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Introduction

SARZ AIA 1] ZA= e AH|9] 17%2F Tl A8[FFe] 30%E S otal B ov|ieAlS AlFoh= vWie- Sa%t
P AL 5, oF 109 B9 RIS BAE sidstal 109 1 o] ¢A=E Al5stal AtH(Randolph 2007;
Poore 2018). 2050E°]= AlA 157 959 ol o]& Z°|H(UNPD, 2007), ol=3t §43 It $71= 94 &
Y@ € % 5)9 88 Futel, Al A 8+ 200749 89 70%E S7HIE AR dSEHI 9Z B
Tk of=2HFAO, 2009), A AlA S5 ABARF T3 20064 thH] & v 71 3718 A& WrkEal 9loj(Alexandratos,
Bruinsma, 2012), AS]-ZA 02 Fa3F HT 5hal Q= 4Hy Fofolth. AT, FAb7|so] st S4M49]
Lol E3etR Qlsl W A7 A A EIL =], 53] 4] AlA"9] Mk At eAdS F6tal oo 9
o HFzol FFEA7F AZE L Aot 20069 FAOZF ©#3E “Livestock’s Long Shadow” ol A& &AM 9] 2744
A)of s Harst 2 H(FAO, 2000), A AAH LR FAMEY] AR 2A47EA HiE9] 8 HURICE ofAX| 1 9l
(Gerber, 2013), AFE Aol WE 7|4olHE o] Zropgof whet AHALY] S4bsE AH|of gt 939 Fae)r}
AAX I JEYHPachauri, 2008; Pais, 2020; Laestadius, 2016).

ZgHo A TR 2050 ©AFH 2 AT 9] wHSAME Fat o[ FHRtRl 2050 BAE ©ASH FAA o 9f
SH 20509 2A7EA 5 HEFY 62% o= 203097 2714554 ok BRE AAISHL glow, gt
q, MRk, A8 S 53 5.28EHE CO,-eq, HEAMONUARE 715 BHFO| oF 65%2] 2A7IAS 7155}
1A b= 2EWS AAISATHEES4AHAEE, 2021, 12)(F 1).
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