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uthern Somalia

, Herren

s Impo

sconomic research among Somali
pastoralists has been scarce. This
aims to broaden the knowledge on
camel production systems by pre-
acase study of two communities on
until now little information has been
ailable: the Garre and Gaaljacel in the
riverine area of southern Somalia (see
,Their caseis particularly interesting

stly, despite the heavy emphasis on
I husbandry the production system of
arre and Gaaljacel includes important
-and crop components. It is thus an
\ple of a maximally diversified
opastoral system entailing very complex
ehold strategies. Thus, the Garre and
acel differ both from the northern and
al Somali and the agropastoralists of
ay region; from the former by their
pastoralism, from the latter by their
vier emphasis on camels, their higher
ility and a segmentary agnatic organi-
on closer to the northern clan families.
condly, the majority of Garre and
acel camel owners in the study area
ebeen integrated, over thelast20 years,
) the commercial camel milk trade sup-
ng Mogadishu. While most pastoral

-

h from Camel Milk:

mpact of Commercial Camel Milk Sales
arre and Gaaljacel Camel Pastoralism

ction system of the two agropastoral societies in this study is based on camel husbandry but also
rtant cattle and crop components. The author looks at the access of households to the basic
assets, livestock herds and agricultural plots, and at their distribution between households. The
mines the camel milk offtake which is possible within the traditional pastoral production system.
nce and frequency of milk sales according to season is discussed, and an attempt is made to assess
sints which are consumed and sold by sample households of different wealth strata, Finally, the
of commercial marketing on the local societies is discussed.

producers in Africa have become petty
commodity producers (or “pastoral peas-
ants”) linked to the national markets, their
integration has usually been through the
market for animals (or meat) rather than
milk.

It was mainly the second aspect which
was the focus of a study carried out for the
Somali-Swedish Camel Research Project
located in the Somali Academy of Sciences
and Arts (SOMAC) and financed by SAREC.
In particular, the study sought to assess the
amounts of camel milk produced, con-
sumed, and sold in the Garre/Gaaljacel
system, the characteristics of households
selling milk, and the actual and potential
impacts of the commercialization of camel
milk. In this essay, the commercial sale of
milk it looked at exclusively from the pro-
ducer side. Fuller reports have been given
elsewhere on Garre/Gaaljacel agropastoral
strategies (Herren, 1990a), and the market-
ing network itself (Herren, 1990b).

Although there has been a tendency in
pastoral studies fo see populations as fairly
homogeneous, and to give generalized de-
scriptions of pastoral production systems,
theSOMAC study deliberatelylooked at the
distribution of wealth between households.
As this was found to be very skewed, I have
tried wherever possible, to differentiate
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Map 1. Area of Garre and Gaaljacel Camel Pastoralism in Southern Somalia
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n the socio-economic strategies of
ntwealthstratainGarreand Gaaljacel

_ofk was carried out for 3 weeks in
nd for 10 weeksin 1988, Both periods

(ilaal), so that the system was not
operation at its peak time at the end
summer wet season {(gu/deyr inter-

ding through informal interviews with
o] owners, milk traders and other peo-
n:the area. In the second period of
dwork, a preliminary appraisal in 1988
d the establishment of specific in-
ew guidelines. Interview partners were
en by chance, mostly at the well or in
illage of Yaq Bariweyne, or during 1-
field trips within the area. Given the
s of reference, the study focused ex-
yvely on camel-owning households and
garded pastoralists owning cattle and
1 stock. In the sample, poor camel
ners may have been considerably under-
resented, as they tend to stay near their
ds at the end of jilaal rather than in the
ture areas near to Yaq Bariweyne, It was
ble to talk to roughly 140 camel own-
/herders about a core set of issues. Al-
¢h there may be differences between
ieGarre and Gaaljacel communities, it was
possible to differentiate them in the in-

ews, and they are therefore treated as

ind Hiraan (see Map 1). Ecologically and
andusetype, itisdelimited ontheeastern
southeastern side by the extensive crop
ds of Wanlaweyn area (Dafeed) and the
abelleriverine fringe. Onthe westernside,
_Similarly bounded by the croplands
und Bur Hakaba. In the north, towards
rangelands of Hiraan region, and the
th, towards the large interriverine

Herren: Cash from Camel Milk

grazing lands known as dooy, the areais not
delimited by a change in ecological condi-
tions orlanduse. Here, theboundaryis given
by a social boundary of the production
system; although ownership of grazingland
is vested in the state and access is open toall
Somali citizens, most herders prefer to stay
in the area they consider as their home, and
where they have longstanding traditional
and social relations.

Rainfall is above 600mm inland of
Qoryooley and decreases towards the
northwest to about 400450mm, with the
usual bimodal distribution of rainfall
characteristicof mostSomalia. Therearefour
marked seasons, the dry jilaal (December—
March) and hagai (July-September) and the
wet gu (April-June) and deyr (September-
November).Itshould howeverbenoted that
the seasons may not be very discrete in a
given year. Thus it seems that around Yaq
Bariweyne, both the hagai seasons of 1987
and 1988 had atleast as much rainfall as the
following deyr seasons.

The Distribution of Agropastoral
Wealth

The Basic Productive Unit—

the Household (goys)

In both Garre and Gaaljacel society, the ba-
sic productive and decision-making unitis
the household, usually called goys in the
study area. Although most informants
maintained that a goys basically consists of
aman and his wife (or wives) and children,
an independent goys is not usually formed
with the marriage of a son. As among
northern Somali, and in line with the slow
growth of camel herds, new goys are only
gradually established as
intorightsin theirfather’sherd” (Lewis, 1961,
emphasis mine). Aslong as a father is alive,
married sons tend to reside with him and
the camel herd, though de jure allocated, is
keptand herded asasingleunit, the father’s.
Thus, the household development cycle
usually entails a fairly long period of
patrilineal extension during which the term
goys refers both to the whole and the sub-
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units. In the following, a household was
defined restrictively as a married man, his
wife (or wives) and unmarried children. In
a sample of 152 goys, only about 10 percent
included dependents not belonging to the
agnatic core, and only 7 percentincluded a
hired herder (gowsaar).

Households usually reside in camps (or
hamlets) made up of more than one
household. The 152 sample households
lived in 70 camps at the time of study, i.e.
camps were made up of 2.2 households on
average. While about one-fifth of the
households resided alone, three-quarters
lived with close agnaticrelatives. The use of
the term reer, which also means an agnatic
segment of any structural level, for a camp
underlines the basic agnatic tendency of
camp formation.

The Distribution of Wealth

Here the type of assets the sample house-
holds relied upon is first discussed. Then,
thesize ofherdsand offieldsisstudied more
closely in an attempt to stratify the popu-
lation into wealth classes. As can be seen in
Table 1, not many households owned only
camels, While their camel holdings were
very close to the average of the whole

sample, such households tended to be on
the lower side of the wealth spectrum, as
they did not own other assets. Thys, 3
“camel-only strategy” tended to indicate a
failure toreasonably diversify the househgy
economy.

A combination of only camels and cattle
was uncommon as the requirements
camel and cattle husbandry are so diverge
The same is true for a camels-fields-op
strategy. If a household is forced to or de.
cides to rely on two assets only, those mog;
easily combined are clearly camels and smg))
stock; 72 percent of the sample owned thjs
combination. A combination of three asget
was mostcommon, Again, the combination
of camels-fields-cattle was rare because of
the diverse requirements. If a household is
sowell endowed, itwill usually alsoinclude
small stock and thus have all four assets, A
strategy combining the easily managed
camels and small stock combination diver-
sified by a field, and the livestock-only
strategy were equally common. A good
quarter of households had all four assets,
which implies a heavy labour demand. Not
surprisingly, most of thesehouseholds were
quite wealthy or rich.

Table 1. Composition of assets of camel-owning households (N=90)

Percentage of Households Owning Percentage of Households Owning

A. Camels only 17 | Small Stock 72

B. Camels-Cattle 3 Cattle Plus any other assets 49
Camels-Small Stock ‘ 17 | 23 |Field 49
Camels-Field 3

C. Camels—Cattle-5mall Stock 15
Camels—Cattle-Field 4 | 33
Camels—Field-5mall Stock 14

D. All 4 Assets 27

Total 100




st three-quarters of the households
d small stock. These are easily com-
4 with camelsin the operation of pasto-
sm, are the necessary “small change” in
,astoral system, and the main source of
t from domestic slaughter. About haif
¢ households had cattle. In the sample,
¢ ownership was directly proportional
ealth, and thus a sign of a successful
versification of assets. Finally, half of the
seholds in the sample owned afield (or
s), and were thus agropastoral. This is
a new phenomenon; most informants
d that the field was cleared before the
ration of their grandfather. Field own-
hip is thus not, as in many other cases, a
ult of impoverishment. In the sample,
Id ownership was notrelated to wealthin
estock; about equal proportions of all
alth strata owned fields.

order to assess the inequality in the
tribution of agropastoral wealth, the
ample was stratified into three ranks of
qual size on the basis of livestock holdings
ly (disregarding agricultural plots and
n-pastoral income). Table 2 shows rank-
cific model herds containing all three
pes of livestock. Ashas beenshownabove,
every householdin factowns thefull set
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First,itmaybe noted thatfield sizes aresmall
in comparison to the adjacent Bay area,
where the typical field size is around 2 ha
(Massey, 1987). Thisreflects the subordinate
importance of agriculture among camel-
owning households. Second, the average
herd size of about 37 LSU /household (or 7
LSU/capita) is comparable to holdings re-
ported from the Central Rangelands
(Howze, 1989) and from Kenyan pastoralists
in similar ecological conditions (Herren,
1990c).

However, the distribution of wealth was
very skewed. The poorest third of the sam-
ple owned only 10 percent of the total do-
mestic animal biomass, while the richest
third owned 60 percent. The difference was
greater for both types of large stock, butless
for small stock. There is apparenfly a “tar-
getsize” of small stock herds; if a household
has enough small stock for household
slaughter and for covering small cash re-
quirements, it will notfurther investinsmall
stock. In conclusion, as in the Central
Rangelands(cf. Howze, ibid.}, herd and field
sizes were clearly insufficient for the poor-
est third of the households. It is doubtful
whether the poorest households could sur-
vive without a client relation to richer
households or remittances from migrant
labourers. Labour migration was not sur-
veyed in the study, but Hussein (1990) has
shown thatitwassignificantin thelate1980s.

Wealth Rank Camels Cattle Small Stock Lgﬁ?:;ik Perg;§%££$ea Field Size (ha)
49 27 42 68 60 0.8
25 11 30 34 30 0.5
9 1 20 12 10 0.2
26 13 ' 30 37

ased on a sample of 90 households

al, n.d.).

While camel herds could in mostcases be counted, the number of small stock and cattle
d the size of fields are based on producer estimates. Conversion to Livestock Units
:(_LSU): 1 head of small stock=0.17 LSU, 1 head of cattle=0.71 LSU, 1 camel=0.87 LSU
{following an ILCA conversion rate based on metabolic weights developed by Bekure et
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Camel Husbandry

In this section, an attempt is made to assess
the reproductive performance of the camel
as a crucial factor affecting potential milk
offtake. This is done by looking at herders’
breeding strategy and the parturition inter-
vals recorded for a sample of camel herds.
Unfortunately, it was not possible to assess
camel herd structures from direct observa-
tion. These were therefore assumed to be
similar to those reported from other sub-
sistence-oriented pastoral systems in
southern or central Somalia, as herds are
geared towards maximum production of
both offspring and milk. For the whole re-
gion, the proportion of females has consist-
ently been reported to bebetween 76 and 82
percent (Watson, 1986; Hussein, 1987;
Boykin, 1988; Elmi, 1989; Howze, 1989).
Based on the same data, we can expect a
proportion of breeding females of about 40
percent.

The Camel Breeding Strategy

Camel owners widely agreed on the proper
way to breed camels, and their preference
underlines the subsistence and dairy char-
acter of their outlook. Ideally, camelsshould
become pregnant in one of the wet seasons
(gu or deyr), and therefore give birth in the
corresponding wet season of the following
year. A dam should then be milked for 1
year and be served again. Thus, a camel
would have a calf every second year. If a
female does not become pregnant 1 year
after the birth of the last calf, it continues to
be milked, but the calf is then usually
weaned. The herder then tries to cover the
dam in every consecutive wet season. In
~ 1988/89, in a sample from Yaq Bariweyne
(=171 calves), 56 percent of the females
giving birth had done so in gu, and 44 per-
cent in deyr. Comparative data (Hussein,
1987; Elmi, 1989) note a higher proportion
of births in gu, but given the fact that the
deyr of 1988 had been particularly dry, it is
probable thatin the study area, pregnancies
are usuallymoreevenly distributed between
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the two rainy seasons, thereby assuring a
even supply of milk to the household.

Reproductive Performance
Although thebirth of a calf every other year
is the clear aim of herders, this is not ver
usual. In a smaller sample of 14 herds, ,
closerlook was therefore takenattheintery,)
between birth and the onset of the neyy
pregnancy. Of 77 dams thathad given birt
in gu 1987, and should ideally have become
pregnant in gu or at least deyr 1988, 17 (22
percent) had failed to doso. Of 67 dams that
had given birth in deyr 1987, and should
thereforehave gotpregnantin deyr1988,2]
(45 percent) had failed to do so. Thus,
roughly a-quarter of the females did not
become pregnant as intended. If this pat-
ternis extrapolated, the average parturition
intervalisatleast 28 months. If miscarriages
and completely barrenfemalesare takeninto
account, the actual average parturition in-
terval is even longer. While the target par-
turition interval of 24 months is also not
reached in other African camel systems
(Wilson, 1989 gives intervals of 25-30
months for Niger and 26.8-28.4 months for
Kenya), the performance in the study area
seems particularly low.

If we assume, following Hjort and
Hussein (1986), that camels have their first
calf at about the age of 6 years and the last
calf at the age of about 20 years, the above
parturition interval results in an annual
calving rate (live births per mature female)
of 0.42 or less. The calving rate of 0.72 used
by Hjort and Hussein in their herd model-
ling calculations therefore seems optimis-
tic. The same is true of other reports which
also assume calving rates of 0.5 and above
(e.g. USAID Bay Region Survey, USAID Bay
Region Project Appraisal, Southern
Rangelands Survey, all cited in Hashi and
Mahamud, 1988). Tworecentreportson the
Central Rangelands (Boykin, 1988; Mascott,
1986) bothreporta calvingrate of 0.35, which
ismoreinline withthe above extrapolation.

Animportant implication for the discus-

‘sion on milk production is that with the

above calving rate, the proportion of lac-




g females (not to be confused with the
les actually milked) is theoretically
cen 15 and 22 percent in the study
those having calved within the last
Jus about 25 percent of this number
have not become pregnant and con-
o be milked. This is in line with the
Hussein (1987), butsomewhathigher
recent survey data from the Central
elands which give Jower percentages
percent (Howze, 1989), and 13 percent
ous, 1989). In Section 5, some possible
sons for thelow productive performance
therefore, for the low potential milk
e from camel herds in the study area
iscussed. In general, however, the re-
ults underline the dire lack of and need for
d studies on the constraints affecting
1 productivity in Somalia.
Given the above data on reproductive
formance, we can expectlow camel herd
wth rates. Concomitantly, themarginfor
untary offtake is low as well. Hjort and
ssein’s simulation (ibid.) gives a poten-
.prowth rate of 4.9 percent, but as has
n shown above, their assumptions are
the optimistic side. Similarly, Boykin
83) calculates a growth rate of about 5.5
ent for the Central Rangelands. An
erall annual herd growth rate of 13 per-
nt as implied in the data of one survey in
sthern Somalia (LRDC, 1985) seems du-
iously high. Although it was beyond the
rope of the present survey to study the
fftake from camel herds, recall data on
amel sales from gu 1988 to jilaal 1989 were
ollected from 50 households whose camel
erds could be counted at the Yaq Bariweyne
¢ll. From these herds, the commercial
fitake rate was 3.5-5.0 percent, which
eems rather high given the potential herd
rowth rates discussed above. Moreover,
alesrates were even higher (7.0-8.5 percent)
n poor households, which seems
nsustainabe. In conclusion, the resuits
gain underline the dire need for reliable
amel productivity studies in Somalia.
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Camel Milk Production

Calf Management

The most radical decision that can be taken
to increase milk offtake {or to reduce stress
on or even save adam) is to slaughter a calf,
and take all the milk for the family. The
calves that are culled are predominantly
male, but also female calves can be culled.
From the Central Rangelands, Elmi (1989)
reports that83 percent of male calvesand 25
percent of female calves were slaughtered
at birth. This pattern produces the typical
age/sex structure of Somali herds (cf.
Watson, 1986).

In the study area, the practice (and the
dam subject to it) is called igar. In 21 herds
surveyed, three-quartershad atleast oneigar
dam. The decision to cull a calf depends
heavily on the assessment of the season: in
1988/89, 10 percentof all gu-calveshad been
slaughtered, compared to 30 percent of all
deyr-calves. The deyr of 1988 was consid-
ered as particularly bad, and so therefore
were chances of calf survival. In 80 percent
of cases, the reason given was to increase -
milk offtake, while in 16 percent of cases,
the calf was needed for a herd fertility cer-
emony (xus). In only afew cases was the calf
slaughtered to save the dam.

As camel dams only let down their milk
if they smell the calf and afterithas suckled,
aspecial efforthas tobemade tokeepadam
lactating whenits calf has been slaughtered.
Inthestudy area, herders used twomethods
(cf. Hashi, 1984; Elmi, 1989). Either the calf’s
skin or a puppet made of the skin was used
tostimulate the dam (a practice called magaar
or saar), or the dam was trained to accept a
foster calf (called sidig) by a variety of
methods well described also by Elmi (1989).
Herdersclaimed thatfostering wasnot very
often necessary. Indeed, cases of sidig were
only reported in 10 percent of herds sur-
veyed.

The Management of Milk Offtake

The daily and seasonal milk offtake for
human consumptionis theresultof a subtle
fine-tuning of offtake from each individual
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dam. Actual daily offtake depends on the
presence or absence of a calf, the condition
of both the calf and the mother, the stage of
lactation, the pasture situation, and the
needs of the household. The offtake is
regulated on the one hand by restricting the
access of the calves, on the other hand by
the frequency and difficulty of milking,

In the study area, a combination of two
methods is employed to restrict the access
of the calves:

In the large majority of cases, calves are,
throughout the year, separated from their
mothers during the night and kept in a
special enclosure. During the day, and in a
few cases during the night, calves stay with
their dams. Therefore, asecond method has
to be used.

The second method entails two, three or
fourteatsbeing tied (rar, noun marein) with
soft bark (marag) of an acacia species, to
prevent the calf from suckling. All teats are
alternately suckled and milked to secure a
regular milk flow.

Over the first few weeks, newborn calves
are notrestricted, but sometimes separated
to prevent them from drinking too much.
Then, two teats are usually tied during the
day until the calf has reached an age of 9
months. In the case of afoster calf, oneof the
damsmayalternately haveall four teatstied.
During particularly dry or wet spells, the
herder may decidetoleave moreorlessmilk
to the calf. At the onset of the rainy season
1 year after the calf’s birth, three teats or
even all may be tied.

It was stated above thatitis the preferred
herder strategy to mate a dam 1 year after
the birth of the calf. Most herders claimed

that lactation stops about one month afte,
successful mating, butsomemaintained thay
apregnantcamel canalso continue tolactate
butnotinuseful quantities (cf. Hashi, 1984)
It seems that if a dam becomes pregnany
weaning comes more or less naturally, a;
dams run dry or begin to resist sucklin
Calvesinsisting strongly are weaned by the
same more forceful methods asreported by
Elmi (1989). If the dam does not become
pregnant, the herder has to decide whether
to allow the calf to continue to suckle, or
whether to wean it. This seems to depend
on the condition of the calf. In the sample,
divergent strategies were recorded. How-
ever,amajorityof herders claimed thatwhen
preparing a dam for mating, it is good to
wean the calf. A few allowed the calves to
continue o suckle for more than 12 months,
or even more than 18 months, but then milk
yields are insignificant in any case.
Reportsoncamel milkinginSomaliahave
mostly claimed thatcamels aremilked twice
aday,in themorning and evening (Hussein,
1987; Elmi, 1989). Hashi (1984) agrees but
adds thatmore frequent milking is possible
“during favourable periods in early lacta-
tion”. The information collected in Yaq
Bariweyne clearly shows that the decision-
making is more sophisticated than sug-
gested by such general statements. Table3
shows the milking frequencies recorded in
two phases of the 1989 filaal. These figures
reflect what informants claimed to do with
their milking camels in general; individual
camels may however be treated differently.

Table 3. Frequency of camel milking per day, jilanl 1989

Percentage of Households Milking ~ Height of Jilaal ﬁ;tii;ﬁmt
Ix/day 40 10
2x/day 35 45
3x/day 25 45

100 (N=54) 100 (N=30)
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eight of jilaal, 40 percent of house-
ad reduced milking to once, mostly
orning, while 35 percent continued
twice. However, many informants
twice made it clear that they only
all amounts in the evening, often
an a quarter of the mornings amount.
was expressed by saying that in the
ng, they took only for cadees, milk to
 the tea. Nevertheless,aboutaquarter
seholds still milked theircamels three
taking at least a small amount for
consumptionatlunchtime. Therewas
lear correlation of this pattern with any
le variable such as wealth, asset com-
ton, or family size. After the firstrains,
: 1ge majority increased the milking
yency. Mostinformants with whom the
m was discussed claimed that in the
seasons and at least in the first part of
i, camels would be milked three times if
ditions allowed. Even then, the morn-
and evening milkings are the main
ings, while at lunch time offtake is
ler, and often for the direct consump-
of herders. In the above sample, the
uency of milking was positively corre-
with total reported offtake per head
y; camels being milked three times
lded about 25 percent more than those
eing milked once.

While the proportion of lactating females
be expected to be between 15 and 22
rcent of the total herd, the proportion of
males actually milked is lower, as not all
tating females can always be milked for
man consumption. At the height of the

Herren: Cash from Camel Milk

jilaal dry season of 1989, the proportion of
milked females in the sample was 14 per-
cent.Inany case, the difference between the
proportion of lactating and milked camels
should be taken into accountin overall (e.g.
national) estimations of camel milk pro-
duction, atleast for the drier half of the year.

Actual Camel Milk Offtake
Unfortunately, the literature on camel milk

production is controversial and often -

muddled by afailure to distinguish between
twodifferentissues: total (milked-out) yield
and actual offtake for human consumption
thatstillallows the calf tosurviveand grow.
The following paragraphs deal only with
actual offtake.

As it was not possible in this study to
measure milk offtake, the following dis-
cussion is based on informant assessments.
The producer estimates were expressed in
terms of standard tins (kormbo) of about 800
ml. As milk is sold by the kombo, producers
had no difficulty at all in expressing daily
offtakein this unit. Producer estimates were
highly consistent, which suggests that the
information is quite reliable. ‘

Reported Offtake in Jilaal 1989

Table 4 summarizes the offtake reported by
camel owners during three phases of late
jilaal 1989 (late March to late April). Offtake
atthe heightof the dry season was verylow,
less than 1 litre/dam/day if calf survival is
to be insured. However, milk production,
and thus potential offtake, increased quickly
with the onset of the wet season. Within 3

ble 4. Reported daily milk offtake per dam in late filaal 1989 in litres, by wealth rank*

N R e S o
0.9 14 : 27
0.9 13 2.1
09 2.0 3.8
0.9 15 2.8

Wealth ranks of equal size, based on camel ownership only
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weeks, mean offtake increased three-fold.
In the driest phase, there was not much dif-
ference between wealth ranks. When con-
ditions improved, poorer herders immedi-
ately grasped the opportunity of increased
offtake (and of higher milk sales), medium-
ranked households increased offtake, but
apparentlyleftmore to the calves, whilerich
owners could afford to increase offtake for
consumption without the need to stress the
milking camels.

Estimated Offtake in Lowest and
Peak Seasons

About 25 herders were asked to estimate
the potential offtake (withoutimpairing the
calf) for the height of thejilaal dry season,and
for the peak production season in late gu or
early hagai. A difference was made between
camels with and without a calf (igar), and
between average milkers and exceptional
milkers (called hoor).

While an actualjilaal offtake of 0.9litres/
day was reported, potential offtake was
estimated at1.2litres/day. Wecan therefore
expect an offtake of about 1 litres/day or
below from a study area camel in the jilaal
season. In the peak season, the estimated
offtake for human consumption was in the
area of 4 litres/day. The potential offtake
from an igar camel was estimated to be 75
percentabove thatof acamel withcalfatthe
peak season, but in the dry season the dif-
ference was estimated to be small.

Fromexceptional milkers (hoor) an offtake
about 75 percent above that of average
camels can be expected. In igar camels, the
difference between an average milker and
anexceptionalmilker (hoor)isnotsomarked.
This is due to the fact that although all the
milk of an igar can be taken for consump-
tion, the yield {milked-out) was said to be
smaller without the stimulation of the calf.
In general, producer estimates tie in well
with the yields of exceptional milkers re-
ported by Hussein (1987).

Potential Annual Offtake per Dam

On the basis of the data given above and
using a simple linear model of seasonal
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variation, the potential offtake/ dam
annum amounts to 600-700 litres, Unfoy.
tunately, comparative data on came] milk
offtake for human consumption are SCarce
andnotbased on field measurements undey
traditional circumstances; not Surprisin gly
estimates vary widely. The calculatiop for'
the study area is rather high among aya;.
able estimates (see Willby, FAG, Govery,.
ment of Somalia, cited in Green and Jamag|
1987; Hashi and Mahamud, 1988). Howevye,
it compares well with the precise megs.
urements of Evans and Atkins (1987) wh,
assessed how much could be taken off ¢y
their Kenyan ranch without significanfiy
slowing calf growth. It is possible thay
pastoralists take more milk and allow f;
slower calf growthaslongas thecalf'shealt
is notimpaired.

Given the results reported above, the
daily offtake of camel milk which is possi-
ble in the traditional system is rather low
and far from the exaggerated figure of 5 or
more litres/day, even in the driest seasons,
which was circulating in Somalia atthe time
of the study. In particular, the assumptions
made in the milk-production modelling by
Hijort and Hussein (ibid.) seem much too
optimistic. When the present study data on
camel productivity and potential milk
offtake are inserted into their model, the
number of camels necessary to feed amodel
familymore thandoublesfrom 28 to 68 head,
a number few Garre and Gaaljacel house-
holds could rely on.

4, Camel Milk Sales

Milk Delivery

In order to sell camel milk, producers have
tobring ittoone of the collection pointsalong
the roads in the area. Generally, the sale of
milk is women’s work, even if men who
happen to go to one of the collection points
for other purposes may occasionally carry
milk for sale. In the dry séason, milk sales

. can partly be integrated into the female

routine of fetching domestic water from
water points along the same roads (such as
Yaq Bariweyne, Madahmarudi, or Leego)




és and periods, special milk-

ave to be made.

re usually quite far from sales
istances covered for mitk sales
erableinallseasons. Injilaal 1989,
K was brought for sale to Yaq
o from as far as 25km. The labour
in selling milk is therefore high,
aber of households could not sell
tain times not only because of the
but because they lacked the hu-
\irces to carry the milk, Within
cotational arrangements are com-
h single households being alter-
onsible for carrying and selling
the camps milk. The selling of milk
has a considerable impact on

y !
old labour allocation.

on of Households

' Camel Milk

5 and 6 present the proportions of
seholds which reported selling camel
the four seasonsfromgu 1988 to jilaal
Of course, camel milk sales depend
y upon the rainfall and pasture con-
s, and could be quite different in an-

Herren: Cash from Camel Milk

In any season, more than half of the house-
holds sampled were selling milk, but more
did so in the dry seasons, especially in jilaal.
Table 6 details thesamesetof data, and takes
a closer look at the seasonal pattern of mitk
sales at the household level.

Over a-quarter of the households sold
milk throughout the year, and over half of
the households sold milk during more than
half of the year. Conversely, only an irrel-
evantminority of less than 1 percentclaimed
to have never sold milk during 1988/89.
_Among the households selling milk in two
or three seasons, the large majority sold in
both dry seasons or at least in jilaal.
Households who could afford tosell only in
one season did so in one of the dry seasons.
Only very few households sold milk onlyin
one of the wet seasons. These households
were either very rich, and only occasionally
sold some wet season surplus, or s0 poor
that they had an idiosyncratic herd compo- -
sition (and milk production).

These results suggest that camel milk
sales are not a reaction to a wet season
surplus, buttoa dry season need for cash, in
order to buy grain food and sugar. In order
to testthishypothesis, an attempt was made

le 5, Proportion of households selling camel milk, by season, 1988/89(N=88)

z:':centage of Households selling milk gu hagai deyr jilaal
56 64 58 83
:l_e. 6. Seasonal pattern of camel milk sales 1988/89 (N=88)

-;gtﬁ?; ianouseholds 4Seasons 3Seasons 2 Seasons 1 Season Never TOTAL

th Dry Seasons 28 17 9 - - 54

al Dry Season - 7 9 1 - 27

.;agai Dry Season - 2 5 5 - 12

Yo Dry éeasons - - <1 5 <1 7

28 26 24 21 <1 100
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to ascertain the amounts which different
wealth strata were selling in 1988/89.

Amounts and Proportions Sold

in 1988/89

In filaal 1989; 117 camel owners were asked
to report the amount of milk they currently
sold out of their total offtake. In Table 7, the
period of recording has been divided into
two phases in order to show the increase in
_bothproductionand sale after the firstrains.

The table shows that households do in-
deed sell a higher a proportion of their pro-
ducton, the scarcer it is. The fact that three-
quarters of the camel milk was sold at the
height of the dry season begs the question
of thenutritionalimpact of sales, which will
be discussed below.

Atthe height of jilaal there was not much
difference between wealth ranks in the
proportion of camel milk sold. Theamounts,
however, differed considerably. Rich
households consumed three times more
than the poor (even if we take the larger size
of rich households into account), but still
managed to have a higher sales rate. The
reaction to the increased offtake possible
after the first rains is interesting and shows
the place of milk sales within household
strategies. Therichhouseholds could reduce
theirsalesrate,and atthesame timeincrease
both their consumption and their sales. The
medium-ranked households considerably
reduced their sales, both absolutely and
proportionally, but increased their con-

sumption to the level of the rich; in Other
words, they were willing to at least tem.
porarily reduce their cashincome and drin
the highly valued camel milk. The Poor
households just managed to keep their low
level of consumption, but increased their
sales rate to generate the necessary cagh,
income.

Aninterestingsupplementarynote to this
tableis thatin the period before therains, 1
percentofhouseholds claimed tosell all thej,
camel milk, only keeping Very smalj
amounts for whitening their tea {cadees). 4]
of thesehouseholds were onlymilking once,
early in themorning. They were either fairly
rich, and substituted goat milk for came]
milkin their consumption, or very poor, and
consumed no milk during this season,

In order to get an idea of milk sales gver
the year, 88 herders were asked to estimate
the amounts they had sold in each season
during 1988/89. Theresultisshownin Table
8.Itshows both theaverage amountsold by
those actually selling, the proportion of
which is decreasing in the wetter seasons
(see above), and the average of all house-
holds. '

Not surprisingly, the average amount
sold increased in the wet seasons (gu, deyr)
althoughdeyr and hagaihad beenatypicalin
1988; while hagai was above average in
rainfall, deyr was considered as below nor-
mal. The increase in sales (market output)
in the wet seasons was however not dra-
matic. Itsuggests thatmany householdsssell

Table 7. Sale and consumption of camel milk (in litres) in jilaal 1989, by wealth rank

Before First Rains After First Raing
Wealth Rank Amount Amount Percent Amount Amount Percent
Sold () Consumed (1) Seld Sold () Consumed (1) Sold
Rich 5.1 18 80 6.7 2.8 70
Medium 23 10 70 18 27 10
Poor 14 0.6 70 24 0.6 80
Mean 29 1.0 7;4 34 1.9 63

108




Herren: Cash from Camel Milk

. 8, Average amounts sold by season (in litres) in 1988/89 (N=88)

jilaal 1989 deyr 1988 hagai 1988 .gu 1988
rage of households actually selling 29 4.3 42 49
r;ge of households in the sample 27 3.6 3.7 4.0

witha targetincome insight, i.e. when
wcome from milk is sufficient to pro-
o the daily necessities of grain, sugar, tea
some basic consumer goods, they do
11 further milk, butdrinkitthemselves.
¢ look at the average amount sold over
wholesampleincluding householdsnot
ng milk, the seasonal fluctuation was
1less, as theincreasein theamounts sold
balanced by the decline in households
at all. On the basis of producer esti-
ates of sales, there was only a 50 percent
ease from the lowest market output in
to the peak market output in gu/early

g

Importance of Milk Sales in

jiven the time constraints of the study, a
sonable estimateof totalincome was only
ssible for a sample of 21 households.
lthough income assessments based on
gle recall interviews are highly prob-

1atic, the result nevertheless underlined

: ds (76 percent), milk sales clearly
ominated over all other income sources.

med were very wealthy, and income from
milk sales was still considerable in absolute

The Impact of Milk Sales

Indiscussionsabout the developmentof the
Aogadishu-based milk trade network in the
tudy area, camel owners made it clear that
tsinception was due to the tarmacing of the

Afgooye-Baydoa road in the early 1970s.
Although the livestock losses in the disas-
trous drought of 1974/5 (called dabardheere)
increased the reliance on milk sales, most
camel owners were adamant that milk sales
were preferable to livestock sales, as the
former didnotdeplete theherds. Atthesame
time, they also agreed that even prior to the
road surfacing, the demand for a number of
goods had been increasing among the
pastoralists, and the new road then also
increased the supply. In the words of many
elders, “people wanted to sell milk to buy
sugar, clothes, medicine, and other ‘things
of the town’”. Thisfinal section aims to trace
the impact of the commercialization of milk
on the local socioe-conomic system.

The Impact on Camel Management
and Productivity '
Mostinformants maintained that camel milk
sales had not radically altered their way of
life, but on the otherhand agreed that camp
movements now tended to take thelocation
of milk collection points into account. In-
terestingly, many talked about camel milk
sales in terms of a trade-off between the
interests of people and of camels. In the
words of oneelder: “Selling milkis good for
people, but it is bad for camels” (Ahmed
Usman, 14 April, 1989).

The disadvantage for camels was seen in
the need to stay nearer to villages, where
pasture is less abundant due to fields,
charcoal clearings, and high livestock den-
sities. In terms of productivity, this has re-
sulted in camels being weaker and thusmore
susceptible to disease, mainly in the dry
seasons. According to many herders, mor-
tality has become higher and fertility lower;
it has become more difficult to successfully
mate camels. Interestingly, there was a
common complaint about the proliferation
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of charcoaling sites, notso much because of
forage, but because camels tended to tread
on thorns in these places. Of course, it is
impossible to verify all these claims in the
absence of any baseline productivity data.

The Impact on Camel Use and
Ownership

Within the limited time, it was impossible
to gauge whether milk sales have had an
impacton the ownership of camels or on the
inheritance pattern. However, therereadily
emerged one domain where herders felt a
change had taken place; this was in the
practice of lending a milking camel to a
needy friend or relative, called hirmansi. In
a hirmansiloan, a milking camelis given for
an unspecified period, depending on the
situation of both giver and receiver. If the
receiver has enough lactating camels when
the hirmansi dam runs dry, it is often re-
turned or claimed back; if not, it is left with
the receiver for another pregnancy cycle or
- even longer. The calf may then be returned
before the mother. '

Most elders claimed that hirmansi had
become rarer, but they disagreed about the
reasons. A minority linked its decline to
declining camel numbers in general, but a
majority linked it to the commercialization
of camel milk. People were said to have
become more reluctant to give out milking
camels for use, as they now wanted and
needed the cash from sales. Another fre-
guent opinion was that, at the same time,
the circle of people to whom one would give
hirmansi had contracted to a close agnatic
and affinal core. :

Within asample of 19 owners with which
hirmansi was discussed, 8 had given out a
total of 14 camels. Overall, only 4 percent of
‘thematurefemalesin thesampleherds were
on loan for milking. More than half of
hirmansiloans had been given withinaclose
agnatic core. It is clear that a reduction in
security mechanisms like kirmansicanin the
long run undermine the drought recovery
potential of many households. There were
however nosigns thatthe decline in hirmansi
was decisive, or that it was part of a wider
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erosion of social networks that are impy,.
tantforpastoralsurvival,

The Impact on Labour

It has been mentioned that bringing camg;
milk to the collection points and selling it j
a women'’s task. As milk sales do notin any
indirect way reduce demands on female
labour, we can assume that women gener.
ally have to work more than before, and aye
more often away from the camp on the long
daily sales trips. Unfortunately, it was only
possible to talk about this issue with mey,
Not surprisingly, they did not feel that the
women’s work load had increased, nor dig
they complain about any negative second-
ary impacts of the diversion of more female
labour towards milk-selling activities.

The Nutritional Impact
Itwasobvious thatthe increasein milk sales
had changed the dietary patterns of the
pastoralists of thestudy area. They certainly
consumed more sorghumand sugar thanin
the past, and rice had also become appre-
ciated. Thefocus of this section is theimpact
ondomesticmilk and protein consumption,
especially in the most difficultjilaal season.
Table 9 shows the proportion which
camel milk contributed at the height of jilaal
1989 to therecommended daily intake (RDI)
of caloriesand protein defined by the FAO/
WHO (FAO 1973). Of course, many
households have additional access to small
quantities of goat milk, even in the dry
season, and to unknown amourits of meat
from both voluntary and emergency
slaughter. The caloric requirements above
the level provided by milk and meat from
livestock are met by grains (mainly sor-
ghum) and to a considerable extent, sugar.
At the height of the dry season, camel
milk was clearly not a staple food. Its con-
tribution to the daily energy requirements
was very small. Without sales, this pro-
portion could have been about three times
higher, but would still not have reached

~ third of requirements. However, the low

energy intake from milk could easily be
made up with sorghum bought from the




ed in one’s OWI field. At
el' of sales, the contribution
0 pro_tein requirements was
ntof the recommended level.
15 assumed thatat leasthalfof
oficit is covered by sorghum,
. intake of protein was assured
pbor households.

Herren: Cash from Camel Milk

Conclusion

The Garre and Gaaljacel are examples of
pastoral communities heavily integrated
intonationalmarkets, eventhough they may
at first sight seem very remote and unaf-
fected. As in many other such systems, the
distribution of (agro)pastoral resources is

ribution of camel milk to recommended daily intake (RDI) of energy and protein in
9g qith and without milk sales, by wealth rank*

Percent Contribution of Camel Milk to

RDI of Energy

RDI of Protein

With Sales  Without Sales | With Sales ~ Without Sales

10

I

5

>5

35 35 130
20 25 75
15 15 50

nber of people per hous

| 1985).

ugh the confribution of milk toenergy
tein intake was low inajilaallike that
9, the overall intake seemed sufficient,
for the poor. In general, the conver-
1 of milk calories into grain calories by
s was favourable. In filaal when the ne-
sity to buy grains was highest, 1 keal of
Ik bought up to 8kcal of grains, andinthe
receding wet season, gu, thisrate was over

5. It was difficult to assess whether the
rms of trade had significantly changed
ver time. For the period up to the mid-
980s, Green and Jamal (1987) have founda
enerally favourable development of the
rms of trade between milk and pastoral
consumer goods, mainly grains. From 1986~
989, however, the price for sorghum had
increased five-fold, while thatof camelmilk
had only doubled.

ehold have been converted into “Average Adult Male Equivalents” (AAME)
AO conversion rates (Nestel, 1985). The recommended daily intake (RDD) for one AAME was
to be 2520 keal and 30g protein per day (FAO, 1973). Camel milk has been assumed to contain about
/litre, although it might be even lower in the dry seasons (Galvin, 1984) and 2.7 percent protein

very skewed, so that the herds of the poor-
est third of the population are not sufficient
for these households to survive on them
alone. With regard to camel husbandry, it
has been shown that performance is fairly
low; in particular, parturition intervals are
very long, depressing the proportion of
lactating females in the herd to only 15-20
percent. ‘

The camel milk offtake which is possible
from Garre and Gaaljacel herds is also low;
it fluctuates between 1 and 4 litres/day/
dam over the seasons. At least in the dry
seasons, camel milk is not a staple food; in
1989 it contributed less than 10 percent of
daily energy requirements in rich house-
holds, while poor households consumed
almost no camel milk. In the large majority
of households, camel milk sales were the
dominant source of cash income to buy
sorghum, sugar,and other daily necessities.
Sales were proportionally highestin the dry

i11
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season when milk was most scarce; then,
evenrichhouseholds sold 70 percent of their
camel milk production. _
Almostall herders agreed that their mar-
ketintegration had been voluntary and that
selling milk was preferable to selling live-
stock. Nevertheless, there is evidence that
the reduced mobility of camel herds has
negatively affected their reproductive per-
formance. Almost certainly, theregularsale
of milk has increased the work load of
women, and it has negatively affected the
loaning of milking stock to needy kin and
friends. As the caloricterms of trade between

milk and grains have been generally fa-

vourable, a direct negative impact of milk
commercialization on household nutrition
could not be shown, even though the con-
tribution of camel milk to protein intake sank
below 35 percent in the jilaal 0£ 1989, even in
wealthy households.

Finally, the Garre and Gaaljacel house-
holds have become dependent on a rather
fragile commercial marketing system. It is
very probable that the milk supply to

- Mogadishuhasbroken down with theheavy
fighting which has devastated the capital
since 1991, leaving the Garre and Gaaljacel
to their own devices. As this paper is pub-
lished, famine and starvation are wide-
spread in Somalia and the Garre and
Gaaljacel may be among the victims.
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