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Technical Note

Facilitating livestock mobility in West Africa

over space and time.
The different stages of a mechanism to secure
livestock corridors.
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Introduction

The herding of livestock in West Africa is characterized by its eminently mobile nature.
Long considered archaic and detrimental to the environment, it wasn 't until the 1980s and
90s that authors like Horowitz (1979), Sandfords (1980), Scoones (1994) showed that, on
the contrary, this mobility is essential and perfectly suitable to the structurally unstable
climate in West Africa.

As the optimal strategy to access different resources in terms of water and pastureland,
disseminated here according to rainfall, mobility is the guarantor of the survival of herds
and an increase in productivity [Thébaud, Corniaux, 2011).

This mobility is thus a key element in the functioning of systems for both the seaso-
nal movements of livestock herders and the marketing of livestock (Thébaud, Corniaux,
2012). Even though it is increasingly recognized and protected by most national laws [e.g.
the Mali Pastoral Charter), livestock mobility still faces numerous obstacles, such as the
extension of cultivated areas at the expense of pastoral resources, the cultivation of tidal
flats and the decrease of livestock corridors.

Faced with these challenges, numerous development programs have focused their inter-
ventions on securing pastoral land by creating grazing and rest areas, watering places
[dams, wells for pastoral use] and marking livestock corridors. The task of marking
livestock corridors is therefore relatively common among those wishing to intervene in
the agropastoral sector and the different stages that characterize this process generally
involve 3 phases: (l] identification/diagnostics, [ll] securing and marking and [Ill] the lega-
lization of these resources through decrees by the competent authorities (local authori-
ties or administrative courts, according to the legislation in force].

Despite these first steps ensuring the formalisation of these corridors, they do not allow
for their sustainability. Step 3, concerning legalization, is important but insufficient, espe-
cially considering the legal and reqgulatory diversity existing in West Africa. Therefore we
often see new development programs marking and securing corridors that have pre-
viously been marked and secured by other development programs. In order to limit this
eternal cycle, it seems essential to us to add a fourth phase to the mechanism to secure
livestock corridors: the follow-up phase.

Based on the lessons learned from the different projects related to agropastoralism
implemented by Acting for Life since 20107, we will detail, first, the three initial phases
of the process to secure livestock corridors; and secondly, we will define the operational
processes at both the organizational and budgetary levels (cost of follow-up and funding
possibilities] for this essential fourth phase, so as to secure pastoral land over both space
and time.




Identification/diagnostics

Generally, the action of identifying is defined as the “recognition of belonging to a certain
species” (Dictionnaire culturel le Robert, 2005). In the case at hand, the species would be
the routes taken by agropastoralists. Therefore, identification would consist in the reco-
gnition of the corridors used by agropastoralists. Once this is clear, we can easily move on
to the next phase. The process seems obvious, however, its implementation on the ground
is not as easy since agreement and recognition over livestock corridors can diverge.

Recognition may be simply assimilated to making something official. In other words, it
would involve taking official routes, most of which have been in place for several years,
and materializing them on the ground through the placement of markers.

This type of approach was particularly preferred by the Community Investment Program
in Agricultural Fertility (PICOFA, 2004-2012) in Burkina Faso. Out of the initially planned
1,050 km of livestock corridors, 800 kilometers were completed. Quantitatively, we can say
that the results are convincing. However, at the qualitative level, namely in the region of
eastern Burkina Faso, findings have been more negative. One year after the installation,
most markings were found in the middle of fields.

The failure to identify land use at the local level meant
that routes were not updated. At best, this resulted in
useless investment and, at worst, it was counterproduc-
tive, in particular not taking into account corridors mar-
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Identification therefore requires sufficient time spent at the local level and involves detailed
data-gathering in order to produce reliable maps of the locations of existing livestock cor-
ridors. However, to be complete, this data must be crossed checked with two key actors,
i.e. the local inhabitants and the users (herders) of these livestock corridors. This cha-
racteristic is sometimes ignored, in particular for practical reasons, when mobility affects
several countries. For questions of feasibility, identification takes place at the local level,
without consultation with those most affected who reside in a different country.

This problem was raised for Togo, the recipient country for transhumance herders from
Burkina Faso and Benin in PAPEBA. To get around this problem and ensure data can be
cross checked, an initial identification was carried out at the level of local agropastoralists,
which led to the development of a provisional map of corridors used. This initial identifica-
tion would be subsequently presented and compared to the knowledge of the key actors
in transhumance in Burkina Faso and Benin as part of exchange visits organized in these
two countries. This involvement of all key actors in the process is essential as, in addition
to allowing for data to be cross checked and confirmation of the corridors identified, it
facilitates the diagnostic phase.




In fact, in addition to identification consisting of re-creating old maps that no longer cor-
respond to any practices, there is generally a gap between the cartography of corridors
used and the cartography of corridors chosen for marking at the end of this process. This
distortion is explained by the fact that, in the absence of pastoral resources and defined
corridors, animal mobility generates stress on resources such as access to watering
places, and the damage caused to fields on very narrow corridors, etc. These tensions lead
to the payment of fines but also to the slaughter of livestock and even the loss of human
lives®. The strategies of agropastoralists to mitigate these problems are circumvention
strategies, such as grazing at night or grazing in protected areas, which sometimes pose
risks while providing no solutions.

Diagnostics indicate that all actors, when they are free to choose, choose actions that limit
inconveniences. In the case at hand, the question is therefore to understand the causes of
the different conflicts identified and the measures that would allow for their correction,
in particular for structural conflicts® (development of watering places, dual human and
animal access to watering places, creation of buffer zones at the level of protected areas,
etc.).

First diagnostics carried out by the RAFIA partner for the Savannah Region (PAPEBA)

Locations Remarks
Tchimouri (1) Frequent tension related to off-season crops (beans)
Djabidjoaré (2) Serious conflict in 201&<rzranuesresc.i the death of two crop
Téliga and Diélo (3) Frequent tensions related to harvesting delays.
Borgou (4) Serious conflict in 2013 (6 deaths).

Frequent tension related to off-season crops

Village of Natongou (watermelon, melon, beans, corn) along the river.

Problems of access to water points resulting in herds

Nagbéni (5) watering at night.

Strategic area with a permanent watering place for
animals entering from Oti prefecture.
Permanent tensions related to market gardening
along the dam and the desire of Mango authorities
to ban access to livestock so as to develop tourism
(presence of hippos).

Koumbéloti (Dam) (6)

This need for proper diagnostics as part of the process seems like common sense, howe-
ver, it is not clear to everyone.

Agropastoralism, particularly through the seasonal movement of herds over long dis-
tances, is very often linked to the Fulani. Therefore, in most cases, the activity is perceived
through an ethnicity-based framework. In the case of cross-border transhumance, this
distinction is even more prominent as it is associated with the social categories of autoch-
thony and foreigners. This ethnicization leads to an essentialization of the differences.
Logic, lifestyles and the way things are done are perceived as inherently different and, in
most cases, considered inferior, illogical and detrimental.

Based on this framework, local inhabitants understand nighttime grazing, despite being
very risky to agropastoralists, as, at best, incomprehensible and, at worst, motivated by
the desire to graze on cultivated land without being disturbed. Conflicts which occur are
then explained by the bellicose nature of the Fulani.

If we combine these representations with a restrictive definition of transhumance livestock
corridors as channels of communication, ignoring the usual needs of a herd, i.e. moving,
drinking, grazing, resting, you can easily develop a map of the corridors which should be
secured after the diagnostics. To do so, it is enough to simply conceal all areas where
there are problems.




Figure 1 Figure 2

These two maps perfectly illustrate our point. In fact, both are the result of an identifica-
tion process of corridors in the central region of Togo. The first map (figure 1) represents
the work carried out by the Regional Directorate for Agriculture, Livestock Farming and
Fishing (DRAEP) of the central region. It is the result of a request from the ministry and is
in itself a proposal of the corridors to be secured so as to facilitate cross-border transhu-
mance. The second map (figure 2) represents the work carried out for the same region
by the ETD partner as part of the PAPEBA project. This map covers the identification and
diagnostics process at the same time (areas of tension are circled in red).

This work marks the first step before entering the negotiation phase to propose corridors
agreed by all stakeholders. This work would be the subject of a second map that, itself,
would be a proposal of the corridors to be marked.

A comparison between these two maps leaves no doubt about the DRAEP’s awareness
of areas of tension. In fact, all these areas were removed from the map proposed to the
ministry. Even though this work should have resulted in marking of corridors, it would not
correspond to any practices on the ground and, therefore, would solve none of the conflicts
identified by the partner.




Securing and marking

Immediately thereafter, once the identification/diagnostic phase had been completed, the
placement of markings should have started. However, on the one hard, a livestock corridor
can be secured on the basis of consultations of the different users without necessarily
placing markings and, on the other hand, there is always, prior to this materialization, an
entire phase of complex and long negotiations.

Somewhat schematically, we can distinguish between two types of approach in the nego-
tiation phase, a “top-down” and a “bottom-up” approach. The top-down approach assumes
the imposition of routes at the local level by appealing to administrative authorities. If we
believe, according to Agnew (2010}, that the “territory is a space of practices, appropriated
by a social group or institution that controls the access to and the use of the resources
it contains”, this approach seems appropriate. By ensuring recognition from the highest
devolved authority of the State (e.g. the Prefect), the route exists factually through its legal
recognition. Furthermore, this approach allows for a relatively quick implementation.

However, even though, as we will see in the following phase, the legalization stage is
essential, it is absolutely not enough to ensure recognition of the route at the local level,
in particular as it relates to social logic. In fact, the social spaces in which these activities
take place are spaces governed by relationships of acquaintance® based on generalized
exchanges’. And the representatives of the State do not live in autarky within the adminis-
trated populations. They also participate fully in these generalized exchanges, supported,
in particular, on the greater or lesser authority granted by their positions. As noted by
Olivier de Sardan and Blundo, “the ‘favoritism’ that prevails in the public services is part
of larger circuits of favors and exchanges that run throughout social life and make it dif-
ficult or even impossible to exclude it from only the professional life, unless a rupture
between common social and professional lives is required. However, on the contrary, it is
the professional life that is modeled after the social life, to the extent that the institution
disappears little by little behind the people, the processes disappear behind the persons,
the organizations disappear behind the actors”. (2001: 29).

Even if the highest devolved authority of the State remains in its function, the actors that
perform this function change. However, it is the latter as individuals, but in the name of
the authority that confers them their functions, that should be approached to gain their
approval. This courtisanerie is always precarious and needs to be updated constantly every
time there is a change in prefects. Thus, depending on the relationships of each one, it will
always be possible to go back on the decisions made by a prefect.

This precariousness in the administrative authorities is compounded by several factors,
including the absence of means to supervise and control the territory, the difficulty beyond
markings to be placed in the pastoral land?, and the strategies for hoarding land at the
local level. As noted by Gonin, “In spaces where ownership may be potentially contested,
the indigenous lineages can establish agricultural migrants in their name. They clear and
cultivate the bush; harvests are theirs but land ownership is retained by the indigenous
people”. (Gonin 2014: 286). Therefore, the actors that run along the corridors are not sys-
tematically the landowners.

To get around these difficulties, the “bottom-up” approach should be favored over the
“top-down” approach, that it to say an arbitrary consultation and a sufficiently long inves-
tigation to identify the true landowners is preferable to an expedited identification. Even
though it remains difficult to propose a single method to approach the negotiation of
livestock corridors, through the different projects implemented, we can distinguish the
following phases:

a) Consultation workshop to present the local diagnostic report and the routes of the
corridors used.

b) Overview of the livestock corridor with local authorities, representatives of livestock
herders and crop farmers. Census of the crop farmers present in the livestock corridor.
Verification of land ownership.

c)] Meeting with the operators affected by the route.

d) Session for delimiting the livestock corridor with operators, landowners and associations
of livestock herders. Signature of contracts for the transfer of plots.

e) Provisional markings using plants or paint




f] Forum at the level of each community to present the results.

g) GPS survey, official reconnaissance survey with the administration, the technical services,
the customary authorities and representatives of producers.

h) Signature of the minutes of the infrastructure reconnaissance mission by the authority.

i) Targeting of strategic sections for marking

These steps, essential to the success of a process to secure livestock corridors, are not
connected automatically. It is often necessary to repeat the consultations. For example, in
the Papri canton in Togo, over 14 consultations were carried out over 6 weeks.

Based on the different experiments carried out, we can say that, on average, it takes 2 to
3 days of consultation work per kilometer.

These consultation activities are not only time-consuming but also costly. The work car-
ried out by RECOPA as part of the PAPE in Burkina Faso reveals a cost of FCFA 351,307 for
securing/marking, 22%° of which went only to negotiation/consultation activities, exclu-
ding the salaries of producer organization moderators coordinating the securing process
(we estimate that it is necessary to add around FCFA 55,000 per kilometer to cover the
cost of salaries).

Legalization

Once the securing and marking phase has been completed, it is necessary to proceed to
legalization and obtain official recognition of the different developments. To complete this
legalization and provide it with identifiable limits, it is important to georeference the diffe-
rent corridors selected. This detailed georeferencing in the decree ensures measurable
recognition of the corridors secured. Obviously, legalization should take into account the
texts in force, such as land laws, and be validated by the competent authority (community
decree or decision of the administrative court, according to the progress of the decentra-
lization process).

Legalization of the corridors is essential to establish pastoral lands. It also allows for
limiting the autonomy that enabled certain actors to do whatever pleased them. But its
power of coercion is not absolute. The loss of autonomy is only relative. To a certain extent,
it will always be possible to manipulate this record according to configurations and inte-
rests. Pastoral land is akin to a semi-autonomous social field defined “not by its type of
organization (it may or may not be an association) but by a procedural type of nature based
on the fact that it may give rise to norms and ensure their application through coercion
or inducement. The space in which a certain number of associations (corporate groups)
are related to one another constitutes a semi-autonomous social field. A large number
of fields of this type may be interrelated so that they form complex chains, in the same
fashion as the networks or social relations in which individuals are taken can be compared
to endless chains.” (Moore 1978: 57-58).

Thus, the semi-autonomous social field of “pastoral land” will continue to be a mix of the
law of the State, customary law, and the law of development projects.




Follow-up

Even if all the pitfalls of the different stages of a process to secure livestock corridors are
avoided by carrying out a sufficiently long identification, favoring a bottom-up approach
in negotiations and legalizing livestock corridors through decrees, sustainability cannot
be guaranteed until close monitoring of the different corridors is implemented. It should
be noted that this follow-up phase is often planned in the intervention programs of the
different operators through the local implementation of what should commonly be called
management committees (COGES). However, these committees are rarely integrated into
a mechanism at a larger scale and do not have the financial means to extend this follow-up
over time. The organizational aspect. From the local scale to the inter-community scale
Follow-up of a livestock corridor is a long and tedious task. It cannot be provided by a
single technical team without setting up a monitoring committee at the local level.
These committees, generally made up of 5 to 10 people, are in charge of a section of a
livestock corridor. In eastern Burkina Faso, RECOPA implemented 10 committees at the
local level to follow up on a 938-km livestock corridor'. The most significant section moni-
tored was 85 kilometers long.

Even though such local follow-up is essential, it is not enough. For it to be relevant, it
must absolutely be combined with operational supervision over a larger timescale, for
two main reasons.

On the one hand, the operation of a livestock corridor is only effective if the mobility of
the animals is guaranteed throughout the entire route. If one of the sections is no longer
operational, the entire route is called into question. Therefore, follow-up at least at the
inter-community or even regional level must be set up for this mechanism.

On the other hand, the proximity of local committees can be both the strength and the
weakness of this type of mechanism. In fact, even though it allows for acquaintance and,
therefore, a more significant capacity for negotiation, it also entails strong interdepen-
dence that may hamper its mandate. The different functions of committee members offi-
cially govern the power relationships within each committee. However, respect for this
type of functioning means that function takes precedence over statutory identity. However,
such an approach does not take into account the acquaintance relationships and the mul-
tiple social identities specific to these rural social environments. Each member of an
office is bound by social relationships that go beyond this function, to other members of
the office as well as other beneficiaries. The president may be the brother-in-law of the
deputy treasurer, the son-in-law of one of the landowners whose land has been taken,
etc. Members may be indebted to any villager. All these social relations make up the social
status and condition the behavior of each one much more than the function fulfilled in the
office. This acquaintance also entails moral condemnation for anyone wanting to create
conflict “in the belly of the lineage” (Le Roy, 2004}, or, in other words, file a complaint
against a relative or acquaintance. Bringing a loved one before the authorities tends to
reverse the roles of the right-holder and the person responsible. Therefore, it is some-
times difficult to exert pressure to allow for respect of the corridor route.

In order to limit the interference of social logic in the operation of these management com-
mittees, it is convenient to outsource control socially, therefore limiting inter-dependence.
The control structure must be located outside the social networks benefitting from the
Action. Only such social distancing can allow for resisting local pressures and facilitates
the implementation of sufficient pression inherent to the threats of effective penalties.

Thus, the different monitoring committees at the local level must be supervised by a
supervision committee set up at the inter-community and/or regional level. This moni-
toring committee should not be confused with the technical services of the State or
replace them in their missions. It must be made up of the technical teams of Professional
Organizations, often operators of programs to secure livestock corridors who are perfectly
aware of all key actors in the sector.




The frequency of follow-up is to be defined according to the areas and geographical cove-
rage. For example, as part of this mechanism for the monitoring of livestock corridors, for
the 900-km section secured in the eastern region of Burkina Faso, the different follow-up
committees at the local level need to carry out 10 one-day outings per year (2 outings per
month, from February to June) and the technical service at the level of the entire section,
made up of 3 people, carries out one outing per month for 7 days during the months of
February, March and April, and two outings in May and June.

The budgetary aspect: the crux of the matter.

This mechanism for the monitoring of livestock corridors obviously requires taking the
costs into account so as to ensure sustainability. Interestingly, this budgetary dimension
is rarely planned, especially for management committees at the local level. In this case,
it is perhaps necessary to see that the fact of being a “beneficiary” of the action in itself
justifies the fact of working “for free”.

Obviously, for the mechanism to work, it is necessary to provide remuneration or com-
pensation for the monitoring work carried out at all levels. As noted by Olivier de Sardan
for the Land Commissions in Niger, “The Land Commissions operate well if there is the
presence of a competent and motivated secretary (employee, staff factor) and the support
of a local project that provides the operational resources (logistics, transport).” (17). The
central problem lies in the end of the “local project”, which will logically lead to the end
of operational resources.

The compensation planned at the level of the committees in general cover the expenses
related to the costs of outings on the ground (fuel, motorcycle maintenance costs and tra-
vel compensation). For the eastern region of Burkina Faso, these costs have been valued
at FCFC 3,000 per person per outing. This means an annual operational cost, for the 10
management committees at the local level, of FCFA 975,000. These costs must be added
to those of the technical service providing supervision of all these committees, drafting
the reports and also providing expertise to the communities (status of the livestock cor-
ridors, perspectives on the extension of the mobility network at the inter-community and
regional levels, etc.). For the 6 months of activity (February, March, April, May, June) and
based on a salary per moderator of FCFA 300,000, this means 0.95 Full-Time Equivalent
(FTE) employees for the months of February, March and April (1 outing per month) and
1.91 FTEs for the months of May and June (2 outings per month].

Therefore, over the course of one year, the simple monitoring of a 900-kilometer section
of livestock corridor requires a field officer at 55% and costs, on the basis of a monthly
salary of FCFA 300,000 and introducing the compensation of management committees at
the local level, FCFA 5,814,545, i.e. a cost of FCFA 6,461 per kilometer.

Having calculated these costs, it is now time to search for funds for this monitoring beyond
the fragile and sometimes punctual support of development aid. If we keep a segmented
and fragmented perception of the sector, focusing on livestock corridors as such, it is dif-
ficult to find sources of funding through the use of these livestock corridors. The choice
of taxing the use of livestock corridors is nonsense as this would ruin all the work carried
out upstream by encouraging circumvention strategies among users.

To find funding sources, it is necessary to remember that livestock mobility is impor-
tant to productivity as well as to the marketing of livestock. Instead of the concept of
transhumance, too often associated with Natural Resource Management (NRM), it is pre-
ferable to use that of mobility, which also covers trade and, thus, economic development.
Transhumance corridors, namely on the north-south axes, are very often also corridors for
commercialization and periods of strong activity for the great majority of livestock markets
in collection and distribution take place during periods of transhumance. Therefore, it is at
the level of livestock markets in a given territory that funding should be sought to sustain
the functionality of livestock corridors and, therefore, market activity.




Conclusion

Livestock mobility should thus be seen in its entirety (production and commerce) and
based on a territorial approach. Regarding the monitoring mechanism, it must cover all
livestock corridors, ensuring the peaceful management of resources and the operation of
the network of markets.

All this work to define the monitoring mechanism and define costs, undertaken as part
of the PRAPE by AFL and its partners, does not mean immediate implementation on the
ground. To do this, there are many steps left. The inventory of livestock corridors and
market infrastructures , current or to be completed, should be perfected, all the benefits
from each market infrastructure should be assessed, the institutional anchoring of the
mechanism should be defined and, in particular, agreement should be obtained from the
different communities in terms of a distribution formula to fund this follow-up. And this
agreement is much more complex to implement as it may have a cross-border dimension.
To complete this community approach on cross-border strategic areas, it may be interes-
ting to work on very specific sections connecting market infrastructures. This is the case
of the strategic cross-border area between the eastern region of Burkina Faso, northern
Togo and northern Benin.

The markets in Cinkassé, Koundjouaré, Kompienga, Matéri and the sole loading bay in
Tanguiéta are market infrastructures, completed (Kompienga) or under construction
(Cinkassé and Matéri with funding from UEMOA, Koundjouaré and Tanguiéta as part of
the PRAPE). The livestock corridors connecting Koundjouaré to Cinkassé and Gouandé to
Tanguiéta are secured or being secured as part of the PRAPE.

Over the next 3 years, in particular as part of the Strengthening the Resilience of
Agropastoral Systems in West Africa (PARSAQ], one of the objectives to be achieved will
be the implementation of a cross-border consultation framework with local authorities,
the managers of livestock markets and producer organizations, in order to obtain funding
proportional to the revenue of the different market infrastructures to guarantee the moni-
toring of these corridors shared over the 3 countries.

BURKINA-FASO




Bibliographie

AGNEW J., 2010. Territory. In: D. Gregory, R. Johnston, G. Pratt,
M. Watts, and S. Whatmore, eds. The Dictionary of Human
Geography. Chichester: Wiley-Blackwell, pp. 746-7.

BOUJU J., 1998. «Tutelle clientéliste, despotisme et
Patrimonialisme: quelques figures de la chefferie dans les
traditions orales dogons» in Jacky Bouju (éd.) «Les Dogons,
le pouvoir et la chefferie », Clio en @frique, 5, automne-hiver
1998 [http://www.up.univ-mrs.fr/wclio-af/...]

BLUNDO G., OLIVIER de SARDAN J.P., 2001. «La corruption
quotidienne en Afrique de l'Ouest», Politique africaine 3/ N° 83.

CORNIAUX C., GAUTIER D., THEBAUD B., 2012. « La mobilité
commerciale du bétail entre le Sahel et les pays cotiers:
l'avenir du convoyage a pied», Nomadic People, Vol.16, Issue 2:
6-25.

CORNIAUX C., THEBAUD B., 2011. La commercialisation du bétail
en Afrique de 'Ouest. Module d’animation et de Formation.
ARED, Dakar.

GONIN A., 2014. Jeux de pouvoir et devenir de U'élevage en Afrique
soudanienne Le cas de 'Ouest du Burkina Faso. Thése de
doctorat, université de Paris 1, Panthéon-Sorbonne.

HOROWITZ M.M., 1979. The sociology of pastoralism and African
livestock projects. Washington DC: Bureau for Program and
Policy Coordination, US Agency for International Development,
102p.

KRATI S., MONIMART M., JALLOH B., SWIFT J., HESSE C., 2014.
«Accompagner la mobilité pastorale au Tchad. Construction
d’un modele innovant d’intervention pour le développement »,
Afrique Contemporaine, N°249.

LE ROY E., 2004. Les africains et linstitution de la justice. Entre
mimétismes et métissage, Dalloz.

MAUSS M., 2007. Essai sur le don. Forme et raison de U'échange
dans les sociétés archaiques(1925), Quadrige/Presses
universitaires de France.

MENDRAS H., 1995. Les sociétés paysannes, Paris, Armand Colin,
coll. «U»; réédition, Paris, Gallimard, coll. « Folio histoire »,
1995.

MOORE S.F., 2004. Law and Anthropology: A Reader, (edited),
Blackwell.

MOORE S.F., 1978. Law as process: An anthopological approach,
International African Institut.

OLIVIER de SARDAN J.P., 2010. « Gouvernance locale et biens
publics au Niger», Afrique : Pouvoir et politique, working paper
n°10.

SANDFORD S., 1983. Management of pastoral development in the
Third World. Chichester: Wiley, 316p.

SCOONES I, 1994. Living with uncertainty: new directions
in pastoral development in Africa. London: Intermediate
Technology Publications, 210p.




ACTING
FORLIFE

40 avenue de ['Europe
BP 07
F93352 Le Bourget Cedex

France

Acting For Life is a non-profit organization recognized to be of public benefit
(status granted by the Decree of March 11, 2002)

Tel: (+33) (0)1 49 34 83 13 - Fax: (+33) (0)1 49 34 83 10
email: contact(dacting-for-life.org - Website: www.acting-for-life.com

© Sandra Derichs



