) 
0.8 0.8 

233 (16) 
1000 (29) 
1233 (45) 

2.7(38.8) 2.7(38.8) 

--

9 9 

--
9 9 

(3) ) 

(3) ) 
3.0(3.4) 3.0(3.4) 
0.3 0.3 

--
--
--
--
--

20 0 
6 6 

26 6 
3.7 3.7 
0.6 0.6 

--
--
--
--
---

(4) (4) 
(3) ) 
(7) ) 
(9.3) (9.3) 

1988 (72) 
700 (51) 

2688 (123) 
2.2 2.2 
0.8 0.8 

1277 (8) 
777 (23) 

2044 (31) 
66 6 
2.8 2.8 

1788 (101) 
1011 (37) 
2799 (138) 

2.0 2.0 
1.3 1.3 

1411 (76) 
1766 (69) 
3177 (145) 

2.2 2.2 
1.6 1.6 

2.8 8 
1.4 4 
2.2 2 
~ ~ 
--

15.9 9 
3.3 3 
6.6 6 
--
--

1.8 8 
2.7 7 
2.0 0 
~ ~ 
--
1.9 9 
2.6 6 
2.2 2 
--
--

Notes: : 
1.. * The figure outside the brackets refers to the number of animals exchanged, while the figure in brackets indicates 

thee number of households involved. 
2.. The period of sales covered March 1996 to August 1998 (2 'A years) and October 1998 to June in 2000 (1 V, years) 

onn the mountain. 
3.. Off-take is the proportion of animals destined to sale expressed as the percentage of the total number of alal 

animals. . 
4.. The double '—' shows lack of data. 

Thee average sales were about two animals for cattle in 1998 and in 2000, seven animals for 
smalll  stock in 1998 and two animals per household for small stock in 2000. The moist zone 
showss higher averages of cattle and small stock sales in 1998 compared to the dry zone, 
whichh shows higher average figures in 2000. 

MarketedMarketed livestock off-takes as a ratio of alal animals in the lowlands 
Inn contrast to the findings on the mountain, the share of the cattle and small stock sales in 
19988 tends to increase with higher livestock wealth levels among the mobile households in 
thee lowlands (Table 11.8). This observation is true for both cattle and small stocks in 1998. 
Forr example, the households in the 40.1 TLU and above wealth class marketed 72 per cent of 
thee cattle and 53 per cent of the small stock in 1998. These ratios were about 4 per cent for 
cattlee and 8 per cent for small stock for households from the 8.1-16 TLU wealth class. 

Ass we have shown before, the settled households in the lowlands are the poorest compared 
too the other sample sites. The relatively high cattle and small stock sales for all the livestock 
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TableTable 118 
Pooledd total livestock sales in the lowlands, per TLU wealth class 

SalesSales in 
Cattle e 

S/stock k 

SalesSales in 
Cattle e 

S/stock k 

Site e 

1998* 1998* 
Maikona a 
Korr r 
Total l 
MeanMean (%) 
Off-take Off-take 
Maikona a 
Korr r 
Total l 
MeanMean (%) 
Off-take Off-take 

2000* 2000* 
Maikona a 
Korr r 
Total l 
MeanMean (%) 
Off-take Off-take 
Maikona a 
KOIT T 

Total l 
MeanMean (%) 
Off-take Off-take 

(1) ) 
<8 8 

TLU/hh h 

--
--
--
--
--
155 (11) 
366 (16) 
511 (27) 
1.91.9 (4.1) 
0.3 0.3 

11 (1) 
33 (2) 
44 (3) 
1.3(11.4) 1.3(11.4) 
2.2 2.2 

1055 (18) 
699 (30) 

1744 (48) 
3.6(27.2) 3.6(27.2) 
0.7 0.7 

(2) ) 
8.1-16.0 0 
TLU/hh h 

--
22 (2) 
22 (2) 
11 (4.3) 
0.9 0.9 

388 (14) 
644 (17) 

1022 (31) 
3.33.3 (8.2) 
0.3 0.3 

44 (3) 
---
44 (3) 
1.3(11.4) 1.3(11.4) 
1.1 1.1 

444 (23) 
488 (28) 
922 (51) 
1.8(14.4) 1.8(14.4) 
0.2 0.2 

Wealthh class 
(3) ) 

16.1-40 0 
TLU/hh h 

5 5 
6 6 

11 1 

(5) ) 
(2) ) 
(7) ) 

1.61.6 (23.4) 
1.0 1.0 

311 1 
112 2 
423 3 

4.9 4.9 
0.2 0.2 

5 5 
--
5 5 
1.7 1.7 
0.7 0.7 

11 11 
120 0 
197 7 

5.1 5.1 
0.3 0.3 

(50) ) 
(36) ) 
(86) ) 
(34.2) (34.2) 

(3) ) 

(3) (3) 
(14.3) (14.3) 

(11) ) 
(28) ) 
(39) ) 
(30.8) (30.8) 

(4) ) 
40.11 + 

TLU/hh h 

222 (11) 
122 (2) 
344 (13) 
2.6(722.6(72 3) 
0.7 0.7 

5555 (34) 
1077 (24) 
6622 (58) 

11.4(53.5) 11.4(53.5) 
0.3 0.3 

33 (3) 
199 (6) 
222 (9) 
2.42.4 (62.9) 
0.4 0.4 

1555 (16) 
211 (9) 

1766 (25) 
7.0(27.5) 7.0(27.5) 
0.1 0.1 

Total l 

277 (16) 
200 (6) 
477 (22) 
2.1 2.1 
0.9 0.9 

9199 (109) 
3199 (93) 

1,2388 (202) 
6.1 6.1 
0.3 0.3 

133 (10) 
222 (8) 
355 (18) 

1.9 1.9 
0.8 0.8 

3811 (68) 
2588 (95) 
6399 (163) 

3.9 3.9 
0.3 0.3 

Average e 

1.7 7 
3.3 3 
2.1 1 

8.4 4 
3.4 4 
6.1 1 

1.3 3 
2.8 8 
1.9 9 

5.6 6 
2.7 7 
3.9 9 

Notes: : 
1. . **  The figure outside the brackets denotes the number of animals exchanged and the figure in brackets indicates the 

numberr of households involved. 
Thee values refer to animals sold and include multiple answers. 
Thee period of sales covered from May 1996 to August 1998 (2 V* years) and from June 1998 to June 2000 (2 years) 
inn the lowlands in 2000. 
Thee wealth classes used are: very poor (1 = less than 8 TLU), poor (2 = 8.1-16.0 TLU), moderate (3 = 16.1-40 
TLU)) and rich (4 = 40.1 TLU and above) per household. 

wealthh levels confirm this. The average cattle sales were about two animals per household in 
19988 and in 2000, while the average small stock sales were about six animals per household 
inn 1998 and four animals per household in 2000. In general, we see that the average cattle 
saless were higher in Korr in 1998 and in 2000 compared to Maikona. The average small stock 
saless were higher in Maikona in 1998 and in 2000 compared to Korr. These results do not 
showw consistency of high off-takes at low livestock wealth levels nor of low-marketed off-
takess at high livestock wealth categories, as observed for the mountain. The marketed cattle 
andd small stock off-take shows a sudden drop from one middle wealth class to the other, 
exceptt for cattle in 2000. 

Thiss table shows a different distribution of cattle and small stock off-takes across the 
wealthh levels compared with our findings on the mountain. That is, the households in the 
lowlandss do not show a clear off-take pattern across the wealth levels, except for cattle in 
2000.. The drop in the cattle and small stock off-take for the households between the two 
middlee livestock wealth classes is perhaps due to the pattern of animal ownership. For 
example,, most households might own cattle only, while others own small stock only. The off-
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takee pattern may also be influenced by different motives for animal sales and by animal 
ownershipp rights. With regard to the latter, the percentage of alal cattle and small stock off-
takess over time are relatively higher among the poor than among those with a larger 
proportionn of non-alal herds, hence the rich. These results are consistent across the sites for 
cattlee and small stock and also during the periods of the survey. Moreover, we would expect 
thee ownership of non-a/fl/ animals to restrict households' livestock marketing decisions and 
thuss affect marketed off-takes. In relative terms, the off-take ratios based on the alal herds are 
likelyy to be slightly higher than the off-take ratios based on the total herd {alal and non-alal 
animalss taken together) because, in general, only alal animals are sold. Thus, the marketed 
off-takee ratios tend to vary with total herd size (wealth class) and the distribution of herd 
tenuree and there is no unidirectional pattern in this respect in the lowlands. These results 
reveall  two main insights into livestock marketing with reference to the animal trust system. 
Firstly,, the high livestock off-takes among the herd-poor households compared to the herd-
richh households often cited in the literature disappear when marketed off-takes are adjusted 
forr animal ownership rights. Secondly, while the relatively herd-rich households do not show 
consistentt or much lower off-takes than the poor when sale is expressed as a proportion of 
alalalal animals only, they are able to satisfy higher consumption needs on the basis of their own 
totall  herd (i.e. alal and non-alal herd). This option permits the herd-rich groups to resist 
sellingg non-alal animals, improve their social standing within the context of the animal trust 
systemm and undertake better self-insurance through herds. 

Recentt inter-household herd transfers51 

Ass noted before, livestock gifts and loan arrangements are made for a number of reasons such 
ass herd accumulation, insurance against risks and as a means of coping with or facilitating 
exposuree to negative adverse consequences of extreme events. However, a single gift or loan 
transferr may fulfi l multiple functions. In this section we will consider inter-household 
livestockk exchanges on the mountain and in the lowlands. With regard to the lowland 
households,, we will analyse the motives for these herd transfers among households pertaining 
too various livestock wealth classes. Furthermore, we will pay attention to the perceived 
changess in the trust-based herd-sharing practices in the lowlands. Subsequently, we will deal 
withh the relationship between herd transfers and livestock losses. 

Inter-householdInter-household herd transfers on the mountain 
Ann analysis of livestock transfers on the mountain shows that the households in low-wealth 
categoriess exchange more cattle and small stock compared to the high-wealth categories. The 
householdss with less than 8 TLU per household assumed the largest part of the cattle transfers 
(633 per cent of all cattle received and 61 per cent of all cattle given as a gift or loan), and the 
highestt part of the small stock received (73 per cent) in 1998 (Table 11.9). The households 
withh 16.1 to 40 TLU per household took the largest share in the small stock given 

Outt of the entire sample, only three camels were exchanged, and we have excluded them from our analysis 
inn this chapter. 
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TableTable 11.9 
Recentt livestock exchanges on the mountain, per TLU wealth class 

Site e 

ƒƒ Animals received in 1998* 
Cattle e 

S/stock k 

//.. Animals 
Cattle e 

S/stock k 

Moist t 
Dry y 
MeanMean (%) 
Moist t 
Dry y 
MeanMean (%) 

givengiven in 1998* 
Moist t 
Dry y 
MeanMean (%) 
Moist t 
Dry y 
MeanMean (%) 

/.. Animals received in 2000* 
Cattle e 

S/stock k 

Moist t 
Dry y 
MeanMean (%) 
Moist t 
Dry y 
MeanMean (%) 

11.11. Animal given in 2000* 
Cattle e 

S/stock k 

Moist t 
Dry y 
MeanMean (%) 
Moist t 
Dry y 
MeanMean (%) 

(1) ) 
<8 8 

TLU/hh h 

133 (9) 
77 (5) 
1.41.4 (62.5) 

266 (8) 
99 (5) 
2.7(72.9) 2.7(72.9) 

122 (8) 
222 (7) 
2.3(60.7) 2.3(60.7) 
22 (2) 
66 (3) 
1.6(21.6) 1.6(21.6) 

11 (1) 
99 (4) 
22 (34.5) 
99 (5) 
--
1.8(22.5) 1.8(22.5) 

66 (4) 
144 (3) 
2.9(35.1) 2.9(35.1) 
11 (1) 
22 (2) 
II  (12-5) 

Wealthh class 

(2) ) 
8.11 -16.0 
TLU/hh h 

4(4) ) 
Id ) ) 
11 (15.6) 
3(3) ) 
6(4) ) 
1.31.3 (18.8) 

6(6) ) 
9(3) ) 
1.7(26.8) 1.7(26.8) 
7(5) ) 
3(2) ) 
1.4(27.0) 1.4(27.0) 

1(1) ) 
---
11 (3.4) 
3(2) ) 
1(1) ) 
1.3(10.0) 1.3(10.0) 

7(5) ) 
3(2) ) 
1.4(17.5) 1.4(17.5) 
3(3) ) 
2(2) ) 
11 (20.8) 

(3) ) 
16.1-40 0 
TLU/hh h 

33 (3) 
33 (2) 
1.21.2 (18.8) 

--
44 (2) 
22 (8.3) 

55 (4) 
11 (1) 
1.21.2 (10.7) 

100 (4) 
55 (3) 
2.2. 1 (40.5) 

44 (2) 
144 (3) 
3.63.6 (62.1) 
44 (3) 

222 (3) 
4.34.3 (65) 

144 (7) 
11 (1) 
1.91.9 (26.3) 

111 (?) 
55 (3) 
1.61.6 (66.7) 

(4) ) 
40.11 + 

TLU/hh h 

1 1 

---
/ / 
---
~ ~ 

1 1 
---
1 1 

--
4 4 
4 4 

--
--

1 1 
---
1 1 

(1) ) 

(31) (31) 

(1) ) 

(1.8) (1.8) 

(1) ) 
(10.8) (10.8) 

(1) ) 

(25) (25) 

6(3) ) 
6(3) ) 
2(211) 2(211) 
--
--
--

Total l 

211 (17) 
111 (8) 
3232 (25) 
29(11) ) 
19(11) ) 
4848 (22) 

24(19) ) 
32(11) ) 
5656 (30) 
19(11) ) 
188 (9) 
3737 (20) 

66 (4) 
233 (7) 
2929 (11) 
17(11) ) 
233 (4) 
4040 (15) 

333 (19) 
244 (9) 
5757 (28) 
15(11) ) 
99 (7) 

2424 (18) 

1.2 2 
1.4 4 
1.3 1.3 
2.6 6 
1.7 7 
2.2 2.2 

1.3 3 
2.9 9 

Mean n 

(%) ) 

(65.6) ) 
(34.4) ) 

(100) (100) 
(60.4) ) 
(39.6) ) 

(100) (100) 

(42.9) ) 
(57.1) ) 

1.91.9 (100) 
1.7 7 
2 2 
1.9 1.9 

1.5 5 
3.3 3 
2.6 2.6 
1.5 5 
5.8 8 
2.7 2.7 

1.7 7 
2.7 7 
2.0 2.0 
1.4 4 
1.3 3 
1.3 1.3 

(51.4) ) 
(48.6) ) 

(100) (100) 

(20.7) ) 
(79.3) ) 

(100) (100) 
(42.5) ) 
(57.5) ) 

(100) (100) 

(57.9) ) 
(42.1) ) 

(100) (100) 
(62.5) ) 
(37.5) ) 

(100) (100) 

Summary: Summary: 

Total l 
Moist t 

Dry y 

Received d 
Given n 
Received d 
Given n 

1998 8 
Cattlee Small stock 
211 (17) 29 (11) 
244 (19) 19 
11 1 (8)(8) 19 
32(11)) 18 

[11) ) 
(ID D 
(9) ) 

2000 0 
Cattle e 
66 (4) 

33(19) ) 
233 (7) 
244 (9) 

Smalll  stock 
17(11) ) 
9(11) ) 

233 (4) 
99 (7) 

Nctes: : 
1. . 

2. . 
3. . 
4. . 

**  Livestock exchange means either gifts or loans, expressed in number of animals, with number of households 
involvedd between brackets. 
Thee double '--" denotes no animal exchange reported. 
Inn some cases, more than one animal was given to an individual at the time of specific exchange. 
Thee period of recall during the surveys was I'/i years on the mountain both in 1998 and in 2000. 

Source:Source: Household surveys, 1998 and 2000. 

(411 per cent) in 1998, followed by the households in the lower wealth classes with 22 per cent 
andd 27 per cent. Relatively speaking, the households in the moist zone received more cattle 
andd small stock in 1998 when compared with households in the dry zone. The households in 



481 1 

thee dry zone assumed the highest share of animals issued given as gifts or loans in 1998 when 
comparedd to the households in the moist zone. 

Thee last column of Table 11.9 shows the average transfers per household made in the moist 
andd the dry zones and the relative contribution of households from both zones to the total 
transfers.. The average cattle and small stock transfers amounted to about two animals per 
householdd per year, except for cattle received (one animal per household in 1998). 

Ass we pointed out earlier, there was a severe drought in the study area in 2000. We have 
observedd that, on average, a large proportion of cattle and small stock exchanges are borne by 
thee relatively wealthy households. The households owning between 16.1 - 40 TLU received 
overr 60 per cent of all cattle gifts and loans and more than 65 per cent of all small stock 
transferss in 2000. Only their share in total cattle given as gift or loan (26 per cent) was 
surpassedd by the households in the lowest wealth category (35 per cent). The households in 
thee wealth categories of 16.1-40 and + 40 TLU gave about 26 per cent and 21 per cent, 
respectively,, of their cattle as gifts or loans, which taken together is less than cattle exchanged 
byy the households in the two lowest wealth classes (about 53 per cent of all cattle given-out in 
2000).. However, the latter wealth classes combined issued a lower proportion of small stock 
(333 per cent versus 67 per cent) in the total livestock exchanges in 2000. There were, on 
average,, about three incoming animals and two outgoing animals per household involved in 
cattlee transfers in 2000, and about three incoming and one outgoing animal involved in small 
stockk exchange in the same year. In 2000, households in the dry zone received a relatively 
higherr proportion of cattle and small stock, while households in the moist zone assumed the 
largerr part of outgoing livestock transfers. A comparison of the absolute numbers of animals 
receivedd and given shows that the households on the mountain are generally cattle donors and 
smalll  stock recipients in thee animal transfer practice. 

Inter-householdInter-household herd transfers in the lowlands 
Cattlee ownership in the lowlands is relatively low compared to the mountain. The number of 
inter-householdd cattle exchanges is low in the lowlands too, with on average one animal being 
exchangedd per household per year. In 1998, there were fewer cattle transfers (13 animals) in 
thee lowlands than camel and small stock transfers (26 and 274 animals, respectively). 
Householdss in the two highest wealth classes were responsible for most of the livestock 
transferss in 1998 with the exception of cattle given, the largest proportion of which was 
assumedd to have given by the wealth class of 8.1-16.0 TLU (44 per cent), followed by wealth 
classess of <8 TLU and 16.0-40 TLU which both gave about 22 per cent of all cattle in 1998. 
Householdss in the wealth class of 16.1-40 TLU per household had a relatively high share in 
thee total cattle and small stock received as gift or loan (50 per cent and 42 per cent, 
respectively)) and in the share of the camels and small stock given in 1998 (42 per cent and 44 
perr cent respectively) compared to other wealth classes. Households in the wealth class of 
40.11 TLU and above were responsible for a high proportion (71 per cent) of the camels 
received.. This more or less corresponds to the relatively high number of non-alal camels 
reportedd in the lowlands by this wealth category. 
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TableTable 11.10 
Livestockk exchange in the lowlands, per wealth class 

Site e 

/.. Animals received in 1998* 
Cattle e 

Camels s 

S/stock k 

//.. Animals 
Cattle e 

Camels s 

S/stock k 

Maikona a 
Korr r 
MeanMean (%) 
Maikona a 
Korr r 
MeanMean (%) 
Maikona a 
Korr r 
MeanMean (%) 

givengiven in 1998* 
Maikona a 
Korr r 
MeanMean (%) 
Maikona a 
Korr r 
MeanMean (%) 
Maikona a 
Korr r 
MeanMean (%) 

/.. Animals received in 2000* 
Cattle e 

Camels s 

S/stock k 

1111 Animals 
Cattle e 

Camels s 

S/stock k 

Maikona a 
Kon n 
MeanMean (%) 
Maikona a 
Korr r 
MeanMean (%) 
Maikona a 
Korr r 
MeanMean (%) 

givengiven in 2000* 
Maikona a 
Korr r 
MeanMean (%) 
Maikona a 
Korr r 
MeanMean (%) 
Maikona a 
Korr r 
MeanMean (%) 

(1) ) 
<<  8 TLU/hh 

--
1 1 
/ / 
--
--
--
6 6 

13 3 

(1) ) 
(25) (25) 

(2) ) 
(4) ) 

3.23.2 (12.6) 

--
2 2 
1 1 
— — 
1 1 

/ / 
12 2 
2 2 

(2) (2) 
(22.2) (22.2) 

(1) (1) 
(8.3) (8.3) 
(3) ) 
(2) ) 

2.8(11.4) 2.8(11.4) 

--
1 1 
/ / 
--
--
--

10 0 
19 9 

(1) ) 
(25) (25) 

(10) ) 
(8) ) 

0.7(74.4) 0.7(74.4) 

— — 
---
„ „ 

--
— — 
--
9(8) ) 
5(4) ) 
1.1 1.1 (25.0) (25.0) 

Wealthh class 
(2) ) 

8.1-16.0 0 
TLU/hh h 

---
---
---
1 1 

--
/ / 

10 0 
21 1 

0) ) 

(7.1) (7.1) 
(3) ) 
(6) ) 

3.43.4 (20.5) 

3 3 
1 1 
1 1 
1 1 
2 2 
1 1 

15 5 
7 7 
2 2 

2 2 
--
2 2 

--
--
---
2 2 
4 4 

(3) ) 
0) ) 

(44.4) (44.4) 
(1) ) 
(2) ) 

(25) (25) 
(6) ) 
(5) ) 

(17.9) (17.9) 

(1) ) 

(50) (50) 

(2) ) 
(3) ) 

1.21.2 (154) 

1 1 
--
; ; 
--
---
---
2 2 

14 4 
/. . 

(1) ) 

(25) (25) 

(2) ) 
(8) ) 

6(28.6) 6(28.6) 

(3) ) 
16.1-40 0 
TLU/hh h 

22 (2) 

---
11 (50) 
22 (1) 
11 (1) 
1.51.5 (21.4) 

255 (13) 
399 (12) 
2.6(42.4) 2.6(42.4) 

11 (1) 
11 (1) 
11 (22.2) 
55 (4) 
---
1.3(41.7) 1.3(41.7) 

300 (10) 
244 (12) 
2.52.5 (43.9) 

--
11 (1) 
// (25) 

--
11 CD 
// (25) 
11 0) 
--
// (2.6) 

--
--
--
--
11 (1) 
1.0(50) 1.0(50) 
66 (2) 
88 (6) 
1.8(25.0) 1.8(25.0) 

(4) ) 
40.11 + 

TLU/hh h 

11 (1) 
--
11 (25) 
33 (3) 
VV (7) 
// (71.4) 

166 (13) 
211 (17) 

1.21.2 (24.5) 

11 (1) 
---
II  (11.1) 
22 (2) 
11 (1) 
// (25) 

122 (9) 
211 (14) 

1.4(26.8) 1.4(26.8) 

--
---
---
11 (1) 
11 (1) 
// (75) 

--
33 (2) 
1.51.5 (7.7) 

---
33 (2) 
1.51.5 (75) 

— — 
11 (1) 
11 (50) 
22 (1) 

100 (2) 
44 (21.4) 

Total l 

3 3 
1 1 
4 4 
6 6 
8 8 

14 14 
57 57 
94 4 

151 151 

5 5 
4 4 
9 9 
8 8 
4 4 

12 12 
69 9 
54 4 

123 123 

2 2 
2 2 
4 4 
1 1 
2 2 
3 3 

13 13 
26 6 
39 39 

1 1 
3 3 
4 4 

--
2 2 
2 2 
19 9 
37 7 
56 56 

(3) ) 
(1) ) 
(4) (4) 
(5) ) 
(8) ) 

03) 03) 
(31) (31) 
(39) ) 
(70) (70) 

(5) ) 
(4) ) 
(9) (9) 
(7) ) 
(4) ) 

CD CD 
(28) ) 
(33) ) 
(61) (61) 

(1) ) 
(2) ) 
(3) (3) 
(1) ) 
(2) ) 
(3) (3) 

(13) (13) 
(13) ) 
(26) (26) 

(1) ) 
(3) ) 
(4) (4) 

(2) ) 
(2) (2) 

(13) ) 
(20) ) 
(33) (33) 

Meann (%) 

11 (75) 
11 (25) 
// (100) 
1.22 (42.9) 
11 (57.1) 
// (100) 
1.88 (37.7) 
2.44 (62.3) 
2.22.2 (100) 

II  (55.6) 
11 (44.4) 
// (100) 
!!  (66.7) 
11 (33.3) 
1.11.1 (100) 
2.55 (56.1) 
1.66 (43.9) 
2.0(100) 2.0(100) 

22 (50) 
11 (50) 
1.31.3 (100) 
11 (33.3) 
11 (66.7) 
11 (100) 
1.11 (33.3) 
2.00 (66.7) 
1.51.5 (100) 

11 (25) 
11 (75) 
11 (100) 

11 (100) 
11 (100) 
1.51.5 (33.9) 
1.91.9 (66.1) 
1.7(100) 1.7(100) 

Summary Summary 

Total Total 
Maikona Maikona 

Korr Korr 

Received Received 
Given Given 
Received Received 
Given Given 

Cattle e 
3(3) 3(3) 
5 5 V) V) 
1(1) 1(1) 
4 4 (4) (4) 

1998 8 
Camel l 
6(5) 6(5) 
8(7) 8(7) 
8(8) 8(8) 
4(4) 4(4) 

S/stock k 
57(31) 57(31) 
6969 (28) 
9494 (39) 
5454 (33) 

Cattle e 
2(1) 2(1) 
II  (I) 
2(2) 2(2) 
3(2) 3(2) 

2000 0 
Camel l 
1(1) 1(1) 
--

2(2) 2(2) 
2(2) 2(2) 

S/stock k 
1313 (13) 
1919 (13) 
2626 (13) 
3737 (20) 

Notes: : 
1. . **  Livestock exchange is either gifts or loans, expressed in number of animals, with the number of households 

involvedd in brackets. 
Thee double '--' indicate no animal exchanged were reported. 
S/stockk denotes small stock of goats and sheep. 
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4.. The recall periods 1 % years in 1998 and 1 'A years in 2000. 
Source:Source: Author's surveys, 1998 and 2000. 

Thee proportions of livestock received and given also differ between households in 
Maikonaa and Korr. Households in Maikona had a higher share in cattle received (75 per cent) 
andd cattle given (56 per cent), while households in Korr had a higher share in camels and 
smalll  stock received (57 per cent and 62 per cent respectively) in 1998 compared to 
householdss in Maikona. The animal transfers involve about one animal for camel and cattle 
andd two small stock animals per household. 

Theree were limited camel and cattle exchanges among the settled households in the 
lowlandss in 2000. The households in the 8.1-16 TLU wealth category are responsible for the 
largestt proportion of cattle received (50 per cent), while households with 40.1 TLU and above 
hadd the largest share in camel received (75 per cent), and those with < 8 TLU proportionally 
receivedd most small stock (74 per cent). On the outgoing side, a relatively high proportion of 
cattlee (75 per cent) were given by households in the 40.1 TLU and above wealth class, the 
twoo highest wealth classes had an equal share (50 per cent) in camels given and the largest 
partt of the small stock was given by those in the 8.1-16 TLU wealth class (29 per cent). There 
wass also a better distribution of small stock given in the lowlands across the wealth levels 
comparedd to camels and cattle. However, the household wealth categories with a relatively 
highh ratio of animals received and given do not necessarily have high average animal 
transfers.. For example, although the households in the 40.1 TLU and above class do not 
reveall  high ratios of small stock transfers in 2000 (8 per cent of all small stock received and 
211 per cent of all small stock given), they show the highest averages of small stock exchanges 
(1.55 and 4 animals, respectively). This may suggest that a few households in this wealth 
categoryy participated in the livestock-sharing practice. Given that the majority of the sample 
householdss are in the lower wealth categories and in view of their greater incentives to receive 
transferr herds, the high average small stock transfers indicate restricted small stock sharing 
withinn a wider society across the wealth levels. The fact that the majority of the households 
aree herd-poor suggest their greater need for herd sharing, while the relatively fewer available 
herdss for gifts or loans might provide the single most important reason for the weak 
institutionn of livestock transfers. 

Inn 2000, the households in Korr accounted for 67 per cent of the camel and small stock 
receivedd and 50 per cent of the incoming cattle. The average livestock exchanges in 2000 are 
onee camel and cattle per household and about two small stock animals. On the whole, the 
mobilee households surveyed in 1998 seem to have been cattle donors in 1998, both in Korr 
andd Maikona. The Korr households were recipients of camels and small stock, while the 
Maikonaa households were donors of camels and small stock as revealed by the difference 
betweenn households' incoming and outgoing animals. In 2000, the sample households were 
donorss in small stock transfers. Camel transfers were almost neutral, and with regard to cattle 
thee Maikona households were recipients of cattle and the Korr households were donors. It 
turnss out that the largest numbers of animals exchanged concerned small stock and that small 
stockk transfers also entailed the transfer of ownership rights. Thus, while small stock were 
assignedd a low TLU conversion factor and yield low subsistence production, they appear to 
havee played a crucial role in social relations among the study groups. By inference, it would 
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bee safe to assume that small stock was central in households' coping or mitigation measures 
inn the face of recurrent negative events. 

Thee fact that high proportions of animal transfers were made by the households in the two 
highestt wealth classes suggest two things. Firstly, a high number of animals received implies 
borrowingg from households in similar wealth classes (i.e. horizontal) or higher wealth classes 
(i.e.(i.e. vertical). This, in turn, demonstrates the importance of animals for self-insurance 
purposes.. Secondly, a high proportion of loans may illustrate household use of animals for 
sociall  insurance, while relatively rich households would have better social insurance, as 
shownn by the case of camels in the lowlands in 1998. If loan transfers are made with 
householdss at similar or higher wealth levels, the relatively poor are neglected in the animal 
trustt system. On the other hand, the social insurance arrangements are made between the 
relativelyy herd-rich households. However, the role of livestock gifts and loans in the transfer 
mechanismss depends on the reasons for exchange: slaughter, sale for various needs, rituals 
andd ceremonies and access to animal products. These reasons would differ according to 
whetherr herd transfers are used for the accumulation of assets or for balancing present 
consumption.. Below we will discuss the motives for livestock exchange that households in 
thee lowlands have. 

LowlandLowland households' motives for livestock exchange 
Livestockk gifts and loan arrangements are old practices among pastoral communities. Among 
otherr things, inter-household animal exchange is for a large part necessitated by a shortfall in 
one'ss inability to meet one's own livestock-based needs. It is also based on the recognition of 
collectively-sharedd negative shock experiences (e.g. drought, seasonal price fluctuations, 
raids)) associated with an event, although individual or household-specific negative shocks 
(e.g.(e.g. family break up, short-term illness etc.) are also prominent among the herders. The 
effectivee animal transfers also depend on the existence of 'surplus' herds to assist needy 
households.. Once these conditions have been fulfilled, effective inter-household livestock 
exchangee can take place. In addition, animal exchanges may take place on the basis of the 
expectationn that others can be called upon to assist in times of need in the future. The 
reciprocall  motive of herd transfers constitutes an integral reason for the herders' commitment 
too the voluntary livestock- sharing arrangements. The expectation from others to reciprocate 
att a deferred date serves as an avoidance strategy of adverse exposure to risks in the future. 

Thee institution of animal exchanges serves several functions conditional upon whether 
animalss are lent (social goal) or borrowed (private goal). These transfers occur either as an ex 
postpost or an ex ante measure. Access to animal products is the single most stated reason for herd 
transferss across wealth levels and between the study sites in the lowlands (Table 11.11). This 
reasonn falls within 'the private domain' because the individual borrower benefits from 
productss from the borrowed animal. The reasons for access to the products are similar 
betweenn the wealth classes for Maikona and Korr. While reasons like social cohesion (20 per 

Theree are two main reasons why we investigated the changes in herd transfers in the lowlands alone. Firstly, 
wee expected a greater reliance of the households on the livestock sector in the lowlands compared to those 
onn the mountain. Secondly and closely related to this, the majority of the households in the lowlands, unlike 
thosee on the mountain which are ethnically more diverse, have pastoral backgrounds where social 
relationshipss and herd sharing are more important. 
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cent),, and the rightful ownership of the male progeny and social unity between the lender and 
thee borrower are equally important (each at 15 per cent) in Maikona, a fall back option in 
timess of need (means of spreading risk), the acquisition of another animal in return and a way 
off  assisting the poor are also important reasons for animal exchanges in Korr. Additionally, 
thee response that animal exchange is a way of helping the poor (overall 11 per cent in 
Maikonaa and 9 per cent in Korr) is equivalent to stating that the trust system brings about 
equitablee sharing of resources53 to the benefit of the poor. A response such as 'today camels 
cann be taken from the borrower' suggests an element of change in the animal trust system. 

TableTable 11.11 
Lowlandd households1 motives for engaging in the animal trust system 

Wealthh class (TLU/hh) 
Responsee Maikona (n = 19) Korr (n = 11) 

11 -2 3 -4 1 -2 3 -4 
a.. Private 

Too obtain animal products 
Thee male young ones are alal 
Forr d'arran one gets another animal in return 
Meanss of accumulating (increasing) herd size 
Today,, camels can be taken back by the owner 
Sourcee of pride to the owner 

Sub-totalSub-total (%) 
b.. Social 

Sociall  relationship between owner and borrower 
Sharingg brings unity to the community 
AA way of helping the poor (poor benefits) 
Createe respect between owner and user 
Meanss of spreading risks 

Sub-totalSub-total (%) 
Totall  20 66 43 39 

Notes: : 
a.. The responses include multiple answers. 
b.. The wealth class used: 1 2 = less than 16.0 TLU (very poor to poor), aim 3-4 = 16.1 TLU and above (moderate to 

rich)rich) per household. 
Source:Source: Household survey, 1998. 

Thesee reasons however vary between the relatively poor (less than 16.0 TLU per 
household)) and the relatively rich households (with more than 16.1 TLU). The differences 
alsoo vary widely between Korr and Maikona households. The perceived importance of the 
animall  trust system for assisting the poor and being a vessel for unity among communities 
differss between the wealth classes in Maikona. The relatively rich households in Korr regard 
thee trust system as a means of spreading risks more than the poor do. The different responses 
betweenn the wealth classes illustrate that the comparatively poor and the rich are confronted 
withh different risk experiences and that they are concerned about different things. For 
example,, whilst the poor may be preoccupied with how to make ends meet, the strategic 
concernn of the relatively rich may be how to accumulate herd and therefore livestock wealth. 

300 (6) 
155 (3) 

55 (1) 
50 50 

200 (4) 
155 (3) 
155 (3) 

50 50 

33.3 3 
18.2 2 

51.5 51.5 

15.2 2 
21.2 2 
9.1 1 
3.0 0 

48.5 48.5 

(22) ) 
(12) ) 

(10) ) 
(14) ) 
(6) ) 
(2) ) 

32.4(14) ) 
18.66 (8) 
23.3(10) ) 
9.33 (4) 

83.7 83.7 

2.33 (1) 
2.33 (1) 
7.00 (3) 

4.77 (2) 
16.3 16.3 

25.6 6 
12.8 8 
18.0 0 
2.6 6 
2.6 6 

61.5 61.5 

2.6 6 
2.6 6 

10.3 3 
2.6 6 

20.5 5 
55.5 5 

(10) ) 
(5) ) 
(7) (7) 
(1) ) 
(1) ) 

(1) ) 
(1) ) 
(4) (4) 
(1) ) 
(8) ) 

Itt is interesting to note that this response was the same for the rich and the poor. Overall, a slightly higher 
ratioo of the rich households (about 6%) gave this response compared to the poor (about 4%). 
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Inn addition, the relatively poor households in Korr perceived the animal trust system as an 
importantt means of self-insurance (about 84 per cent of the respondents) compared to the 
relativelyy wealthy households (about 62 per cent) in Korr and also compared to the 
householdss (about 50 per cent) in Maikona. 

Thee benefits of herd sharing may also jointly accrue from the exchange of a single animal. 
Thee exchange of a female animal may enable the borrower to obtain access to the animal 
productss and also to rightful ownership of all the male progeny from the animal, while at the 
samee time cementing social bonds, affirming social relations and functioning as a means of 
accumulatingg herds. This recognition emphasises the multitude and difficulty associated with 
disentanglingg the various forms of social capital embedded in livestock. 

Thee concern as to whether the animal trust system is an efficient mechanism for 
redistributingg herds or a means of assisting the poor depends, in our opinion, on several 
factors:: the availability of herds and on the proportion of herd-poor to relatively wealthy 
households.. This may also depend on momentary or temporal household resource capacity 
andd the ability to sacrifice the benefits of the livestock to be lent. We conjecture that with a 
generall  decline in the livestock wealth of the herding communities over time (see Chapter 7), 
todayy the households' capacity to practise herd sharing and crucially to lif t the poor 
householdss out of herd poverty is doubtful. The continued fall in livestock assets may, in 
itself,, be a powerful limiting factor of herd sharing and provoke changes in the animal trust 
system. . 

PerceivedPerceived changes in the trust-based herd-sharing practices in the lowlands 
Thee pastoral communities have come through changes in their social and economic settings. 
Suchh changes may have taken place through alterations, the incorporation of new values54 and 
thee modification of existing indigenous institutions in order to cope and adjust to the current 
circumstances.. While acknowledging such changes, we examine the elements of pastoral 
changee which are related to the animal trust system, bearing in mind the probable implications 
suchh changes may have for the pastoral economy and on the household food situation. The 
presentt perceived changes in the animal trust system in the lowlands focused on a comparison 
withh the past (Table 11.12). Although such perceived changes may represent an emotional 
attachmentt to animals and animal sharing arrangements rather than the realities of the animal 
trustt system, to a certain extent it compensates for the lack of information on household herd-
sharingg behaviour in the past. 

Thee responses regarding the perceived changes are limited to a few responses particularly 
forr the households in Korr, but it is still worth pointing a few details out. First of all, the most 
consistentt observation is that although there are limited changes in the rules that govern the 
inter-householdss transfer of animals, there have been many requests for trust animals in the 
recentt past at both sites. This is equivalent to stating that there are fewer animals available for 
redistributionn today through the conventional herd-sharing mechanisms. The responses that 
focuss on the current situation, taken together, confirm the general perception of today's 
limitedd livestock assets that are available for sharing compared to the distant past. Secondly, a 
responsee such as 'the owner expects a lot of gifts' indicates a departure from the norm and 
reflectss the high costs associated with livestock exchange, conceivably because there arc 
fewerr surplus animals available for lending. This seems to be especially true in the case of 

Onee of these changes may include the incorporation of 'loan words' into the local languages (see Schlee 
19911 and Falkenstein 1998). 
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Maikona.. As regards the past, overall the responses provide a crucial sign that the past serves 
ass a background against which recent changes in animal exchange can be mirrored and 
providee a means by which such changes can be understood. The contrast between the present 
andd the past shows a weakness in the herd-sharing practice and this in turn indicates the 
increasedd vulnerability of the people that the animal trust system ought to help in times of 
crisis. . 

TableTable 11.12 
Perceivedd changes in household herd-sharing practices in the lowlands 

Wealthh class (TLU/hh) 
Response**  Maikona (32) Korr(18) 

^^ 1-2 3_^4 1-2 3-4 
Today, Today, 

Noo difference in the rules, but many requests 14.3(2) 6.5 (3) 100(17) 94.4(17) 
Thee owner expects a lot of gifts 
Animall  only given to close relatives 
Itt takes a long time to acquire camels (poverty) 
Theree are few camels 

Sub-totalSub-total (%) 71.4(10) 69.6(32) 100(17) 94.4(17) 
InIn the past, 

Animall  given as a reward for labour 
Animall  given to poor freely, without moral 
obligation n 
Moree respect between parties in the past 
Camelss cannot be taken from the borrower 
Femalee animal lent by relative can be sold 5.6 (1) 

Sub-total(%)Sub-total(%) 28.6 (4) 304(14) 5.6 (1) 
Totall  (n) 14 46 17 18_ 

Notes: : 
1.. The wealth class used: I -2= less than 16.0 TLU (very poor to poor), and 3-4= 16.1 TLU and above (moderate 

too rich) per household. 
2.. * Figures are the percentage of the respondents and those in brackets the number of households. Multiple responses 

aree possible. 
Source.Source. Household survey, 1998. 

LivestockLivestock losses prior to herd transfers 
Ass we have argued before, the inter-household livestock exchanges are made either as an ante 
measuree of private or social insurance, or ex post measure to mitigate effects of herd losses 
resultingg from negative external events. If the latter is true, the households' livestock gift 
exchangess say something about livestock losses prior to the herd transfers. In this subsection 
wee will therefore examine livestock losses55 on the mountain and in the lowlands for 
householdss of all wealth levels (Table 11.13). 

Thee table shows livestock losses in absolute numbers and the average losses per household 
perr wealth class. The recall periods of herd losses varied between the sites. We remedied that 
byy converting the different recall periods of the livestock losses across the sites into a 

14.33 (2) 
50.00 (7) 

7.11 (1) 

71.471.4 (10) 

14.33 (2) 

14.33 (2) 

28.628.6 (4) 
14 4 

6.55 (3) 
41.3(19) ) 
2.22 (1) 

17.44 (8) 
2.22 (1) 

69.669.6 (32) 

2.22.2 (1) 
21.7(10) ) 

2.22 (1) 
4.33 (2) 

304304 (14) 
46 6 

Thiss analysis does not include the households without livestock. 
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comparablee scale.56 Per site (mountain and lowlands) we compared the relative livestock 
lossess across wealth levels. The ratio of the livestock losses of a specific wealth class gives a 
reasonablereasonable indication of the total livestock losses in that wealth class and also how this relates 
too the livestock losses in other wealth classes. Obviously, the share of the livestock losses as a 
ratioo of the average herd size would show a lower proportion among the herd-rich households 
becausee of the high average herd sizes among these groups. However, we report here on the 
distributionn of livestock losses in absolute numbers across wealth ranks and how these relate 
tcc the number of animals received (as discussed in the previous subsections). 

TableTable 11.13 
Recentt average livestock losses per sample site and wealth rank 

a.a. On the mountain 
1.1. Animal losses in 1998" 

Cattle e 

S/stock k 

No.. of animals 
MeanMean per hh and (%) 
No.. of animals 
MeanMean per hh and (%) 

1111 Animal losses in 2000* 
Cattle e 

S/stock k 

No.. of animals 
MeanMean per hh and (%) 
No.. of animals 
MeanMean per hh. and (°/o) 

(1) ) 
<< 8 TLU/hh 

2522 (85) 
3.0(42.4) ) 

1255 (62) 
2.0(132.0(13 6) 

2011 (45) 
4.55 (43.7) 

1277 (23) 
5.55 (38.6) 

Wealthh class 
(2) ) 

8.11 - 16.0 
TLU/hh h 

2188 (49) 
4.44 (36.7) 

4044 (33) 
12.212.2 (44.0) 

1399 (25) 
5.66 (30.2) 

788 (14) 
5.66 (23.7) 

(3) ) 
16.1-40 0 
TLU/hh h 

1055 (25) 
4.2(17.7) ) 

3877 (24) 
16.116.1 (42.1) 

1155 (20) 
5.88 (25.0) 

1166 (19) 
6.1(35.3) ) 

(4) ) 
40.11 + 

TLU/hh h 

19 9 
4.8 8 
3 3 
/ / 

5 5 
1.3 3 
8 8 
4.0 0 

(4) ) 
(3.2) ) 
(3) ) 
(0.3) (0.3) 

(4) ) 
(1.1) ) 
(2) ) 
(2.4) ) 

Total l 

5944 (163) 
3.6 6 

9199 (122) 
7.5 7.5 

4600 (94) 
4.9 9 

3299 (58) 
5.6 6 

b.b. In the lowlands 
1.1. Animal losses in 1998* 

Cattle e 

Camels s 

S/stock k 

No.. of animals 
MeanMean per hh. and (%) 
No.. of animals 
MeanMean per hh (%) 
No.. of animals 
MeanMean per hh and (%) 

//.. Animal losses in 2000* 
Cattle e 

Camels s 

S/stock k 

No.. of animals 
MeanMean per hh. and (%) 
No.. of animals 
MeanMean per hh. and (%) 
No.. of animals 
MeanMean per hh. and (%) 

--
--
33 (2) 
1.5(60.0) ) 

455 (7) 
6.44 (7.4) 

88 (4) 
2.0(15.1) ) 
22 (2) 
11 (6-3) 

3100 (28) 
11.1(37.6) ) 

---
--
---

644 (8) 
88 (10.5) 

200 (7) 
2.99 (37.7) 
33 (2) 
1.55 (9.4) 

2111 (24) 
8.88 (25.6) 

55 (3) 
1.7(71.4) ) 

---

2844 (29) 
9.88 (46.7) 

22 (2) 
1.00 (3.8) 

111 (5) 
2.22 (34.4) 

1588 (21) 
7.5(19.2) ) 

2 2 (2) ) 
1.0(28.6) ) 
2 2 (2) ) 
1.0(40.0) ) 

215 5 (18) ) 
11.9(35.4) ) 

23 3 (8) ) 
2.9(43.4) ) 

16 6 (7) ) 
2.33 (50.0) 

145 5 (8) ) 
18.1(17.6) ) 

77 (5) 
1.4 4 
55 ( 4) 
1.3 3 

6088 (62) 
9.8 8 

533 (21) 
2.5 5 

322 (16) 
2.0 0 

8244 (81) 
10.2 2 

Note: : 
1.. 'The numbers in brackets, after the number of animals lost, refer to the number of households. 

Source:Source: Authors' surveys, 1998 and 2000. 

Thee households on the mounta in with less than 8 T L U suffered from a higher rat io of cattle 

lossess (42 per cent) in 1998 compared to households from other wealth categories, followed 

Thee livestock loss periods can be converted into monthly or annual figures and compared across the sites 
andd the survey periods. For example, an eight month recall period can be divided by eight to obtain monthly 
lossess or multiplied by three and a half to convert to annual losses. 



489 9 

byy the households in the 8.1-16.0 TLU wealth categories (37 per cent). The households in the 
twoo lowest wealth categories therefore accounted for about 79 per cent of the total cattle 
lossess in 1998. The households in the 8.1-16.0 TLU wealth category registered the highest 
proportionn of small stock losses (44 per cent), followed closely by the households in the 16.1-
400 TLU wealth category at about 42 per cent. The households in these wealth categories also 
hadd higher averages of small stock losses of about 12 and 16 animals per household 
respectively.. Although the households in these wealth categories reported a higher loss of 
cattlee of on average about four animals, the households in the wealthiest category on the 
mountainn had average cattle losses of about five animals. 

Thee proportion of the cattle losses across the wealth classes in 2000 is similar to the one in 
1998.. However, the households in the wealthiest category show the lowest average cattle 
lossess of about one animal. By contrast, the households in the lower wealth categories 
reportedd higher average cattle losses of about five and six animals per household. The 
householdss in the lowest wealth category reported the highest percentages of all cattle losses 
(444 per cent) and small stock losses (39 per cent) on the mountain in 2000. 

Turningg to the lowlands, the households in the relatively wealthy livestock ranks reported 
thee highest proportions of the small stock losses in 1998. These shares were about 47 per cent 
forr the 16.1-40 TLU wealth class and 35 per cent for the wealthiest livestock class. The 
householdss in the upper wealth classes also mentioned a higher average of small stock losses 
off  about ten animals for the households with 16.1-40 TLU and a cattle loss of 12 animals for 
thee 40.1 and above TLU class. The cattle and camel losses reported in the lowlands in 1998 
weree limited in absolute numbers. Even so, the low cattle losses could be due to the low cattle 
ownershipp by the households or be indicative of differential camel and small stock losses. In 
otherr words, camels are hardy and relatively well adapted to withstand the harsh conditions 
andd variable shocks. Thus, the households that own camels may experience low camel losses 
comparedd to animal losses in cattle and small stocks (see also Chapter 16). 

Inn 2000, the households in the highest wealth rank reported the largest proportion of cattle 
lossess (43 per cent), followed by the households in the 8.1-16.0 TLU per household category 
(388 per cent). The average losses for these classes were about three animals per household for 
cattle.. The cattle losses for the other wealth classes were lower at two animals per household 
forr the poorest wealth class and one animal per household for the 16.1-40 TLU wealth class. 
Thee highest camel losses in the lowlands in 2000 were reported by the households in the 
upperr wealth categories, which together accounted for over 84 per cent of the total camel 
deaths,, with an average of about two camels per household. 

Relativelyy speaking, the households in the two lower wealth categories accounted for the 
majorityy of the small stock losses: about 63 per cent in 2000. The upper wealth categories 
accountedd for about 19 per cent and 18 per cent respectively of the reported total small stock 
lossess in 2000 with an average death level of about eight animals for the 16.40 TLU wealth 
classs and 18 animals for the wealthiest class. 

Ourr interest here is in the proportion of livestock losses across the wealth categories and 
howw these losses correspond to the distribution of inter-household livestock transfers 
discussedd earlier (Tables 11.9 and 11.10). It is evident that the households in the two lower 
wealthh categories on the mountain reported a higher share of cattle and small stock losses in 
bothh 1998 and in 2000. A similar observation was made for camel losses in the lowlands in 
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19988 and for cattle and small stock losses in 2000. Comparing these losses in percentage 
termss with the percentage share of livestock animal exchanges for specific wealth classes 
interestinglyy shows that the households in the poorest wealth category which had the highest 
cattlee losses in 1998, also report the highest share of cattle and small stock received. The 
sharee of the small stock losses and received animals in the lowlands in 1998 are also the same 
forr all wealth levels. A close examination also reveals a similar proportion of small stock 
lossess and animals received for the 8.1-16.0 TLU category per household on the mountain and 
inn the lowlands in 2000. In other words, the households in these wealth classes had the third 
highestt small stock receipts and losses on the mountain and the second highest small stock 
receiptss and losses in thee lowlands in 1998. 

Furthermore,, we see that the households in the lowest wealth category in the lowlands had 
thee highest share of small stock losses and animals received in 2000. Moreover, the 
householdss in the wealthiest category on the mountain reported fewer small stock receipts and 
lossess in 1998. In the cases referred to here, the results show that the households receive a 
similarr proportion of the losses suffered due to external factors. This in turn provides, 
althoughh circumstantial, an indication of social insurance among these households. However, 
forr the majority of the wealth classes there is no such correlation between losses and animals 
receivedd across wealth levels. On the whole, the results show a residual of traditional 
mechanismss of herd sharing for social insurance purposes among the study groups. This is 
clearr in particular for the sample households in the lowlands in 1998 in the case of small 
stock.. Our guess is that herd sharing and losses may not occur on a one-to-one basis, where 
cattlee losses are compensated by cattle gifts. Instead, small stock could be a substitute, for 
example,, for camels and cattle losses. Thus, insofar as the shares of the livestock losses and 
giftt transfers correspond for a specific wealth class, this is evidence of the livestock assets in 
sociall  security systems. 

Sociall  relationships in herd transfers 

Livestockk sharing as a risk-reducing strategy depends on trust and interpersonal relationships 
ass well as being closely tied to the parties in the herd-sharing arrangements. In this section we 
considerr the social relationships of the people who exchanged animals. We investigate the 
relationshipp between individuals to whom a household gave or lent animals or from whom 
animalss are obtained. 

Thee study groups are generally patrilineal communities. We mainly consider herd transfer 
relationships577 between direct blood relatives (agnatic kin), in-laws (affine kin or people 
relatedd through marriage ties), cousins (this includes both matrilateral and patrilateral cousins, 
fromm the mother's and father's sides), friendship ties and others (see Tables 11.14 and 11.15). 
Thee category 'Others' may include neighbours, traders (who may receive an animal for an 
outstandingg debt) or a local NGO which restocks families via a child sponsor programme. We 
alsoo examine the direction of the livestock exchange on the basis of the two broad households 

Wee differentiated between blood relatives or agnates and in-law or affinal kinships by considering the 
genderr of the respondent (female or male head of the household). We are grateful to Elliot Fratkin and also 
acknowledgee his useful comments with regard to the classifications of these social relationships. 
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wealthh categories of very poor to poor (1-2 = 0-16.0 TLU) and moderate to rich (3-4 =16.1 
TLUU and above) per household.58 

SocialSocial relationships in livestock exchanges on the mountain 
Tablee 11.14 shows cattle and livestock exchanges on the mountain across the agro-ecological 
zoness and two broad wealth categories. As this table shows, households received most cattle 
fromfrom relatives (46 per cent) in 1998, followed by in-laws who accounted for about 41 per cent 
off  the cattle received. Comparing the dry and the moist zones, the relatively poor households 
inn both zones received the largest share of all cattle received (about 50 per cent and 23 per 
centt respectively), with households in the moist zone having received more cattle (68 per 
cent)) compared to households in the dry zone (32 per cent). In-laws receive a slightly higher 
sharee of cattle given (52 per cent) than relatives (45 per cent) in 1998. Most out-going cattle 
transferss took place among households in the lower wealth categories in both the dry and the 
moistt zones. Thus, the poor households have the capacity, albeit limited, to give or lend 
animalss to relatives and in-laws who might be equally poor or even poorer than they are. The 
otherr categories of social relations (cousins, friends and other) have a low share in the cattle 
transfers. . 

Onn the mountain, there were fewer small stock transfers compared to cattle transfers in 
19988 (22 vs. 18 incoming animals and 29 vs. 21 outgoing animals for cattle and small stock 
respectively).. The relatives (50 per cent), in-laws (28 per cent) and cousins (22 per cent) are 
thee main source of incoming small stock transfers in 1998. The households in the lower-
wealthh category in the dry and moist zones received many more small stock (94 per cent) than 
householdss in the higher wealth category (i.e. 6 per cent). Again, while most households gave 
orr (more commonly) lent small stock to relatives (57 per cent), the importance of in-laws and 
cousinss were secondary in the outgoing small stock transfers. It is apparent that the 
householdss in the lower-wealth category in the moist zone received and gave more small 
stockk and cattle compared to the relatively rich households (44 per cent vs. 0 per cent for 
smalll  stock and 50 per cent vs. 18 per cent for cattle for animals received). This result is 
surprisingg in the light of the low capacity of the herd-poor households to lend animals and 
emphasisess the importance of livestock exchanges even among the herd-poor households. 

Inn 2000, a substantial share of the cattle received as gifts or loans were from direct blood 
relativess (67 per cent), followed by in-laws (25 per cent), while the share of the other social 
relationss remains low. On average, there are relatively more cattle transfers to the households 
inn the low-wealth category compared to the households in the other wealth categories, 
particularlyy in the dry zone (42 per cent vs. 25 per cent). On the outgoing side, a slightly 
higherr share of cattle went to in-laws (44 per cent) compared to the relatives (40 per cent), 
andd cousins and others at about 9 per cent each. In relative terms, the households in the moist 
zonee gave or lent more cattle compared to the households in the dry zone. In addition, the 
poorr households in the dry zone obtained and gave higher fractions of cattle through loan 
arrangementss or gifts compared to the households in the higher wealth categories. 

Thee livestock exchanges take place within a widely dispersed geographical space and thus it would involve 
ann awful lot of work to follow and establish wealth levels of herd-receiving and giving households in the 
samplee groups. We can, however, infer the direction of livestock exchange from the wealth classes of the 
samplee households. 
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TableTable 11.14 
Sociall  relationship of livestock exchanges on the mountain, per wealth class (TLU/hh) 

Sitee Wealth class 
/.. Animals received in 1998 (n) 

Cattle e 

S/stock k 

//.. Animals 
Cattle e 

S/stock k 

Moist t 

Dry y 

TotalTotal (%) 
Moist t 

Dry y 

TotalTotal (%) 

1-2 2 
3-4 4 
1-2 2 
3-4 4 

1-2 2 
3-4 4 
1-2 2 
3-4 4 

givengiven in 1998 (n) 
Moist t 

Dry y 

TotalTotal (%) 
Moist t 

Dry y 

TotalTotal (%) 

1-2 2 
3-4 4 
1-2 2 
3-4 4 

1-2 2 
3-4 4 
1-2 2 
3-4 4 

/.. Animals received in 2000 (n) 
Cattle e 

S/stock k 

1111 Animals 
Cattle e 

S/stock k 

Moist t 

Dry y 

TotalTotal (%) 
Moist t 

Dry y 

TotalTotal (%) 

1-2 2 
3-4 4 
1-2 2 
3-4 4 

1-2 2 
3-4 4 
1-2 2 
3-4 4 

givengiven in 2000 (n) 
Moist t 

Dry y 

TotalTotal (%) 
Moist t 

Dry y 

TotalTotal (%) 

1-2 2 
3-4 4 
1-2 2 
3-4 4 

1-2 2 
3-4 4 
1-2 2 
3-4 4 

Relatives s 

4 4 
1 1 
4 4 
1 1 

10(45.5) 10(45.5) 
4 4 

4 4 
1 1 
9(50) 9(50) 

7 7 
3 3 
3 3 

1313 (44.8) 
4 4 
1 1 
4 4 
3 3 

12(57.1) 12(57.1) 

2 2 
3 3 
3 3 
88 (66.7) 
2 2 

1 1 
2 2 
55 (33.3) 

4 4 
2 2 
3 3 
1 1 

1010 (40.0) 
1 1 
1 1 

2(11.8) 2(11.8) 

In-laws s 

5 5 
3 3 

1 1 
99 (40.9) 
2 2 

3 3 

55 (27.8) 

6 6 
1 1 
7 7 
I I 

1515 (51.7) 

2 2 

1 1 
33 (14.3) 

1 1 

2 2 

3(25) 3(25) 
4 4 
2 2 

1 1 
77 (46.7) 

4 4 
5 5 
2 2 

1111 (44.0) 
2 2 
4 4 
1 1 
1 1 
8(47.1) 8(47.1) 

Cousins s 

1 1 

1(4.5) 1(4.5) 
2 2 

2 2 

4(22.2) 4(22.2) 

3 3 

33 (14.3) 

1 1 

11 (8.3) 
1 1 

1(6.7) 1(6.7) 

2 2 

2(8.6) 2(8.6) 
1 1 

1 1 
1 1 
3(17.6) 3(17.6) 

Friends s 

1 1 

1(45) 1(45) 

1 1 

// (3.4) 
1 1 
1 1 

2(9.5) 2(9.5) 

1 1 

1(6.7) 1(6.7) 

1 1 

11 (5 6) 

Others s 

1 1 

// (4.5) 

1 1 

// (4.8) 

1 1 
1(6.7) 1(6.7) 

1 1 
1 1 

22 (8.6) 

2 2 
1 1 

3(17.6) 3(17.6) 

Totall  (%) 

111 (50.0) 
4(18.2) ) 
55 (22.7) 
22 (9.1) 

22 22 
88 (44.4) 

9(50.0) ) 
11 (5.6) 

18 18 

13(44.8) ) 
5(17.2) ) 

10(34.5) ) 
11 (3.4) 

29 29 
99 (42.9) 
4(19.0) ) 
4(19.0) ) 
4(19.0) ) 
21 21 

2(16.7) ) 
2(16.7) ) 
5(41.7) ) 
33 (25.0) 

12 12 
77 (46.7) 
33 (20.0) 
11 (6.7) 
44 (26.7) 

15 15 

99 (36.0) 
10(40.0) ) 
55 (20.0) 
11 (4.0) 

25 25 
44 (23.5) 
7(41.2) ) 
44 (23.5) 
2(11.8) ) 

17 17 
Notes: : 

1.. The figures refer to number of animals received r>r given. 
2.. S/stock stands for small stock. 

Source:Source: Author's surveys, 1998 and 2000. 
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TableTable it.15 
Sociall  relationships in livestock exchange in the lowlands, per wealth class 

Sitee Wealth class Relatives In-laws Cousins Friends Others Total 
(%) ) 

/.. Animals received in 1998 
Cattlee Maikona 1-2 

3-44 1 1 1 3(75.0) 
Korrr 1-2 1 1 (25.0) 

3-4 4 
TotalTotal (%) I (25) I (25) 1 (25) 1 (25) 4 

S/stockk Maikona 1-2 2 1 1 1 5 (8.3) 
3-44 3 3 1 10 9 26(43.3) 

Korrr 1-2 3 3 1 1 2 10(16.7) 
3-44 13 1 5 19(31.7) 

TotalTotal (%) 2/(35.0) 8 2(3.3) J 7 (28.3) 12(20 0) 60 
(13.3) (13.3) 

II.II.  Animals given in 1998 
Cattlee Maikona 1-2 1 1 1 3(33.3) 

3-44 1 1 2(22.2) 
Korrr 1-2 1 2 1 4(44.4) 

3-4 4 
TotalTotal (%) 2(22.2) 4 2(22.2) 1(11.1) 9 

(44.4) (44.4) 
S/stockk Maikona 1-2 2 1 4 2 9(14.8) 

3-44 3 2 6 7 1 19(31.1) 
Korrr 1-2 3 4 7(11.5) 

3-44 2 1 12 11 26(42.6) 
TotalTotal (%) 10(16.4) 4(6.6) 26(42.6) 20(32.8) 1 (1.6) 61 

1.1. Animals received in 2000 
Cattle e 

S/stock k 

//.. Animals 

Cattle e 

S/stock k 

Maikona a 

Korr r 

TotalTotal (%) 
Maikona a 

Korr r 

TotalTotal (%) 
givengiven in 2000 

Maikona a 

Korr r 

TotalTotal (%) 
Maikona a 

Korr r 

TotalTotal (%) 

1-2 2 
3-4 4 
1-2 2 
3-4 4 

1-2 2 
3-4 4 
1-2 2 
3-4 4 

1-2 2 
3-4 4 
1-2 2 
3-4 4 

1-2 2 
3-4 4 
1-2 2 
3-4 4 

1 1 

// (33.3) 
5 5 

1 1 

6(23.1) 6(23.1) 

1 1 

1(50) 1(50) 
9 9 
1 1 
5 5 
2 2 
17(53.1) 17(53.1) 

1 1 

// (33.3) 
5 5 

55 (19.2) 

2 2 

2(6.3) 2(6.3) 

1 1 

3 3 
2 2 
6(23.1) 6(23.1) 

1 1 

1(50) 1(50) 
1 1 

4 4 
1 1 
6(18.8) 6(18.8) 

1 1 

// (33.3) 
1 1 
1 1 
7 7 

9(34.6) 9(34.6) 

2 2 

3 3 
2 2 
7(21.9) 7(21.9) 

1(33.3) ) 

22 (66.7) 

3 3 
122 (46.2) 
11 (3.8) 

111 (42.3) 
22 (7.7) 

26 26 

11 (50.0) 

11 (50.0) 

2 2 
12(37.5) ) 
1(3.1) ) 

14(43.8) ) 
5(15.6) ) 

32 32 
Note: : 

II  The number in the brackets is the response and the one outside is the relationship. In some cases more than one 
animall  was given to an individual at the time of a specific exchange 

SourceSource Author's survev. 1998 and 2000 
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Thee in-laws (47 per cent) and relatives (33 per cent) received most of the small stock in 
20000 and together these were also the most important source of small stock transfers. We also 
seee that the households in the low-livestock wealth class in the moist zone received most 
smalll  stock, while in general the households in the higher-wealth class gave a higher share of 
smalll  stock. There is ample evidence of more cattle and small stock transfers on the mountain 
betweenn relatives and in-laws compared to the other social relations. This indication holds in 
19988 as well as in 2000. 

SocialSocial relationships in herd transfers in the lowlands 
Fewerr households exchanged cattle in the lowlands compared to the households on the 
mountain.. In 1998, all social relations, except cousins, were equally important sources of 
outgoingg cattle transfers in the lowlands. Once again, of the few households that gave or 
loanedd cattle, more cattle was destined for in-laws (44 per cent) compared to relatives and 
friends,, each at about 22 per cent, and others (11 per cent). In Maikona, the households in the 
lowerr wealth class exchanged more cattle gifts and loans, while in Korr the households in the 
high-wealthh class (44 per cent) gave or loaned more cattle than others. 

Theree were a lot of small stock exchanges between the households in the lowlands. In 
1998,, relatives received a relatively high fraction of all small stock transfers (35 per cent), 
followedd by friends (28 per cent), others (20 per cent) and in-laws (13 per cent). In terms of 
outgoingg transfers, 43 per cent of the small stock went to cousins, followed by friends (33 per 
cent)) and relatives (16 per cent) while figures were lower for other social relations. 
Interestingly,, most small stock gifts and loan transfers occurred among the relatively rich 
householdss both in Korr and Maikona. The inter-household small stock exchanges in the 
lowlandss go beyond blood relatives and kin ties to include wider social relations such as 
friendss and other members of the group or community. Thus, the high small stock exchange 
clearlyy stresses the key role they perhaps play in reinforcing and cementing wider social 
relations. . 

Inn 2000, the household survey was based on the settled households in the lowlands (see 
Chapterr 3). There were limited cattle exchanges in the lowlands, which also corresponds with 
loww household cattle holdings (see Chapter 7). Households generally exchanged small stock 
animals.. The data shows that friends received more small stock (35 per cent) compared to 
relativess and cousins, each at about 23 per cent. As Table 11.15 shows, most outgoing small 
stockk went to relatives (53 per cent) and friends (22 per cent). Cousins accounted for about 
one-fifthh and in-laws about 6 per cent of the small stock given in 2000. There was more 
participationn of the households in the lower wealth categories in small stock transfers in 2000. 

AA note on social relationships in inter-household herd transfers 
AA number of observations can be drawn with regard to social relationships in inter-household 
livestockk exchanges across the sample sites and between wealth levels for cattle and small 
stock. . 

Onn the mountain, relatives had a higher share in cattle received (46 per cent in 1998 and 67 
perr cent in 2000) and in-laws in outgoing cattle transfers (52 per cent in 1998 and 44 per cent 
inn 2000). Most small stock transfers involved relatives (50 per cent of the small stock received 
andd 57 per cent of the small stock given in 1998). In 2000, in-laws had the largest share in 
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bothh incoming and outgoing small stock transfers, about 47 per cent in each case. In the 
lowlands,, most incoming small stock transfers went to relatives (35 per cent) in 1998 and 
friendss (35 per cent) in 2000, while outgoing small stock animals were mostly destined for 
cousinss (43 per cent) in 1998 and relatives (53 per cent) in 2000. The small stock exchanges 
inn the lowlands cover a wide range of social relations compared to the observed restrictions of 
cattlee and small stock exchanges on the mountain to blood relatives (agnates) and in-laws 
(affinall  kins). In other words, the interpersonal herd transfers in the lowlands differ from the 
patternn of animal transfers on the mountain, where direct blood relatives and marriage ties 
dominatee cattle and small stock exchanges. Here it is worth pointing out that the number of 
animalss exchanged and the households involved indicate the qualitative counts of social 
networkss between households. The average herd transfer has relevance for social interactions 
andd networks in that the fewer households are involved in herd exchange relative to the total 
herdd transfers, the higher the average number of household herd transfers and the thinner the 
sociall  networks. On average, the households in the lowlands show lower average livestock 
transferss and a better spread of herd transfers across social relations compared to households 
onn the mountain. Thus, households in the lowlands are likely to have wider social networks 
beyondd close relatives. 

Additionally,, relatively more households from the lower wealth categories were involved 
inn cattle and small stock transfers in 1998 and in 2000, except in the case of outgoing and 
cattlee small stock transfers in 2000. While there are few cattle exchanges in the lowlands, the 
householdss in the lower wealth categories made most small stock transfers in the lowlands in 
2000.. The high livestock exchanges by the relatively poor households may be due to the fact 
thatt a lot of the sample households fall into the lower wealth categories. This particularly 
stressess the fact that while poverty is a relative measure of wealth, the household herd-sharing 
behaviourr is practised even at low-wealth levels and even when former pastoral households 
settle. . 

Amongg the mobile households in the lowlands (i.e. 1998), the households in the higher 
wealthh class dominated small stock exchanges. In other words, the relatively rich households 
gave,, and received, most animals compared to the relatively poor. More significantly, this 
suggestss a key role for small stock gifts in self-insurance and loan transfers in social insurance 
amongg the herd-rich households. According to our informants, small stocks could be 
exchangedd to cement social relations or re-affirm existing social ties. This result also 
emphasisess the critical role of livestock inequality in self and social insurance against risks. 
Thesee transfers might result from vertical and horizontal relationships (i.e. higher or similar 
wealthh classes). The importance of livestock exchange, as we mentioned earlier, is based on a 
widerr social trust and interpersonal relationships that form the foundation of social capital and 
livestock-basedd social relations. By inference, we expect the herd-rich households to have 
widerr social networks and a higher diversification of herd tenure based on the social insurance 
ass well. Although we did not inquire as to whether animal transfers also entail transfer of 
rights,, most probably the small stock transfers between close kins and friends also involved 
transferss o f rights. 

Inn this chapter we have argued that the inter-household livestock exchanges serve either 
privatee or social insurance functions, conditional on the contractual terms of livestock 
transfers.. It is, however, worth mentioning that gifts of male animals may contribute towards 
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privatee or social insurance goals if they are marketed to meet current or future consumption 
needs.. Thus, livestock gifts serve several functions. Moreover, animal gifts for traditional 
ritualsrituals or ceremonies59 have a spiritual fulfilment, which embodies ethical value judgements 
andd it is therefore difficult to assign values to these transfers and related social relations (i.e. 
sociall  capital). 

Onn the whole, the mobile households in the lowlands (i.e. 1998 sample) represent higher 
livestockk exchanges in absolute numbers compared to the settled households in the lowlands 
(especiallyy for small stock) and on the mountain. This result supports our view that, first, we 
aree likely to find more inter-household livestock transfers among communities where average 
herdd sizes are relatively high. Secondly, the result is consistent with our previous analysis of 
higherr herd diversifications and higher insurance arrangements among the mobile households. 
Thirdly,, the result confirms our previous inference that a decline in the average household 
livestockk assets would be likely to create a weak lending and borrowing capacity of the social 
institutions.. In other words, a decline in livestock assets eliminates the surplus herds which 
thee households could potentially lend to others. As a result, a low average household herd size 
possiblyy produces poor livestock-based insurance arrangements and thus a low index of herd 
tenuree diversification. 

Wee cannot determine, from these results, the extent to which the changes in livestock 
transferr practices, and thus diversity of herd tenure, were affected by the various changes in 
theirr social and economic environment. These may include livestock commercialisation, a 
moree effective grassroots link to the central government, or the restocking of impoverished 
pastorall  households by development organisations. Presumably, the responses of development 
organisationss or the central government to the pastoral crisis, which emphasise the 
establishmentt of alternative strategies, are more likely to undermine the indigenous 
institutionss of responding to an internal crisis. Whether the alternative development responses 
contributee to betterment of the pastoral community compared to the indigenous social 
institutionss is beyond the scope of this section. In the face of the continued decline in 
livestockk wealth, interim measures such as the distribution of emergency relief food, or 
restockingg programmes to improve livestock assets capacity of the pastoral households 
certainlyy make an important contribution. However, the measures targeted on improving the 
meanss and capacity of pastoral communities should also aim to strengthen, rather than 
underminee or weaken, the traditional social institutions, and thus the communities' capacity to 
formm a buffer against recurrent variable shocks. 

TheThe social importance of the trust institution 
Herderss carry out herd distributive allocation activities, and agree upon them, through the 
transferr of animals. The trust contracts work on the basis of shared norms and honesty 
betweenn the parties concerned. For the institution of the households' sharing of resources (e.g. 
milkk products) through trust animals to gain acceptance and credibility, its effectiveness in 
underminingg individual actor's misrepresentations of preferences is fundamental. An 
individual'ss incentive to conform to normative trust behaviour, for the betterment of the 
communityy as a whole, is independent of benefit flows from trust herds. The reason for 
honouringg trust contracts could, in the intermediate term, be related to earning respect in order 

Thesee are some of the reasons slated by our informants for herd transfers. 
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too acquire future trust herds and to showing willingness to participate in herd sharing. 
Throughh norms and rules of entrustment, each party seeks to improve his or her social 
position,, gain respect and jointly increase their wealth. Common values and shared trust 
systemss are critical to societal survival. The pooling of labour, lending of draft animals, and 
householdd sharing and gifts exchanges to help out a needy neighbour are therefore all 
commonplacee in rural areas. Indeed, in contrast, respondents state that although members of 
differentt ethnic groups on the mountain live close together and as a result have created social 
networkss and work arrangements to permit them to pool resources and to assist each another 
inn performing daily (economic) activities, such relationships are reported as being weak. 
Unlikee social relations defined by kinship, ethnic relationships are said to lack deep roots such 
ass shared norms, the same beliefs and ties shared by members of one ethnic group. Thus, such 
ethnicc relations remain casual and fluid. 

Thee pursuance of non-compliance to the contract rules leads to inefficiencies and leaves all 
partiess worse off (Mueller 1976: 397). On the contrary, the sharing of common values and a 
sociall  agreement to honour the contracts forces the trust system institution to minimise 
'externalityy of individual actions' and reduces the free-rider problem. The rationale of 
individuall  choice does not, however, eliminate all the possibilities for individuals with selfish 
interestss to benefit mutually from the trust system. The potential informational asymmetry on 
thee part of a potential borrower is likely to limit control by everyone else and creates 
substantiall  inefficiencies in the regulatory outcome of the system. This drawback represents 
morall  hazard60 problems and poses particular risks associated with participation in the system. 
Evenn so, there is littl e doubt that the collective action to establish and enforce trust rules and 
thee rights to property are prerequisites for voluntary contracts. 

Thee various rights to animals, except for alal, signify that some animals in a herd are 
ownedd by particular individuals while others are loaned animals. Loan herds have multiple 
degreess of control, involve a range of different contracts and the benefits that accrue to the 
presentt lender. For example, kalasime animals are loaned for current milk only, hence for 
short-termm consumption benefits. In the case of maal, . ^ereas male offspring from such 
animalss belong to the current holder, the animal itself and all female offspring belong to the 
originall  lender. It is against the institution of herd sharing to sell a trust animal and doing so 
directlyy implies a breach of contract and deviates from the codes of conduct governing the 
trustt system. The borrower may lend kalasime and d'arran animals to others for social 
insurancee and the chance of such animals being bequeathed to the children of the present 
herderr is slim. However, animals can be relocated between different ownership rights under 
certainn conditions that are mutually agreed upon by the parties concerned. 

Sogaa (1997: 172) remarks that the camel trust system61 serves as a means for creating 
sociall  fear between camel-entrusting parties, determines an individual's perception of 'reality' 
andd enhances a sense of belonging to the broader ethnic group. This is inadequate and too 

600 A 'moral hazard' problem occurs when one party in the trust contract undertakes an action that affects the 
secondd party's social valuation even though the second party cannot monitor the first party perfectly 
(Gravellee and Rees 1992). 

611 The fundamental underpinnings of the animal trust system lie in the economic theory of public choice. Much 
off  this work focuses, largely, on non-market procedures for revealing individual preferences under market 
failuress or non-existence of a formal market. Mueller (1976) makes an excellent and extensive review of 
publicc choice literature, as tt existed until the mid 1970s. 
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simplistic.622 On the contrary, participation in livestock exchange is voluntary and no external 
authorityy enforces the efficacy of the institution, although elders can sanction anyone who 
violatess the agreement when need be. The system's function is not to subjugate any party in 
thee trust contract and if by any chance it creates fear in the borrower, such is an unintended 
consequencee of the system. A central goal of the normative social institution and rationale for 
adheringg to social codes of conduct, upon which trust is built, is the pooling of risks and 
compensatingg for missing formal insurance or credit markets. Individual gains from such a 
systemm typically surpass costs owing to shared and informational asymmetry. In this regard, 
collectivee action may increase protection against risks by broadening opportunities for risk 
poolingg in credit-constrained environments (Gravelle & Rees 1992; Dasgupta 2002). Herders 
diversifyy herd tenure not to maximise present returns, but for private and social insurance to 
tacklee risks in credit-constrained and missing formal insurance markets. 

Conclusions s 

Thee exchange of animals in a pastoral economy is common practice. The practice involves 
lendingg and borrowing animals, either the short-term loaning of animals for milk or a 
medium/long-termm loaning of female animals. In the latter case, the male offspring of the 
animalss belong to the borrower, while the female animal and female offspring can be lent to 
otherss or returned to the owner upon request. Depending on the conditions of animal transfers, 
thee animal transfer entails exchanges of different forms of rights to animals between parties 
andd under certain conditions alal gifts of animals can also occur. 

Thee pastoral inter-household herd transfers are based on a multitude of subtle elements: 
sharedd cultural values, normative social behaviour, social norms, interpersonal and social ties 
andd even unspoken expression of social relations. The animal trust institution constitutes a 
majorr social capital and network relationship. The institution has both productive (when an 
effectivee animal transfer is made) and non-productive capital dimensions (when social capital 
iss ' to be a fall-back for acquiring herds or providing sources of income in future). 
Too an individual herder, animals have a wide range of values: cultural and social capital, 
financiall  capital when cash proceeds from the sale of livestock are saved in the bank and, of 
course,, a source of productive capital. 

Thee participation in the trust system compensates for missing formal insurance and credit 
marketss and crucially cushions households against precarious events. Hence, the exchange of 
herdss has a social insurance goal in that it pre-empts uncertain shocks such as droughts, 
diseasee epidemics, lifecycle events, raids and ethnic conflicts. Through herd transfers, 
householdss can take out private or social insurance in advance of future shocks and stabilise 
productionn variability in time. Herd size and the distributional effect of variable shocks that 
herderss often face can enable or hamper livestock exchanges. A general decline in herd size 
wouldd reduce herd transfer capacity. 

622 Some individuals only keep their own herds and some respondents have no trust animals (Guru Ibrae, pers. 
comm... 2000). None of these cases define or question one's sense of belonging to a group or not. A wide 
rangee of other subtle things counts outside the realm of the animal trust system in order to belong to a group. 
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Thee distributional pattern of alal, maal, kalasime and animals in other short-term trust 
decreasess from alal to maal and so on. The herders' participation in the animal trust system is 
voluntaryy and the related transfers are based on social customs that exist between the lender 
andd the borrower. Thus, we expect livestock exchanges between households from different 
families,, clans, wealth classes etc. to be limited. In addition since the livestock transfers are 
basedd on social trust and interpersonal relationships, the number of transfers between different 
ethnicc groups is restricted. We did not investigate whether there is a clan preference in the 
animall  exchange. However, since most transfers are made between direct blood relatives, we 
cannott eliminate a clan preference within ethnic groups. All social relations entail 
interpersonall  (repeated) interactions and members with closer links and relatively rich herd 
ownerss gain from livestock exchanges. Moreover, the transfers are based on social values, 
normss and codes of conduct shared by members of a specific group (see Dasgupta 2002; 
Fafchampss 2002). We showed this, in particular, by the positive association between livestock 
wealthh and real cash income. This raises issues of polarisation based on the livestock assets 
alongg wealth levels, and also raises an important equity concern. 

Thee study found that the magnitude of herd tenure diversity, a measure of social security 
arrangements,, was generally low. This supports the view that the animal trust institution is (or 
hass become) a poor means of spreading risks in time and in tackling risk exposures. Although 
thesee results are beset by dynamics in the herd transfer institutions, they provide useful cross-
sectionall  insights into the nature of the inter-household pooling of livestock assets and related 
resources.. In the light of the aggregate temporal decline in the livestock wealth, the 
importancee of livestock exchange is likely to reduce across all social distances between 
memberss of a group. Such changes may still occur with a general breakdown in social capital, 
butt do weaken the formalisation and enforcement of the livestock-based social relations. In 
ourr view, it is the decline in the livestock assets and the weakening of the social institutions63 

relatedd to herd transfers that consequently bring the herd-poor households to a state of despair 
whichh leads them to settle down around permanent water points. It should be noted, however, 
thatt the system of livestock exchange constitutes only a small component of a much broader 
sociall  capital framework. Still, the animal trust system offers one approach to nurturing and to 
achievingg a better understanding of the livestock-based social capital. The fact that the 
livestockk transfers are voluntary with no external enforcement might imply that the system 
lackss criteria for ensuring efficient allocation of herd resources. During the livestock transfers 
processs we cannot downplay the role of social change in affecting social values and codes of 
conduct. . 

Wee also found that there were more livestock exchanges between in-laws and relatives in 
thee recent transfers. This result may indicate somewhat strategic behaviour by the parent in 
marriagee decisions64, since marriage entails the long-term establishment of social relations 
betweenn the families of the bride and groom. In addition, the inter-household herd transfer 
betweenn blood relatives and family related by marriage may greatly reduce the monitoring 

Thee failure in the animal trust institution is akin to the failure of public provision of certain goods and 
services.. Today, however, the pooling of resources to fund school fees and settle hospital bills for the needy 
aree common among town-based people. 
Wee are also aware among Borana-speaking groups that a daughter's blessing at birth is: 'may you go to a big 
kraal',, literally meaning: 'may you get married to a rich husband'. 
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andd enforcement of livestock exchanges. The fact that livestock exchanges are for a large part 
madee to direct blood relatives and people related through marriage shows that transfers are 
nott made randomly, as opposed to moral obligations attached to the inter-household livestock 
exchange.. Our results confirm results of previous studies that found that the cost of livestock 
exchangess and the related costs increase in accordance with the distance between members of 
thee group (Rosenzweig 1998) and also confirms local institution failures as regards achieving 
riskrisk sharing (see Townsend 1994; Morduch 1995). 

Followingg on from our results, the animal trust system has at least three main advantages. 
First,, the lender establishes a bond of social relations by entrusting animals to other parties 
andd spreads risks in time and space. This enables actors to minimise future exposure to risk or 
reducess the effects of catastrophic events, depending on whether a given behaviour is ex ante 
orr ex post herd transfer. Second, the system has ecological dimensions since it necessarily 
distributess animals across the rangeland thereby making optimal use of spatial environmental 
resources.. Thirdly, herders use the trust system as a risk aversion strategy in a credit-
constrainedd environment. The herd transfer practices have social security network and 
ecologicall  advantages as integral components and they also support human welfare. 

Thee animal trust system is relevant to empirical research and development policy. One key 
concernn is pastoral participation in the cash market, which is characterised by relatively low 
livestockk off-takes (O'Leary 1985; Dietz 1987; Chabari & Njiru 1991; Fratkin et al. 1999; 
Dietzz et al. 2001). The study findings reveal major differences between legitimately owned 
herdss and trusted animals, which potentially limit marketed livestock off-takes. Yet loan 
animalss contribute to subsistence livestock production. The various rights to animals pose 
difficultiess as regards the disposal of animals on the market if they are not legitimately 
owned.. Today, participation in the cash market warrants a special focus at a time when 
changess within pastoral groups indicate failing social insurance and herd redistribution 
institutionss designed to assist the poor. Amid a growing decline in livestock per capita, 
pastorall  households are consequently confronted with a reduced food security situation. We 
havee recorded the options pursued by households in orde*  "> deal with challenges induced by 
processess of social change and stochastic disturbances in Chapter 16. Households' ability to 
deall  with food shortages through alternative sources of income is critical to the chapter. 

Thee observed downward trends of per capita livestock holdings described in Chapters 4 
andd 7 and the current low average household herd sizes suggest that there is an insufficient 
numberr of herds large enough to sacrifice current earnings for expected future income-
variability.. That is, the available livestock endowment upon which the poor can draw, or 
livestockk capital that the herders can redistribute through the social security system has 
declinedd considerably over time. This combined with low herd tenure diversity confirms a 
weakk household capacity to bear risks. On average, the traditional herd-sharing practices are 
apparentlyy unable to bail out poor herders from production and consumption failures. The 
animall  trust system, however, creates and strengthens social relations and ties of all kinds of 
capital,, since animals serve as a store of value, prestige, social security, and not the exchange 
off  animals alone. In fact, livestock sharing makes up only a small component of an old-age 
locall  institution of resource sharing, within a much wider social security network and a wide 
rangee of trust arrangements. There are countless social attributes that we have not mentioned, 
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butt they form a basis of social capital which is difficult to identify and far more difficult to 
quantify. . 

Thee herd size differentiations among the pastoral households prompt the question of what 
distributivee resource allocation mechanisms are needed in order to spread wealth and assist 
thee relatively poor segment of the population. With respect to this, we considered the current 
statee and effectiveness of the indigenous system of bailing out those who are faced with 
relativee herd poverty. In our view, the pastoral inter-household herd transfer behaviour 
examinedd in this chapter falls within broader communally-shared norms, trust and social 
securityy systems - the animal trust system of the institutional herd-lending arrangements. We 
lookedd at the implications of the indigenous institutions of usufructory animal ownership 
rightss for marketed-off takes. The weak institutions of the animal trust system, in our view, 
havee been largely weakened by the negative livestock losses among pastoral communities 
overr time (cf. Chapter 7). In the light of our findings, the internal means of herd redistribution 
iss unable to support the pastoral economy. Hence the pastoral households are currently caught 
inn a poverty trap. Neither is there evidence that other rehabilitation programmes like 
restockingg of impoverished or relatively herd-poor pastoral households have attempted to 
buildd on such local institutions. Therefore, it is not unthinkable that such intervention efforts 
havee either ignored or inadvertently undermined indigenous mechanisms for responding to 
stresses. . 

Thee diversity of animal ownership rights is the result of an indigenous mechanism for 
redistributingg herds and sharing of livestock resources between households. As referred to 
above,, herd sharing is well suited to herders' circumstances, particularly in the face of 
frequentt exposures to risk factors such as droughts and associated heavy livestock losses and 
withh the absence of formal insurance markets and credit-constrained environments. As 
discussedd earlier, the inter-household livestock exchange can be used as an ex post strategy to 
offsett a present crisis or as an ex ante strategy to insure ahead of future shocks. The ex post 
andd ex ante strategies have direct consequences for household needs and more importantly for 
thee rich and poor herd owners. It turned out that the rich herd owners have more diversified 
herdd tenure and also that herd tenure diversity significantly correlates with cash income 
(liquidd cash income only). The fact that herd tenure diversification exists is a departure from 
thee standard perception that pastoral households are less diversified than settled cultivators or 
agro-pastorall  households. The result provides an additional insight into diversification in rural 
livelihoods,, based on the animal trust system and what otherwise seem to be homogenous 
rightsrights within the framework of livestock ownership. This finding also adds a new dimension 
too the widely recognised strategies of multiple livestock species and opportunistic, spatial 
herdd mobility used by livestock keepers to exploit heterogeneous rangeland resources. 

Anotherr thing the results make clear is that livestock-based social security arrangements 
andd the diversification of animal ownership rights do not vanish once people settle, but 
insteadd decline gradually. This suggests that the importance of herds, besides various other 
uses,, in informal insurance contracts does not disappear among settled (or farming) 
communities.. Instead they become an aspect of livelihood diversification strategies (see 
Chapterr 14). Chapter 5 showed that the main reasons for the households to settle down are 
thatt the household does not own a herd or owns a herd of an insufficient size to subsist on. 
Thesee reasons, combined with the low diversification of herd tenure among the poor 
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householdss across the sample locations, confirm the view that pastoralists slough-off their 
poorr (see for example Iliff e 1987; Anderson & Broch-Due 1999). The overall per capita 
livestockk decline illustrated in Chapters 4 and 7 has presumably led to a growth in the 
percentagee of herd-poor households. Notably, the loss of livestock assets has a number of 
sociall  impacts on die pastoral economy and human basis of social relations. The lack of 
livestockk ownership undermines the means for interpersonal relations such as creating and 
affirmingg friendships, social networks, a traditional system of social security and safety nets 
(Obaa & Lusigi 1987; Oba 1994). Thus, the accumulated fall in the livestock resource base 
overr time might have weakened the relatively rich herder's commitment to social support 
systemss upon which they assisted the poor. In this context, the traditional social mechanism of 
redistributingg herds and sharing resources has severely been eroded, perhaps due to structural 
failuress within the pastoral sector. 

Thee measures of herd tenure diversity examined in this chapter are based on animal gifts 
fromm other households for the purpose of self-insurance (private insurance) (i.e. insurance of 
oneselff  or one's family in this case). These measures capture one side of livestock-based 
sociall  capital, because the herd tenure diversity of livestock lent to other households has not 
beenn addressed. This is one weakness inherent in the indices derived herein and the social 
capitall  implied. Moreover, the wide range of social attributes upon which social relations and 
sociall  capital are built are particularly difficult to capture fully. However, with regard to high 
herdd tenure diversity among the rich herd owners, the ownership of large herds may be used 
too create a wider social networks65 and an important basis for social insurance. Also, the 
ownershipp of large herds can potentially be used to borrow vertically and/or horizontally 
acrosss livestock wealth classes to self-insure66. Thus the large herd owners are in our view 
alsoo more likely to show high diversification of herd tenure on the basis social insurance 
arrangements.. Indeed, on the basis of the recently lent livestock they reflect wider social 
networkss and thus conditions for social insurance. Conversely, the poor herd owners have 
naturallyy limited lending capacities for establishing livestock-based social networks and for 
takingg social insurance cover. This does not quite mean that the poor have no social networks, 
butt does imply that they lack livestock assets to affirm and re-enforce social relations and thus 
createe social capital to have recourse to in time of difficulty. 

Thee low livestock holdings coupled with the low mix of herd tenure might suggest that the 
poorr have a weak position in terms of forms of social capital that livestock provides. 
Livestockk serves as a store of wealth, as a form of informal saving, which can be converted to 
otherr forms of capital or assets in areas where financial markets are poorly developed. Selling 
livestockk during hard times improves household food security and protects households against 
risksrisks induced by loss of other assets, and therefore livestock act as a buffer (see Kinsey et al. 
1998,, Fafchamps et al. 1998). By virtue of low herd ownership, the poor herd owners in the 

Ass we mentioned earlier, the large herd owners may use their livestock wealth to create networks, as long as 
thee wealth lasts. It IS also probable thai the wealthy lieid owners receive favours from others in the form of 
accesss to resources, since there is a high chance of future reciprocation. 
Thee empirical work in this direction may question a herder's beliefs or opinion about the likelihood of 
events,, or attitudes towards risks. The relationship between large livestock wealth holdings and factors that 
formm attitudes towards risk aversion were not addressed in the current study, but are certainly an area for 
futuree research. 
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lowlandss especially lack access to these livestock benefits. Consequently, they are likely to 
demonstratee a low risk-bearing capacity and are likely to be more prone to risks. 

Relativelyy poor and rich households across the zones co-exist and so do poverty and richness 
inn livestock assets (see Chapter 7). The rich and the poor would typically require a 
differentiatedd approach to providing development assistance. As far as we know, this chapter 
iss the first to apply a diversity index to herd ownership rights and make a comparison across 
wealthh levels in the pastoral context. Emphasis on herd- sharing behaviour and the measures 
off  herd tenure diversity derived in this chapter make two major contributions to micro-
communityy level development policies: 
1.. The approach used for estimating the pattern of herd sharing measured by indices of herd 

tenuree diversity has a potential application in that it can target the needy subgroup of the 
population,, either to improve their asset base or food insecurity gaps that were traditionally 
filled-inn by the trust herds. 

2.. Poor herd-sharing behaviour (low herd diversity) negatively affects the high-risk, herd-poor 
households. . 
Thuss the primary relevancies of the herd diversity index for policy may be, first, to acquire 

aa better understanding of potential forces that undermine effective household exchanges of 
herds,, and then influence herd tenure diversification. Moreover, group-level mechanisms for 
confrontingg dysfunctional institutions might prove cost-effective6 , be more successful than 
alternativee approaches to recovering from entitlement failures. 

Rehabilitationn and development efforts aimed at improving the asset capacity of the most 
needyy herding families often face 'identification and selection' challenges (Mace 1989). Low 
diversityy of herd tenure, coupled with low herd holdings, can be a good indicator for 
appropriatelyy targeting the vulnerable population of herding households, such as the selection 
off  poor families for restocking programmes.68 Part of the limited success rates of restocking 
programmess are probably due to their inability to create community-level social networks and 
relatedd social capital that can be drawn upon at times of depressed production. 

Thee first point referred to above questions underlying reasons for indigenous (endogenous) 
institutionn failures, while the second focuses on exogenous means of addressing reduced rural 
productionn when local means are severely constrained and thus ineffective. Both of these 
dimensionss may help in the context of emergency assistance to a varying degree, but may 
separatelyy or complementarily play a role as a source of a potential contribution to tackling 
problemss of production failures in the rural system. This requires further exploration of the 

Inn relative terms, the Rawan borehole (at Turbi) is being managed more effectively because it is used and 
managedd in accordance with the provision to the local people of access rights to water resources. Similarly, 
Hoggg (1988: 186) observes that the Turkana apparently respected grazing controls introduced by the 
coloniall  government because it suited their wet and dry season grazing patterns. 
Wee argue that restocking programmes fail to create social security networks, which are normally generated 
byy mechanisms of herd transfers as carried out by the herders. The inclusion of herd-rich owners as potential 
recipientss of restocking herds (Linquist, B. J. pers. com. 20O0), and equal chances faced by the rich and the 
poorr households to receive relief food, are seemingly attempts by the parties in charge of local level 
interventionn efforts to select or issue relief food to the wealthy households in order to create vertical, social 
networkss across wealth levels. Such practical challenges in deliverance of development aid require a search 
too be carried out for effective approaches to the public provision of private assistance, especially as regards 
targetingg and improving the asset capacity of the relatively poor. 
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alternativee sources of income, outside the livestock sector, which are open to, or can be 
exploitedd by, the herd-poor households. 


