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ABSTRACT

Masai Mara, a large nature reserve ln south-western Kenya, was created ln the mldst
01 semi-arld agropastorallst rangelands to protect wlldllle. Wildllle and indlgenous people
co-exlsted lor many years, usually wlth IImlted conflict; but in recent years, the conflict has
Intenslfied, mainly due to Increaslng human population, changing land use patterns, and
altered perceptions 01 wildllle. This study examines the causes and nature 01 wlldllle-human
confilct ln the Maasal rangelands of Kenya, and conslders how wildllfe conservation and
human development needs can best be Integrated.

Flndlngs Indicate that common conflicts are IIvestock depredatlon and crop damage,
human deaths or Injuries, transmission of dlseases, and competition for resources. Land
surroundlng the reserve can be dlvlded Into Iwo distinct topographlc and agrocllmatlc
reglons. The degree of conflict Is spatlally varled wlthln the reglon. Upland ranches have
hlgh land use potentlal, high human and IIvestock population denslties, and more
development of agriculture. They experlence IImlted conflict with wildllfe. Lowland ranches
are more arld, have lower human population denslty and IIttle agriculture, but have hlgh
wildlife and IIvestock population densltles and experience a hlgh degree of confllct. These
confllcts vary seasonally, and wlth distance from the protected area.

Perceptions of wildllfe and attitudes towards conservation are related to past
experlence wlth wlldllfe. The degree of loss, effectlveness of damage control, falrness of
government compensation, and Involvement ln wlldllfe tourlsm affect the degree of
tolerance for wlldllfe confllct. Varlous soclo-economlc factors Includlng level of education,
knowledge of conservation prlorltles, and system of land ownershlp are related to attitudes
towards wlldllfe. As human activlty Increases ln the reglon, wlldlife 15 more IIkely to be
dlsplaced. Because most animais are mlgratory, conflict ln the land surroundlng the reserve
puts the vlabllity of animai population ln the protected area in question.

A Iwo-phase pr:lgram for Integrating wlldlife conservation wlth human needs Is
proposed. The tlrat phase Involves deslgnatlon of the reglon Into four zones: Zone A - the
protected area, Zone B -the peripheral area, Zone C - multiple usa, and Zone 0 - agriculture.
The second phase of the program Is the Integration of the wlldllfe conservation wlth human
Interests through: communlty wildllfe-damage-control, compensation for 1055, sharing of
tourlsm benefits with local people, conservation education, and local participation in wildlife
conservation pollcy. The program provides a framework wlthln which operational decislons
can be made, and serves broader natural resource management and communlty
development objectives ln the rangelands•
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RÉSUMÉ

La grande réserve naturelle de Masai Mara, au sud-ouest du Kenya, a été crééo au
milieu de prairies semi-arides occupées par des agropastorallstes afin de protéger la faune.
La faune et les peuples autochtones ont coexisté pendant de nombreuses années sur ces
territoires, habituellement sans grand conflit; mals, ces dernières années, les conflits ont
gagné en Intensité surtout en raison de l'augmentation de la population humaine, de la
modification des schémas d'occupation du sol et de la modification des perceptions
relatives à la faune. La présente étude examine les Clsuses et la nature des conflits entre
la faune et les humains dans les prairies de Maasal, au Kenya, et se penche sur des moyens
d'intégrer la conservation de la faune et la satisfaction des besoins en développement des
humains.

Les résultats Indiquent que les conflits courants consistent en la destruction de
bestiaux par des prédateurs et des dommages causés aux récoltes par des animaux, en des
pertes de vie humaine ou des lésions subles par des humains, en la transmission de
maladies et en la concurrence pour les ressources. Le territoire entourant la réserve peut
être réparti en deux réglons topographiques et agrocllmatlques distinctes. Le degré de
conflit varie dans l'espace, à l'Intérieur de la région. Les ranchs des hautes torres
présentent un fort potentiel d'utilisation du sol, des populations humaines et animales
(bétail) de forte densité et un développement plus Important de l'agriculture. Il y a peu de
conflits avec la faune. Les ranchs des basses terres sont plus arides; la densité de la
population humaine y est Inférieure et l'agriculture moins développée, mals les densités des
populations d'espèces fauniques et de bestiaux y sont plus élevées et les conflits y sont
donc plus fréquents. Ces conflits varient selon les saisons et la dlstanco de la zone
protégée.

Les perceptions que les gens se font de la faune et les attitudes envers la conservation
sont liées aux expériences antérieures avec la faune. Le niveau des pertes, l'efficacité des
contrôles visant à réduire les dommages, l'équité de l'Indemnisation gouvernementale et
la participation à l'exploitation du tourisme faunique affectent le degré de tolérance envers
les conflits avec la faune. Divers facteurs socio-économiques dont le niveau d'éducation,
la connaissance des priorités en matière de conservation et le système de propriété foncière
sont liés aux attitudes envers la faune. L'accroissement de l'activité humaine dans la région
rend plus probable un déplacement de la faune. Comme la plupart des espèces animales
sont migratoires, les conlllts survenant dans les terres entourant la réserve remettent en
question la viabilité des populations animales dans la zone protégée.

Un programme à deux stades d'Intégration de la conservation de la faune et des
besoins humains est donc proposé. Le premier stalle consiste dans le découpage de la
région en quatre zones: zone A· zone protégée; zone B • zone périphérique; zone C - zone
à usages multiples; zone D - zone agricole. Le second stade du programme conslote dans
l'Intégration de la conservation de la faune et des Intérêts humains grâce à divers
mécanismes : mesures communautal~es de contrôle des dommages causés par la faune,
Indemnisation des pertes, partage des bénéfices du tourisme avec les populations locales,
éducation en matière de conservation et participation locale à la politique de conservation
de la faune. Le programme fournit un cadre pour la prise des décisions opérationnelles et
favorise la réalisation des objectifs plus généraux de gestion des ressources naturelles et
de développement communautaire dans les prairies•
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STATEMENT OF ORIGINAUTV AND CONTRIBUTION TO KNOWLEDGE

This study makes a number of contributions to knowledge ln the field of natural
resource conservation and management, and wlldllfe-Iand·human contllct studles. 1=lrst, It
generates Information on the nature and causes of wlldllfe-human contllctln the Masai Mara
reglon. Common types of contllct are Identlfled. Intenslty, frequency and the geographlcal
configuration (spatial variations) of the contllct ln the reglon bre descrlbed and assessed.
Impacts of contllct both on wlldllfe and on humans are Identlfled. Local resldents' opinions
and perceptions of the contllct and of proposed solutions are reported.

Prevlous studles on wlldllfe-Iand·humar. Interactions have noted the exl<:tence of
contllct but olten ln an abstract manner. This study provldes an emplrlcal basls for deflning
further research and contalns useful information for planners, wlldllfe managers and
conservatlonlsts.

The study develops strategies for Intllgratlng protection of wlldllfe wlth the development
needs of the local communltles, brlnging together varlous disciplines in the human­
envlronment research tradition. Most research in conservation has been done by field
blologlsts, who tend to work wlthln wllderness areas. This study demonstrates how
geographers can contribute dlreo;:t1y to problem·solving Issues by 100king at the spatial and
soclo-economic context of wlldli!e Issues. Tlme has shown that conservation issues are as
much polltlcal and hlstorlcal as they are blologlcal. Management of wlldllfe must Inciude
human as weil as ecologlcal dimensions and Integrate human actlvity as part of a system.
Social systems must be compatible wlth wlldllfe and environmental protection if
conservation goals are to be met. This study provldes data to assess how that mlght be
done.

The proposed management program, if Implemented, will have a numller of beneflts.
It would: (1) lead to reductlon of confllct, (2) generate direct development beneflts to the
local communitles, and (3) ensure protection of wlldllfe and the reserve area, as weil as
protect the local people from wlldllfe damage. It will sustaln tourism ln the reglon and
malntaln the fragile rangelands envlronment. The program may also be adaptable to other
areas with slmllar situations and contrlbute to the conservation of global blodlversity.
Lastly, by comblnlng theories ln resource management with theorles of confllct resolutlon,
the study makes contributions towards conceptual and theoretlcal perspectives on contllct
resolutlon ln natural resource conservation and management.
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INlflOOUCnON

ln the savonnas today pastoral herds and wlldllfo coulst, If laStl comfortablV than tormerly, then al least.
still as the conterpleces of the ocosystem. Changes, ,1lreody weil advancod. ore underway thot will 900n
Irnnsform the anclent subslstence postorallsta Into c(lmmerclal ranchers. In the transition, the Inovlt!lble
economlc yardstick of progro88 will deny any place 1er wlldllfe and. unllke ln tho post, the tochnology 18
wldely avollable to ensure Its orodlcatlon. Whot prospects exlsl, then, to brlng about an orderly transition
and contlnued place for wlldllfe?

Wostern (1981:1), ocologl.1

1.1 General Introduction

Wlldllle' and Indlgenous peoples' ln different l,ans 01 the world have co·exlsted lor

many years, usually wlth IImlted conlllct (Goodland 1992; McNeely and Pitt 1985). In recent

years, conIIIct has Increased, pllnlcularly ln the developlng countrles, malnly due to

Increaslng human and IIvestock populations and changlng soclo·economlc and land use

patterns. Recent conservation pollcy changes have emphaslsed the need to Integrate soclo-

economlc development wlth protection 01 wlldllle (IUCN 1980, 1991; UN 1992; WCEO 1987),

but wlth IIttle success (Adams and McShane 1992; Wells and Brandon 1992; West and

Brechln 1991). Although the conlllct and Its Implications (especlally lor wlldllle) are now

wldely recognlzed (Hannah 1992; McNeely and Miller 1984; Western and Pearl 1989),

effective Integratlve strategies are still rare, especlally ln Alrlcan arld and seml-arld lands

(Bonner 1993; Klss 1990; LuslgI1992).

The purposes of thls study are: (1) to examine the causes and nature 01 the wildlile­

human confllct ln the Maasal' .angelands 01 Kenya, and (2) to determlne how wildille

1 The tarm wlldllfe ln thla atudy refera ooly to wlld animais, 811 la comma" practlce ln East Alrlca. Sclentlflc
oames of wlld animais mentloned ln the text are provlded ln Appendlx A. Thoae Dt planta are ("ciudad ln the text.
A glossary of deflnltlon Dt terms and concepts uaed ln the thesls Includlng soma Klawahlll and Klm88881 wardl
1. provlded ln Appendlx B.

2"Indigenoull peopl8s· 81 used ln thl. thalls, refer to thol.lndlvlduels, 'amllle., and comrnunltlel· "tradltlonsl"
or "modern", (In thla cale, the MIISB.I) • who occuPY ancBltralland. 1. 1. uaed ln thls thelle Interchangeably wlth
"local people"t or "local reaidentlll

• No poUtlesl connotation III Intended ln the use of th. terma.

1 The "8me Maslal ha! been uaed with dlfferent apelllnga. One wlth double!!the other wlth one !.In thl. the.l•
bath spelllngs are used. When referrlng ta the protected areal 1uae the one !t a. In the offIciai documente. 1UII

double!! when referrlng ta the Maaaai people.
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conservation and human development needs can be Integrated. The Masai Mara Region Is

an area of about 5,668 sq. km of savannah wlldlife ecosystem', located in a semi-arld zone

ln Narok District, south-western Kenya (Map 1.1). About 18 per cent (1,368 sq. km) of the

reglon Is a gazetled wlldlife protected area known as the Masai Mara National Reserve. The

rest of the reglon, tradltlonal Maasal rangeland, Is composed of group ranches on private

land belonglng to the local people. The study focuses on the group ranches adjacent to the

reserve. The ranches form Important wildlife dispersai areas', not only for the wildlite in the

Masai Mara reserve, but also for those ln the Serengeti National Park in Tanzanla (Dublin

1986; Lamprey 1979; Sinclair and Norton-Grlffiths 1979). Group ranchEis are areas inhabited

and owned by a group of local people (the Maasal); through the groups the Maasal hold

pastures as collectivitles, but herd ln small residentlaily-based work groups (Ayuko 1981;

Galaty 1980). Membership is based on klnship and traditlonal land rights.

The Masai Mara region was chosen as the site for thls study for three major reasons:

It Is an Important wildllte ecosystem and a tourlst area; it represents one of the most critlcal

areas of wildlife-human contllct ln Kenya and perhaps the whole of East Afrlca; and f1nally,

ampl:J baseline data on land use, human, livestock and wildlife statistlcs were available for

the study. Although much research has been undertaken on wildllfe ecology ln the reglon

(Dublin 1986; Lamprey 1984) and most other parts of Masailand of East Africa, especially

in Amboseli National Park, Kajlado (Berger 1989; Western 1982), and also in Tanzanian

•. The term Msavannah wlldllfa Beoayatam" Is deflned hers as 8n area (of savannah vegetation) coverlng dry and
weI ABeson dispersai areas, whose extent la determlned malnly by the mlgratory IImlts of Its major wlldllfe speclas.
ln the case of Masai Mars, the range Is deterrnlned malnly by wlldebeest migration. The raglan, as adopted ln thls
study, has bee" deflned wlth bath reaerve and surroundlng group ranches by vertou! researchers (see for exemple,
Lamprey 1984; Oouglas·Hamllton et al. 1988). But the raglonal deflnltlon 15 not officiai. only the proteetad area
portion lB leg81.

1 Dlapersalareas are sometlmes referrad ta as "surroundlng areas" or "parks adjuncts" or "buffer zones", These
terms are used Interchangeably ln thl. study, Protected areas are not ecologlcally self-sufficlent ecosystems and
wlldllfe olten disperse to surrounding areas 10r part of the year (Garatt 1984; Ramberg 1993). Malntalnlng the
present slze and diverslty of thos8 wlldllfe populations depends on thelr havlng contlnued aCCBSS ta traditional
S8a80nal dlspersaler8as,ln addition. the blogaographlcallsland affect means thet ln Isolation. not even the blggest
Afrlcan national parks are big enough to malnteln viable populations of the larger herbivores (Ramberg 1993),
Conservation efforts need therefore to be dlrected ta the rural areas whlch surround the protected areas.
Contempor8ry conservation efforts concentrate malnly on protected areas.
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Map 1.1 The Study Area: The Masai Mara National Reserve and
The Surrounding Group Rancnes
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Reserve; the rest belongs to the local people and forms crucial
wildlife dispersal area
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SerengetVNgorongoro Conservation Area (Homewood and Rodgers 1991; Kruuk 1972;

Schaller 1972), IIttle detall exlsts on the wlldllfe-human confllct ln Masai Mara reglon.

The Masai Mara reglon has a unique land use profile. The lowland areas have low

agrlcultural potentlallands, whIle those ln the upland zone are of high potentlal. This thesls

explores how dlfferences ln the land potentlal (a result of hlgh ralnfall and good solls) have

lnfluenced land uses, human, IIvestock and wlldllfe population densltles, and how these ln

turn, Influence the types, spatial pattern and the degree of wlldllfe-human confllct ln the

reglon. It consIders how these confllcts vary seasonally and wlth distance from the

protected area, what opinions and attitudes the local people hold towards conservation and

government wlldllfe programs, and how these attitudes are Influenced by thelr soclo­

economlc backgrounds and experlences. Understandlng how the dlfferences ln land

potentlals ln the reglon and the resultant land uses Influence wlldllfe-human confllct will

help ln decldlng on the best zonation for approprlate multiple land use programs that will

reduce the confllct. At the same time, understandlng the opinions and the attitudes of the

local people will help Identify how the local communitles can be encouraged to support and

partlclpate ln conservation actlvltles and declslon maklng. These detalls are crucial ln

developlng a program for Integratlng wlldllfe conservation wlth human development needs

ln the reglon.

Only Integrating conservation needs with human development needs ln the reglon

will ensure long-term sustalnable protection of wlldllfe and the fragile rangeland ecosystem

whlle benefltlng the local people. Instead of belng an Isolated Island, the protec<;ëd area

would be an Integral part of the land use ln the whole reglon, contrlbutlng to the soclo­

economlc development of the are'!. Only thls will ensure the continued vlablIIty of the nature

reserve and Its wlldllfe, especlally the mlgratory specles that spend part of thelr annual

mlgratory cycle wlth IIvestock ln the Inhablted dispersai zones. At the same tlme, loss of

property such as crops and IIvestock and the resultant poor attitudes towards wlldllfe and
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the protected area will be reduced and government expenditure on game control and wlldllfe

compensation will be bearable.ln addition, rehabililatlon 01 the reglon's degraded landscape

will be leaslble.

This thesis 15 organlzed Into live chapters. Followlng thls general Introduction, the

rest of Chapter 1 examines the situation ln Masai Mara reglon, outllnlng the principal Issues

Involved ln the wlldllfe·human conlllctin the reglon. Specifie study objectives, assumptlons

and study organlzlng hypotheses are outllned. The chapter ends by descrlblng the research

methods employed in thls study. Chapter 2 revlews the IIterature on wlldllfe, protected

areas, and related development Issues. Examples 01 areas where attempts are made to

Integrate conservation wlth development Irom dlfferent ports of the world ln both developed

and developlng countrles, wlth a concentration on the latter, are outlined. The chapter al50

descrlbes the theoretlcal considerations upon whlch thls study 15 based.

Chapter 3 presents the Kenyan context of the study problem, examinlng the rela­

tlonship between wildllfe and humans in Kenya from a hlstorlcal perspective. Il also

descrlbes the study area to set the background for the empirlcal case study and detalled

examlnatlon and analysis of confltct ln Masai Mara reglon. The five group ranches sampled

for the study are introduced. The physlcal characterlstlcs of the area, ils wlldllfe and hlstory

of human use, demographic and soclo-economlc profiles of the inhabltants, exlstlng land

uses and land potentlal are outllned. The hlstory of the Masai Mara National Reserve Is

descrlbed. The chapter also introduces the different Interest groups involved ln wlldllfe

conservation and management Issues ln Kenya and the Masai Mara reglon. A synthesls 01

the environmental requlrements for wildllfe, humans and IIvestock ln an ecological context

in the reglon Is made. In addition, previous research concernlng attempts to Integrate

wildllfe conservation with human needs in the reglon, includlng the Serengeti ecosystem

ln Tanzanla, are outllned.

Chapter 4 presents the study results and data analysls of the cauaes and nature 01
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wlldille-human conlllct ln Kenya's Masai Mara Region. The types, Intensity, Irequency,

spatial and temporal patterns, causes, ellects and suggested solutions to the conlllct are

descrlbed both quantltatlvely and qualltatlvely. The chapter also explalns the research

methods used ln the lIeld data collection and analysis 01 results. Factors allectlng, the (1)

degree 01 conlllct, and (2) attitudes 01 local people towards wlldllfe conservation and

government wlldille programs are analyzed.

The linal chapter Is a summary 01 the study f1ndings and presents the proposed

program lor Integratlng wlldllle conservation and human needs ln the reglon. Implications

01 the study f1ndings, recommendatlons and conclusions are outllned and briefly dlscussed

in the context 01 current international conservation and development thinking. Areas

requiring lurther research are identlfled, and the implications 01 the study in Masai Mara

reglon and at a national and international leve! are briefly Indicated.

1.2 The Situation and Principal Issues ln Masai Mara

Over the past 30 years, considerable changes have occurred ln the Masai Mara

region. In the past, IIke many parts 01 Kenya's arid and semi-arid areas, the region was less

populated; the main land uses were nomadlc pastorallsm and land belonged to the

community (Beaumont 1989; Campbell and Migot-Adhola 1981; Pratt and Gwynne 1977).

Today, the land tenure system has changed Irom communal "Iree" open ranches to group

or indivi1ual ranches. Human population Is rapldly increasing and permanent human

settlements, agriculture, and IIvestock production are expanding (Douglas-Hamilton et al.

1988; Lampr.>y 1984). As a result, areas hitherto occupied by wildllle and/or used lor seml­

nomadic pastorallsm actlvltles are belng rapidly reduced. In sorne areas Increased lenclng

01 privatized land blocks wlldllle corridors between wet and dry-season ranges.

Encroachment on the Masai Mara national reserve by people living in the surrounding areas

is increasing (Douglas-Hamilton et al. 1988; Myers 1972; GlaesaI1992). Grazlng pressure Is
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also increasing in the surrounding areas as botil wildllle and IIvestock are confined to

smaller areas due to expanding agriculture. This clrcumstance Is common in Kenya and

many other countries where protected areas' are raplcily becoming "islands" as the

wildlands around them are converted to alternative, olten incompatible uses (Ayieko 1977;

Lusigi 1981; Wells and Brandon 1992). Bonner (1993), a journalisVauthor, notes with

relerence to the situation in Alrlca:

People were once an island ln a sea 01 wildille. Now wildille survives in parks that
are Islands in an ocean 01 people (Bonner 1993:8).

As the Intensity 01 contact increases, wlldllle depredatlon 01 crors and IIvestock,

human deaths or injuries, dlsease transmission to domestlc stock and competition lor

pasture and water also Increase (Darkoh 1990; Nloka 1990). The establishment 01 protected

areas has olten denied local people access to their tradilional resource areas'. Wildille Is

ollen seen by the local people as belonglng to the government; they see the government

alone as being responsible lor its car~ (Berger 1989; Korfage 1985; Scoll1983). Moreover,

wildille agencies emphaslse law enlorcement, adminlstr&tlve procedure, and education 01

the local populations but ollen lallto control wlldlife damage. The local people are hardly

compensated lor the losses 01 property or human Ille incurred due to wildllle. Il is not,

therelore, surprising that local people ollen support poaching and are indlfferent or hostile

to wildllle conservation pollcies (Balakrishnan and Ndhlovu 1992; Berger 1989; Bonner

1993). To many local people, conservation authoritles are more interested ln the protection

, For purposBs of convB,:".lence. parka or reserves will be referred to ln thls thesls as "protected aruas".
Categories and conservatloh objectives of the dlHerent protected areas as percelved by the IUCN la outllned ln
chapter two. The dlHerence between 8 national park and rBserve la that ln 8 park. the complete protection 01 fauna
and flora 18 the paramount purpose and the huma" utillzatlon of the resource la precluded, whlle ln Il r:!serV8.
although the preservation of wlldllfe la the pl'Imary purposB, huma" actlvltles 8uch as the 9r8zl"9 of llvBlItock, or
ln the case of marine rBllervs, f1shlng by tradltlonal methods. are sometlmes allowed. Aiso parks are otten
admlnlstered by centralgovernments whlle reserves are admlnlstered by localauthorltles. The Masai Mara National
Reserve Is manoged by the Narok County Councll wlth technlcal advlce tram the Kenya National Wlldllte Service
(KWS). a national government parastatal agency responslble tor wlldllte ail over the country. AlIhough Masai Mara
Is a National Reserve, use by human actlvltles Is completely prohlblted.

'1 These wlldllte sanctuarles normnlly Include sources ot dry season water and paliure whlch were tradilionally
8vsllable to domestlc IIvestock owned by pallorallsts (Iee, tor example, Lindsay 1987; LUlIlg11978; Weslern 1982).
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01 wlldille than the loss 01 human lives, bodlly injury, and damage to crops and livestock.

Local people olten clalm thatthe government values wlldllfe more than It does human weil-

belng. One member 01 parllament, lor example, stated hls beliel that government priorltles

were arranged ln the lollowlng order 01 decreaslng Importance: wildlile, tourlsts and citlzens

(Dally Nation Newspaper 1984).

The conflict Is most acute ln areas close to the protected area where wildlile

densltles are hlgh. This may undermlne wildille-based tourlsm. Approximately 8 per cent 01

Kenya's total land area has been set aslde as national parks and reserves (Kloko 1992; KWS

1990). OU\!llde the protected areas, wlldille recelves partial protection through th~

enlorcement 01 conservation policy by law Includlng the restriction 01 subslstence hunting

by the local people (GOK 19n; Myers 1972). This protection Is required lor viable wildille

populations but exacerbates conflicl.

Wlldlile Is the principal attraction 01 the tourism Industry which Is a most valuable

commodity to the country lor the lorelgn exchange earned and the jobs provided'. Tourism

also provldes markets lor other economlc sectors (Boo 1990; Milne 1990), and can broaden

the base 01 rural development, especlally in the arid and seml·arid areas (Bachmann 1988;

Rajottee 1987). However, the local communitles who share their IImlted resources and

space wlth wlldlile rarely benefit Irom the tourlsm revenue (Ramberg 1993; Western 1981).

Most revenue goes to the central government and a small proportion to the local authoritles

ln cases 01 national reserves. Few local people are employed ln wlldlife related jobs or

protected area management. The majority 01 parkltourlsm employees are brought into the

areas, sometlmes from urban centres, wlth the justification that they possess the level of

education and sklIIs requlred that are not available among the local people.

1. Tourlam la Ker,y.'al••dlng torelg" a.change .arner, ah.ad of tradltlon.1 expert crope of coffee and tea (Dleka
1991; KWS 1990). Currontly, obau1700.000 taurllts vlolt Konyo por yoar (CeS 1991). ln 1990,11 oarnod tha country
US 51a million larolgn ..chango, a grawth 0123.4% Iram about US 515 million ln 1989. About 110.000 paaple. or
8.3% al wago earnlng population 011.3 million are emplayod dlractly or Indlrectly ln taurlom (CeS 1991).
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Wildlife conservation also has other benelits. such as the protection 01 water

catchment areas and genetic resources. cultural and natural heritage. and biological and

scientiflc values. Butthe negative value of wildlife to the local people can be enormous. The

value of the properly destroyed or damaged by wild animais and costs incurred to limit

damage through fencing. night guards and other means substantially reduces its benefits.

The need for a solution to this environmental conflict has become more clearer over

the past decades with the publication of widely read documeni:l such as the World Conser-

vation Strategy (IUCN 1980). Our Common Future (WCEO 1987). and more recently. Caring

for the Earlh (IUCN 1991) and Agenda 21 (UN 1992). A number of papers presented during

the IV World Congress on National Parks and Protected Areas (IUCN 1992) indlcate thls

trend. wlth 50me authors documenting failures of the alleMpts belng made on the ground

(Sharma and Shaw 1992; Stevens and Sherpa 1992).

Previous studles on wildlife-Iand-human interactions have noted the existence of

contllct' (Berger 1989; Capone 1972; Korfage 1985; MukhebI1985). The emphasls has been

Increaslngly on the need to integrate conservation with sustainable development (IUCN

1991). Most studies propose that the public couId become parlners wlth conservation

authorilles ln managing wildlife (Berger 1989; Batisse 1982; Clark 1981; Luslgi 1978;

Western 1981).

A number of models have been put forward to help Integrate wildllfe conservation

with the development needs of the local people. Some olthe beller-known examples Include

the Biosphere Reserve (UNESCO 1974). Conservation Unit approach (Luslgl 1978). buffer

zones (Shafer 1990). ecosystem management (Agee and Johnson 1988). wlldllfe corridor

(Newmark 1985), and what Wells and Brandon (1992) cali Integrated conservation

• Confllet ln thls study denotes bath manlfelt ~occurring and causing cl)ncern) and percelved competition for
space and reBources luch 8sland. water and pasture. Two types of contllet 8re consldered: (1) "place·baaed~ • that
whlch la spatlally deflned: and (2) non-spatial types. lUch as, attitudes towards wlldllfe. by extension confllet.
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development proJects. Recent studles, however, suggest that none 01 these models have

been successlully Implemented (West and Brechln 1991; Wells and Brandon 1992). In a

recent world-wlde evaluation study 01 the World Bank, the WWF, and USAID proJects almed

at Integrallng the needs 01 the local people wlth protected areas, Wells and Brandon (1992)

noted that:

It Is apparent that many 01 the pro/ects had began wlth only a very limlted
understandlng 01 the root causes 01 the threats to the protected areas thatthey were
allempllng to conserve (Wells and Brandon 1992:lx).

Conflict still exlsts and has, ln fact, Increased even ln areas where allempts are being made

to reduce It (Brower and Carol 1987; Bunting et al. 1991; Collett1987; Sharma 1991).

One reason for this lack of success may be an Inadequate understanding of the

processes involved ln the wildlile-human conflicl. The problems posed by wildlife damage

are difflcult to investigate, and to quantlly. Annual government and project consultancy

reports, and local people nlten stress the severlty and great frequency of the problems

caused by wildlife but these are malnly qualitative statements. They telllittie about the exact

magnitude of these problems, how olten they occur and in which specific areas. To date,

speciflc problems caused by wildllfe have not been adequately defined, nor the speclflc

animais responsible identifled. Crop and livestock loss has not been adequately quantifled,

especiaily at a local reglonal level. We know very lillie as to whether conflicts vary with

seasons and tlme and what local people do to prevent wildlife damage to themselves and

thelr property. It Is obviously difflcult to obtain precise and reliable Information concerning

damage done, but an Indication of the degree can be gathered through Interviews with local

people and supplemented wlth data collected by the wildlife conservation authorlties. These

sources comblnod wlth anecdotal Information can provide fairly accurate analysis of the

dynamlcs of wildlife-human conflict at a local level.
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1.2:1 The Study Objectives

This study aims to provide a better understandlng 01 the processes involved ln

wildlile-human conflict, thus aiding development 01 a program lor Integrating wildlile

conservation with human development needs designed to ensure sustainable ulilizalion 01

the resources considering luture as weil as present generalions. It has live specific

objectives (Figure 1.1). The first Is to examine other ~ites in different parts 01 the world

where attempts are belng made to integrate conservation wlth development needs (Chapter

2).

The second Is to examine and analyze the nature, intensity, Irequency, and spatial

and temporal patterns 01 conflict between wildlife and humans in the Masai Mara region. The

nature 01 conflict is investlgated by recording actual conflicts and Identllylng specific

specles and human activities involved. The main lorms 01 conflict are identlfied and the

most widespread types 01 damage by wildlife in the region are described. The relative

importance 01 problems with respect to crops, livestock, disease transmission and human

lives in the region are discussed. Intensity relers to the degree 01 significance 01

consequences, while Irequency Is the number 01 times respondents encounter wildllle

problems. The spatial patterns are examlned to determlne whether or not conlllct varies

within the region and with distance Irom the protected area.

The third objective is to identlly major determinants 01 conflict. Factors which may

Influence the occurrence and perception 01 conflict are measurcd and correlated with the

intensity of conlllct and attitudes towards conservation and government wildlife programs.

The views 01 the local people towards government wildlile programs are described. The

question 01 why the local people in Masai Mara region, and Kenya in general, do not support

conservation efforts as currently presented Is addressed. Central to these programs are the

wildllfe damage control, conservation education and extension services, and the wildlife­

damage compensation scheme. In chapter three the compensation scheme, conservation
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Figure 1.1 Row Chart 5howlng the 5tudy Focus Areas'·

aaai Mara Region & Ideal Context
he protected area and the
urrounding group ranches and
ildlife dispersal areas

ausea 01 conlllct
• Increasing human, Ilvestock and

wildlife densities
• Changes in land use (permanent

settlements, cultiva lion and animal
husbandry)

• Soclo·economic factors
• Policy factors

ature 01 conlilct
• Types of confllct
• Intenslty of conflict
• Frequency of conflict
• Spatial patterns of confllct

flects and con sequences 01
onlilct
• Wildllfe habitat loss, blockage of

mlgratory corridors, encroachr.1ent
of protected areas

• Human deaths or injuries, crop and
IIvestock depredallon, spread of
diseases to stock competition for
pasture and water

anagement and poilcy respo
• Confllct (game) management
• Tourlsm economlc Incentives

"'-__~. Wildllfe conservation education
• Land development control

(Ieglslation, zonlng and tenure
system)

• Public participation
• Wildlife utllization

10 The flrst box on Ma.al Mar. Region & Ideal context vlewl the altustlon ln Masai Maraln relation to other sites
ln dlffare"t partI of the world whlch demonalrate the relatlonlhlpa between a protected ar88 and the 8urroundlng
.r.l. wher. attempts a,. belng made ta Integrale conservation wlth developmentl.•
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education and the government wlldlile damage programs (Includlng control shootlng and

game prool barrlers) meant to protect local people are ou!lIned to provlde the background

01 the assessment 01 the vlews 01 the local people ln chapter lour.

The Kenyan government's wlldllle conservation pollcles rellect the need lor

balanclng the conservation 01 wlldlife wlth the development needs 01 the local people. The

pollcy focus Includes "to •• protect people and thelr property from damage caused by

wlldllle" (KWS 1990:11). For thls objective to be lullllled, accurate data are needed. The need

to gather more Information about the processes involved ln the wlldllfe-human confllct has

been underscored ln many government and prlvate documents (Ayleko 1977; Berger 1989;

GOK 1989; Lusigl 1980). As Luslgi states:

..the present wildllfeJhuman confllcts resultlng Irom Increased pressures of humans
on wildllfe habitats must be thoroughly Investlgated in order to glve Information as
a basls for a solution (Luslgl 1980:106).

It Is hoped that thls study will contrlbute towards the provision of the required data.

The fourtll objective Is to assess the effects of confllct both on wlldllfe and on

humans. Effects on humans are measured as clalms for losses and dlssatlsfactlon with the

imposition of wlldllle conservation regulatlons; effects on wildllle are measured as range

(habitat) reductlon and dlsruptlon. population reductlon and/or changes in wlldllle

distribution and movement patterns. This requlres quantlfylng how often the local people

llncounter wlldllle damage, and what the actual losses they Incur are, lor Instance, the

number and monetary value of IIvestock kllled, and the amount and monetary value 01 crops

destroyed. These estlmates are collected Irom the local people through interview survey,

but are cross-checked wlth the district ligures collected Irom the govemment records. Data

from the government records are presented in chapter three. Flnally. wlldllle damage

prevention techniques used by local people to protect themselves and their property Irom

wlldlife are described. Some 01 these traditlonal tactlcs may prove useful in designlng game

damage control programs whlch could reduce confllct. thus improve local attitudes towards
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wlldille conservation authority.

The Ilnal objective is to develop management and policy strategies aimed at

mlnlmizing conflict and mltlgatlng Impacts while conservlng wildille and enhancing the weil·

being 01 the local population. Vlews 01 both the local people, government officiais and

wlldille experts are consldered. In developing the program lor integrating wildlile

conservation with human needs, issues outllned ln the IIterature revlew (presented in

Chapter Iwo) and the realltles on the ground ln the Masai Mara reglon (and withln the

context 01 Kenya as outlined ln Chapter three) are also consldered.

1.2:2 Study Assumptlons

The concept 01 "conflict" Is diffuse, and not ail aspects 01 what might be considered

as confllct can be examlned. For the purposes 01 this study, an anthropocentrlc notion 01

conflict Is accepted. Conflict can Iherelore be identlfled by exlstlng records 01 clalms lor

damages resultlng Irom wlldllle ah"; verbal accounts collected Irom residents 01 the Masai

Mara reglon. The intensity 01 human experlence 01 conlllct can be measured by Irequency

01 events, materlal losses llrlslng Irom damage, and subjective verbal assessments 01

Intenslty.

Confllct wlthln wildille resource management can arise in one of these five situations

(Figure 1.2):

1. where human actlvity Impinges dlrectly on wildille well·being, for example, hunting
and pOlJchlng;

2. where wildlife actlvlty Implnges directly on human well·being such as attacks
leading to bodlly lnjury or death, IIvestock or crop depredation;

3. where there Is competition between humans and wildlife for IImlted resources,
notably: land (space), water, grazlng, and shelter (natural landscape);

4. where the wildllle protection leglslatlon or aspects 01 the wildlile-based tourist
Industry Implnges on local land users' access to resources or freedom of land use;
and
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5. where the population perceives wildlile conservation in antagonistic ways, that is,
in the lorm 01 negative attitudes towards wildlife, protected area and wildlile
authorlties.

Figure 1.2

Diagrammatic Representation of Wildlife-Human Conflict

Simplified dlagram showing dlfferent confllct situations: direct confllct Includes
huntlng or poaching 01 wildllfe, or attacks on people. Indirect conllict Involving
competition for resources (space, pasture and water),lnapproprlate strategies such
as restrictive leglslatlon (Ior Instance, denylng local people access to resources in
the park), or on the slde 01 the local people, antagonlstlc attitudes to and
perceptions 01 wildllfe.
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Tradltlonal modes 01 land use were such that Iree ranglng wlldille was not

Incompatible wlth the long term survival 01 local culture (Dasmann 1984; Boyd 1968).

Modern urban or commercial land uses make cohabitation wilh wildlile impossible. A perlod

01 transition in land use patterns or practlces probably represents the time 01 greatest

conlllct A lack 01 conlllct may Indlcate successlul cohabitation but It may also Indicate

exclusion 01 ellher human or viable wlldille populations Irom an area. Figure 1.3 lIIustrales

what appears to be temporal transition 01 the relatlonshlp between wlldille and human

populations. The existence 01 conlllct spreads the transition to local exclusion 01 wlldille.

Effective management must alm to reduce the probablllty 01 conlllct

Figure 1.3

Evolution of the Wildlife-Human Relationship

A B

•
Natural open grazing Intensive grazing, c~'ltivation, settfement

Intensity of land use

Conlllct Is low or non-exlstent ln the absence 01 humans (A) or wlldllle (B). It may
be at Its greatest during perlods 01 land use change when new humans are most
IIkely to Implnge exlstlng wlldllle resources or behavlour.
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1.2:3 Organizing Hypotheses

Two broad categories 01 hypotheses are developed to help operationalize the study

objectives and structure the research methodology. One set concerns the occurrence 01

conflict, the other concerns perceptions 01 confllct. Table 1.1 shows the links between the

specilic study objectives, the main survey questions, the hypotheses, the analytlcal

techniques employed and the expected results.

The first hypothesls is that there is a correlation between occurrence 01 wildlile·

human conflict in the Masai Mara reglon and human population density, livestock population

denslty, wildille population density, percentage 01 land under cultlvatlon, percentage 01 land

under permanent human settlements, distance Irom the protected area, and seasonal

variations. The general expectatlon Is that the occurrence 01 conlllct will increase with the

scarcity 01 vital resources lor which the two compete, namely: water, biomass (grazlng

land), and space (naturallandscape).II thls ls so, there will be spatial and seasonal variation

in conllict, with conflict being greatest when and where space, lorage and water are scarce.

Conllict will increase with the intenslty 01 the demand made on resources. Wildllle demands

will be proportional to wildllle population denslty, whIle intensity 01 human demands on

resources Is proportlonal to human population and IIvestock densltles. It Is expected that

the compatlbillty of humans and wlldllfe is least when and where modification 01 natural

landscape through land use Is greatest. The extent to whlch a ranch Is developed and

managed (for example, number of permanent homesteads, percentage 01 land under

cultivation, and infrastructure), or has lixed assets (such as, crop cultlvatlon, wheat,

paddock grazlng) • as opposed to movable land uses (pastoralism) will determlne the

occurrence of conllict.

The second category of hypothese!> is that there Is correlation between I;,~

perceptions, Interpretations and responses to wlldllfe-human conllict in Masai Mara region

and various factors of background, economlc status and experiences of wildllle Issues.
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Table 1.1 Studv Objectives, Hypotheses, Survey Questions, Analyses and Expected Results

OBJECTIVES HYPOTHESESI SURVEY ANALYTICAL EXPECTED
QUESTIONS QUESTIONS TECHNIQUES RESULTS

-Examine and -Occurrence 01 conllict is spatiaUy varied within 'Whattypes 01 'Contingency -Comma"
analyze nature, the region conflict Dccur in tables and types 01
intensity, the regio"? analysis of confliet
lrequency, and ·That conllict is a lunction 01 distance from park signific'lnce
spalial patterns 01 -Rates of
confllct -Conflict varies occurrence of

with seasons 'Mapping conflict
-In which areas are
conllicts ·Sites and
occurring? spatial

configurations
of conflict

'Idenlify -Thal occurrence of conflict varies with human, ·What is causing -Contingency -Most
deterrninants of livestock and wildlife populalion densilies, and the conllict? tables and signifiesnt
confllct levels of land use developments analysis 01 causes

significance
'That response ta and perception of conllict varies
with socio-economic factors and past experiences
of wildlile issues

-Assess effects of ·Conllict has effects on bath wildlile and humans -How does conflict 'Contingency -Most
confllct bath on affect people and tables and important
wildllfe and wildlife? analysis of effects
humans significance

'Develop 'Conllict can be reduced through integrated ·What should be -Contingency -Sest
management and planning. done to reduce tables and integrative
pollcy strategies conllict? analysis of alternatives
for reducing -Local people may have the answers significance.
confllct

·Cross·tabulation
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Factors considered include benelits Irom wildlile·based tourism, knowledge 01 wildllfe

conservation education, 1055 due to wildille damage, lack 01 wlldlile damage compensation,

age 01 respondents, level 01 education. wealth, ethnicity. occupation, land tenure system

and ownership 01 livestock. The wealth 01 an individual, lor example. will Influence the

relative Interpretation 01 damage or 1055 Irom wlldlile. Wealth is defined ln terms 01 amount

01 land owned and the number 01 livestock possessed. The extent to which tourism benefits

accrue to the local population and the extent to whlch local people a~e oflered special

employment opportunltles in the wildlile·based park tourlsm actlvitles may Influence thelr

attitudes towr.rds and perceptions 01 wlldllfe problems. 1115 also expected thatthose who

suffer 1055 due to wlldlile damage. and those who have not recelved wlldllfe damage

compensation or have knowledge 01 wlldlile conservation education may perceIve wlldllfe.

and by extension confllct, differently.

1.3 Study Methods and Data Analysis

1.3:1 The Methodologlcal Approach

Many studles of human·envlronment relatlonships, such as the present one, have

been crlticized for concentratlng on a single discipline, whlle the issues belng studied are

often Inherently interdlsciplinary. Abel and Bialkle, relerring to wlldlife studles ln Afrlca,

observe that:

... methods of analyzing wildlife conservation problems in Alrica are Inadequate for
the analysls of complex Issues of policy. Much of the analysls 01 conservation
policy attempts to be apolitlcal on issues charged wlth social confllct. Analyses are
too often ahistorical when hlstory can say a great deal about the origlns 01 present­
day ecologlcal problems. Furthermore, problems are commonly analyzed wlth
narrow discipline frameworks whlch predetermine the nature of conclusions and
lead to prolessionally biased proposais (Abel and Blalkie 1986:735).

Furthermore, Castrl and Hadley point out that:

Experience from many countrles, ... has shown that three main groups 01 people
should be Involved in research efforts to tackle complex land-use problems - the
declsion-maker, the local populations and the scientlst (Castrl and Hadley (1983:372)
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The epproach adopled in Ihlt study therelore recognlzes that It Is nol possible to

es.~bllsh the nature and basic causes of wlldllfe-hurnan confllct and generate Integratlve

straleg;~swlthin a monollthlc framework.1t uses a "multl-data sources approach" (Anderson

1990; Cran.. 1981). This ha3 been called a triangulation approach" for collectlng and

analyzlng data (C~ ."pbeIl1963). The general methods for data collection are outllned below.

1:3.2 Data Collection

Data were collected ln four w<'s. Flrst, substantlal secondary data were extr3cted

from varlous sources Includlng: maps, ab. 'ql photographs and landsat Images, and

government and prlvate documents. Second, Informa., ''1-depth discussions were held wlth

selected government officiais and conservation experts. Thlro, :'ructured Interviews based

on a questionnaire guide sheet (see Appendlx C) were used to cali",;; ;:~;:;i';;;dtion from a

sampie of 500 heads of household. Fourth, anecdotal informallon was collected Ir..,..... older

members of the community through open discussions. This included detalled Information

on three case scenarios 0: actual confllct in the study area. Further explanallons on

collection of speclflc data is provlded here below.

1.3:2.1 Sec~~dary Data Collection

Secondary data were collected from both civil and prlvate sources. Civil sources

Include the Narok County Councll planning documents, the Masai Mara National Reserve

Offices, the Kenya Wlldllfe Service (KWS) and Central Sureau of Statlstlcs (CSS). The other

sources were: the Department of Resource Surveys and Remote Sensing (OSRS, formerly

KREMU), the Kenya Survey, mlnlstry of Agriculture, mlnlstry of L1vestock, and the mlnistry

" Triangulation Il a raalonlble mathodologlcal approach call1ng for tha application of multiple data sources
(through the us. of multiple Indlcatorl). ail of whlch -home ln- or trlangulate on the central lnterests {Campbell
1963: Crano 1981).11 la the us. of multlplelndlcator. to •••••• the atudy problem.
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01 Reclamation and Development 01 Arid and Seml·Arld Areas and Wastelands.

Generally, these sources provided details on the historlcal and physlographic lactors

01 the study area, human, wildille and livestock statlstlcs, wildille mlgratory routes, habitat

types, tourlst actlvitles, Inlrastructure, land use (existlng and potential), and the general

environmenl. They also provided records on wildlile damages, types 01 damage, person(s)

affected and the wild animal specles responsible lor the damage, especially at the natlon&l

levaI. The data provlded a good startlng point lor the detailed field survey, although

collection 01 thls data continued throughout the perlod 01 lield work. These data were

supplemented by notes recorded on varlous leatures during the lIeld work. The inlormation

has been reduced Into maps, ligures and tables lor analysis 01 the patterns of land use, as

weil as human, livestock and wildille population densitles in the study area.

1.3:2.2 Survey 01 Olliclals and Wildille Experts

Twenty·six government officiais and politlcians were interviewed. They were

employed as Narok District administration officiais, stail 01 the Kenya Wlldlile Services,

Mlnlstry 01 Agriculture, Ministry 01 Livestock, Chiels and Counclllors 01 the location· dnd

county counclls, respectl'.'ely". The selection 01 the agencies wa~ :"dsed on thelr

involvement ...;;;; -:""lIlle Issues. The choice 01 the 0111..,::::. 10 be Interviewed was based on

their position as heads 01 the agencles. In case 01 the absence 01 the head the deputy or

next responsible person was approached. The purpose 01 the study was communicated to

the officiais through administrative channels, Irom which permission had earller been

acquired. Appointments were made with tne officiais. They were malnly asked to Lomment

on the study problem and possible solutions.

Il Although the Masai Mara la dlvlded lnto group ranches, there are also the central government administrative
units. locations and sub·locatlons, usually headed by chle's and 8111stant chlefa respectlvely. The boundarlea of
9uch unlta may nol necessarlly be the 5ame BS of group ranch. The reglon Il also organlzed Into county couneU.
represented by counclllora the! make up the politlcal structure headf'ld Di the chalrman al the ola'rlcl county
cDunell, based al Narok town.
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Elght wlldille sclentists who had worked in the Masai Mara region or areas 01 similar

situation were also interviewed. Selection 01 such scientlsts was based on their past

records. Th.. locus 01 the discussions was the process Involved ln the contlict and the

assessment 01 the alternative management and pollcy responses.

1.3:2.3 Field Data Collection

Confllctls not a strlcUy objective phenomenon. Perception and Interpretation by the

people Involved 15 an important determinant 01 the nature 01 contllc!. Therelore, ln addition

to the quantitative results 01 a lield survey, this analysis al50 includes anecdotal

Inlormatlon. Three methods were employed ln collectlng the field data. The Ilrst was a head

01 household survey, the second, a survey 01 government officiais and wlldille conservation

experts as descrlbed above, and Ilnally, case scanarlos and Inlormal Interviews wlth the

older members 01 the Masai Mara resldents.

The Ileid survey was carrled out Irom March to September 1991. The Ilrsttwo weeks

were spent sorting outmaps, aerlal photographs and landsatlmages in Nairobi lor the field

work, and seeklng a research clearance permit Irom the office 01 the president. The next Iwo

weeks were spentln the field on pre-survey. Durlng field work, Illved within the Masai Mara

reglon in lour dlfferent locations. The main centre 01 operation was at the Sekenani Gate,

the main gate 01 the park (sltuated atthe boundary 01 Koyaki and Slana group ranches), but

1spent tlme at Lemek, Lolgorlan and Kirlndonl, local centres lor Lemek, Angata Baragoi and

Klmentet group ranches, respectlvely (see Map 3.2). The field study methods are explained

below.

1.3:2.3:1 Head 01 Household Survey

The live sampled group ranches and the 500 respondents were selected as lollows.

Flrst, a list 01 ail group ranches was establlshed (thlrteen ln total) Irom existlng records,
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then live ranches were chosen to provide a range with respect to location (eithe~ on the

upland or lowland), predominant land uses (either cultlvation or pastoralisrn), and distance

Irom park or wildlile migratory routes. Total number 01 settlements was determined and the

approximate number 01 households per selliement calculated. Sketch maps showlng

locations 01 homesteads were produced during the pre-survey, lormlng a base lor random

choice 01 respondents. In the field, the field worker selected Individuals Irom non-

neighbouring homesteads. When a head 01 household was absent, another member, the

next most senior, was intervlewed. Interviewing was guided by a questionnaire whose

purpose was to gather specifie Inlormation but, perhaps more Importantly, to stlmulate

discussion. The sample group ranches were: (1) Angata BRrago!; (2) Klmentet; (3) Lemek;

(4) Koyaki; and (5) Slana (see Map 3.2 and Table 1.2). Details on the other group ranches

in the reglon are presented in chapter three.

Table 1.2 Group Ranches Sampled for Local People Interviews ln Masai Maro Region. 1991

GROUP AREA DISTANCE TOTAL NUMBER OF SAMPLE % POP.
RANCH sa. KM. FROM POPULATION Hl'USEHOLDS SIZE SM.~PLED

RESERVE"

Angala
80r8 901 82 7 6500 908 91 10.2

Klmentet 368 20 9800 1382 98 7.09

Lemek 610 35 7000 795 111 13.96

Koyakl 876 17 6000 748 100 13.36

51ana 982 18 8600 1226 100 8.15

1
Total 2915 19 37,900 4.311 500 11.6 ,

1

Source: Oerlved trom 1979 National Population Censuau

12 Distance trom the protected Broa was measured trom the boundary ot the protectod area 10 the central
position of the group ranch.

Il At the tlme of the field work for thl! study. the reluits for the 1989 National Population con.us were nol yol
avoUable. 1theretore used the 1979 figures as a base fore!limales. However.lhe Economie Survey: 1991 publlshed
by the Contrai Bureau of Statlstlcs. Nairobi, contalns some provlslonal and unoHlclaletatlltlcl for tho country and
districts. This document states that the total population for Narok District ln 1979 was 210,000 and thle had rlaen
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The population 01 the Masai Mara region was approxlmately 72,000 by 1991

estlmated Irom the 1979 National Population Census 01 the reglon 01 about 35,000 (CSS

1980). The number 01 households was about 12,000 by 1991. The live group ranches

selected lor Interviews constltuted 53% 01 the total population and 35.9% 01 the households

01 the region. Response rates lor each group ranch was 100%. There were no reports 01

relusal or termlnatlon 01 the Interviews belore completlon.

Selore Interviews were conducted wlth the local people, they were Inlormed about the

research and Its objectives at public meetings (baraza), through chiels, counclllors and

group ranch officiais. The main survey was conducted lollowlng an Intensive IWo week

perlod 01 pre-testlng 01 the interview schedule. Soth closed and open-ended questions were

asked. Open·ended Interviews were used because they can provide exhaustive coverage

01 Issues and are Independent 01 Iiteracy skllls (Fowler 1993; Sheskln 1985). The Interviews

occurred during both the wet (March to May) and dry (June to August) perlods.

Six research assistants partlclpated ln the interviewlng. They were selected lor thelr

level 01 education. Ali 01 them were native to the study area. Four 01 them were Maasal and

were asslgned to cover the predomlnantly Maasal group ranches; Lemek, Koyaki and SIana.

The other two were non-Maasal and covered Angata Saragoi and Klmentet group ranches,

dominated by non-Maasai communltles. Ali 01 them spoke and wrote ln English and

Klswahlll and one was lemale. They travelled on bicycles or were dropped off by me in a

lour-wheel drive vehicle. 1 was ln the Ileid lull tlme and worked very closely wlth the

research assistants. One asslstallt was placed at each group ranch. Most 01 the Interviews

were conducted ln local languases and directly translated Into English.

The research assistants met wlth me to discuss the purpose 01 the research and the

nature 01 the Interview tssk. They were trained ln IWo parts. The IIrst was lecture, explslnlng

to 402.000 by tho tlmo of tho 1989 Con.u•. Thl. 9lvo. Norok, tho hlgho.t growth roto ln tho country 01 olltho 42
dlltrlctl, an annuel growth rate of 6.5% over the ten year Intlrelneal perlod.
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each question in tile questionnaire, why it was asked and what was expected oi il. To

minimize errors arising from misinterpretation of the questions or translation, questions

were again explained ln Kimaasai. Names of the common wlld animais species found in the

study area were also explained in Kimaasai, Kiswahlll, as weil as in English (See Appendlx

A). The assistants were also advised on how to approach the respondents. The second part

of the training was testlng the questionnaires with the assistants. Every assistant was taken

to the field and 1interviewed at least two respondents with them before leavlng them on

their own14. Ali assistants met with me once a week or as necessary during the field work

to assess progress. The assistants were given note-books for addltlonal Information.

The survey Instrument used was a questionnaire, admlnlstered through face-to-face

interviews. Ils purpose was to gather specifie Information and stimulate discussions (Fowler

1990; Sheskin 1985). Initially, the Interview was to be conducted in two vlsits. The first was

Introductory, collectlng information regardlng the respondents' household and making

appolntments for the next interviews. The second visit was to ask specifie questions on

wlldllfe-human conflict. Durlng the pre-survey it was realized that interviewlng would have

more success if the two vlslts were combined. Three reasons accounted for thls change ln

procedure: the flrst was that the respondents were consulting with others before the second

vlsit, thus possibly giving a group response on the wlldllfe-human questions (see Plate 1.1).

Some of them were consulting with the officiais of the group ranches. The second reason

was that many of the respondents were willlng to continue with the interviews during the

first visit or were givlng appointments for the second visit later the same day. Finally,

Maasals homesteads are located far apart with difflcult acces~ibillty,making return vlsits

troublesome.

If't WB! feared that the temale Interviewer would have dlHlcultles wlth respondents not wllllng 10 talk to her due
to gonder dlfference. eapeclally s,king questions about a generally 8 "male ISlIuo". Il weB reallzed thal becDuse of
her education, havlng lntroduced the exorcise as belng for purposes of educallon, sorne older fuspondenls
yolunteered Bven more educatlon81 response to her. This may refleel the Incroaslng appreclallon 01 education
(especlally for females) amongst the rural society (Holland 1992).
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The quesllonnalre was organlzed Into Iwo parts divlded further Into several sections

(Appendix Cl. Part 1 sought information on wlldllfe·human confllc!. Section A contalnpd

Introductory questions, name of group ranch, season and month the interview was

conducted, and distance of respondents from the protected area. Section B, pertalned to

the nature, Intenslty, frequency, and spatial and temporal patterns of the confllc!. Sections

C and D, were on the causes of the confllct, E and F were on the effects, and G, H and J

were on the solutions and on perception of wildlife. Questions on effects included the extent

of crop damage and depredation of livestock due to wildlife. Part li of the questionnaire

asked questions pertalnlng to the demographlc, social and economlc characterlstics of the

respondents such as age, sex, level of education and occupation. Additlonal questions were

asked about land ownership (for those living in group ranches, amount owned was

estlmated by dlvldlng the group ranch land by number of households per ranch), place of

orlgin, length of resldency ln the reglon and livestock owned.

Because the government (or Narok County Council) was taklng measures to control

and manage wildllfe Inside as weil as outslde the protected areas, respondents were asked

what they thought about the measures taken by the government to help reduce conflic!.

Questions on game-meat consumption, olten ralsed ln related studles (Balakrlshanan and

Ndhlovu 1992; Infield 1988), were not asked slnce previous information indicated that the

Maasal communltles do not feed on game meat (Berger 1989; Simon 1962). The

questionnaire was deliberately slmpllfled to mlnlmlze possible distortion due to Interview

length. Most of the answers were recorded by a tlck or a number. At the beglnning of each

Interview there was a briefing whlch included an outllne and objectives of the survey and

a statement about confldentlality of the Information provlded. The interview requlred 9D to

12D minutes to complete. Only one or Iwo questionnalre(s) waslwere admlnlstered ln a day.

Throughout the interview, care was taken to avold glvlng the Impression that any beneflt
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Plate 1.1 A second visit during the pre-survey. Respondents olten formed groups making
independent second interviews difficult.

Plate 1.2 An informai interview with an eider resident. The interviews were very friendly and
were conducted wilhout time constraint.
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mlgl.t accrue to the local people Irom the survey.

1.3:2.3:2 Anecdotal inlormatlon

Three categories 01 cases were recorded to illustrate various real experiences 01 the

wildlife-human confllct in the reg ion. These were cases 01: (1) crop damage; (2) livestock

depredation; and (3) hUMan death, representing the main sources 01 confllct occurring in

the reglon. The cases off ued Insighlfullllustratlons 01 the study problem and were selected

in consultation wilh the game warden and the local people.

Oral histories were conducted with thlrteen older people. They were selected on the

basls 01 their age (see Plate 1.2), experlence, and advlce Irom the game warden and local

people. The purpose was to collect a narrative explanatlon 01 the hlstorlcal evolutlon 01 the

study area, locuslng on the relatlonshlp botween wildlile and local communltles. These

Interviews were tape recorded wlth t!le respondents' permission. In lact, many dld not mind

belng recorded and asked Il at least part 01 thelr conversation couId be played b3Ck to

them.

1.3:3 Data Treatment. Processlng and Analysls

Durlng the f1eldwork qualitative and quantitative data were collected. Salient points

Irom the recorded Interview are presented as quotes. Quantitative responses Irom the field

surveys were numerlcally coded and entered into QUATTRO PRO, a spread-sheet computer

package and then translerred to SYSTAT, a statlstlcal package for analysls. To prepare data

lor further analysls, percentage variables were arc-sine transformed to compensate for non­

normality near the extremes (0 and 100%). Relative frequencles are presented because of

unequal sampling fractions per group ranch. For questions on wll~life problems, relative

Irequencles are presented based upon the number experlenclng the speclflc problem rather

than upon the total number of people surveyed. For ail other questions, relative frequencles
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are based upon the total number of people surveyed. Some conllnuous variables Includlng

distance from the park, age 01 respondents and number of livestock were broken Into

categories lor further analysis.

Approxlmate land-priees were available Irom the district offices. Livestock priees,

although provided by respondents during the interview, were calculated based on the local

IIvestock markets (detalls were provlded by Narok district offices). The stock priees are

highly variable, depending on the age, type and sex of the animai, but as there was nol

sufficient tlme ta survey and esllmate the value 01 each animai owned by each respondent

1estimated each indlviduals totalloss by muitlplying the total number of animais lost by the

average priee for that species. This also took into accountthe possible undervaluallon of

the market priees, especlally for calves. Shoats (goats and sheep) were converted ta the

rate of 4 lor a catlle, but ln case one lostless than four shoats, then hall the priee of caille

was used. Wealth per household was calculated by multiplying the total land-holdings and

number 01 livestock owned per household by average priees. The calculated ligures were

in Kenya shillings at the then rate 01 Kshs. 25 = 1 US S. The values were: caille (zebu) Kshs

2,000, goats Kshs. 50[" sheep Kshs. 600, donkeys Kshs. 700, and chickens Kshs. 40. Costs

01 crop damage was calculated by multiplying the estimated amountlost (measured in terms

01 bags - sacks, 1 sack =90kg) by priees per bag or kgs. The values were: maize Kshs. 220

per bag, wheat Kshs 480, beans Kshs 520. The statistical analysis was undertaken as

lollows:

1.3:3.1 Data Analysls

One·way Irequency (univariate) distributions and descriptive stallstlcs lor the

responses ln each Interview schedule were generated. Responses were summarlzed at the

level 01 group ranches, stratilled into upland and lowland zones. ANOVA and Chi-square

tests were used to test the signiflcant dlfferences and relationshlps. Any Chl·squared
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results whlch had an expected ail frequency of <5 were re-analyzed uslng either the Mann-

Wltney "U" test ln the case of Independent variables wlth two classes, or the Kruskal-WalIIs

00H 00 test ln the case of Independent variables wlth more than two classes (Flenberg 1980).

Levels of slgnlflcance are Indlcated Inslde or at the bottom of the Tables by • symbols as

follows:

• slgnlflcant at 0.05 level,
•• slgnlflcant at 0.01 level, and
... slgnlflcant at 0.001 level.

The group ranches were later aggrega!ed Into IWo strata (upland and lowland) for further

comparlson.

Continuous variables were examlned by use of Pearson Product-Moment

correlations matrlx, whIle ordinal and categorlcal data malnly on attitudes towards

conservation and government wlldllfe programs were analyzed uslng cross-tabulation

(FI"iiburg 1980). Addltlonal analyses and tests of slgnlflcance were performed uslng ANOVA

and Chi-square. Cross-tabulations weru used to establlsh any relatlonshlps beIWeen

respondents' experlences and soclo-economlc factors with measures of attitudes towards

conservation and government wlldllfe programs. Attitudes towards conservation and

government wlldllfe programs were the explanatory variables and respondents' soclo-

economlc factors and experlences were the response variables. Only statlstlcally slgniflcant

correlations are dlscussed. The cholce of varlous statlstlcal techniques used ln thls study

was gulded largely by (1) the type of the data, (2) the measurement levels of the variables,

and (3) the nature of the technique. More speclflcally, the techniques were chosen based

on the objectives of the analysls.

1.3:3.2 Interpretations of the Survev Results Tables

ln ail Tablea used to report field survey flndlngs a standard format Is used (Ses

Table 1.3). Therd are six columns. The flrst shows the variable name or response level. The
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VARIABLE NAME Il UPLANO ZONE 1 LOWLANO ZONE MAR A

REGION
ANGATA KIMENTET LEMEK KOYAKI SIANA
BARAGOI

Elhnlclty of Respondents"·
Maasal 4 (4.4%) 10 (10.2%) 104 (93.7%) 98 (98.0%) 96 (96.0%) 312 (62.4%)

14 (7.6%) 298 (95.8%)
Non-Massai 87 (95.6%) 88 (89.8%) 7 (6.3%) 2 (2.0%) 4 (4.0%) 188 (37.6%)

175 (92.4%) 13 (4.2%)

Total 91 (100%) 98 (100%) 111 (100.0%) 100 (100.0%) 100(100.%) 500 (100%)
189 (100%) 311 (100%)

Chl-squared 459.063

Sex of the Respondents·
Male 84 (92.3%) 84 (85.7%) 105 (94.5%) 89 (89.0%) 87 (87.0%)

168 (88.9%) 287 (90.2%) 449 (89.8%)
Female 7 (7.7%) 14 (14.3%) 6 (5.5%) 11 (11.0%) 13 (13.0~.)

21 (11.1%) 30 (9.8%) 51 (10.2%)

Toldl 91 (100%) 98 (1'10%) 111 (100.0%) 100 (100.0%) 100(100.%)
189 (100%) 311 (100%) 500 (100%)

Ch~squared: 7.072

Level of Education of
Respondents"·
None 61 (67.0%) 58 (59.2%) 78 (70.0%) 87 (87.0%) 76 (76.0%) 360 (72.0%)

119 (63%) 241 (77.6%)
Primary 21 (23.1%) 23 (23.5%) 20 (18.0%) 7 (7.0%) 16 (16.0"';') 87 (17.4%)

44 (22%) 43 (13.6%)
5econdary 9 (9.3%) 17 (17.3%) 8 (7.2%) 3 (3.0·';') 7 (7.0%) 44 (8.8%)

26 (13%) 18 (5.8%)
College 0(0.0%) o (0.0°",) 3 (2.7%) 3 (3.0%) 1 (1.0"'.) 6 (1.2%)

0(0.0%) 7 (2.3%)
University 0(0.0%) 0(0.0%) 2 (1.8%) 0(0.0%) 0(0.0%) 3 (0.6%)

0(0.0%) 2 (0.6%)

Total 91 (100%) 98 (100%) 111 (100.0%) 100 (100.0%) 100(100.%) 5lJlJ (100%1
189 (100%) 311 (100.0%)

ChHquared: 45.090
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next live show numerlc responses lor each 01 the ranches. The last shows the total lor the

sample. In some cases, an extra column Is provided ta show the prevailing knowledc;;e about

the results largely ta corroborate the Ilndings. For instance, il the survey lindings indicate

that wildlilo transmit dlsease ta livestock, established research on this is indicated. For each

numerlc responses, a percentage value Is shown in brackets. Between the Angata Baragoi

column and the Kimentet column is shown the average value lor the upland zone, between

the Lemek column and the Koyakl column Is shawn the average value for the Lowland zone.

ln the lIrst cell in each row asterlsks are used to show levels 01 the signilicance 01

differences and the name 01 the test used to determine signilicance is given along with the

computed tAStS value (eg. "F", "x", "U"). Test lor slgnillcance is between the live individual

group ranches not between upland and lowland zones. Levels 01 significance are indicated

by an asterlsk on the variable in question. ANOVA results are on contlnuous not aggregate

data.
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Chapter 2

WILDUFE CONSERVAnON AND HUMANS:
INTEGRAnNG CONSERVAnON WITH DEVELOPMENT

Increaslngly WB are drswlng linos on the rnap, attemptlng to separa te the wlld trom the tamod. We
deslgnate lands 81 wlldernasa oreOll, nature reSerV811, national parka. and WB say that thes8 are no longer
places where people can live, or toka Irom, or use ln BOY way except the way ot the visitar who cornes
to look, out nol 10 Interfere. This la dlNleul1 for people who have slways IIved ln wlld country and conslder
themsolves as 8 part of II.

(08Sma"" 1984: 342), ocologle'

2.1 Introduction

The Integration 01 wlldille conservation and human development needs has, in the

last two decades, become a toplc 01 major concern amongst conservationlsts, development

agencles and researchers. This chapter reviews recent work on the toplc. It places the study

problem wlthln a global contexl. The evolution 01 the idea 01 Integrating conservation wlth

developmentls traced. Orlglns 01 wlldille conservation and specifie Initiatives that deal wlth

Integrating wlldllle, protected areas and local communltles ln dlflerent parts 01 the world are

outllned. The chapter al50 descrlbes the theoretlcal context wlthln whlch the study Is based.

Two theorles are consldered: (1) Confllct and Confllct Resolution Theory, and (2) Firey's

(1960) Man-Mlnd-Land: A Theory 01 Resource Use.

2.2 Wlldlife, Protected Areas and Local Populations

Conm~t between wlldllle, protected areas and local populations has recelved

considerable attention ln recent years (McNeely and Miller 1984; West and Brechtn 1991;

Western and Pearl 1989). Tradltlonally, conservation 01 wlldille prlmarily involved the

creation 01 national parks and other protected areas Irom whlch ail human actlvlties were

excluded, except those assoclated with reserve management and accommodation 01
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tourlsts" (Howell 1987; Macklnnon et al. 1986; McCabe et al. 1992). Local populations that

tradltlonally used the park areas lor subslstence or spiritual needs were olten dlsplaced

ancllor denled access 01 resource use once the areas were declared parks (Calhoun 1991;

Clad 1985; Mlshra 1984). In addition, the local people, especlally those IIvln9 adjacent to

parks, suller losses ln crops, Ilvestock and human Ille due to wlldille Interactions (Bell 1984;

Lewis et al. 1990; Parker 1972). At the same tlme, they benellt mlnlmally Irom the wlldille.

based tourism revenue, nor are they compensated lor property damage attrlbutable to

wlldllfe (Aboud 1989; Borg 1977; Lindsay 1987). Traditlonally, the benefits 01 wlldllle

conservation and protected area management have been enjoyed natlonally and

Internatlonally whIle costs VIere burne locally.

Many researchers have challenged the Idea that conservation 01 natural resources

can be achleved by excludlng human actlvity Irom protected areas (Anderson and Grove

1987; Zube and Busch 1990; Homewood and Rodgers 1991; Kiss 1990). 5!mllarly, the

assumption that tradltlonal lorms 01 land use, such as Maasai Indlgenous systems 01

Ilvestock management (nomadic pastorallsm) are environmentally destructive, has been

vlgorously challenged (Brokensha and Riley 1989; Homewood and Rogers 1991; McCabe

et al. 1992).

Internatlonally, olliciai bodies' and Indlvldual researchers' views 01 conservation

have changed over the years. Table 2.1 shows how the Idea 01 conservation has evolved

slnce the late 191h century. Early conservation views represented the narrow ecologlcal

locus 01 conservation wlth IIttle concern lor human Interests (Adams 1962; Leopold 1933).

Conservation was synonymous wlth preservation and there was IIttle tolerance lor resource

utllizatlon or exploitation. Many conservationists argued that nature had the rlght to exlst

Independently 01 human wants and needs (Leopold 1933; Ehrenfleld 1983) and dlscounted

11 Accordl"g to the Internatlonally accepted ·1969 New Delhi deflnltlon" 8 national park 1. an .lrel wher. the
hlghest competent luthorlty Dt the country ha. taken Itepl to prayent or ellmlnate al loon Il pOlllble exploitation
or occupation ln tha whola araa .. (IUCN 1985).
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Table 2.1 ChaMglng Views of the Conservation Ides with rs'Brente 10 Wildlife"

APPROXIMATE BASIC CONSERVATION IDEA SELECTE,) REFERENCES
DATES

laIe 19lh ID Eerly 20th -Strict wildllfe protection. excluslooary protected areas, wildemess movemenl. especlally ln the
Century USA

Setwee" 1960 and -la. Wood Parka Congreu (1962): Awakenlng of envlronmental movement. Early suggestions Adams 1962; Firey 1960
1970 for Integration

BelWeen 1970 end -2nd World ParU Congres. (1912): Concern for local people. Emphasls thal economic use of Elliot 1974; Lusigi 1978;
1980 parka need not be al oddl wlth other goals ot conservation (oaamann 1972) Myer. 1972; Olinda 1974;

UNESCO 1974; Western and
.yAD Blosphere Reserves (1974): Early attempts to Integrate conservation with development. Henry 1979
protected area8 wlth surrounding huma" uses. Res8arch and monitoring emphaslsed.

1

Requlrementa of parka ln Savanna Afrlca must be balanced a!falnst socl(MIconomlc
constralnts ln thelr envlronment (Myers 1972)

Between 198U and "st Wood Conservation 5trBtegy (1980): Emphaslsed need to balance conservation w!:n Anderson and Grove 1987;
1990 developmenl The alm la to reconclle nature conservation wlth economlc development. The IUCN 1980; Lu.igi 1981;

1
human dimensions. Kenyan conservation must be balanced agalnst local human needs Marks 1fli84; McNeely and
(Lue;gl 1981). Miller 1984; McNeely and Pitt

1985; WECD 1987; V.ager
-3rd World Paru Congresa (1982): Theme parka for sustalnable scclety and Miller 1986; Brownrigg
-Bali eecleratJon: wlldllfe must pay Ita way to c(MIxlat wllh local communltles. Need for local 1985; Dasman" 1984; lnfield
participation stressed. 1988;

-WECD Our Commoo Future (1987): need for sustalnable development clarilled and stre9sed
--

1990. -2nd World Conservation Strategy (1991): Caring for the Earth. Theme conserve ta develop. Bonner 1993; Gray 1993;
-4th World Parka Congress (1992): Theme "Parks for !ife". WlId!ife. protected areas to support Hannah 1992; IUCN 1991;
overail fabrlc of soclo-economlc developmenL WlId!ife conse.-vatlon ta be m:.h:hnr.l wlth rural West and Brechln 1991;
development. Emphasls on empowerment and particlpalïon of local people. Emphasls on Wells and Brandon 1992
consumptive utllizatlon of wlldlife and conservation education.

J-Agenda 21 (1992): continued emphasls on sustalnable development
-Restoralion Ecology: how to rehabllitate the degraded ecosystems

-

"Il should be noted, however, that even at the initial stages of the conservation idea. some people advocated for integration. Zube and Busch (1990) report
that the first expression (Jf the national park concept by George Callin in 1832 (which was never adopted) did involve native Americans. Callin proposed a creation
of"A National Park. contalnlng man and beast, ln ail the wild and fre9hness of thelr nature's beauty· (Cali in 1968 quoted in Zube and Busch 1990:118)
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the notion that undeveloped sites had actual or potentlal economlc benellt to humans

(Frankel and Soule 1981)". This vlew had evolved by the 1970s, as lIIustrated by the

proceedlngs 01 the Second World Parks Congress (Elliot 1974), the UNESCO's Man and the

Biosphere Program (1974) and views 01 many Indlvidual researchers (Myers 1972; Dasmann

1972; Western and Henry 1979), to Include discussions 01 conservation ln relation to human

needs. The 1980s saw lurther changes in conservation thlnking, punctuated by the

publication 01 .: . World Conservation Strategy (IUCN 1980), the proceedlngs 01 the Thlrd

World Parks Congress (McNeely and Miller 1984) and Our Common Future (WCED 1987).

Today, conservation Is a much broader and more dynamlc concept. It has evolved

Irom restriction 01 use to rational utlllzation (see Figure 2.1), weldlng resource utillzation

and resource preservation IIrmly together Into new concept 01 Intelligent resource use

aimed at meeting soclety's short and long-term needs (Asibey 1974; Dearden 1991; McNeely

1989). It has become an Issue in many social and natural sciences, and Is consldered ln

social, economlc and cultural contexts (Arhem 1985; Marks 1984; McNeely and Pitt 1985;

UN 1992).

WlIdllle conservation and protected areas, are Increaslngly perceived as Important

players in the issues 01 needs, bellels and aspirations 01 people living ln and around the

parks (Western and Pear 1989; Garratt 1984). It Is now widely accepted that although the

preservation 01 world ecosystems, specles, genetlc diverslty, and natural wonders Is a noble

and important goal, the protection 01 local human cultures and the Implementation 01

appropriate rural economlc development ln the lace 01 rural poverty 15 also an Important

goal and moral Imperative (Gray 1993; McNeely 1989; West 1991; Western and Pearl 1989).

Some background questions may be asked: When and where dld conservation begin? What

17 There exista a long-runnlng controversy OYM whether or not preservation of natur.1 re'ources, for
preservation'•••ke. Il. viable atrategy, ••pecl.Uy ln deY.loplns countrl••. The -:on••rvatJon Ide•• whlch Inyolved
the development of national parka ..nd 'a,oll w•• Influenced by • North America" vlew th•• led to the
establishment of thf' ';rst world protected .ru. the VaUowltone National Park ln 18721" the USA. Thil vlalon w••
Insplred by such pc J al John Mulr, Giffard Plnchalsnd Theodors Rao.svslt (Klee 1991; UdslllS63). Tho sim
we. to preserve the ares! .s nature., sep.ratfng th.m tram dilly huma" actlvltiea.
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Moving beyond protected areas' boundarles to Incorporate surroundlng areas. The
alternative would be ex s/lu care (zoos), conservation or blotechnology whlch are
IImlted ln conservation 01 blodiverslty. These alternatives can be very expenslve,
requlrlng contlnuous research, speclallzed training and equlpment.

are the basic methods 01 conservation? And why conserve wlldllle, anyway? The next

•
sections present some answers to these questions, hlghllghtlng the historical relatlonshlps

between wlldille and humans to show how the evolutlon 01 wlldllie conservation phllosophy

neglected local participation.
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Origins and Princip les 01 Conservation

Conservation. as an influence on human actlvitles. has a history reaching lar Into

•

the pas!. Small areas 01 land were designated to protect certain species valuable lor huntlng

or other purposes (Ior example by the Assyrlan noblemen) as lar back as 700 B.C". In

Lithuania a reserve lor the European bison was established in 1541; whIle in Swltzerland,

a reserve to protectthe chamois was set up in 1569 (Boardman 19B1; Dlxon and Sherman

1990). Gilbert and Dodds (1992) have traced the hlstory 01 wildille management (Table 2.2),

updatlng Aldo Leopold (1933). They lound that these early wildille conservation and

management strategies, especlally between 1200 and 1BOO BC were prlmarlly regulatory in

nature (Gilbert and Dodds 1992). Emphasls on regulatory measures has continued to·date.

Table 2.2 Eorly Wlldillo rrolocUon Stratoglos ln Rolollon 10 People

SOURCE APPAOXIMATE ORIGINAL CONCEAN TYPE OF ACTION CATEGOAV OF
DATES MANAGEMENT

Solon About 600 BC Poople Forbado 1'001'10 to hunl Rogulnlory

Marco Polo Loto 131h contury Animai. Roalrlclod hunUng and Aogulotory nnd
plontod groin habllal

Edward. 141h contury: Animai and prlvitogod Controllod mothodl. IDa Ions, Rogulatory
Duke or recorded 1406- people 501 li. IIg01 lokan
York 1413

Henry "II 1485-1509 people TrOIlPall protoctlon Regulotory

Henry VIII 1536+ Animai. and privUoged CIDlod IUBlane and areal Aogulotory
people

Jarnosl 1603-1625 Animais and prlvll.g.d Trospaas prolectlon and Rogulatory and
people cloud oron relorvallon of land

Jamosl 1631 Animai. Arllflclnl propagllilon Stocklng

William and 1694 Animais Prohlbllod burning 01 covor Regulatory and
Mnry habit"

Mulmeabury 1799 Poople Cover conlrol for olll\:l.ncy ot Aegulatory
horvelUng

Sourco: Gilbert and Dodds 1992 (OnglnaUy, part from Leopard 1933. Game Management. Scrlbner., N.V.)

11 The precise date and place where conservation started. espeelally the praetlee of ersatlng prolectftd arees III
not clear. Maeklnnon et al. 1906, for Instance. refers to the earllest date as belng 252 B.C. when the Emperor Asoka
of lndie passad en edlct for the protection of animais, flah and foresla. WCMC (1992) also rl!fers la the exlslence
of protected sreas ln the Paclflc slnee 4th century B.C.
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As a publlcly dellned movement, sponsored and supported by government,

conservation had Its orlgln ln the United States (Dasmann 1984; Klee 1991; Hough 1988;

Zube and Busch 1990). The basic conventlonal prlnclples and practlces 01 wlldllfe

conservation have largely Involved the creation 01 national parks and other protected areas

(Luslgl 1984; Machlls and Tlchnell 1985; McNeely and Miller 1984). Outslde the protected

areas wlldille Is protected through varlous enlorcement actlvltles Includlng restrictlng

people, lor Instance, Irom kllllng wlldllle, even lor the tradltlonal subslstence hunting

(Adams and McShane 1992; Myers 1972; Western and Pearl 1989). But why should wlldllfe

be conserved?

There are several reasons lor conservln!! wlldille (Table 2.3). One Is the scientlflc

and educational value 01 wlldille and 01 natural ecosystems. Knowledge of the worklngs of

the natural savanna ecosystem, for Instance, will be essentlal If the productlvity of these

marginai lands Is to be maxlmlzed ln a sustainable manner. Sclentiflc knowledge derlved

from wildllfe will be of great value not only ln building human understanding of nature but

also Increaslng human wlsdom (Flllon et al. 1993; Klnotl 1980; Myers 1984). In addition,

natural products derlved from wildllfe may also be used for medlcal purposes (Myers 1984;

McNeely et al. 1990).

The results of some experlmental ranchlng schemes indlcato that the ranchlng of

carefully selected specles of wildllfe may provlde better returns than conventional domestic

stock ln terms of proteln per unit area (Blankenshlp et al. 1990; Eltrlngham 1984; Hopcraft

1990). There Is also the need ,,, ~onserve wildllfe and wildllfe habitat as part of blodiverslty

(McNeely 1992; McNeely et al. 1990; Reid and Miller 1989). The world's blologlcal dlverslty

Is Increaslngly concentrater.l ln wildlife protected areas that have remalned more or less

unchanged by human actlvltles (McNeely et al. 1990; Wilson 1988). Wlth the Increasing

threat 01 global warmlng, these natural areas would act as stablllzers and monitoring

grounds for cllmatic changes.
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Wlldllfe Is also conserved for its tourlst value. T,~urlsm, partlcularly ln the developlng

countrles, has been one of the most Important reasons for conservlng wlldllfe, valued

primarlly for Its forelgn exchange earnlng potential. Although a valld reason, It Is not a

dependable source. A decllne ln economlc fortunes or polilicai changes can easlly negate

the tourlsm molive (Mbithi and Buckens 1980; Boo 1990). If not properly planned, tourlsm

can also cause enormous negalive impacts on the environment and society (Liu and Var

1986; Milne 1990; Wall 1993). Through ecotourism, wlldllle/protected areas and humans

confllct can be resolved and local communllies would halle the opportunllies to beneflt and

partlclpate ln tourlsm planning (Lindberg 1991; Richards 1980; Whelan 1991).

Table 2.3 Benont' of Wlldllte Conservation and Establishment of Protee.ad AreBl

Beneflts of Wlldllfe Conservation Bnd establishment of Protectod Area.

1. Preservation of blodlverslty tor humanklnd B8 weil as for national and local raglans. Tholle Include
protection of gonelle resourees, conservation of ranewable harvestable relouress, stablllmtlon of
hydrologlesl funetlons. protection of salis, stablIIty of cllmate (the global warmlng problem) and
maintenance of hlgh quallty living envlronment • the natural balance of envlronment

2. Aeathetle and focrBaliensl values: promotion of tourlsm (otten for state, UUle to the local people),

3. Sclentlflc research and monitoring opportunltles • medlclne and other products (for example protelns
and other future values) preservation of breedlng slocks. population reservolrs and blologlcal dlverslly

4. NatlonaUreglonal prlde and herllage • preservallon of Iradltlonal cullural values

5. Sources of food and game Irophles

6. Employmenl opportunilles • auxlllary services, lourlsl and generallC'lcsl and reglonal developmenl, ego
road Improvements, elc.

Although conservation of wildlife Is beneflclal, It has a number oi costs often born

by the local people. These costs are outllned ln secllon 2.3 below.

2.2:2 The ConCEpt of Parks and Protected Areas

It Is necessary here to lntroduce and explaln the concept of parks and protected

areas, an understandlng of whlch ls essentlal ln thls study as they form the main strategy

for wildlife conservation. The nallonal park or protected area concept orlglnated ln the
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United States wlth the establishment of the world's IIrst national park, Yellowstone, ln 1872.

Artlflclal boundarles were drawn around "special places" so they couId be set aslde from

the "ravages" of ordlnary use (Carr 1988; Hales 1989; Hiscock 1986) for vlsltors'Insplratlon

and enjoyment (Barnes et al. 1992; Luard 1985; Wells and Brandon 1992). Over the years,

thls concept spread to dlflerent parts of the world, especlally alter 1962'5 IIrst World Parks

Congress heId ln Seattle, USA. Since then, over 80% of the world's protected areas have

been establlshed.

Today, there are 6,900 protected areas ln more than 130 countrles coverlng about

5% of the world land area (equlvalent to twlce the slze of Indla) (McNeely 1992). Figure 2.2

shows global growth of protected areas over the years.

Figure 2.2 Global Growth in Numbers and Area of National Perils and Equivalent
Protected Areas
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A substantlal proportion 01 protected areas are ln the developlng countrles, where human

population Is last Increaslng and where the maJorlty 01 people still depend on land

resources. In Alrlca, there are now 426 protected areas coverlng about 88 million hectares

or 4.4% 01 the land area (Hannah 1992; Klss 1990; Omo-Fadaka; 1980; 1992). The goal 01

IUCN and other world conservation bodies are to include a cross-section 01 ail major

ecosystems ln the protected area system, a task whlch calls lor a total 01 13 million sq.km.,

or some 8-10% 01 the earth's land surface (Western 1989).

The protected area system ln dlflerent parts 01 the world laces numerous

Inadequacles. Flrst, the 6,900 protected areas are too smail and wldely scaltered to avold

massive blologleal dlscontlnuitles Il dlsrupted by humanlty (Shaler 1990; Western 1989). As

McNaufl,,:on (1989) states:

It Is Impossible to set aside an area sufllclently large as to be self-contalned; there
will always be splllover between reserve and surroundlng areas (McNaughton
1989:110).

Second, lew protected areas were deslgned biologlcally. Human enjoyment, ln other words,

tourlsm, was the drlvlng lorce behlnd their establishment rather than ecology (Barnes 1992;

Hough 1988; Western and Henry 1979). Parks and other protected areas were establlshed,

partlcularly in Alrlca and Asia, to protect the larger mammals that altracted International

tourlsm (Hales 1989; Luslg11981; Anderson and Grove 1987). Flnally, and most Importantly,

the protectlonism pollcy does not slt weil with development, especlally ln developing

countrles, where evlctlng people to save wlldllle does more harm than good (Hales 1989;

Mlshra 1982; Mordl 1989). Protected areas ln developlng countrles will survive only ln so

lar as they address human concerns (Aslbey 1990; McNeely 1989; Miller 1982). Enlorcement

actlvltles alone will not protect wlldllle and Its protected habitats.

Studles have shown that the USA model may not always be relevant to other

eeonomlc, social, and cultural contexts, partlcularly ln the developlng countrles (Ayensu

1984; Mlshra 1984; West and Brechln 1991). The concept Ignored the local people ln the
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surroundlng areas (Aslbey 1988: Bell 1987; Luslg11984: Saharla 1984). As Luslgl puts It:

National Parks are a western Idea • the outgrow1hs 01 western conservation needs,
lears and worrles - Introduced to developlng countrles by colonial powers and later
copled by developlng nations under pressure and encouragement Irom boln
International conservation organlzatlons and conservatlonist members 01 local ellte
groups (Luslgl 1984:137).

Hough (1988) notes that thls generates three partlcular problems. Flrst, the

Institutions and agencles establlshed to plan and manage national parks in non·western

countrles have to wrestle wlth a concept 01 strict protection whlch Is lII·sulted to their needs

and problems. Second, conservation movements, especlally ln the developlng countrles, are

heavlly Inlluencod by the International conservation communlty which Is only just starting

to promote alternatives to national parks (IUCN 1980; UNESCO 1974). Thlrd, parks are bound

to laws and bY'laws whlch rellect regulations that are otten locally Inapproprlate western

concepts (Boshe 1986: Hough 1988). The establishment 01 national parks and other

protc.-cted areas Is olten Inltlated through support 01 International organizations such as

IUCN, UNESCO, WWF, NYZS. Rarely do local people themselves propose the establishment

01 protected areas, wherever they do, such as Kakadu National Park ln Australla (Hill 1983),

the motive olten Is to protect themselves and thelr land Irom other powerlul Interests.

Today the conservation communlty has acknowledged that ;ocal populations ln the

viclnlty of protected area boundaries frequently bear substantlal costs as a result of lost

access, whIle recelvlng IIttle ln return (IUCN 1991: Klss i 990: Wells and Brandon 1992).

Local people living in aress adjacent to parks, who tend to be comparatlvely poor and have

recelved IIttle government attention than other socletles, olten percelve wildllfe and theIr

protected areas negatively (Wells and Brandon 1992: Berger 1989). Conservation pollcles

have led to considerable confllct between conservation Interests and local communltles.

Preventlng local people from exploltlng or occupying protected IJreas has also denied them

access to traditlonally-used resources (Bell 1984; Borg 1977), and olten requires

resettlement. This in Itself has potential for dlsastrous slde-effects (Calhoun 1991;
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Bowonder 1983; Hough 1988). Many local people have suHered IIvestock depredatlon. cro;>

damages, human bodlly Injuries or death and competition over resources (Bell 1984; Brown

1968; Mlshra 1984; Pearse 1968; Pearson and Caroline 1981).

One other problem with the traditlonal wlldlile conservation practice, "s identltled

in the literature, is its emphasis on tourlsm, partlcularly in developing countries, and the

consequent association 01 wlldlile conservation through protected areas wllh benelits lor

the national economy. As Hough (1988) notes, "wlldlile conservation and protected area

management tends to locus on the requirements oltourists rather than on the requirements

01 local people". Wlldllle is protected malnly lor tourlsts to come and watch. Hotels and

camps are olten situated withln the p.:rks rather than on the boundary. Even those

employed to work in the wlldlile-based tourism are brought in Irom the tov.. IS and cltles,

because they are better educated and trained than the local people. Olten they live wlthln

the protected areas and have IIttle interaction with the local economy.

Although national parks lollowlng this agenda are perhaps the best known, thera are

other types 01 protected areas (Table 2.4) establlshed mainly to maintain biologlcal diversity

and to allow lor recreatlon. Some areas allow some degree 01 human use and controlled

exploitation whIle others do not. Some objectives have never been made use 01, especially

those that allow human use. Despite the regulatlons, most 01 the protected areas are

experiencing degradatlon as a result 01 expanding human populations and agrlcultural

Irontlers, Illegal huntlng and varlous human pressures. IIthls trend continues, wlldlile ln and

around many protected areas in diHerent parts 01 the world will dlmlnlsh dramatlcally ln the

next decades. In the next section, major lactors inlhJencing wlldlile-human conlllct and the

eHects 01 the conflict on wlldllle and on humans are outllned.
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TobIe 2.4 Prolocted Aron categorios" Dnd monogement obJoctlves

CotogorylType

1. SclontlUe reserve/strict
nalure rosorvo

Il.National park

III. Naturol monument
nature

Objectives

Proteet noturo and mulotai" oaturol processes ln an undlsturbed state.
Emphaslze sclentltlc study, environmontal monitoring and education, and
maintenance of gonelle resources ln 8 dynamlc and evolullonory stale.

Proteet relatlvel\, large nalural end scanie areas ot national or International
slgnllicance for sclcollfle, oducotlonal, and reetestlonsl use.

Preserve natlonally slgnlfleanl oatural foatures and malntaln thelr unique
charactorlsllc8

IV Manoged nature reserveJ Proteet natlonally slgnlflee"t spocles, groups of spocles blolle
wlldllfe sanctuary communilles. or physlcal teatures ot the environment whon these requlro

speclllc human manipulation ter thelr perpetuallon.

V Protected landscapes

VI Resource reserve

VII Natural bloUc areal
anthropologleal reserve

VIII Mu Itlp I.-u••
management

Malntaln natlonally signifIcant natural londscapes characterlstlc ot the
harmonlou:1 Interacllon ot people and land whllo provldlng opportunilles tor
public recreatlon and tourlsm wlthln the norma~ lite-style and economle activlty
01 these areas.

Protect natural reseurcos tor tuture use and prevent use or contaln
development that could affect resources pendlng the establishment ot
management objectives based on approprlate knowledge and planning.

Allow socletles to live ln harmony wl·" t~a anthropologlcal roserve
environment. undlsturbed by modern teehnol09Y.

Susteln production ot water. t1mber. wlldllte. pasture and arealmanaged
resource area outdoor recreatlon. Con 1ervatlon 01 natllre orlented to
supportlng economlc acllvltles (altheu{lI. lJpecltlc zor,es con 0150 be deslgned
wlthln these areas to achleve specifie consel'\lotlo" I3bjecllves)

•

Source: Internallonal Union tor Conservation of Nature and Natural Resourees (IUCN 1985).

2.2:3 The Nature, Causes and Consequences of Wlldllfe-Human Conflict

ln the last 15 to 20 years, as human numbers have increased, contllct between

conservation and development needs have emerged. Many studies have shown an increase

in the occurrence 01 contllct ln dlfferent parts of the world, especially ln the developing

countrles (Marks 1984; Matzke 1975; UNEP 1988; Zube 1986). However, Iiltle detailed

documentation Is a\'allable on the "atwe, and causes and effects of contllct, especially at

"The categories have been changod. and are sometlmes classltled Into only tlve \;t • .:ups (Hannah 1992), but
main types are baslcaUy the same.
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the local reglonallevel. Table 2.5 summarlzes major factors Influenclng wlldllfe and human

confllct accordlng to most of t'1e IIterature revlewed.

Table 2.5 Malor Factors Influenclng WlIdllfo-Human Confllet

Commonly Clted Possible Causal Factors Selected References

PLACE·BASEDIDEVELOPMENTAL FACTORS
Luslgl 1978; MeNeely end Miller

-lncrease ln human population growth and densltles Into orlglnally 19d4; Morlln 19B4; Tolbol19B4
wlldllfe 8re88

·lncroase ln IIvestock population and denslty leadlng to grozlng
pressurEr!

-l"creoso ln wlldllfe population densltles
'-

-Growlng demands, scarce resources, poverty, and the Inequa1lty of Dlxon ;.;nd Sharma 1990; Voagl'lr
8CC8S8 to rescurces ond Miller 1986; Aslbey 1990

-Changlng land Use patterns and lncreased demanda leadlng to Bonner 1993; Shorms 1990;
shortage of land, prlv:Jilzatlon of ISFld, and economlc pollclsa thet Show 1978; Miller 1982;
favaur agriculture. These cause I08~ of wlldllfe habitat Eeosyslom L1d. 1992; Veoger

and Miller 1986

PERCEPTUALJA~muDINAL FACTO"~

-Antagonlstlc attitudes towards wlldlllelprotected areas and Abrehomson 1983: Aboud 1989;
conservation authorltlos. These are generated by neglect 01 the local Infleld 1988: Perry and
peoplet especlally slnee the establishment 01 colonial powers CompbeUl992; Mordl1987

-Inapproprlate pollcles and Ineffectlve law enlorcementt BOBhe 1986; Okoth-Dgendo
protectlve strategies that deny the local peoplfll access to park 19BO; Llnle ond BrokenBho 1987
resources

-Colonial legacYt especlal1y ln developlng countrles whereby Luslg11978; Morks 1984; Weol
lndlgenous communltles stlll perceIve programs as belng Imposed on ond Breehln 1991; Aslbey 1988
them

-Lack of wlldnle conservation education and lneffectlve Ashby 1978; Bergor 19B9;
education programs Nyehoza 1980

-Lack 01 economlc beneflta to local people. Lack 01 public Arhem 1984; MeNeely 1988;
participation. lnvolvement 01 local people or use of traditional UNEP 1988; Lucas 1984
knowledge

2.2:3.1 Human population growth and denslty

One central and frequently mentloned cause of the wlldllfe-humlon confllct Is

population growth and density (Luslgi 1978; Yeager and Miller 1986). Population growth

generates a demand for land ln areas tradilionally reserved for game. As a result, cullivalion

extends l",to ecologlcally marginai zones, and new farms encroach on game areas.
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Ultlmately, human and animais clash (Miller 1982; Capone 1972). The human tlde is also

pressing Into the wildilte buffer zones i.e; the tradltlonal dispersal areas that game move

into and out ot on a seasonal basis. In many developing countries, demogr..phic pressure

torces landless peasants, whose only chance tor survival Iles in subsistence agriculture,

to occupy protected areas "lIIegally" (Half11er 1981). Talbot, a long time researcher on

Atrlcan wildllte, summarized the causes as tollows:

... the burgeonlng human population, the increasing rate of developmant actlvitles,
and the even more rapldly Increaslng needs for effective development combined
wlth what Is percelved as a preservatlonlsts' approach to ccnservatlon, have created
increasing contllcts between those concerned with conservation and those w:ii;
development (1984:15).

lan Parker, a wildllfe wrlter and researcher, referring to the situation ln Kenya, noted

that human population density problem Is at the core of the Issue.

Population pressures will force rural people to break the laws more frequently,
causlng a great deal of social and polltlcal unrest, to the point that the government
will in ail IIkellhood have to back down from greater enforcement. Kenya will never
go to extreme measures to malntain the game. At some point, the system must
crash (quoted ln Yeager & Miller 1986:72).

Matzke (1975) found that populations of large mammals are ~Irongly :.lfluenced by

the pattern of human settlement. Human settlement may restrlct wildllfe access to areas that

are especlally important to the maintenance of wlldllfe populations. An increase ln the

human population can also lead to an increase in IIvestock numbers, which l:llurn can lead

to overgrazing and degradatlon of the range resource. Similarly, population Increase can

lead to an Increase ln percentage of land under cultivation which reduces wildllfe range.

2.2:3.2 Atiitudes to and Perceptions of Wildllfe

Studles have found a wlde range of attitudes towards wildllfe, its protect.'d areas,

varlous conservation pollcies, and conservation authorltles. The early studles by Harroy

('964) found that there was a broad understandlng and support of the National Parks.

However, Abrahamson (1983) found that the deslre to protect wildllfe, especlally ln



•

•

48

communltles see conservation as a "white", mlddle-class preserve IAbrahamson 1983;

Bonner 1993; Cowell 1984). For most 01 them, the pressure 01 leedlng thelr lamilles,

educating thelr children, gettlng adequate health care, and many other day-to-day needs,

takes precedence over what they perceIve as the largely aesthetlc considerations 01 rlch

lorelgners. Marham (1981) and Parry and Campbell (1992) lound that reslstance to

conservation areas was hlgh and that rural Alrlca had IIttle Interest ln wildllle conservation.

Yeager and Miller summarlzed the confllctlng perception, attitudes and Interests ln the case

01 Kenya as lollows:

•.rural dwellers are determlned to delend thelr larmlng and grazlng areas and to
protect themselves, crops and thelr IIvestock Irom wildllle. Poachers and oth..r
wildllfe exploiters treat game animais as an "bvlous and easily accessible source
01 profit. National elltes look to wildllla-related tourlsm as a major producer 01
lorelgn exchange, whlch Is badly needed both lor economlc development and lor
acqulrlng Imported food and luxury for the Kenyan ellte class. International vloltors
and wlldllfe advocates observe and preserve the animais, whlch they prlze as
Irreplaceable aesthetlc and sclentlflc trèasures. Little agreement Is ever reached
between those who contend with wildllfe on a day-to-day basls and those who wlsh
to protect them for other purposes" (quoted ln Matowanylka, 1989:36).

2.2:3.3 Other Factors

Several other factors ranglng from lack of wildllle conservation education and public

participation to Inapproprlate pollcles are Indlcated as some of the causes of the confllct

(Adams and McShane 1992; Luslgl 1984; McNeely and Pitt 1985). The colonial legacy, lor

example, affects local peoples' attitudes and participation (West and Brechln 1991; Wlllock

1991). They belleve wildllfe conselvatlon was lorced on them and malntalned for the

whlteman and then the educated alites. The concept of protected areas (national parks) Is

an allen and unacceptable Idea to local people. Dasmann (1976) has noted that conservation

was probably at Its most effective belore the words "nature conservation" were spoken.

Barbier (1990), Martin and Taylor (1983), and Marks (1984) have descrlbed how Afrlca

passed through a perlod of integrated and healthy social systems, where actlvl!les and
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declslon maklng emerged Irom the environmental and cultural contexts wlthln which

peoples IIved, to Intensive wlldllle slaughter by Europeans ln the early part 01 the century,

belore tlle preservatlonlst movement arose which demanded total protection through the

establishment 01 national parks.

2.2:3.4 Effects and Consequences 01 Conlllct

A substantlal b"dy 01 IIterature has documented the effects and consequences 01

confllct, especlaliy the effects on wlldllle and Its habitat (8eIl1984; Luslg11984; Taibot1984;

Machlls & Tlchnell 1985). Many specles have become extlnct due to either direct poaching

or habitat degradatlon (Myers 1985; Shaler 1990; WCMC 1992). Researchers agree that a

major long-term threat to wlldllle is habitat degradatlon and over-exploltatlon 01 resources

(Table 2.6) (Anderson 1991; Talbot 1984; Western and Pearl 1989). This also threatens the

pastoral actlvltles.

The decllne 01 wlldllfe range Is weil docum~nted (Carr 1988; Simon 1962; McNeely

1988). Currently, in most parts 01 the world, especially Alrlca, wlldllfe is mainly conflned to

parks and thelr a.Jjdcent &reas (Fletcher 1990; Furnes 1982; Myers 1981). Wlth increaslng

reclamatlon 01 land lor larmlng and demand lor wood as luel and building materlals, wiidlile

distribution has shrunk dramatlcally (McNeeley et al. 1990; Enghoff 1990). Mcgregor

summarlzed the situation in Alrlca as lollows:

The decllne 01 Alrica's wlldllle has as much to do wlth the competition lor space
between human and the animais as it has with poaching and the international trade
ln hldes, Ivory and rhlno horn. Alrica's human population doubles every twenty
years, and the range lend 01 elephants .. and 01 other wiid animais Is shrinking as
pressures on arable land Increases (1989:201).

Cumming (1981), Martin and Taylor (1983), a"d Myers (1972) also explain how the

movement 01 wlldille has been Increaslngly restricted to protected areal'. The national parks

and rer.erves are becoming reluges into which animais concentrate, resulting ln an

accelerated habitat destruction ln most Alrican parks.



-Land allenation: People continue to reside within prolecled areas bul are slriclly controlled in the praC'.Cice
of Iivellhood activitles causing substantlal eHects on thelr social and economic conditions

-Restriction of access to resource use: People ',re barred from access to resources such as tire",.:;~d or
grazlng and water areas, rltual sites, by nature ot zoning or total exclusion tram the protected area, There
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However. mention is rarely made ~: lhe ellects 01 conflict on humans. such as crop

destruction. livestock depredation. tlisease transmission. and competition for pasture and

water resources (Myers 1983; McNeely et al. 1990) (Table 2.6). Emphasis has been on the

impact on wildlife. the protected area, and thll environmenl.

Table 2.6 Effeel! of Wildlife·Hulnan Confllel on Wildlife and on Humans

'1
I l;-' E_F_F_E_C_T_S_O_N_W_I_L_"'_'"_IF_E _

I
l'i -Habitat loss or mOdification, otten 8ssociated with habitat fragmentation. This accur! as n r«!Sult of
'II encroachment Inl0 wlldllfe areas ln the larm of cultlvatlon, pastoral development and permanent

sehleme"t!, 'oreatry operations and plantations. lire, and pollution.

1
-Extinction of spoele! due to over-exploltatlon to metlt commercial Or subsistance demanda lncludlng
poachln~ and collection of live animais. Thore ;"orA 1',150 dlseBses 8g. rinderpOl1 that could kill ungul818s
etc

-Slockug8 al migrBtory rOUI'J9

-Stress on protected area through encroachment

1 EFFECTS ON HUMANS
1
1
-------------------------

:1 -Relocation: People physically moved to another location wlthout consent. For example; in lhe Myika
11 National Park ln Malawi, lhe Phoka p"!ople relocaled. The Ik of Uganda were 0150 movod when Kidopo
Il National Park was crealed.

!I

il

-Camage ta propeny: crops, Iivesiock, sometimes human deaths or bodily Injuries.
-Spread ot dlseases to domestlc stock.
-Competition for rescurces pasture and WOlor

": -Increased tlnancial and administrative cOStl: for managing wildlife. eg, tencing costs or hlring guards,
1,1 maintalnlng dogs ta scare wlldlife
1

The position 01 this study is that effects both on \',I\dlife and humans must be

considered il wildlile protection and human needs are to be integrated. Conservation must

be sustainable justlike development. that is conservation strategies must adopt a "give and

take system". in order to be lair to local interests. In the section that follows, we look atthe

attempts to integrate conservation with local development. We map ouI where they are
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located in different parts 01 the world and we summarize their aims.

2.2:4 The Need for an Integrated Approach to Wildllfe Conservation

The need to integrate conservation with development has been widely recognized

(IUCN 1980: 1991; UN 1992; UNEP 1988). IUCN (1980) suggested a comprehensive approach

to what It descrlbed as "living resource conservation for sustalnable development". It

emphasizes a human·centred approach to conservation through three major conservation

goals: (1) to malntain essentlal ecological processes and systems, (2) to preserve genetlc

dlverslty, and (3) to Insure sustainable utillzation of specles and ecosystems. The

management 01 wildille areas (parks), for example, can no longer ba restricted to problems

wlthln the boundarles, but must actlvely seek to inlluence actlvities outslde the boundaries.

That Is, Il must use an Integratlve or ecosystem management approach". The goal of the

strategy Is the Integration of conservation and development to ensure that modifications to

the world envlronment are deslgned to secure the survlval and well·being of ail people.

Examples of attempts to Integrate wildille-protected area conservation with the weil·

belng of local populations are dotted ail over the world. Speclfic conservation areas, the

countries ln whlch they are found, and the programs belng undertaken are summarized in

Table 2.7. The location 01 some areas are shown ln Map 2.1. Examples 01 such attempts

Include Kenya (Western 1984), Nepal (Mlshra 1984), Australla (Hill 1983), Brazil. Costa Rica,

and the U.S.A. (Swem & Cahn, 1984). They aim to modily restrictive preservation strategies

to Include indigenous people, thelr tradltional lorms of resource exploitation and

occupation, and to harmonlze them with the environment (Cartwright 1985; Hough 1989).

One oitrategy Is based on spreading the benelits 01 tourism to local people (Boo 1990; Child

20 Conservation III therefore deflned ln thls study 8S "llpeclally planned management of 8 oatural resauree to
prevent OV6~· exploitation, destruction or neglect". Il emphasllB8 thet development must be people.centred but
conaervatlon-based (Korten and Klaus! 1984: IUCN 1991). The tradltlonalappro8chea based on controlled use and
preservation 01 wllderness. 88 "unspollt temples" can no longer work.
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Table 2.7 Exemples of Attempts to Integrate Wildlife--Protected Area Conservation with Local Population

•
COUNTRY PRllTECTED AREA MAIN ACTJ\IITYIPROGRAII (Year 01 initiative) SELECTED REFERENCES

NIGER AII·T,,"nere Nature Emphasise conservation, protection and rural development Newby 1990; Wells and Brandon
Reserve 1992; Brown 1991

CANADA Wood Buffalo National CeHllsnagemenl programs created to provide active involvement East 1991; West and Brechin 1991
Park 01 native people. (Innvlalulland Cree) (1985/1988)

USA Plnelands National Joint state and local land use planning and regulation, i"volving Hales 1991; Dasman" 1988
Reserve local land users (1981). Growth not prevented but effectively

controlled

KENYA Amboseli "'stional Park Water"'P0int, cornmunity services to compensate local people for Western 1982:1984; Undsay 1987;
loss of Bccess ta the park. Improve local participation Talbot and Olindo 1990

Tsavo National Park Focuses on resolvlng conflict between wildlife and local Berger 1989; Snelson and
communities Lembuya 1990

IlADAGASCAR Bem Mahafuly and Promote local development and conservation programs Shafer 1990; Wells and Brandon
Andohahela Reserve 1992; Ghai 1994; Ghimire 1994

AUSTRAUA Kakadu National Promote local cutture. Co-management involving govemment liill1983; Shafer 1990; Weaver
agenele. and Aborlglnal people (1979/1984) 1991

TANZANIA Ngorongoro Multiple use area aims to integrate conservation with the Arhem 1985; Homewood and
Conservation Area development needs of the local communities Rodgers 1991; Parkipuny 1981

Serengeti National Park Lollondo project (Neighbours as Partners' Program) aims to Snelson and Lembuya 1990
establish partnershfp amongst conservation authorities, local
people and govemment agencies (1987)

NEPAL 5agarmatha National Multiple local small scale operations (1976) Clad 1984; Sournia 1986; Weber
Park 1991

Annapuma Conservation Mitigate the effects of tourism, promote local development Hough and Sherpa 1989
area

Royal Chitwan National Villagers permined under control ta collect grass for houae Lemkuhl et al 1988; Mishra 1984
Park construction and thatching from the park

BURIGNA FASO Nazinga Game Ranch Proteet wildHfe. provide rural communities with benefit from Lungren 1990; Wells and Brandon
employment. hunting. tourism, and meat production 1992;
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INDIA Gif Sanctuary Provision of monetary subsidies and health services sahari 1984; W~st and Srechi"
1991

RWANDA Volcanoes National Park Protee. the parks Gorillas and promote 'ourism Hannah 1992; Vedder and Weber
1990

ZAIISIA Lupande Gama Promote retum of safari hunting 10 local communities, job Lewis et al. 1990: Lungu 1990:
Management Areas creation and antliJoaching ln game management areas. Marks 1991
(ADMADE)

Z1I1BABWE CAMPARE Communal lands. Sharing monetary gains through hunting with Martin and Taylor 1983;
local people Murindagomo 1990

BURUNDI Sururi forest Promotes conservation and forestry Betivilles Hannah 1992; Kiss 1990

IlALAWl Mlchuru Mouotal" Co-msnagement by gavemment and local land owners, land use Hough and Sherpa 1989. Hough
Conservatfon Ares zonlng (basic needs approach) (1980). 1991

11IA1lAND Kao Yal National Park Promote conservation through developmt:nt Mackinnon et al. 1986; Wells and
Brandon 1992

COSTA RICA Talamanca Region Promote small-.scale development activities emphasizing Kutay 1991; McNeely 195:=. Wells
(Gondoc.Manzanillo Bustalnable development :Jn.ctices. Supports income generating and Brandon 1992
Wlldilfe Refuge) actlvities and local orge.1iza:.onal activlties

IIEX1CO Sian Ka'an Bloaphere Promote small-.scale development and publicity Improvement of Shafer 1990; Wells and Brandon
forestry 1992

Miller 1992; Wells and Brandon
Monarch Butterfly Protects butterflies. promote tourism and education in local 1992
Overwlntering refuge comnlunlties, reduce the hlgh level iIIegallogglng

INDONESIA Gunung Leuser National Reduction agriculture encroachment through buffer zones Shafer 1990; Wells and Brandon
Park 1992

PERU Central Selva. Maximize sustalned productlvlty of watershed and incresse local Wells and Brandon 1992
Vanachanga.ChemlIIen income
National Park

Sources: Dlxon and Sherman 1990; Mackinnon et al. 1986j McNeeiy 1990; Rlckinson 1993; WCMC 1992; Wells and Brandon 1992; West and Brechin 1991.

The examples shown in the table are sorne of the most popular cnes, those that have been described as most prominent and effective. Reeent studies
{Wells and Brechln 1992}, however. have revealed that many of these projects were Initiated with ooly a very Iimited understanding of the root causes
of the threats to the wlldllfe-protected areas that they were attempting to resolve. In virtually ail the projects, the criticallinkage between development
and conservation 15 elther misslng or obscure.
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1984; Croit 19(1). Western (1984) describes how economic benefits Irom Amboseli National

Park ln Kenya were dlrected to the local Maasai economy. Collelt (1987) notes, however, that

only a IImited nurnber 01 local people actuallY beneflled and the program lailed. In some

cases, he notes, economlc incentlve may generate new problems in society such as the

creation 01 confllct over biased distribution.. 01 the benellts. Mlshra (1984) records how

Increased tourism benellts ln a reglon artilicl.,,' !nflated some prlces beyond the reach 01

the local people. Clearly, more than good Intentions are required to successluily Integrate

conservation wlth development.

A number 01 alternatives to protected areas have been suggested and are actively

belng promoted. Examples Include the UNESCO Blosphere Reserve (Figure 2.3a) (UNESCO

1974) and the conservation unit approach (Figure 2.3b) (Lusigi 1981). Here, core areas,

possibly protected areas, are bullered by surroundlng controlled areas where some lorms

01 utillzatlon are allowed (Batlsse 1982; Hough 1991; Shaler 1990). This lollows the

reallzatlon that the traditlonal approaches to wildlile conservation, through (1) protected

area systems, and (2) enlorcement activities, have been unable to integrate competing

objectiver. (Wells and Brandon 1992; Zube 1986). Enlorcement alone will not preserve

wlldille and the protected araas (Asibey 1984; West and Brechin 1991). Conservation

requlres a perspective that goes beyond park boundaries and must influence na:ional policy

and the programs allectlng rural communities.

Other integratlve models being tried include buller zones, wildlile corridor, and a

variety 01 other regional activities, such as provision 01 water, schools and other social

Inlrastructure. For example, Zimbabwe CAMPFIRE, and Zambia ADMADE and LIRDP wildille

regions (Lewis et al. 1990: Martin and Tayior 1983), but they have various strength and

we3knesses. They are ail advocatlng less strict protectlve strategies that allow some human

activitles•

Nevertheless, these models lall short 01 belng operational. Some 01 them such as
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Figure 2.3 Biosphere Reserves and Conservation Unit Approach
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the blosphere reserves are developed as general guldelines, Inltlated at the International

level, and may not easlly be applied to specllic sites. Others, such as the Conservation unit

approach advocate adherence to ecologlcaltenants, and the lormatlon 01 concentrlc zones

lor dlflerent land uses. This may not be practlcal. In the Ilrst place, establishment 01 most

parks was largely Inlluenced by politlcal situations ln the areas they were established.

Almost none were established ln completely unseltled areas. In most cases people had to

be evlcted. It Is therelore Imperative that a model must start wlth the situation as It Is and

manage It to malntaln or Improve Il.

Success 01 these alternative strategies Is yet to be proven. There appears to have

been IIltle concerted eflort to apply the principles 01 confllct management to wlldllfe-park·

local people relatlollshlps. Parks are not sel'·contalned Islands and cannot be managed ln

Isolation from the surroundlng areas (LuslgI1978; Shafer 1990). Dasmann notes that:

ln conslderlng the relatlonshlps of people to protected areas, ... we must look weil
beyo...] the boundarles of those areas and work wlth local people to create
ecologlcally sustalnable systems of land and resource use. Nature reserves must
be seen as parts of those systems, not separate from them. Obvlously, people must
see the opportunlty lor economlc stablIIty ln a ,,~'ntext 01 ecologlcal sustalnablIIty
belore they will take a serlous Interest ln protectlng the wlld envlronments 01
protected areas (1984:348).

The preservatlonlst's vlew of wlldlife and wllderness must glve way to a broader

discussion IInklng conservation to the process of rural development and survlval of the

agrarlan socletles (Anderson and Grove 1987). Dasmann agaln notes:

... the national parks, nature reserves, and other protected areas of the world
have most commonly been establlshed wlthout the advlce or consent of the
people most IIkely to be dlrectly affected by thelr establishment. Wlthout the
support or at worst acceptance by these people, the future of any protected
area cannot be consldered secure, slnce ln thelr search for the means for
thelr own survlval, the temptatlon to take wlldland resources from the Brea
or to encroach upon Its boundarles will tend to be Irresistible (1984:347).

A growlng number of conservatlonlsts are now comlng to belleve thl/t the only way

to save wlldlife, especlally ln Afrlca, Is by maklng It pay for Itself. The utillzatlon of wildlife

and the Inclusion of the local people ln planning and management of conservation areas are
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now actlvely encouraged (Adams and McShane 1992; Brownrlgg 1985; Dasmann 1985;

Martin 1986; Mlshra 1986).

Integrated land use management, Includlng extension 01 tourlsm outslde the

protected areas, provision of water, and prompt payment 01 compensation, are consldered

strategies that may make the local. eople appreclate wlldllfe conservation efforts. A more

Important strategy, however, may be local participation and effective conservation

education. The conventional conservation practlces and pollcles he'.!: l::m!lld to be narrow,

domlnated by western vlews of the nee" for nature conservation (Adams and M,;5hane

1992; Anderson and Grove 1987; Mcgregor 1989). Luslgl summarlzes the dllemma, relerrlng

to the Kenyan situation:

••the Idea of "national parks" as It Is presently concelved Is an allen and
unacceptable Idea to the Afrlcan popula!lon. Maklng that Idea culturally and soclally
acceptable to the people will requlre a transformation whlch has not yet taken
place, and whlch, ln my opinion, may never take place if present trends continue
(1984:138).

Parks, protected areas and thelr wlldllfe must be seen to be relevant to the everyday

social and economlc needs and pursults of the communltles that surround and Interact wlth

them (UNEP 1988). The main message Is that past conservation practlces have negatlvely

affected native communltles. This Is partly because technk...l experts seldom Invite

Indlgenous peoples to help formulate conservation projects. Native peoples have l'nlque

grass-reots Insl:;!1ts acqulred through decades of experlences wlth local habitats. Ignorlng

these Inslghts Is IIkely to brlng Inapproprlate projects wlth few beneflts and hlgh rlsks to

the habitat and the dellcate balance that marks tradltlonal resource use.

Further examples of Integration have been presented. Martin (1986), drawlng from

a case study of Chlrlsa Safari Area ln Zimbabwe, explalns how through the provision of a

pragmatlc pollcy that vlews wlldllfe as a renewable resource, wlldllfe can be used for the

beneflt of the local people. The local people derlve direct Income beneflts from the sale of

wlldlife products or huntlng rlgt-ts. Wlthout such beneflts, wlldllfe would have been
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ellmlnated, either Intentlonally to make w?ï ior "!J~:culh;'qor throL'gh the destruction 01 its

habitaI. The local people woul'; ôl8turally turn to poaching - t:ôther :iirecUy or in combination

wiih outsiders who w,,:.;id share the meat with them. East (1991) describes the efforts to

provide native peolJle who live in and arolJôld some 01 Canada's northern national parks with

an opportum;y to inlluence and determine how the purks are to be managed. How~ver, he

explains that joint managerlent structures nre still hampered since the decision-making

continues to rest legally Vlith the mlnlsttl~, !'.nd thus no real power is translerred to the local

people.

ln another study, Hough (1991) shows how an In:qgrated approach to land use on

which the conservation area was based could enable a degraded Michiru mountaln in

Malawlto (1) retaln Its traditlonal productlvlty; (2) Increase its standing crop; (3) improve

011 abundance and dlverslty 01 Its wlldllle; and (4) provlde an educatlonal and recreational

resource. Through proper management, a variety 01 demands both 01 the local community

and tradltlonally conlllcting agricultural, forestry, wlldlile and watershed Interests can be

integrated. Hough has proposed approaches lor managing relatlonshlps between wlldlile,

parks and the local populations Includlng: (1) Improvlng communications and building trust;

(2) Incorporating mechanlsms for confllc! management and local participation; and (3)

addresslng structural barrlers to such approaches. Hough argues that the parks authorlty

rather than the local people have the greater Incentives and abllitles to pursue improved

relatlonships.

ln summary, although there are many studies on wlldille-human conlllct (Capone 1972;

Ecodynamics 1982; Lusigi 1978; Mwenge 1980; Myers 1983; UNEP 1988; Western 1976),

most have not yet adequa'ely considered the views 01 those involved ln the day-to-day

consequences 01 the problem. In addition, the discussion has not been Infused with a

systematic inquir y Into the nature, causes and effects 01 the confllcl. Many of the studles

have tended to derive from one discipline, and locus on end-product solutions rather than
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the processes, while ignoring other important lactors that may render Implementation

Impossible.

Nonetheless, studies undertaken have noted a number 01 issues whlch need to be

resolved Il wildlile and humans are to be Integrated. Flrst, the conservation 01 nature must

be seen as lundament~1 to human existence and the concern 01 ail people everywhere

(Oasmann 1984; McNeely 1988; Olxon and Sharma 1990). However, It Is not to be

accomplished only by the settlng aslde 01 protected natural areas as has been the

tradltlonal approach. "Ali areas must be protected, to some degree, slnce even the most

heavily urbanlzed areas provlde suitable living spaces lor many wlld specles" (Oasmann.

1984). The second Issue to be resolved is that oi ownershlp, tenure, and reSOl'rce use. As

mentloned earlier, the establishment 01 a park Is prlmarlly a government responslblllty, and

the rlghts 01 the local people have ~cst olten been neglected (Klss 1990; Newby 1990; West

& Brechln 1991). It Is now increasingly recognlzed that local people must be Involved and

allowed thelr traditional rlghts 01 use 01 the protected area resources (Mlshra, 1984).

Successlullong-term wlldllle cnnservation and management 01 Ils protected areas depend

on the cooperation and support 01 local people. lt Is nellher politlcally leasible nor ethlcally

justllliliJle to exclude the poor Irom parks' resources wlthout providing them alternative

means 01 livelihood (Wells and Brandon 1992, West and Brechln 1991).

The delinitlon 01 wlldlife conservation must be extended to encompass human

ecological problems. Emphp.sis should be placed on interdlsclplinary approach to deallng

with problems. Past 'tudles, especially by biologists, have shown IIttle empathy lor and

understanding 01 social issues and the hlstorlcal contexts 01 their programs. Whlle thls Is

understandable Il Is regrettable, slnce wildllle survlval Is tled to diverse human Interests and

concerns at many different levels. Today, wlldllle Is abundant prlmarlly ln marginai areas

or along development Irontiers where its survival Is challenged by Interrelated economlc

and polltlcallnterest.., The precarious conditions 01 Ille on the Irontiers (rangelands) provlde
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wlldlile conservationists an opportunity lor developing viable alternatives to their more

orthodox practices. Decisions affecting wildlile survival and the wellare 01 small-scale rural

societies, often existing on the same terrain, are increasingly made in bureaucratie

institutions lar removed Irom the consequences 01 their actions. Many 01 the studies state

that long-term success 01 wlldlile conservation and its protected areas requires a shift in

management phllosophy that combines resource management with a sensitive

understanding 01 the social and economic needs 01 the local people.

ln developing countries, the essential needs are lood, clothing, shelter, and

meanlnglul employment. It should alm at maintaining and managirog natural resources lor

sustalnable development, integratlng socio-cultural land and economic actlvlties in

surroundlng areas wh" land uses that complement rural development. Rural people have

not lully accepted wlldlile conservation efforts because conservation is identifled with the

protection 01 animais and habitats. Local people are usually seen as potential threats to

these exclusive areas. They ln turn look upon protected areas as systems that "Iock away"

resources by the powerful policy makers in society and look at wlldlile as competitors with

thelr stock. Many conservatlonists now acknowledge that communities next to protected

area boundaries Irequently bear substantial costs. The challenge Is how to balance the

demands.

2.3 T1v~retlcal and Conceptual Considerations

The aims 01 this section are: (1) to describe the theoretlcal context upon which this

research Is based, and (2) to outline the conceptual Iramework adopted ln the study. Two

types 01 theories are utilized: confllct and conflict resolutions theories, and theories ln

natural resource management, speciflcally, Firey's (:960) theory 01 resource use. Confllct

theorles provlde room lor examlning causes and nature 01 wlldllfe·human confllct, whlle

theorles ln resource management provlde base lor considering how wlldlile conservation
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and human development needs can be integrated.

2.3:1 Theory of Conflict and Conflict management.

Conflict occurs when there is an incompatibility in interests, behaviour, goals,

values, needs, expectations, and/or idealogies between parties (Boschken 1982; Brown

1983; Denr,en an'! Foiger 1990; Karz and Kahn 1987; Peperkamp 1986; Cox and Johnston

1982). Coser (1967) defines conflict as " ... a struggle over values and claims to scarce

status, power and resources....". Kelso (1962) notes that land use conflict occurs because

land resources are Iimited, wants are Iimitless.

Conflict studies have attracted scientists of various disciplines: biologists (Dennell

and Falger 1990); sociologists (Coser 1967); management scientists (Bisno 1988; Rahim

1986); political scientists (Vayrynen 1991; Wallensteen 1991), among others. Geographers

and planners have tradilionally been concerned with land use [spatial) conflict, and

locational conflict, both in urban ~nd rural areas (Cox and Johnston 1978; Gresch and

Smith 1985). Rec!!nt conflict studies l;!lve included environmental disputes (Bacow and

Wheeler 1984; Carpenter and Kennedy 1988; Marcus 1981; Susskind and Weinstein 1980)

of which the focus has been to reduce the effect of human impact on natural resources.

Planning has been seen as concerned with the management of spatial conflict (Gresch and

Smith 1985). The increasing competition for use of scarce land has resulted in conflict

management becoming a major issue of many developing countries. Effective conflict

management requires adequate understanding of conflicts history, causes and how it

affects the involved parties. This study hopes to contribute towards th,s need.

Different types and conditions of conflict have been noted (Brown 1983). For

instance, parties can have incompatible interest and values yet not be in conflict, because

their behaviour, also called "position" or stated interest, is compatible and they are not

engaged in a "struggle" of any sort. Brown tenns this "latent". Conversely, parties can have
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compatible interests yet be in conflict in terms of behaviour, because they perceive

themselves as having incompatible interests. These are described as "false" (Brown 1983)

or "unrealistlc" (Kriesberg 1982) confllct. They should be contrasted with "realistic"

(Kriesberg 1982) or "real" (Brown 1983) confllcts where both interests and behaviours are

incompatible and the parties are engaged in a struggle of some kind.

Peperkamp (1986) quoting Staps (1983) explalns how conflict arises from a situation

of tension: "tension related with the acquisition or maintenance of access to space can

occur when more than one user wants to occupy land for a certain period and for planned

activities (the same, similar, confllctlng or dissimilar) on a certain location (the same,

overlapplng, borderlng or distant)". He explains that such tension can manifest Itself in

various ways, usually termed as "competition or conflict". Both terms refer to a situation

in whlch the potential users (actors) are aware of the existence of a certain amount of

disagreement over the use of, or access to, a partlcular plece of land (Peperkamp 1986).

Peperkamp differentiates between competilion and conflict.

Competition is where one or more parties (actors) are being hindered while

convertlng their production needs in spatial te,ms by the other party (parties) without

fep'.lng the need or havlng the will to take action against thls. Conflict Is where one or more

parties (actors) are being hindered while converting their production needs in spatial terms,

ln such a way that one or more wlsh to take action at the cost of the other party. Contllct

is sometlmes dlstinguished from competition, in that the latter Is governed by a set of

shared goals or values, whlle the former Is characterlzed by divergent goals and values

belween the parties involved (Paperkamp 1986). But this Is a difference of degree rather

than kind, since competitive social relations and situations will inevitably generate some

degree of confllct or value divergence.

ln this study, the Iwo are treated as the same. The term conflict is used in two rather

different senses whlch should be distinguished. One is that of a "conflict situation", which
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might also be called an overt or expressed conlllct, and the other is a "conllict 01 Interests"

or impllclt conflict. Il is important to establlsh the level 01 analysis 01 the confllct, and the

levels at whlch the confllct occurs. In the case 01 wildlile and human, the conflict occurs at

the local people's level. There could be conflict at the decision making le.'els, but in this

study, the locus is at the ground, that is, competition between wildille and the landowners

who share their land resources with the wildlile.

A distinction may also be made bptween direct and Indirect lorms 01 confllct. The

object 01 the struggle lor space may make it a land (spatial) confllct (land-use) or a damage

conflict. Moreover conllict can be deciuced Irom causes whlch are located out~l<le the area

where the conllict is occurring. Peperkamp caIls this secondary or shlfted confllct; Irom

causes primarily located wlthln the same area (prlmary conflict). Conllict between actors (or

parties) who practlce the same kind 01 activity can be called "internai" conflict while confllct

occurrlng between actors 01 diflerent klnds 01 actlvity can be labelled "external" (Peperkllmp

1986). Examples 01 sorne 01 those lorms 01 conflict may be lound in the Masai Mara reglon.

This study, however, locuses on external confllct, that is, conllict between diflerent parties

as opposed to conflict within the same party.

Conflict management theory draws a distinction between reallty and perceptions 01

reality. Though lalse conflict is based on mistaken perceptions 01 reality, such confllct is

real to their participants. They reflect social constructions in the mlnds 01 the participants

(Berger & Luckmann 1967). The methods used in examining the conlllct between wildllfe,

protected areas and local people must be sensitive to the subjective perspectives 01 the

participants (actors). In practlce, conllicts are rarely pure, as most parties have sorne

common interests and behavlours ln addition to those wh1t:h are incompatible (Krlesberg

1982). Consequently, conflict is generally "mlxed" and there are areas 01 coexistence

between parties and areas 01 conllict. For instance, studies have shown that pastora:lsm

and wlldllle can coexist with limited confllct, as compared to cultivatlon and wlldlile.



•

•

65

Conlllct can be regarded as lunctlonal as weil as dyslunctlonal (Krlesberg 1982).

Under certain clrcumstances It can be be;1ellclal lor a party to be engaged ln confllct;

however, a confllct whlch Is lunctlonal lor or;.. party may not be IUl1l"tlonal lor another. It

should be noted that the actors Involved ln the confllct do not form homogencous groups

but are composed 01 Indlvlduals and coalitions 01 Indlvlduals wlthln the larger social

systems 01 Institutions and society as a whole (Mitchell 1980). Since Interest varies, any

conlllct actually conslsts 01 a series 01 crosscuttlng and overlapplng conlllcts (Fr." <!man

1972). For Instance, take the example 01 wlldille as conslsting 01 ungulates and predators.

The confllct wlth the ungulates, lor example, zebra, eland may be less than the conlllct with

the predators, such as with lions, leopards or hyenas. Even wlthln the ungulates, some

animais, such as buffaloes, elephants, are less compatible than others, such as eland and

zebra. Table 2.8 summarlzes steps often lollowed in confllct resolutlon studles.

The term co~"lct, as used ln this study, denotes both "actual" (occurring and

causlng concern) and perceived competition lor resources (space, land, water, pasture) and

the pursuit 01 mutually Incompatible values and objectives. Two types 01 conlllct are

outllned. Flrst, are those whlch are "place-based", and are geographically expressed. These

are usually physlcal-blologlcal relatlonshlps and are the subject 01 ecologlcal studles,

examples belng herblvore·plant processes. Th" second set relers to relatlonshlps whlch do

not necessarlly have a spatial expression, and whlch can often only be Inferred, for

example, the Ideology behind the pollcy 01 protected areas or restrictlng hunting. ThlG set

is typical subjecl matter for studles 01 polltlcal economy (Abel and Blalkie 1986). It Is
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Table 2.8 Stops Ofton Followed ln Confllcls Studios

• Know the characterlsllc9 of the parties ln confllet (thoir values, tholr Aspirations and objectives). In
thls case the requlrements of wlldllfo conservation and thase of humons must be knnwn.

8 STEPS IN Sl UDYING CONfLICT SITUATIONS
~~~=~~C~- -~- '1

1
:

•

• Examine the hlstory of the relatlonshlp, for instance, how the local people usod to cooxlst wlth
wlldllfe. Tho relatlonshlp chnngod with Increaslng huma" population, tochnology and Iho
establishment ot protected aroo concept.

• Identlfy the Issues around which Interaction occurs, lncluding both con'IIet and cooperation; nnturo
of the rosourC09 compotod lor.

• Determine the behavlours and Interasls of varlous parties thal farm oround fhose issues.

• Determine the eHects ond Implications of the conflict for ail parties (Carponter and Kennedy 1985;
Bacow and Wheeler 1984; Hough 1989: Marcus1981; Fisher and Ury 1981 Sussklnd and

Wel"stel" 1980; Deutsch 1973).

• Determine the Institutions and pollcy restrnln1s Includlng the nature ot social norms and forms tor
regulatlng confllct.

• Establlsh contllct survlval techniques employed by the parties. whot the loc. plo do to nvold
conflict and what wlldllfe do to adjust to the changlng envlronmental conditlDIi .

• Propose solutions to reduce confllct.

Main Sources: Hough 1988; Brown 1983

necessary to combine both sets of understanding of conflict. Exclusion of the tirst leaves

the analysls Incapable of ecological explanation. while neglecting the second leaves the

analysis in the realm of academlc ecologlcal relations where the effects of people and their

instilutions are unexplained and which assumes (wrongly) thallhe problems of Mara region,

for example, start and can be solved in Mara itself.

ln applying the theory of conflict in the sludy of wildlife/human situations, lhere is

one factor complicating the analysis with respect to wildlife: what actors are involved in the

conflict? Whose inlerests or goals are beir.g injured? Wildlife cannol be called an actor,

because It nelther plans its own conservation, nor consciously claims its access to a given

area. Conflict involving wildlife is olten c!ebaled ln lerms of people versus animais.

This does not mean that wildlife-human conflicl cannot be viewed ln the same way
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as human-human confllcl. The basic underlylng confllct situations are applicable ln the

wlldlife-human equatlon. In any conflict, indlvlduals act ami respond dlHerently. In the case

of wlldlife, the Interface and effects of confllct differ from specles to specles. The species

will respond dlfferently, butthls study does not consider indlvldual specles.

2.3:2 Flrey's Man, Mlnd and Land Theory

ln the foregolng section, we have outlined confllct theory whlch provides room for

examlnlng the processes Involved ln a confllctual situation. We now turn to outline the

naturel-resource management model for Integratlng conserv,:!'''n wlth developmenl.

Flrey's (1960) resource use theory provldes an opportunlty to Incorporate ecological,

hlstorlcal, cultural, soclo-economlc and politlcal aspects of wlldlife resources Into

management and development programs. Proposed thlrty years ago, the model has been

found to be applicable ln varlous wlldllfe management clrcumstances (Marks 1981,; Saharla

1984; Zube and Busch 1990). Flrey consIders natural resources, Includlng blologlcal

resources, as types of landed capital whlch are diHerent from other types of capital

prlmarlly ln the degree to whlch non-human factors have aHected their evolutlon and

developmenl. In thls vlew, wlldlife are not just blologlcal entltles, they are as much social

concepts as blologlcal for they are the product of social and polltlcal processes that deflne

them inltlally as potentlally useful thlngs and provlde the means by whlch they are

mL,agod. He Identifies three components that have to be addressed ln developlng and

Implementlng resource management strategies (Figure 2.4).

Flrst, the strategy must be ecologlcally possible, in other words, It must be in

equillbrlum wlth the envlronment and should recognize and protect the resources and

Identlfy reasons for whlch a natural resource conservation strategy (for example, a wlldlife

reserve) was established. Second, it must be culturally adoptable, that Is, It must be

compatible wlth local cultural values and behavlourlal patterns of the local population. In
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Figure 2.4 Flrey's (1960) Theory lor Natural Resource Management

Ecologically
Possible

Economically
Gainful

\

Source: After Zube and Busch 1990

'I~CufturallY
~ Adoptable

•

Flrey's words, lt must be "... valued by some population ln terms 01 that population's own

system 01 activlties" (pp. 28). Third, lt must be economlcally galnlul, that ls lo say, It must

have some degree 01 productive efflclcncy that should result ln real beneflts to the local

population. For example, local people get some money Irom selllng vegelables or crafts to

tourlst lodges or are a!IOwed to hunt one or Iwo lmpala(s) per month.

Flrey takes a major step towards a unique theory 01 natural resourcos, but as Clawaon

(1986) noted, It ls a beglnnlng still awaltlng completlon. He sets a general theory to describe

the ways in whlch man makes use of reaources. A resource process Is dellned as a space-

lime colncldence of happenings in resource use whlch recurs in tlme wl!h somewhat the
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same combination of human and biophysical fact~rs, for example ploughing with oxen. A

natural resource is the blological or physical component of the processes, for example, the

cropping system, the solls that are cultlvated, or a system which imposes a special kind of

constraint. The theory does not, however, give detalls of how the processes ln resource

management confllct can be comprehensively examlned. Firey's analysls, however, is a

landmark ln the expandlng terrain of thought about natural resources. Combined wlth the

confllct and confllct resolutlons theories, Flrey's model provldes solld ground for examining

processes Involved ln wlldllfe-human confllct and generatlng strategies for integrating

wlldllfe conservation and human development needs.

2.3:3 The Conceptual Framework

This section establlshes a systematic framework for docume:lllng the processes

Involved ln the wlldllfe-human contllct and in deslgning how wildllfe conservation and

human needs can be Integrated. It has Iwo purposes. Flrst, It explains the main concepts

used ln the thesis and thelr application to the study. Second, It pulls together the theoretlcal

considerations and relates them to the methodologlcal approaches of the study.

Several concepts have been hlghllghted ln the IIt~rature review and the theoretlcal

considerations which can set the conceptual approach in thls study. Flrst, although wildlife

Is narrowly deflned, basically as wild animais, they must be seen within the context of their

natural habitat and the wilderness concept. Therefore the approprlate conservation

approach should be ecosystem rather than specles approach. However, the basic

conservation strategy of protected areas are rarely self-sustalnlng. Artlflcial boundaries are

olten set around !lrotected areas that do not recognize the natural habitat requlrements of

the m'ljorlty of \oIIlIdllfe, especially the African mlgratory specles (Lusigi 1978; Myers 1972).

Consequently, in this study, the contemporary protected area concept is assumed to be

narrow and the artiflclal boundaries are ecologically unacceptable. Fenclng these areas is
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inappropriate and will not solve the conllict; il anything, the protected areas might stili l..~

overrun by human developments even il they were to be lenced. In addition, lences Interfere

with mlgratory patterns 01 wlldlile. Moreover, 50me species such as elephants and baboons

cannot effectively be stopped by lencing.

The protected area management must go beyond the boundaries; wildlile must

migrate Ireely to meet their natural requirements - lood and breeding, but human interests

must also be consldered. Wlldlile and its protected habitat, therelore, must "pay lor thelr

survival" (McNeely and Miller 1984; Myers 1981). Sustainable use 01 wlldlile and its habitat

is here seen as the effective means to conservation. Public participation in conservation

matters and appropriate conservation education are esse:1tlal and so is the sharing 01 the

wildllfe generated revenue. Effective wlldlile-damage-control is a prerequisite il the

compromise strategies 01 economic incentives and conservation education have to succeed.

Limited population and development controls should inevltably be undertaken, but with local

support.

Second, humans as used in the study reler to both people and their activities:

cultivation, livestock husbandry, and other activitOes. The people here relers 10 the local

population, those individuals, lamilies, and communities, "traditional" or "modern", that

occupy, reside in, or otherwlse USE', on a regular or repbated basis, a wildlile ecosystem

(West and Brechln 1991). Humans and their societies are seen as part 01 the ecosystem, not

separate Irom il. It is assumed that long-term human survival in the rangelands ecosystem

Is compatible with the survival of wildlife and the entire environment 01 the reglon. To

realize the compatlbllity, the two must be integrated through sustalnable conservation and

sustainable development strategies.

Conservation is seen as the conscious planning and management 01 the resources

for the long-term maintenance and development 01 the communities of the ecosystem, it has

to be human-centred. Sustalnable development, although a precise deflnition remains
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eluslve (see Tisdeli 1966) generally means improvlng Ihe quailly 01 human lile whlle living

wllhln the carrylng capaclly 01 supportlng ecosyslems (IUCN 1991). Il means developmenl

actlvltles Ihal are sensitive 10 and Inlegrated with envlronmenl and natural processes

(Brechln and West 1990). Il assumes Ihal developmenl cannol be suslalned unless local

people, communitles, and organlzatlons are actlvely involved and commilted 10 Ihe

developmenl actlvlly. Ecodevelopmenl purports 10 Integrate economic development wlth

resource conservation. Its ratlonale Is that developmenl cannot be sustained wllhout the

proper management 01 natural resources and the envlronment lor luture as weil as present

generatlons. As Brechln and West (1990) note, lew people would dispute the wlsdom 01 Ihis,

bul Il Is also Irue Ihat wlthout Iha promise and reallzalion 01 Ihe Immediate economic

development 01 local people, they cannot Identily with Ihe needs 10 conserve resources.

Hereln Iles Ihe diHicully Ihal has to be compromised wlthout illusion (Adams and McShane

1992). It Is olten easler to suggest proper courses 01 action than to implement them, and

thls appears qulte common with conservatlon-based proposais.

Conservation therelore must be sUlltalnable, being less restrictive to local interests.

A troubllng but lundemental question 15: whose wildlife is It? Ooes wildlile belong to the

p.'rson on whose land it is lound, or to the state? Or does it belong to humankind as

common property requiring globdl and stale control (Hardin 1966)? 01 whose interesls is

conservation? ln Kenya for Instance, a few weallhy individuals own rhlno and elephants in

their own game parks. In Zimbabwe, the much popularlzed CAMPFIRE program provldes for

prlvate ownershlp (Bonner 1993; Hill 1991). Bullhis approach makes wildllfe vulnerable to

the whims of indlviduals. Whlle in general the state clearly has jurlsdiction over wildlile

resources, Ihe interpretatlon adoplad in thls study Is Ihal wildlife belongs 10 the world, 10

humanklnd, bul must be conserved and managed to benefit the local people on whose land

it is lound. The princlple Is that the local people must be Involved and thelr support

acqulred lor long-term wlldllfe conservation. Consel":atlon aclo"itles need to be ln the hands
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01 local peoples and organlzatlons and should provlde sullicient direct benellt to them.

Although the current situations create serlous challenges lor conservatlonlsts, It ollers the

best opportunltles lor long-term successlul conservation strategies. A number 01 local

organlzatlons, International bodies, bllateral agencles, and national governments are now

aware 01 the need to properly manage natural resources. These organlzatlons should co­

ordlnate lor the wellare 01 both humans and conservation. Table 2.9 shows the relatlonshlps

between conlllct and conllict resolutions approaches and Its application in this study.

Studies involving humans and nature seem to lall into three categories (Brookfleld

1983). First, those where humans are perceived as biological organisms and natural com­

ponents 01 the system. This is a natural scientist's model whlch ignores the social and

psychological dimensions 01 human existence and is what has been applied in looklng at

the human-wlldllle relatlonshlp in most previous studies. Second are those studies where

emphasls is placed on the impact 01 humans on natural systems. Such studles are

unidirectional and Ignore the lact that the ecosystem also implnges on humans. The third

approach taken incorporates human perceptions and behaviour Irom the outset into a

conceptuallramework along with physical and blologlcal parameters. This study adopts the

third approach and assumes that the perceptions and support 01 local people who have a

long history of use of the ecosystems are crucial to lacllitate conservation and avoid

conllict. Support is strengthened when wildllfe conservation generates a lIow 01 benelits to

local people. Legislation, management policy and practlces for wildllle conservation must

also provide appropriate support for local needs (Boshe 1981; McNeely 1992; Okoth-Ogendo

1980).
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TobIe 2,9 Aolatlonshlp Betwcen Confllet Theories and the Study Approllchcs

1

STEPS USUALLY FOLLOWED IN CONFLICT APPROACHES FOLLOWED IN THIS STUDY
,,

STUDIES li
-Know tho chnractorlstlcs of the parties ln eRcqulrcmonts of bath wlldtlfo and local people arc il
tho confllet (thelr volues, their Dsplratlons identifled. Acquircments of wlldllfe ore 0150 outlincd ln Il
and objocllvos). terms of conservatlonlst Intcrosts rother than wild animais

1(seo Chople' 2)

-Examine tho hlstory of tho rclotlonshlp of -Tho hlstoricnl rclatlonshlp between wildllfe and huma" Is
the parties ln confllct outllnod. Local people coexisted wlth wlldllfe. The

Il
rolatlonshlp changed witt. Increnslng humo" population,
technology an~ the "'stabllshment of protectod oron
concept (soe Chapto( 3)

-Idontlty the Issues nround whlch -Resources upon which wlidllte and human compete. cg.
Interaction occurs, Includlng both contllct pasture, water. and space. There Is also the dIrect centllct
and cooperation; nature 01 the resources (see Figure 1.2). Cooperation 15 possible wlth wlldllfe
competed tor. conservation autherltles. There could also be cooperation

botween herbivores and pastorallsm

-Determine the bohavlours and Interests ot -Interest of local people determlned
vorlous parties that form around these -Interest of wlldllfe animais and ot conservatlonlst are
Issues. Identlfled (soe Toblo 3.6)

-Determine the effects and Implications of -Elfects of contllct on wildille and on human assessed.
the contllct lor ttoe parties. The implications 01 the situation to wlldllie. protected area

and tOIJrlsm explalned, and sa Is to human interests.

-Determine the Institutions. pollcy ~çstralnts -Wlldllle conservation pollcles outllned
Includlng the nature of social no,ms and -Local development strategies, traditional and modern
'orms lor regulatlng conlllct. outllned ,

-Establish conlllct survlvel !~ct'nlques -Tradltlonal local people strategies for preventlng wildlife
'1employed by the partle~ damages Identlfied.

-Attempts made to analyze how wlldllfe adapt to changlng
situations. how \hey adjust to the changlng environmental
conditions.

-Prc.pose solutions ta reduce conIllet. -Strategies for reduclng conIllet ln the ragion are proposed

This study uses a mullidlscipllnary approach which promotes the inclusion of both

social and physlcal perspectives in the analysls of environmental and developmentallssues.

ln thls vein resource management Is seen as social phenomena which need to be explained

in lerms of polllicai and soclo-economlc factors as weil as physical ecological factors

operatlng within the local area. Humans are treated as part of the environment. Next, a

slrong hlstorical an'1lysis Is made of the study problem. The basis for this is that many

problems of resource managemen! are not simply contemporary phenomena but have

origlns ln earller stages of socletal developr....nt characterized by dlfferent forms of
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perception and modification of nature. Such a perspective can only be understood by

extending the analysis backwards in time to include the antecedents 01 modern conditions.

Most importantiy, the approach emphasises the inclusion of the perceptions ollocal

people (through surveys). To answer the questions from the perspectives of th" resource

users, researchers gather information from the local people. Conservation approaches are

lor most part, exclusively top-down. Conservation strategies such as park creation are olten

imposed on the national governments of the developing countries (especially slnce 1960s),

who in turn impose them on local people (Abel and Blaikie 1986; Blaikie and Brooklield

1987; Brechln and West 1990). Local people have nottraditionally been consulted to help

in the Implementation olthese strategies. They have been ignored or fearad as tho principal

sources 01 anti-conservatlon behaviour. The position 01 this study is that a top-down

approach to conservation remains a necessary but not sufficient condition lor success. The

earth and Its natural resources are at risk and its destruction will affect everybody.

Indivldual aspirations and economic greed wi,l be difficultto control il the top is not slrong.

However, no action should be pursued or sustained wlthoutthe consent and support ollhe

local people.

Flnally, the wildlile managers must use a lIexible and interlinked set 01 blological,

economic, social, political, and cultural models to lashion management rationales and

techniques approprlate lor given situations. The ultimate goal becomes the encouragement

ollocal-Ievel initiatives in conservation programs. The aim is to loster local participation in

wildlile conservation. Conservation programs built upon local ecologlcal conditions and

sustained by local socio-economic processes are Iikely to become the most effective

methods in the long run.

2.3:4 Geography and Wildllle: Placing the Work in Context

Human-nature questions are not the unique prerogative 01 any single discipline. As
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Macglll says:

No one discipline provldes a unlquely appropriale eplslemology lor Ihe sludy 01 the
interface between man and nature, nor can any single discipline be said to have
de'loted Itsell specllically to that end [but each discipline draws upon ils own IInes
01 enquiry, wlth obvlous additlonal scope lor cross- and interdisciplinary study)
(Macglll 1986:357).

This study falls within the Ileid 01 natural resource management which inherently

requires an interdlsciplinary approach. Many geographers and anthropologists (amongst the

social scientlsts) have addressed Issues 01 wildille-human interaction within the conlext 01

the human-envlronmenl tradition (Barrows 1923; Bennet 1976; 1984; 1990; Blalkle and

Brook1leld 1987; Butzer 1990; Grossman 1977; Mitchell 1989: 1991; Ouma 1972; Saarinen

1974; Sauer 1963); Simmons 1989; White 1961). Perhaps the Ilrst "great" work was produced

in 1864 when Marsh published The Earth as Modilled by Human Action (Marsh 1864).

Although some geographers have speclllcally looked al the land-wildille-competition

(Capone 1972; Matzke 1975), few studles have focused on analyzlng processGs involved

(nalure and causes) in the confllct to facilitate specific programs for the integration 01

wildllle conservation wi(h hum:..' needs. More recently, mallY geographers have stressed

the need to integrate conservation and development lor long-term conservation and lor the

well-being 01 local people (Burton and Kates 1965: Kolars and Nystuen 1974; Turner et al

1990). Envlronmental Integrily has Increased emphasising Ihat hU"1an activity be assessed

as part 01 an ecosystern (Brook1leld 1983; Meredith 1991), and that perception 01 local

communltles about conservation be Included ln analyzlng natural resource management

Issues (Hllls 1974; Manners and Mikesell 1974; Saarinen 1974; Mitchell 1989). This study

contrlbutes to some 01 these geographical requlrements locusing on the processes involved

ln confllct over resources ln the context o' conservation and development. Based on a local

area, It documents the geographlcal patterns 01 confilct, and how conlllct impacts on

resource management and human Interests. Flnally, It then develops policies and

management guldelines for wlldille conservation and development.
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Chapter Three

CONSERVATION IN KENYA: HISTORY AND CONTEXT

3.1 Introduction

This chapter has two main objectives. The lirst is to lntroduce lhe study area within

the context 01 Kenya, locusing on the rangeland ecosystems and Narok District. Physical

characteristlcs and wildlife resources, as weil as the demographic and socio-economic

proliles 01 the region are outllned. The second is to trace the history 01 wildille conservation

and management in Kenya with particular attention to the impact on human needs. Issues

relating to relationships between wildllfe and local people are outllned as are government

wildlile programs in Kenya. The Maasai community, their history, territory and relatlonshlps

with wildlile are describp.d. Prevlous wildlile-related research ln Kenya and ln the Masai

Ma";:-Serengetl ecosystem 01 Kenya and Tanzania Is summarlzed. This Inlormatlon provldes

the basis lor the empirical study 01 wildille-human confllct ln the Masai Mara reglon.

3.2 The Study Area

3.2:1 The National and Regional Context

The Masai Mara reglon, whlch covers 5,668 sq. km., is located ln the arld and seml-

arld areas (rangelands) 01 the Narok District in south-western Kenya. Ecologlcally, Kenya

can be divided into six zones based on a moisture Index (Pratt and Gwyne 1977). Map 3.1

shows the geographical configuration 01 the zones whlle Table 3.1 shows thelr relative

proportions in terms 01 the country's total area. Rangelands fall ln the Eco-cllmatlc zones

IV, V and VI and are prlnclpally Inhablted by pastorallsts', although seml·pastoral and

, The p.stor.lIsts ln Keny. Include th.: (1) Pokomo, (2) Orm., (3) som.Il, (4) S.mburu, (5) G.bbr., (6) Bor.n,
(7) R.ndJlle, (8) Turk.n., (9) Pokot.nd (10) M••••I. Th. Kltul K.mb. couId .1.0 b.lncluded ln the group. The N.ndl
and other IIvestock~keeplng peoplea who do not live ln thl!l srld and seml-arld landl are aJCcluded Irom Ihls
cl.sslllcetion (Odegl-Awuondo 1982).



• 77

Map 3.1 Kenya's Eco-climalic Zones: Rangelands fall within zones IV, V and VI.
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Tobie 3.1 Kenya's Eco Climaci= (Land PalaoUall Proportions

ZONE ZONE NAME PROPORTION OF KENYA'S PROPORTION OF KENYA'S
CATEGORY AREA (Million hectare.' AREA(%)

1 Alro-Alplne .oe 1
11 High Potentlal 5.3 9
111 Medium t'alentlal 5.3 9
IV Semlarldlmarglnal potentiel 5.3 9
V Arld 30.0 52
VI Very Arld 11.1 ~o

Source: Adapted from Pratt and Gywnne 19n
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larming communities do exist. An important distinguishlng leature 01 the rangeland Is the

low and variable rainlall, rarely exceeding 800 mm, with most areas recelving as liltle as

200-350 mm annually. Rangelands are considered to be 01 low agricultural potentlal

(assuming Irrigation Is not leasible). Despite 10w and erratic ralnlall, rangelands have

increaslngly come under cultivation due to population pressures, and the consequent

misuse 01 land has resulted ln widespread environmental degradation (Lamprey 1979).

3.2:2 The Masai Mara Region

The Masai Mara region is composed 01 a gazelted wlldlile protection area and the

adjacent group ranches whlch aiso act as wlldlile dispersai areas (Map 3.2). Jurlsdlcth:m

over the Masai Mara Game Reserve (the protected area) has been a toplc 01 conflict. The

reserve has changed ln size at least lour times slnce its lormation in 1948. ;~A Masai Mara

Game Reserve was re-gazetted ln 1974 (Iegal Notice 2(1) as 1,530' sq. km. The area was

originally established as a wildlile sanctuary when it was declared a National Reserve ln

1948 (WPU 1983), but at the time, enclosed a smaller area 01 250 square miles (647 sq. km.)

with an undellned boundary (Sesslonal Paper No. 7 01 1957/58) (quoted in Douglas-Hamilton

et al. 1988). In 1984, three portions totalling 162 sq. km. were de-gazetled, lollowlng an

agreement in 1976 between the Kenya Government and the Narok County Councll to carry

out the excision. Today, the gazetted protected area is approxlmately 1,368 sq. km., that is,

the 1,530 sq. km. minus the excision of 162 sq. km.

The Masai Mara region forms the northern portion 01 the Kenya-Tanzanla Mara-

Serengeti ecosystem (a proposed world heritage site). The Mara-Serengetl ecosystem (an

area of about 30,000 sq. km.) supports one of the richest assembledges of wlldlife ln the

world includlng over 1 million wildebeest, 200 thousand zebra, many species of grazers (I.e

2 Data on the total 8r8a of the Reserve 19 confllctlng. The Central Bureau of Statlstlcs (1974) documents the
original date of gazettement 88 1961 and the area as 1,968 sq. km. Mlgot.Adholla et al. (1979) quole the area a.
1,673 sq. Km.
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eland, gazelles), browsers (Includlng elephants, giraffes, rhlnoceros) and predators (lions,

Map 3.2 Masai Mara Region: The Protected Area and the Group Ranches
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leopards, wlld dogs, cheetah). The IImlt of the Mara·Serengeti ecosystem is deflned as an

•
area coverlng the wet and dry season wlldllfe dispersai areas, and this is determlned malnly

by the mlgratory IImlts 01 its major wlldille specles (Dublin 1986; Lamprey 1984; Sinclair and

Norton.Grlllfths 1979). In Kenya, the migration IImlts fall wlthln 1,368 sq. km. 01 the Masai
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Mara National Reserve and up ta about 4,000 sq. km. 01 adjacent group ranch land.

The Masai Il,!ara region has been descrlbed as crlticalto the entire Mara-Serengetl

ecosystem. Its high rai nlall, permanent water sources and high grassland productlvlty make

it a vitally important dry season reluge lor the maJority 01 the Serengeti migrants lor up ta

lour mon!hs every year (Adams and McShane 1992; Dublin 1986; Douglas-Hamilton et al.,

1988). The Reserve is admlnistered by the Narok County Council, with technical advice Irom

the Kenya Wildlif~ Selvices (KWS).

The outer I!mil 01 the wildlile dispersai areas WIlS used ta spatially deline and

conline study area. Tlle area is thus bounded to the east by the rilt valley and ta the south­

west by the Kenya-Tanzania border. The southern border 01 the study area Is marked by the

Nguruman escarpment whlch attalns an altitude 01 up ta 1400 metres. The area has been

dellned as a wildlile ecosystem in a number 01 studies (Dublin 1986; Douglas-Hamilton et

al. 1988) and is sa used in the present study.

3.3 The Physlcal Envlronment

This section describes the physlcal environment 01 the study area in terms 01

topography, geology, sail types and fertillty, cllmate, vegetation and water resources. These

IJnvlronmental attrlbutes have signilicant relationshlps ta the patterns 01 bath resource

distribution and land use, and hence Influence wildlile and human behaviour. In

addition, the physlcal characterlstlcs create a spectacular landscape whlch in Itsell lorms

the base lor tourism and international conservation Interests ln Masai Mara reglon.

3.3.1 Topography, Geology and Solls

The general physlcal characterlstlcs 01 the Masai Mara region have been widely

documented (Dublin 1986; Lamprey 1984; Sinclair and Norton-Grllflths 1979). The reglon

conslsts prlmarily 01 plains and open woodland interspersed wlth rlverlne forests and hllly
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bush or woodland areas. The dominant topographical feature of the study area is the Siria

escarpment to the west, rising to 200-300 metres above the Mara plains, which is the result

of a fault ln the basement system. The north-west part of the study are? has the appearance

of a high plateaux. In the north-east part, around Lemek area, the topography is dominated

by l"IIs which are of Archaean Age and sedimentary origln, and oHer additional tourist

attraction (Map 3.3). The central part of the area i3 predominantly plains such as

Map 3.:! Major Land Units of Masai Mara Region

Main Land Zones of Masai Mura Region

1 Angata Baragoi
2 Kerinkani
3 Intuele
4 Olosakwai
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Koyakl, lower Lemek and the western part 01 Slana and 15 home to the majorlty 01 the

ecosystem's wlldlile. Flnally, ln south-l'ast corner 01 the study area lies the northern tlp 01

the Slana hlll range. This topography Influences the distribution 01 wildlile creatlng

boundaries and corridors 01 movemenl. Plains game, lor example, such as wlldebessts and

zebra do not Irequent the hilly escarpment areas, although many pass over the upland

through Tanzanla.

The geology 01 the area has been descrlbed ln detall by WIlliams (1964) and an

exploratory map has been prepared by Glover (1966). 50115 are shallow, sandy and rocky.

5011 classification 01 the area 15 based on the Kenyan 5011 survey map 01 the Narok dlstrlcl.

Varlous 5011 types, within dlfferent localltles 01 the study area, are Identifled. Generally, most

of the reglon 15 of poor 5011 quality (shallow. sandy and rocky) that cannot support

agriculture. The Loita plains are dominated by volcanlc deposlts. Rlver-beds and water

courses have deposlts of sand, gravel and Bill. The upland on the escarpment can sustaln

some cultivatlon. In the lowlands, although marginal, farmlng Is possible and small plots

have already started spreadlng ln these areas. Expandlng agriculture ln thls area wouId

dlrectly compete wlth wlldlife and livestock and be a potentlal source of escalating confllcl.

3.3:2 Cllmate

Exlsting resource practices ln the reglon are dependent on seasonal climatlc

changes, whlch also Influence the migration of both wlldlile and pastoralists. Major cllmatlc

factors consldered Include ralnfall, temperature and cllmatic zones. The most Important

climatic aspect ln thls reglon, as ln ail other arld and seml-arld areas, Is ralnfall. Rainfall

governs vegetation production and the availablIIty of wa:er. Since access to pasture and

water are crltical survlval factors for both wildlife and domestlc stock, climate dlctates thelr

abllity to use the reglon. In Masai Mara region, long rolns begin ln March and may continue

until May. The ralnfall distribution Is blmodal. There Is a marked dry season from June tlli
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October, lesser dry season in January and February. This dlfferentlal ralnlall wlthln the

study area, and the entlre Serengeti ecosystem, Inlluences the northward movement 01 the

mlgratory herbivores in the dry season as they seek Iresh herbaceous growth and general

resource use ln the reg Ion.

Ralnlall dlffers substantlally wlthln the study area. The Lolta Plains to the east

receive approxlmately 700-800 mm pf'r annum. The western areas, more strongly Influenced

by the Lake Victoria weather system and the orographie effeet 01 the Slrla Esearpment,

reeelve about 1000 mm per annum. Isohyet maps lor the area have been produced by Epp

and Agatslva (1980), Glover (1966), and Norton-Grifflths et al (1975), although the position

01 the Isohyets varies Irom one map to the other (Map 3.4). Ralnlall ln the area, as

Map 3.4 The Climale of Masai Mam Region
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is common in tropical savanna regions, is erratic both in its amount and timing. The group

ranches Angata Saragoi and Kimentet are wlthln the high potential areas that support

agriculture. This is the hlgher precipitation zone 01 up to 1,500 mlllirnetres.

Like other arid and semi·arld areas, there are cycles of drler and weiler perlods

stretchlng over a number of years. Dry seasons longer than six months represent droughts

and are often accompt:'1led by famine, as occurred ln 1960,61, 1973·74 and 1983·84. These

rerlods appear on a cycle of approximately ten years. Intermillent dry years were 1968·69

and 1976. Survival under these erratic and heterogeneous cllmatlc conditions requlres

adaptation by ail who live ln the region, allowlng for temporal and spatial flexlbillty and

mobilily over long distances. There Is a need for behavloral strategies that mlnlmlze rlsk,

as weil as reslllence to perlodlc dlsasters.

Rellable temperature data Is not avallable for the reglon. The nearest weather station

for whlch figures are publlshed Is Narok, whlch Is at a rather hlgher elevatlon (1890 m) than

most of the study area. Mean monthly temperatures at Narok vary between 14.7 C (July and

17.7 C (April), with January to April belng the warmest period with dally temperatures

reachlng 3D· C. Temperatures ln the colder months fall to just above Ireezlng and cold wlnds

occur during July and September. The average temperature Is 18 degrees centigrade.

3.3:3 Water Resources ln Mara Region

The drainage follows the topographlcal condition of the study area. From the Lemek

Hills, the study arca slopes gently downwards to the south·west. As a result, most of the

study area is dralned in a south-easterly direction. Ali the water-courses of the Mara plains

eventually join the Mara River. This river rlses ln the Mau Hllls and flows south-west along

the foot of the Siria Escarpment, then south through Masai Mara National Reserve before

turnlng west to discharge eventually into Lake Victoria. The largest trlbutary of the Mara

River Is the Talek, which drains the northern Slana Hliis and western Loita plains through
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two tributaries, the Kaimurunya and O! Sabukiai.

Availabillty 01 water has been a major factor in determining the distribution 01 Maasal

ln the ragion. Ali the water courses described above hold water lhroughout most years, but

in the Ololorok, Jagart!ek, Kaimurunya and 01 Sabukiai rlvers, water Is conflned 10 stagnant

pools in the dry season. These tributaries dry up completely ln drought years. Besides the

M~ra and Talek Rivers, other important source 01 permanent water in the study area has

been a series 01 springs, f10wing out the base 01 the Lemek Hiiis. Surface water is present

in a lew permanent and many l'easonal rivers and streams. Mara, the major permanent river

supplying the area, has most part of It, sltuated within the reserve. Il Is important tu wildlile

as weil as to the Maasai and thelr livestock, particularly in the dry season. Seasonal water

sources are slgnllicant ln influencing the distribution 01 wildllle, people and their livestock.

During the rains, water collects ln natural depressions and lorms seasonal rlvers, lorming

major water sources for many specles and reduclng migration. Dams and boreholes have

also been const.ructed to provide sorne water ln the reg ion.

Water distribution Influences that of wildlife. Durlng dry seasons zebra and

wildebeest concentrate around ravines and other permanent water, whereas during the wet

season they dlsperst! to use the forage and temporary water on the outlylng plains

(Douglas·Ham:lton et al. 1988). In the past and to a limlted extent today, the Maasai

pastorallsts and thelr IIvestock mirrored thls movement pattern. The behaviour of wlldlife

underllnes the importance of movement and f111xibillty as pcrtalns to resource use in thls

partlcular ecosystem. The adaptlve resource use strategies practlsed by the pastoral Maasai

• before parts of thelr range were excised for agriculture and wlldllfe conservation· followed

the same patterns as mlgratory wildllfe.

3.3:4 Vegetation

This section presents a brlef description of the main vegetation and habitat types
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in Masai MarD reglon, thelr appearance, composition and distribution. The Importance 01

vp.getatlon 10 wildllle and pastorallsts, as weil &s thelr aesthetlr. value, Is ouhlned. Spec!lIc

habitat types and thelr dynamlcs are descrlbed. The vegetation 01 the Masai Marli reglon

and other parts 01 the Mara-Serengetl ecosystem has been descrlbed ln detall (Dublin 1986;

Lamprey 1984). The Masai Mara reglon conslst"' 01 plains and open woodland Interspersed

wlth rlverlne lorest~ and hllly bush or woodlal1d areas. Generally, the study area Iles wlthln

Eco-cllmatlc Zone IV, the seml·arld to sub·humid zone 01 Pratt and Gwynne's (1977)

rangelands classlllcatlon, and the vegetation closely matches thelr description lor thls zone.

A vegetation map lor Narok District based on thls rangelands classllication system was

prepared by Trump (1972) and a revlsed version as complled by Lamprey (1984) Is shown

ln Map 3.5.

Accordlng to thls classlllcatlon, grassland comprises over 40 percent of the area.

The Lolta Plains support a dwarl shrub grassland communlty wlth Pennlsetum mezlanum

and Eragrostls spp. representlng the most Important perennlal and annual grass species,

respectlvely. Achyropsls greenwayl and Justlcla elllotli are dwarl shrubs frequently

assoclated wlth old termltarla scattered over the plains (Glover et al. 1964), while Side

tenulfolla and Beclum obovatum are more regularly scattered over the grassland.

Movlng westwards, Themeda trlandra ("red oat grass") becomes the dominant grass

species of the Mara grasslands. The specles, usually thought to be promoted by lire (Msafirl

1984; Mwlchabe 1986), Is consldered one of the most deslrable components of grassland

ln southem Afrlca because of Its hlgh productlvlty and palatablllty. In areas of locallzeci hlgh

grazlng pressure Themeda Is replaced by Pennlsetum mezlanum, a specles that forms

'tussocks' of coarse and almost woody yrowth whlch Is palatable only when sproutlng

(Heady 1966).

Glover and Trump (1970) state that ail the plains ln thls reglon are flre-Induced.

However, much of the area conslsts of 'edaphlc' grasslands where the growth of trees Is
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Map 3.5 Vegelallon 01 Masai Mara Region (Alter Lamprey 1984).
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inhibited by poor drainage. low infiltration rates and the presence 01 a "hard pan" benenth

the soil surface. With the impeded drainage 01 :he Marn Plains, Acacia drepanoloblum

(whlslling thorn) Is the only bush species that can take hoId often lormlng Impnnetrat:.le

thlckets.

There are lour distinct bushland or woode j-grassland communltles ln the Lemek­

Mara reglon (Table 3.2). The Ilrst Is Tan:honanihus camphoratus ("Ieleshwa') communlty

which covers the Aitong and Bardamat hills and large areas 01 the Lemek Valley lIoor. This

species, unpalatable to goats, Is derived Irom Euclea lorest cleared by lire over the post

hundred years. Glover and Trump (1970) assert that much 01 the country colonlzed by

Tarchonanthus is 01 1IIIIe agricultural or pastoral potentlal, not because 01 the presence 01

this plant but because 01 the shallowness 01 the soil and the maltreatmentthese areas have

received from humanklnd and their stock. The most common woody species assoclated

wlth Tarchonanthus are Rhus natalensls and Combretum molle, both 01 whlch are very

palatable to livestock, as weil as Euclea divinorum. The second bushland type is the croton­

dlchogamus community, in the past relerred to as 'lion-bush' (Darling 1950). This bush

species forms dense and dlslinctlve clumps on shallow hill rlses and tops. Flre and

elephants have recently reduced the3e clumps in many areas (Dublin 1986; Lamprey 1984).

The Acacia·commlphora community, once extensive in the Mara and provldlnq an

excellent habitat for tsetse files, has been almost eradlcated, wlth the exception 01 a lew

small relie patches. With an increase in the Irequency 01 lires in the late 19505 and early

19605, and with the immigration 01 elephants into the Mara area, most 01 this vegetation

type was destroyed by the early 19605. However, ln some areas, thert> has been a

recolonisatlon 01 lormer bushland by the fourth bushland community, domlnated by Acacia

gerrardii (Dublin 1986; Lamprey 1984).

The only true lorest occurring in the Lolts·Mara area Iles along the Mara River ln the

Masai Mara National Reserve and along the banks of the Amala River north 01 Lemek. The
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•
HABITAT TYPE AREAIN LOCATION MAIN CHARACTERISTICS

sa. KM

Owarl·shrub 1769 Loila Plains Woody cover 1m lall, cancpy 20% and
grassland (OSG) herbaceous cover 20%

Shrubland (SL) 155 Siana area 10 Keekorok & wesl 01 Keekorok Mostly shrubs and Irees 1-6m lall, canopy
20%

Shrubby grassland (SG) 1487 Siana area, Keekorok & wesl 01 Keekorok; Shrubs & Irees 1-6m lall, canopy 20%,
also in soulh Bardamal HiIIs, easl 01 Mara woody vegetation 110m tall, herbaceous
bridge, wesl 01 Mara Serena Lodge, in cover 20%, dwari shrubs 1m taU form main
association wilh GI, WG, & OSG ground cover

Pure grassland 650 Found belween Talek river and Bardamenl Woody cover 20%, herbaceous cover 20%,
HiIIs; small unils scallered Ihroughoullhe main, herbaceous vegetation
area

Thlckel shrubland (TS) 231 Siana area, on tops and sides of hills Shrubland wilh 80% canopy
cover; shrubs & Irees 1-6m lall

187 Habitat within SOm of stream in form of thin Woody vegelatlon 1-6m lall predominales
Shrubby riverine (SR) bands along drainage lines

Wooded riverine (WR) 126 Along Mara river: a lew small unils scallered Acacia and other trees within SOm of river
oullhe area Ihroughoullhe area

Wooded grassland (WG) 397 Found only in Mara Triangle & wesl 01 Mara Scallered or grouped Irees (20% cover) wilh
Serena Lodge Irees less Ihan 200m apart

Bushy grassland (BG), 1098 Scallered in small unils Ihroughoullhe area, BG (wooded vegelatlon 6-10m lall, canopy
Grassy shrubland (GS), OS lound in semi-desert areas wilh basemenl 20%), GS (wooded vegelatlon 1 6m lall,
Owarl shrubland (OS), soils and places Iike Loila Plains canopy cover 20%), WL (Irees 1Dm lall,
Woodland canopy cover 20%)

Source: KREMU Reports (1983) and Ecodynamics (1982)
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dominant upper story trees are Euclea dlvlnorum and Dlospvros abvsslnlca, whlle the shrub

understorey 15 composed chlelly 01 Teclea trlchocarpa, T. nobllls, Croton dlchogamus and

Grewla trlchocarpa. Where the upper storey has been elimlnated by elephants, the

understorey remalns to lorm i'I distinctive rlparlan communlty along the Talek and Mara

rivers.

3.3:4.1 Vegetation Dvnamics ln Masai Mara Region

Lamprey (1984) and Dublin \ :986) have studied changes in vegetation covering the

study area and lound that the vegetation 01 the reglon is adjustlng to lour major and

relatively recent ecological perturbations. The IIrst was the eradlcatlon 01 rlnderpest, an

endemic dlsease ln the wildebeest population since the 18905. Since the eradicatlon 01 the

disease in 1963, wlldebeest numbers ln the Serengeti have increased slx·lold, Irom 250,000

to the present 1.4 million. In 1969, thls Increase ln population resulted ln an expansion 01

the wildebeest's northern dry·season range into the Mara 01 Kenya (Pennychlck 1975). The

Mara area has a separate population 01 wildebeest, which also increased Ilve·lold durlng the

19605 and 19705 to approxlmately 100,000 ln 1979 (Darling, 1960; Stewart & Talbot 1962;

Stelfox et al. 1980). Second, there was an increase in Irequency and Intensity 01 lires over

the period 1959·1963. Until 1959, the Mara reglon was covered by a dense Acacia­

commiphora bushland, harbourlng tsetse. The Maasal inhabiting the Lemek area were

unable to take thelr stock into the Mara because 01 a high prelavance 01 the dlsease

trypanosomlasis (carried by tsetse Ily). However, over the period 1959-1963, ralnlail was

hlgh over the whole 01 Narok District, allowing bienniai or trlennlal burnlng by the Maasai.

The bush, and wlth it the tsetse, were elimlnated over a lour·year perlod (Langridge el al.

1970; Lamprey 1984; Dublin 1986).

The thlrd change is the immigration 01 Maasal pastoralists Into the Mara plains.

Followlng the elimination 01 tsetse Irom the Mara reglon, the Maasal 01 the Purko section

Irom the Mau and Loite reglons migrated Into the Mara area to make use 01 newly avallable
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grazlng. This led to hlgh-grazlng pressure and the reduct/on 01 lire Irequency wh/ch ln turn

has resulted ln bush encroachment and, ln some cases, a return 01 tsetse (Lamprey 1984).

Another lactor contrlbuting to Maasallmmlgrat/on has been the loss 01 grazlng on the Loila

plains, as an Increaslng proportion 01 thls seasonal graz/ng reserve has since the 1970s

been turned over to commercial wheat larmlng. In the Lemek Valley contlnued Maasai

Immigration has resulted ln a scarclty 01 grazlng, to the extent that the ratio 01 numbcrs 01

IIvestock to people has begun to decllne (Lamprey 1984). Many people' ln this area have

started to grow malze!o supplement their dlet, a pract/ce not recorded for the Lemek Valley

before 1974 (Lamprey 1984). Most 01 those cult/vatlng are, however, non-Maasai, mostly

those working ln the nelghbourlng wheat farms. Flnally, further ecologlcal change was

broullht about by the immigration of elephants into the ecosystem in the early 1960s.

Wldespread agrlcultural expansion in the areas to the north and west 01 the Serengeti and

Mara, lorced large numbers of elephants Into the ecosystem (Norton-Grllflths 1979; Glover

& Trump 1970), resulting in severe woodland destruction in the northern areas (Lamprey

1984).

As a result of these ecological changes and recent Increases in pastoral grazlng

pressure, conlllcts ln land-use in the Loita-Mara area have escalated. Agrlcultural

development, pastoral IIvestock production and wlldlife conservation in the same area are

Incompatible wlthout carelul planning.

3.3:5 Agro-Cllmatic Zones

The agro-climat/c zones 01 the area are shown ln Map 3.6 and Table 3.3. The region

can be divlded Into IWo broad ecologlcal zones: upland hlgh potent/al and lowland marginai

potentlal. Topographlcally, the upland zone is IIat plateau ln the west and hilly in the north,

wlth altitude ranglng Irom 1463m to 1829m; lowland ranches are generally fiat plains wlth

scattered hllls, rlsing to about 700m. The upland area Is the main water catchment zone of
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Map 3.6 Agro-Ecological Zones of Masai Mars Region
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Table 3.3 DIHeronces Between Uplend and Lowland Ranches

•

CHARACTERlsncs UPLANO LOWLAND

Phyalcal Facto...
Phyalography Hllly/plal.lu: .I.vatlon 1,463-1.829m. Flatiandiundul'llng plain.: elo",tlon 1.000·

Vogetatlon: lor••'ed land .nd bu.hl.nd. 1.200m.
Hillary 01 Vog.titlaR: gr..el.nd and moderat.ly

soUlement Group ranch adJudlc.tJcn blga" 1970; woodland Fl,t pl.ln. Inlerpo.ad wlth rlverlne

Sedenlary ••ttlement••round 1954; M....I 10T••I.
a.ml·nomedle 1800.

Ecoloqlal FIICtOre 5011.: grey·brown, or red·brown. cllY or loem., 50UI: brown to g,ey·brown;
Ralntall: 1200mm. per an.lum. Aalnfall: 75D-1000mm.;
High agrlcultural pot.ntlal Low agrlcultural potanUal

Landu... Sub.llienc. dry1and tarmlng; 10mB comm.rclal Subliltance p.llor.lllm. wlldllte
larmlng, decraallng paltoraUlm: Ilnd lanure: con..rvIUon: IImlted lublllt.nc. dryland or

mOlt land owned prlv.llly Irrlglilld lannlng.
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the reglon. Most 01 the streams wlthln and beyor,d the reglon drain Irom the upland.

Vegetation ln the upland Is lorest and bush, but Is rapldly decreaslng due to the expandlng

human actlvitles. Lowland area Is prlmarily open grassland wlth riverine bush.

The land ln the upland Is cooler and welter and more productive than the lowland areas, and

consequently more amenable to seltlement (see Table 3.3). Most 01 Immigrants Into the

reglon (many 01 with an agrarlan background) seltled ln the upland zone. Traditlonally, the

upland zone acted as drought grazlng reserve ("osupuko") lor the Maasal withln the reglon.

This has been Increaslngly curtalled by expanding agriculture and open range Iivestock,

causlng wlldllle grazing to be restrlcted to the lowland. The development 01 the reglon lies

malnly ln the ralsing IIvestock, tourism and some IImited farming.

3.4 Wlldllfe Resources

This section describes wildllfe resources ln Masai Mara region wlthln the context of

Kenya, rangelands ecosystem and Narok District. The types, denslty and migratory palterns

of the varlous species are explalned. Kenya's varled envlronments support an Incredible

varlety of wlld animais. Although wildllfe populations have been substantlally reduced in

modern times, game can still be seen in spectacular abundance in some areas, especlally

ln the rangelands ecosystems. Accordlng to Capone (1972), there are 57 prominent mammal

species ln Kenya. He categorlzed the species Into: (1) horned animais; includlng buffalo,

kudu, gazelles, and other antelopes; (2) large carnivores Includlng lion, leopard, cheetah,

hyena, wllddog and aardwolf; (3) other important large mammals such as rhinoceros,

elephant, and glraffe. In addition to these large mammals, there are (4) small mammals, and

(5) bird Ilfe (Petrides 1955).

A second level of classification Is by food prelerence. Herbivores, the most

numerous of Kenya's wild animais, depend en vegetation. Some specles such as the

b'Jffalo, zebra, wlldebeest, and Thomson's gazelle are entlrely or almost entlrely grazers.
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Other specles such as glrafle, kudu, bushback, and black rhlnoceros are entlrely or almost

entlrely browsers. Some specles are mlxed feeders, consumlng grass and shrubs. Among

these are the impala, reedbuck, and sable and roan antelopes (see Table 3.4). Withln these

very broad grouplngs each specles dlflers ln precise food requirelllents and preference of

plant specles or growth o:tage of the same plant. Specifie habitat requlrements of the

dlflerent species tend to IImlt most specles to partlcular vegetation types that provld.. the

food and other resources necessary for survlval. Three distinct wlldllfe vegetation types can

be dlstlngulshed in Kenya: (1) bushland, (2) savanna and grassland, aCld (3) forest. The

savanna and grassland vegetation type Is the most productive of Kenya's wlldllfe habitats,

supportlng large herds of zebra, wlldebeest, Kongonl, topl, and gazelle and thls Is found

almost entlrely ln the rangelands. The forest areas, especially the montane forests, provide

habitats for some of the less common specles IIke the rare bongo, forest hog, mountaln

reedbuck, dulcker, and monkey, to name a few. As mentloned earller, rangelands over much

Table 3:4 Dlotary habits ot wlld ungulates ln the study 8reB

Grazers Browsers Mlxod 'seder!

Waterbuck GlraHe G. gazelle
Wlldebeesl Elephsnt Impala
Zebra Rhlno Eland
Bullalo Bushback Reedbuck
KonRonl Kudu Sable and r08"
Tapi Antelope
T. gazelle
Warth09

01 Alrlea have been important wlldille zones. In Kenya over 90% 01 wlldllle, proleeted areas, and

assoclated tourlsm ara coneentrated ln the rangelands. Meny wlldille however Is still roamlng outslde

the protected areas IN/oka 1990; Ra/oltee 1983; Western 1989) (Tsble 3.5). Nsrok district Is pert 01 the

lerge number 01 home renge for wlldille melnly lound ln the bush and grs89lends. Animais Include

elephant, buflalo, glralle, lion, zebra, cheeteh, wlldebeest and many others. Scientlllc IIndlngs in Maaai

Mara reglon Indlcate that the study area supports a varled and abundant population 01 wlld anlmsls

(both ungulates and predators) (Darling 1960; Sinclair and Norton-Grlflllths 1979: Taltl1974; Talbot
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Table 3.5 Distribution of Wlldllfe ln and Ou'slde Parka and Reserves Wlthin Kenya's Rangelands

sPECIEs RANGELANDS (Total INslDE PARKs % OUTslDE PARKs
Wlldllfa)

BrOW80rs
Gerenuk Oatrlch 55,600 1,909 3
Glraffe Lesser 39,700 3,037 8
Kudu 77,600 8,499 11
Rhlno 19,200 3,637 19

350 189 54

Mlxod Feeders
Grant's Gazelle 331,100 40,394 12
Eland 51,300 7,847 15
Impala 253,700 72,131 28
Thomson's 244,200 88,109 36
Gazelle 30,000 17,500 58
Elephant

Grazerll
Grevy'a Zebra 7,900 111 1
Weler Buck 18,200 1,958 11
Hunter'. 7,500 1,500 20
Hartebeest 138,600 31,897 23
Topi 74,800 20,357 27
Oryx 85,600 25,953 29
Buffalo 59,300 19,834 34
Kongonl 182,500 73,216 40
Burchell'. Zebra 207,400 112,605 54
Wlldeb.eet

Total 1,8884,558 529,788

Source: Western 1989 (quoted trom Andere et el. 1980). Grevy's zebra numbers are low ln parka becauso the
population ranges wldaly ln srld Morther" Kenya, where there are few protected areas. Heavy poachlng haB
Increased the relative number of elephants and rhlnos wlthln parka.

and Stewart 1962) and recently KREMU aerlal surveys (1970-1988) and Dublin (1986). Sorne

01 the common wlldille lound ln the region are IIsted ln Appendlx A. The principal wlld

ungulates ere wlldebeest, zebra, topi, bullalo, kongonl, impala, eland, elephant, waterbuck,

Thomson's and Grant's gazelles, as weil as Isolated populations 01 hlppo, crocodile, rhlno,

dlk-dlk and kllpsprlnger. Hippo and crocodile ara lound in the Mara river. The carnivores

lound ln the reglon Includa lion, laopard, hyena, cheetah, huntlng c!og and bat-eared lox.

Table 3./l summarlzes the Indlvldual specles counts. Over the last three decades,

there has been a ganeral Increase in the number 01 m:lst specles 01 plains game. The

Increases have been observed ln zebra, topl, kongonl, bullalo, wlldebeest and eland
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populations, slnce 1961 (Stelfox et al. 1980). Lions are also belleved to have Increased. The

rhlno population ln the reglon has decllned drastically, malnly due to poachlng'. Stelfox et

al. (1980) glve sorne of the reasons for Increases ln wlld ungulate populations. The elephant

population, for example has Increased wlthln the reglon due to excessive poachlng and

other human activlties ln other parts of the ecosysttlm (Douglas·Hamliton et al. 1988). These

Increases, If allowed to continue at the present rate, will have major consequences for the

already diminlshlng wlldllfe habitat and breedlng grounds.

Table 3.6 Population Estlmates of Wlld Herbivores for the Mara and Lolta Plains. 1958, 1961, 1974, 1977 and 1979

SPECIES 1958. 1961' 1974 t9n" 1979" 1979" AV.INSTANTAN
(Oct.-Nov.) (May) (May) (May) (May) (July) EOUS3 RATE

OF INCREASE

Wlldabea.t 15,000 1',,817 84.710 84,700 101,700 819,500 .099
Zebra 12,000 20,867 20,412 34,600 65,200 107,800 .047
Tapi 4,000 4,111 5,082 17,900 31,500 25,500 .098
Buffalo 4,000 5,934 10,832 34,200 30,000 31,500 .093
Kongonl 1,000 721 850 5,300 8,900 5,00 .123
T.Gazella 12,000 · 11,936 63,300 106,500 90,500 (.447)
G.Gazalia - - 5,204 8,800 19,900 18,500 (.260)
Impala . · 8,692 53,900 59,200 51,800 (.401)
Eland 500 750 1,168 4,700 8,500 4,600 .119
Elephant 500 455 1,012 1,200 700 300 .
Rhinoceros 100 54 84 100 0 0 -
Total.l 37,100 50,709 124,200 182,700 246,500 l,2n,700
Total2 . · 150,032 308,700 432,100 1,438.500

• Darling (1960)
• Stawart, D.R.M. & Talbot, LM. (1962)
.. KREMU Aerlal Survey••nd Taltl, S. (1974)
1 doe. not Include gazelle and Impala
2 Includea gazelle and Impala
3. Av.lnstantaneous rate of lncrease (r) calculated by f1ttlng 8n exponentlal equatlon (Nt:Noe) for the year. 1961
ta 1979.

3.4.2 Distribution and Movement Patterns

The principal wlld ungulate specles found ln the Masai Mars reglon outllned above,

SRhlno and elephaota have luffered tram heavy poachlng ln the palt few y••rl. Ma••1Mar. and 8 few other
parka ln the country haVI been Identlfled for special rhlno protection. Such • maye, tha. Il r••trlctJng conaervatlon
ta ooly one specles, he. ben crltlclzed by a number of conlervatlonlata aa belng dangeroua move al lt Ignor.a
other specl.a and the ov.rall ecolYltem.
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can be grouped Into mlgratory' and resldent species. Data are also avaUable on the

distribution and denslty of predominant species from sclentlflc sources (Ecodynamlcs 1982;

Taltl1974). These have been shown ln Table 3.7. Animal movements and distribution are of

partlcular slgnlflcance wlth regard to the Maasal Mara-Serengetl-Lolta and Siana Plains

ecosystems. The distribution and movement of wUd ungulates must be vlewed ln the

context of habitat utlllzation and resource exploitation wlthln the Masai Mara reglon, and the

entlre Mara-Serengetl ecosystem.

Table 3.7 DensJty of wlldllfe spotl!! for Bach of the Masai Mara Region and Nelghbourlng Areas

Speclo. Mara Lolta 51ane Nguruman

Wlldoboo.t 70.2 22.3 11.9 0.84
Zebra 16.2 8.6 6.2 1.33
BuNolo 8.3 0.2 2.8 0.89
Kongool 1.2 0.3 1.2 -
Tapi 13.2 0.2 0.6 -
Thomson'! g. 19.3 13.3 5.6 -
Worthog 1.4 0.1 0.6 -
GlroNo 0.8 0.6 0.8 0.08
Elophant 0.3 0.0 0.2 0.16
Rhlno O.OOS 0.0 0.0 0.02
Grant's g. 1.2 5.6 1.3 D.46
Impala 11.4 3.9 12.2 -
Elond 0.8 0.9 0.3 -

Source: Ecodynamlcs1982

3.4:2.1 Migratory Herbivore Specles

Included ln thls group are such wUd herbivores as the wlldebeest, zebra and

Thomson's gazelle. These herbivores follow Iwo migration patterns whlch are best studled

ln terms of occupancy, grazlng patterns and movement ln and out of the Masai Mara

National Game Reserve, Lolta Plains and northern Serengeti ecosystems. Apart from the

• Migration of wlldllfe la a natufal proeess and muat be met by ail mobile apecles. The movament 18 necessary
lor lor.go ond broodlng purpo.... Tho onlmal. roly on moblIIty la ovarcoma tholr vulnorablIIty (Pratt and Gwyn..,
19n). MoblIIty ha. aaverallmpllcatlona and la an es.entlal teBtur. or animai ecology.
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Map 3.7 Wildebeests and Zebras MIgratory Routes In Masai Mora Region
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spectacular annual migrations, mlgratory patterns are localized within each part of the study

area (Sinclair and Norton·Grlffith 1979). The movement patterns are dependent upon dlet or

available forage, and the climatlc conditions ln the Masai Mara region, Loita Plains and

Serengeti ecosystems. Map 3.7 shows the migration routes of the wildebeest and zebra

withln the region.

The wildebeest is numerically the most important of ail the mlgratory species.

Vlrtually ail wildebeest move out of the Masai Mara National Reserve during the ralns,

movlng northwards to Loita Plains as weil as southwards to the Serengeti. The area south

of Altong and Lolta Plains Is the main breedlng ground. Large numbers concentrate ln the

reserve durlng the dry season (June, July, August). During late August, September and early

October the large herds of the migratory specles start to IIIter back across the Kenya·

Tanzanla border Into the Serengeti ecosystems. The animais follow varlous routes or

corridors as demonstrated in Map 3.7.

3.4:2.2 Resident Specles of Wild Herbivores

Among the less migratory specles are buffaloe, topl, kongoni and elephant. Map 3.8

shows the mlgratory patterns of elephant and buffaloe. Thelr migrations are not as

spectacular as those descrlbed above for the mlgratory specles. They are however slmllarly

dlctated by, among other thlngs, forage availablIIty and climatlc conditions. They also follow

the pattern of the Mara-Serengetl ecosystem. Unlike the wildebeest, the topl population is

resldent ln the Mara game park ail the year round. Llke the kongonl, small groups of topl

move northwards to Ngorkorri. Thelr calvlng grounds are around the Olorukotl-Olkllorltl

Plains outside the Reserve, as weil a$ in the Mara Triangle wlthin the Reserve.

ln summary, Mesal Mera reglon has long been recognlzed for Its abur:'Jant wildlife

(Simon 1962). There is regular wildllfe movement out of the protl'cted area onto the group

ranches (Lamprey 1984; Dublin 1986; Douglas-Hamilton et al. 1988). Wildlife makes up 30%
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Map 3.8 Elephants and Buffalos Mlgmtory Routes ln Masai Mam Region
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01 the herbivore blomass ln the District (Croze 1978). At least 50 herblvorous species are

recorded lor Narok District. Twenty-two large mammals are lound in Mara reglon (Sinclair

& Norton-Grillllhs 1979). Masai Mara reglon al50 contains allractive scenery and marvellous

bird lile (roughly 300 species). These diverse characteristics indicate that the Masai Mara

reglon should be conserved.

3.5 The Human Environment

This section examines the human lactor 01 Masai Mara region. It beglns by looking

at the hlstory 01 the area, the events that have Inlluenced the human as weil as wildlile

populations ln the reglon up to the point where wlldlile-human conllict began to escalate.

It then outllnes the demographic and soclo-economlc prollies 01 the reglon withln the

context 01 Kenya and Narok District, and ends with a description 01 the existlng land uses

ln the region.

3.5:1 History 01 the area

The study area has experlenced dramatic changes, Table 3.8 provldes a chronology

of hlstorlcal development that has occurred withln Masai Mara region (includlng Serengeti

area) between 1880 up to 1991 when the field work for thls study was carried out. This

historical analysis shows us how the populations 01 wildllle and humans together wlth the

environment, have changed to date.

ln the 18805, an epidemic 01 the exotic viral dlsease rinderpest, destroyed over 90%

01 Maasal caUle and '.1150 many ungulate species, especlally buffalo and wildebeest. This

was lollowed by lamine slnce the Maasai depend on Iivestock. As a result of the lamine,

human epldemlcs, includlng small pox occurred and many Maasai lives were lost. DU(ing

the same tlme, elephant numbers were belng greatiy reduced by incursions 01 Arab slave

and Ivory traders lrom the coast. As drought struck the area, domestic stock cnncentrated
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at waterlng points, thus faclIItating the spread of contlguous B'lvlne pleuro-pneumonla

(CBPP). By 1900 the reglon had few people, few major herbivores and few elephonts. As "

result, there was less grazlng and browslng pressure. Annual lires were set by the Maasal

leadlng to bush and wood land recovery. By 1930, the woody vegetation provlded habitats

for tsetse files harboured by the remalnlng wildllfe specles. Tsetse files carry the parasltlc

blood disease, Trypanosomlasls, which rendered the reglon largely unlnhabitable for caille.

Durlng thls perlod the Serengeti and the Mara were set aslde as protected areas for the

purpose of wildlife preservation and they remained largely unlnhablted by pastoral Maasal

for the next Iwo decades.

ln the late 1950s, the situation changed because of a comblnatlon of (1) changing

cllmate, :~) wildllfe distribution, and (3) an attempt by the colonial administration to reduce

tsetse fly habitat. Bush and woodland losses began ln the Masai Mara reglon. Ralnfall

Increased, grazing animais were still relatively few. and grass grew to a hlgh blomass ln the

dry season. The Maasai returned ta their tradltlonal pattern of grass burnlng ta improve

pasture. Hot flre helps ta destroy tsetse Infested bush, and kill various parasites. By early

and mid·1960s, the decllne ln wood land was weil underway and the area had become

sufflclently bush-free to allow Maasai settlement on a permanent basls. Since thls tlme, the

Maasai have contlnuously inhablted the area surroundlng the entire Maasal Mara National

Reserve.

ln the last 30 years human beings, wlldllfe, cattle, and agriculture have ail increased

in number. Wlldebee"t and elephants numbers have bath increased and the pastorallsts,

wheat fields and tourlsm have expanded tremendously as a result of the expansion of

agriculture, especlally on the hlgh potentlal areas, less land becomes available for grazlng

bath for wildllfe and IIvestock. The seasonal movement of IIvestock ta other grazlng areas

Is now IImited. This situation has escalated the confllct.
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Table 3.8 Chronology or Hlstorleel Events in Masai Mara Region (18aO 1991

APPROXIMATE DATES MAJOR EVENTS

18805 The Perlod of Destruction "enkldaaroto"
'OroughVfamlne
'Rlnderpest epldemlc: and exotlc virai dlsease declmatad wild and domestlc
ungulBtes ln the eollre Mara-Serengetl area

'Stervslla" of Maasal tollowlng the death of many stock due to rlnderpest. Eollog of
90me mest WOlS possible

-Huma" epldemlcs: local pastorallsts succumbed to dlseeses and starvatlon. Small
pax outbreak

'Hunting for Ivory reduces alephs"t population

1900 -1930. & 40. 'Reduced herbivores Includlng alephs"t! followlng the dlsasse
'Number of people also decreased
-Bush and woodJand recovered as effects of heavy browslng and snnusl flres by the
Massai decreesed

-Increase ln tsetse files' as a reault of the Increase ln bush and also harboured by the
remalnlng wlldllfe specles.

-Increased huntlng due to Ivory trade
-Attempts by the Colonial government ta reduce tsetse files
-Soth Serengeti and Mara National reserves created

1950.-1960. Perlod of Increase of trees Bnd the Invasion of the tsetse tly
-Increase ln ralnfall
-Dense woodland coverage

1961-1967 -Decline of vegetation due to tires, hlgh grass productlvlty, unusually hlgh ralntall
-Elephants caused damage ta vegetation

1967-1991 Return of the Maasal and an Increase ln the wlldllfe populations
-Perlod of rapld population growth
-Changes ln land tenure, land ~'se and the general environment
Increase of permanent settlement, Immigration of non-Maasel communltles of agrarian
background

-Expansion of cultivatian bath commercial (by telephone farmers) and for subsistence

1
by tho immlgronta

-Increase ln tourlsm and tourlst faclllties (lodges etc and contlnued restriction ln
wlldllfa rasaNa

-lncreasa ln confllct (land usa and antagonistlc attitudes)

Source: Douglas-Hamilton et al. 1988 and Robertshaw 1990

3.5.1 Demographie ProlIIe

Human populations and permanent settlements have expanded rapidly over the past

three decades and this has had a profound influence upon the ecology of the study area.

1 have made use of national census data for the years 1948, 1962, 1969 and 1979 to

document these changes. Table 3.9 shows population details of Kenya, the study area and

, Tsatse flIas carry the parasltlc blood dlsesse, trypanosomlasls whlch rendared the area largely unhabltable
for cattle.
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Narok District. Narok District had a population of 125,215', by 1969, This rose to 210,306

persons by 1979. It is possible that today the Maasai represent less than 50% of the

population in the District.

Table 3.9 Kenya. Narok Dlstrie' and Mora Aren Population Growth 1948-1989

-

YEAR KENYA Estlmated Average Narok Estlmated Averago
(Total Average Denslty (per District and Average Oonslty
Population) Annual sq.km.) Masai Mara Annuol (por sC'l,km.)

Growth Region' Growth rote
ralo(%)

1948 5,405,966 1.2 9.5 37,648 1.9 2
(8,000) (1.2) (0.5)

1962 8,636,263 1.8 15.2 110,100 2.1 3
(10,000) (1.8) (2)

1969 10,942,705 2.8 19.2 125,219 3.5 6
(22,000) (2.8) (4;

1979 15,322,000 3.7 26.9 210,306 6.8 12
(35,000) (6.0) (7)

1989/1990 26,000,000 4.0 47 402,000 7.0 34
(72,000) (7.5) (14)

Source: Douglas-Hamilton et al. 1988 and GOK 1989

Map 3.9 and Table 3.10 show the population densitles withln the region by group

ranches. The Masai Mara National Reserve is today surrounded by group ranches, ail of

which are well-seltled with a combined human population of over 35,000 in 1979 (CSS 1980).

ln 1962, the human population of the Masai Mara area was probably 10,000. With a rate of

increase of 7.5% per annum (Lamprey 1984) through births and immigration, Douglas-

Hamilton et al., (1988) estimated the population of the study area 10 be over 65,000 by 1987.

, Population census reault, and 8stimates ln Narok District or amongst the Massai are subject to dobate. They
may not refleet the actuel figures, 8S the locallnhabltants have certain cultural bellets regardlng the countlng of
people and IIvestock. Thore are very strang bellets that chlldren and IIvBstock are not to be counted because
malevolent forces may strlke them. Chlldren are known by thelr birth namea, affiliation end sex, whlle IIvestock ore
known by colours or other char8cteristlcs. Gross counts are belleved ta Inspire m81evolent forces resulting in
frequent deaths and seriaus famlly troubles.

7 Figures for Masai Mara reglon are shawn ln brackets.
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Map 3.9 Human Population Density of Masai Mara Region

Human population density
by group ranches (1979)
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Tabl. 3.10 Group Ranch Aroas and Huma" Population

•

GROUP RANCHES AREASO. KM. POPULATION DENSITY SO. KM.

ANGATA BARAGO! 78.82 3,S88 45.5
OLOSAKWANA,INTULELE.OLONGOILIIN,CHE 445.00 18,856 42.4
PALUNGA 264.94 4,333 16.4
MOYOI 368.00 5,082 13.8
KIMENTET 265.52 3,620 13.6
OLORIEN,KERINKANI 982.00 5.972 6.1
SIANA 2162.00 12.238 5.7
lEMEK.OLKINYEI,KQVAKI 1368,00 4,590 3.4
MASAI MARA RESERVe·

5934.28
TOTAL 58.279 9.8

• The population ln the reBerve are employees ln the tourlst lodges and park administration. Spatial areas of the
group ranches are derlved trom adjudication map. The ares of Klmentet wes estlmatad by Douglas-Hamilton et al.
(1988).
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Assuming the same growth rate, the population at the lime 01 the field work lor thls study

(1991) was approximately 72,000. In some high potential agricultural areas such as Klmentet

and Angata Baragoi, populations have increased dramatically.

Withln the region, human population has intensilied and expanded in lour main

areas: Angata Baragol, Kimentet and Lemek. In Angata Baragoi, the area 01 highest

population density (45.5 sq. km), the population has expanded Into areas bordering the park.

Generally, population densities are higher in upland ranches than lowland ones.

Overall these data show patterns 01 accelerating population growth and wldenlng

distribution throughout the study area. Wildlile-human contllct has al50 increased wlth the

increasing human population. The eHects 01 thls growth have been to hem in the Maasal

and their livestock and to provide a barrier to wildlile mlgratory movements.

3.5:2 Soclo·Economic Profile

The Masai Mara region has been home to the pastoral Maasai, their herds 01 caUle

and flocks 01 sheep, goats and donkeys since 800 BC (Robertshow 1990). Although a

predominantly Maasai pastoralist area up untll 30 years ago, Mara (like other parts 01 the

Maasai rangelands) is now increasingly occupied by people from many other ethnlc groups,

most of whom are agriculturalists. The ethnlc groups in the study area can be listed as

follows: Maasal, Kikuyu, Klpsigis, Nandl, Klsii, Luo, Abaluhya, Kuria, Ndorobo (Table 3.11).

The majority of the inhabitants are pastorallsts, although agro-pastoral and larming

communities do exist.

These people come from as many as 15 diHerent Kenyan ethnic groups, and

posslbly some from Tanzania. From the surrounding districts these include Kikuyu, Kisii,

Luyha and Luo, coming from the surrounding districts. For the purposes 01 this study they

are collectively referred to as non-Maasai•
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Table 3.11 Ethnie Composition and Annunl Rates of Population I"cresse

ETHNIC GROUP 1969 1979 INCREASE (%)

Massai 83243 118091 4.2
Kolanlln 32078 59921 8.7
Kikuyu 4578 1738 728.0
Ndorobo 1024 1528 4.9
Luo 834 2812 23.7
KI.1i 816 4525 45.5
Aboluhya 682 1831 16.9
Kuria 429 1426 23.2
Kumba 187 618 23.0

~: Calculated trom 1969 and 1979 Kenya Population CanBuses

3.5.3 Land Tenure System and Land Use

Durlng the 1970s and 1980s, the status 01 land ownershlp was changed throughout

the southern rangelands (The Land (Group) Representatives Act, Chapter 287, 1968).

Formerly, catlle were prlvately owned, but the land was "crownland" held by the crown on

behalf of the Maasa!. It was adjudlcated by section, each of whlch held Its land portion. As

land was adjudicated, it was reglstered as freehold, ln private or group holdings. These

large tracts of land were lurther broken down in the high potenUal areas into individual

properties, whlch could be sold or leased. In the Mau Forest, Ngong hills and the Loitokitok

area at the base 01 Mount Killmanjaro, much land was sold or leased to agriculturalists

growlng subsistence and cash crops. Some Maasai began to plant small plots of maize and

millet within their compounds. Houses, fences and cropflelds sprang up in areas whlch

hitherto were rangeland. This trend towards cultivation is widely vlewed as a major

devlatlon Irom Maasai tradition. Map 3.10 shows a simpllficd land use Map of the region.

Upland area Is more Intenslvely cultlvated and setlled. Cultivatlon is spreading towards the

lowland and the reserve.

There are four main land use actlvities ln the Masai Mara region: (1) IIvestock

production; (2) agriculture; (3) tourlsm/wlldllfe conservation; and (4) human setllement.

Other lesser activltles Include market centres, roads, boreholes, and schools. Studles
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Map 3.10 A Simplified Land lise Map 01 Masai Mara Region
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•
indlcate that the most prolltable land use returns ln the reglon wouId be a comblnation 01

wlldilleltourism and IIvestock production (Douglas-Hamilton et al. 1988). Table 3.12 shows

cattle denslty ln the Masai Mara reglon. Generally, Maasal land-use Is based on a flexible

concept of terrltoriallty which has been adapted to lit changlng clrcumstances (KltuyI1990).
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Flexible patterns of movement and opportunistic management slrategies are needed in

order to gain access to pasture and water (Galaty and Johnson 1990).

Table 3.12 Group Ranch Areas and Cattle Population

GROUP RANCH AREA sa. KM CATTLE DENSITY

KERINKANI 81 20600 254
ANGATA BARAGOI 79 13400 170
OLORIEN 185 26000 141
SIANA 982 103200 105
KIMENTET 368 34200 93
LEMEK 497 12000 24
KOYAKI 877 18700 21
OLKINYEI 788 10700 14
MASAI MARA 1368 0 0
RESERVE

5224 91
TOTAL 238800

Source: Douglas-Hamilton et al. 1988

Cattle numbers, no doubt, correlate with the increase ln human population and the

number of manyattas and temporary Iivestock bomas. Owing to improved veterlnary

services in the area there has been a general increase in herd sizes for cattle, sheep and

goals. The Narok Dlslrlct has at present 800,000 cattle, 1,300,000 shaep, 970,000 goats and

160,000 donkeys (LMD Annual 1990). Douglas-Hamilton, el al. (1988) eslimated Iivestock

numbers in 1987 ln the Mara Area al 250,000 cattle and 150,000 sheep and goats (with sheep

probably outnumberlng goats 3 to 2).

R~;:lld expansion has also occurred ln cereal farming. Accordlng to Douglas-

Hamilton et al (1988), there were only two farmers growlng wheat in the region by 1980.

Today, at least 35 companies are involved in growing wheat on land purchased or leased

from the Maasal group ranches. Pockets of smailholder farms have also developed along

the Mara River and the Sirla Escarpment (Map 3.10). The principal cereal crop in the reglon

Is wheat, although malze is grown ln much smaller acreage. It Is unclear how much acreage
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in the region is under cultivation. No relevant map exists and not much Is documented in

the literature. The District Development Plan 89/93 gives ligures 01 23,000 hectares in 1984

and 43,000 hectares in 1987 lor the entire district. Douglas-Hamilton et al. (1988) estimated

that the total area planted was probably less than 1,000 hectares in the Masai Mara region

by 1987. Only a small area 01 maize had been cultivated. Wheatland is usually let on three­

year lease agreements.

3.6 Wildlife Conservation and Management in Kenya

This section traces the history 01 wildlile conservation and management in the Masai

Mara region within the context 01 Kenya. This shows how conservation practices in the pa"t

have ignored the local population, contributing to poor public attitudes towards wildllle and

hence, increased wildlile-human conlllct. This has undermined efforts to protect wlldllle and

maintain the sanctity 01 parks, reserves and wlldlile outside the protected areas. Issues in

wildlife-human relatlonships are outlined and government wildlile programs belng

undertaken to reduce the conlllct ln Masai Mara reglon and in the rest 01 the country are

described.

3.6:1 History of Wildlife Conservation

The hlstory 01 wildille conservation and management in Kenya can be evaluated

under three main periods: (1) pre-colonial; (2) colonial; and (3) post-colonial. Dates may

overlap but some themes can be identlfied as specifie to the different periods. Table 3.13

presents the chronology 01 historlcal events 01 wlldille conservation and management in

Kenya.

3.6.1:1 Wildille in Pre-colonial Kenya (Belore 1880)

Belore colonial rule in Kenya (1880), !~cal people had close contact wlth wlld
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animais. They saw wlldille as natural wonders and sources 01 lood. In some societies, IIke

the Maasai, wild animais were almost never eaten, the eland being an exception because

it resembles the cow. Maasal boys could klll a lion as a "prool" 01 bravery or as an Initiation

into manhood. By-products 01 wildille were worn by eiders and used as signs or symbols

(Aboud 1989; Deihl 1985). Zebra sklns were used by Maasai lor clothing and ornamental

tools.

Tobie 3.13 Chronology of Wlldllfe ConservatIon and Management ln Kenya

PERIODSIAPPROX. CONDITIONS, KEY ACTIONS, WILDLIFE-HUMAN RELATIDNSHIPS
DATE

Pre-Colonlal • Relative harmonlous co-exlstence, smal1 huma" population. large wlldllfe
(Before 1895) population, communal land ownershlp, less Intensive land use, antagonlstlc

attitudes, no protected areua, no geme control.
• Beglnnlng of Arab slave trade Into I"terlor, ri se of Kenyan Ivory trade

Colonial ETa -Sogl""1"9 Dt colonlallnfluenca, no 98me control, Indlscrimlnate hunllng Dnd
(1893-1963) shootlng for sport, also to glVB way for settlers agriculture.

·Ploneerlng Protection· colonial GOYtirnment responslble: Introduction of
98ma control, game and forest reserves with sport huntlng licences 1940's

(1930e) -Preservation through parka· national parka were managed by Trustees, Game
control and sport huntlng outslde parka under GBme Oepartment. First national
park, Nairobi park e.tebll.hed 1946.

(1945-) - Antl-poachlng agalnlt lubslstance hunters

Post~Colonlal Era -Parka managed by Trustees untll amalgamation whh Game Oepartment
(1960.-19n) Conservation and Management Oepartment ln t9'76. Utillzation wlthout

management, Hunting Ban in 19n Compensation to farmers for crop and
IIvestock depredation

Mlnlng the parles (19n-1990)
• Mlnl.try of Wlldllfe end Tourl.m ln charge of wllollfe
- Tourlsm ln parks and reserves promoted
- No beneflt ta local people
- poachlng and antl~poachlng

(1990-91-92) Contemporary Challenges:
• E.tabllehment al The Kenya Wlldllfe Servie•• (KWS) (1990)
- No compensation ta farmers for crop and 1IIJesiock depredatlon,
compensation for human dealhsllnjurles relalned. Alternallve system of
compensation requlred
- Mounting pressures on parka and wlldllfe outalde the reaerves
- Challenges for community participation
- Need for practlcal rneasurea ta reduce confllct
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3.6:1.2 Wlldllfe Resources Under Colonial Administration (1880·1963)

Wlldllfe resources were greatly reduced upon the arrivai of explorers, adventurers

and mlsslonarles ln East Afrlca durlng the 19th century and wlth the eventual European

selliement. Large numbers of wlldllfe were killed by hunters (Cranworth 1919;

Melnertzhagen 1957). As Capone notes:

There were no IImlts on the number of animais that could be shot and It became
common practlce to shoot large numbers of each specles ln hopes of gelling one
good trophy head. The slze of each hunter's bag was also a source of prlde and
many animais were shot slmply to add to the tally (Capone 1972:28).

ln the meantlme, tradltlonal African huntlng for subslstence was denounced as

barbarous and unfalr (Adams and McShane 1992). By the late nlneteenth century, explorers

roundly condemned Afrlcan hunters (Adams and McShane 1992). By 1894 concern for the

dlsailpearance of wild animais, parl.!cularly "big game", was expressed by some early

colonial admlnlstrators (Johnson 1902). The Commlssloner of Uganda noted the decllne ln

wildllfe and proposed measures to protect some specles (Simon 1962).

The conservation Idea ln East Afrlca recelved Its officiai expression ln British East

Africa Company's "5porting Licenses Regulation of 5th 5eptember, 1894, "whlch proposed

huntlng restrictions and bag IImlts, regulatlng the number of klIIs that might be made on

each IIcense" (Capone 1972). Meanwhile, the European sellier farmers Introduced modern

agriculture, whlch had a devastatlng effect on much of the wlldllfe. The IncompatlblIIty of

wildllfe, partlcularly large specles, wlth agriculture drove wlldllfe out of sellied areas. As

farmlng and population Increased, so did contllct wlth wildllfe. These agrlcultural actlvltles

are today expanding Into the rangelands.

ln response to the growing destruction of wildllfe ln Africa, an International

conference was convened ln London ln 1900 whlch was attended by re;Jresentatives of the

colonial powers havlng Afrlcan dependencles. Ali the "governments" concerned shared an

interest ln the larga-scale Implementation of the conservation Idea (Capone 1972). Durlng

the same perlod, Interest ln Afrlca's wildllfe was mountlng ln other parts of the world and
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people began to travel to see wlld animais rather than to hunt them (Berger 1989; Capone

1972). The Idea lor national parks, pioneered ln America, was also galnlng support in

Europe. These conditions led dlrectly to the consolidation 01 the creation 01 protected areas

ln Kenya.

The Ilrst game reserves were establlshed ln 1906 ln areas that were considered to

have IIttle economlc potentlal (Map 3.11). Only a lew parks were subsequently created ln

the relatlvely economlcally hlgh potentlal areas such as the Aberdares and Mt. Kenya areas;

ail 01 them today are partlally lenced. There was Increased concern to protect wildille and

demands that restrictions be placed on human settlement in wlldlife conservation areas. But

no consideration was glven to Issues such as the space requirements 01 truly viable

ecologlcal units. No concern was glven to local peoples whose lands were being considered

as deslrable areas lor the cn,atlon 01 wildlile sanctuaries. The local people were treated as

a threat to wlldlife, even though use 01 wildille lor subslstence was probably not a major

lactor ln its decllne, ln cornparison to the effect 01 sport hunting and agriculture. It was

believed that wlldille could only be protected by ellmlnatlng ail human interference.

Interference wlth local huntlng rlghts on tradltlonal huntlng grounds, the interruption 01

ancient nomadic migration routes, and the restriction 01 settlement to one side 01 a IIne

demarcated on the ground, were ail consequences 01 the establishment 01 game sanctuarles

(Capone 1972).

Il became Increaslngly clear that whIle complete protection 01 wlldille could be

accomplished ln sorne reserves, there were other areas in which animais had to share the

land wlth the human population. As a result, sorne people expressed alternative views. For

example, Von Wissmann, an early admlnlstrator ln German East Alrlca suggested

cooperation wlth the Alrlcans ln order to draw Irom theïr expertise and wlsely use and

protect wildille (Simon 1962). It is Interestlng to note, as reported ln chapter IWo, that even

ln North America, sorne conservatlonists suggested cooperation wlth the native people.
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Map 3,11 Early Wildlife Conservation Areas
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3.6:1.2:1 The Concept 01 Wildlile Protected Areas.(1945-196IJl

The establishment 01 the lirst parks in Kenya lollowed the passing 01 the Royal

Nallonal Parks Ordinance ln 1945. Nallonal resc:ves were created to coyer areas where

human acllvity could not be excluded. A Nallonal Parks Administration was set up under

the Trustees 01 the National Parks, a para-governmental organization. The lirst areas

recelvlng special protecllon were in, or adjacent to, the Maasalland (rangelands): Nairobi

National Park (established 1946), Amboseli National Reserve (1948), and Tsavo National Park

(1948). The Masai Mara National Resl!rve, the area lor the present study was established in

1974. We will now examine how the concept of protected areas evolved during the colonial

period ln Kenya.

The Kenya National Park Service took responsibility for protecting wlldlile and its

habitat. This task was carried out through legislatlon enlorced by conservation and

government officiais. Many of Kenya's major parks were created during this era. The Game

Oepartment, as a separate organization from the parks service, was responsibie for wlldlile

outside the parks. It contralied and licensed sport hunting and carried out game control in

agricultural sreas. The Game Oepartment cooperated with farmers because of its role in the

control of wlld animais in arder to protect Alrican crops, especially from elephants (Berger

1989; Kinloch 1972). The Oepartment, together with county counclls, was responsible for

administering game reserves, where indigenous human use conlinued with relalively HUle

conflict (wlth the exception of subsistence huntlng). Most of the people using game

reserves were pastorallsts who seasonally grazed their cattle in reserves. An example of

collaboration between wardens and pastorallsts in reserves Is told in the story of Amboseli

Park (Western 1982).

The "Imported" concept of conservation, however, provided the public with IIUle

motivation to cherish and protect wlldlife, and no opportunity ta benelit from it. Insensltivity

ta local needs was exempllfled by the anti-poaching campaign in Tsavo, which allegedly
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destroyed completely the Wallangulu society and culture that was dependent on elephant

huntlng lor their Iivelihood (Berger 1989). At one tlme, about one-third 01 the adult male

Waliangulu were in prison lor poachlng (Luslgi 1978). Alrlcan resislance tended to entrench

the European view that the people living near parks could not be trusted or given any

responsibility lor protectlng wildlile. Mistrust olthe public has coloured olliciai conservation

thinklng up until the present era. This contributed to the "island" and territorial attitude 01

many park wardens, who tended to work as though parks were completely separate and

unrelated to Ille outslde park boundarles. Creation 01 parks may also have luelied the notion

that the land outside protected areas could be modilled entlrely lor agriculture or other

human uses (with the exception 01 areas deslgnated lor huntlng, whlch were generally

remote, arid and not attractive lor larming).

Areas outside the protected reserves were also open to modern land and resource

use practices whlch tended to emphasize maximum exploitation, not sustainable

management. Modern larming practices have tended to reduce the variables (dlverslty) in

the ecosystem and to develop monocultural systems with artlliclally high production. These

strategies have led to environmental depletion and to the eliminatlon and extinction 01 wild

animal specie~ (Berger 1989). By the time Kenya attained independence in 1963, there were

lour national parks and six game reserves. There are presently 23 national parks and 29

national reserves (Map 3.12) (Kioko 1992), but itls becoming increasingly dllllcuitto acquire

new areas for protection as human actlvities expand. In fact, status of some 01 the new

parks/reserve is belng repealed'.

• Three areal that were orlglnal1y declared and gazetted a8 prolected areas Includlng Ndere Island, Tana River
and Ruma have bue" degazetted. A number of protected sreas have h8d portions BlCclsed. Masnl Mara Gama
Reserve haB bee" reduced three tlmes slnee Il WBS gazll!ttted.lt ls Incrssllingly argued that 8re811 that (ta not contaln
wildllfe or slgnlfles"t nalural resourees st,ould be open for huma" use. As I"habitants of thue ar888 become
politlcally vocal, 5uch proposais are bound to Increase.
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3.6:1 Post-eolonial period (1963-1991)

The post-independence Kenya had meant a diHeren! approach to wildlile

management issues. Conservation policy and programs had to complement the new

aspirations and national strategies for economic and social development. The National

Parks Service (under the 1964 National Parks 01 Kenya Act (cap. 377 of the Laws of Kenya)

and the Government Game Department (Wild Animal Protection Act) were created. In 1976,

a Wildlife Conservation and Management Department under the Ministry of Tourism and

Wildlife was created from the amalgamation of the Iwo organizations. It was governed by

new legislation, the Wildlife (Conservation and Management) Act. Important modifications

in Wildllfe conservation policy began to occur. The Wildlife Act contained policy that

allowed for "utillzation" as part of conservation management. The Act had been preceaed

by a sessional paper (No. 3, 1975) on the future of wildlile management, not only in parks

and reserves, but also ln the dispersal areas around parks. As a legitimate lorm 01 land use,

it proposed that landowners supporting wilalife should receive suHicient enumeration to

enable wildlife utilization to be sustained, and it suggested ways lor sharing economic

beneflts from wlldlile.

The need to link planning and management 01 parks with wildlife dispersal areas on

park peripheries was beginning to be recognized. A new approach to conservation which

could include human activities had to be designed. Walter Lusigi, one of the first Kenyans

to conduct research on the wildlife-people management, proposed a way of coordlnatil'g

park planning with development in surrounding land. He suggested a "conservation unit

approach" for planning the Nairobi National Park Ecosysteln (Luslgi 1978). The proposed

coordlnated management system, with various categories of land use: a national park, a

protected area, and a multiple-use area, took the economic and cultural needs of people

living on the park boundarles into account. Although this model has received enorrnous

International recognition, there is no evldence to that it has been tested for Implementation,

even ln the context of the Nairobi National Park ecosystem where it was developed.
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Another approach has been to manage wildlife as an alternative source 01 protein.

During the 1960'5, there had been a growing interest ln the potential lor wildille as a source

01 protein to leed Alrica's last-growing population (Food and Agriculture Organization [FAO]

1967; Talbot 1967; Tlnley 1979). The Government's intention to legalize and develop

controlled sale 01 game meat was reflected in the 1970-74 National Development Plan (1969).

This shllt Irom preservation to rational exploitation was also an aspect 01 the next plan

(1975-78). Research on wlldlile meat production and the characterlstics that made wildlile

physlologically and ec;>logically superior to domestic stock was encouraged (Darling 1960;

Ledger 1967; Quartrup 1974; Talbot et al. 1965).

The grow1h rate in the establishment 01 the protected areas in Kenya increased

immedlately alter Independence but has slowed down in the 19805 and 19905. It 15

becomlng Increaslngly dlfficult to acquire and declare new lands as parks and reserves,

haslcally because 01 demands lor land and human population grow1h. The major objectives

01 wildille conservation in Kenya (through the protected areas concept) and the economic

justilication lor wlldille conservation are as IIsted below.

Wlldlile is utilized ln Iwo main ways in Kenya: (1) consumptive, and (2) non­

consumptive. Non-consumptive 15 mainly through game viewing in parks and reserves,

sclentiflc advancement (research), cultural naming in lolklore and songs. Consumptive uses

Include (1) sport huntlng, (2) capture lor export, (3) game cropping lor meat and trophies,

and (4) game ranching alone or in combination with livestock. Processing and marketing

01 wildille products is also encouraged as 3 means 01 llchlevlng higher net contribution to

the economy. For consumptive utillzation to benelit the local people It is necessary to direct

It outslde the reserves. Such consumptlve utlllzation should also be managed to reduce the

number 01 specles causing damage. Wlldille should remain in these community areas only

as long as they provide direct benellts to local people.
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3.6:2 WildlifeILocal People Issues in Kenya

This section outllnes the main issues involved ln the wlldllle·protectlon area and the

way thatthe local people 01 Kenya are affected. These Include (1) wlldllfe policy, (2) wlldllfe

damage control, (3) compensation for loss due to wlldllfe, (4) disease transmission Irom

wildllfe to livestock, (5) distribution 01 tourism revenue that neglects local people, and (6)

wildllfe conservation education and extension services. These Issues underlle the wildllfe·

human conflict in the Masai Mara region and other parts 01 Kenya and are presented here

to provide the background lor analysis 01 the views of the local people towards the

programs in the next chapter.

3.6:2.1 Wlldllfe Pollcy

The Kenya government's commitmentto wildllfe protection Is demonstrated by Its

land reservatlon and strict wlldllfe conservation leglslatlon and policles. The main objective

of the protected areas Is "to preserve in a reasonably natural state examples 01 the main

types of habitat which are found ln Kenya for aesthetlc, sclentific and cultural purposes"

(WCMD 1986). The Government's present pollcy towards wildlife was tlrst described ln

Sessional Paper No. 3 of 1975, Statement on Future Wildlifa Management Pollcy. The

Sessional paper was an attempt ta move away from policlng and towards conservation and

management of wildllfe resources. It suggested that returns to wildille should be optlmized

through (1) conserving it when that is the best form 01 land use (or can be productive ln

comblnatlon with other uses); (2) ensuring implementatlon of those uses, and (3) ensurlng

an equitable distribution of benefits 01 those uses. The paper states that:

...(t)he main future emphasls of wildlife policy will be upon tlndlng means to SEcure
optimum returns from the wildllfe resource, and upon Implementation of those
means for the benefit of Ilindowners and the nation generally ... If wildllfe Is ta
continue ta use sorne of thls carrylng capaclty, whlch is now belng brought under
direct, expllclt, and consclous management for the tlrst tlme, it must yleld returns
ta the ranchers, whlch are the least equal ta the returns from the livestock, whlch
could replace il.
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This policy gives room lor integrating wildlile conservation with local communities

butlts operation Is unclear. The Sessional Paper establlshed Iramework lor the subsequent

Wlldllfe (Conservation and Management) Act, Cap 376 01 the Laws 01 Kenya. The Act Is the

principal legislatlon deallng wlth wlldlife. It was amended ln 1989 and is now the Wildlile

(Conservation and Management) (Amendment) Act. The amended Acts established the

Kenya Wlldille Services (KWS), a parastotal organization and was put ln charge 01 wildlile

conservation and management. The major lunctlons of KWS range from the formulation 01

polie les regarding wildille conservation, management and utlllzation to conduct and co-

ordlnate research actlvitles ln the field 01 wildllfe conservation and management and the

administration and co-ordination 01 the international protocols, conventions and treaties

regardlng wlldllfe matters. Mention and pledge are made with regard to wildllfe damage

control and Integratlng wlldllfe conservation with local communities through extension

services, creation of awareness and provision 01 tangible economic benefits to local people,

but these are, to say the least, "paper programs". We will now oulline the specifie programs

being undertaken ln wildlife areas, outllning thelr strength and shortcomings.

3.6:2:2 Wlldlife Damage Control

Wlldllfe damage control Is one of the major programs that the government

undertakes ln Its attempts ta reduce wildlife-human conflict; tradltionally called "game

control", It has been an important responsibility 01 the Kenya wildlile authority since the

beglnnlng of wlldlife protection. Rilchle (1968) delines "Game control" in Kenya as:

the sum total of measures that must be taken to prevent any animais, desired ta
preserve from coming Into serlous confllct with man and hls legltlmate actlvilles.
Whlle game preservation means in effect the shielding of game from man and hls
instinct ta klll, game control means the shieldlng of man from the depredatlons of
game.. (Ritehie quoted in Brown 1968:209).

Wlldllfe damage control ln Kenya today, is carried out prlmarlly by the KWS. Before

the amalgamation Il was ••1e responslblIIty of the Game Department. The former national
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parks and Forest Department had also been engaged ln control activlties. The government's

position on the control 01 wlld animais was stated ln a sesslonal paper. publlshed ln 1959.

The government does recognize a responsiblllty, arlslng Irom Its declared game
preservation pollcy, to asslst ln the control 01 schedule game animais as lar as It Is
practlcable to do so. Control Is an Important lunction 01 the game Department and
the Government Intends that, wlthln the IImlts ollinance avallable, such control shall
be as effective as Is practicable (GOK - Sesslonal Paper no. 1 011959/60:5).

This position was once mor6 consolldated ln a new sesslonal paper, publlshed in

1975:

The government accepts a general responslbllity to asslst wlth control 01 behaviour
01 wildllle, whlch is adverse to other activitles or to human Ille, wlthln the IImlts 01
avallable IInance, manpower, and techniques and subject to co-operation by the
relevant landowners and other members 01 the public.

The paper continues with:

The techniques used by the Service or recommended to landowners lor particular
game control problems depend upon the clrcumstances 01 the case, and specllically
upon the IIkely benellts to be secured, relative to the costs 01 achievlng them. The
range 01 avallable technique:! Includes deterrence (through use 01 thunderflashes,
nlght lires, dogs, shootlng 01 one or two numbers of a herd), erection of game prool
barriers (whlch is very expenslve and can only be countenanced where game
damage Is IIkely to be large and where it is in the Int~rest of sound land use
management, that wlldllfe be excluded from the area), translocation or extermination
(via poisoning, shootlng, or destruction of habitat) (GOK - Sesslonal Paper No. 3 01
1975, sections 77, 78 and 79: 16-17).

These statements reflect the Intenslons of the government but mean more on paper

than ln reallty. Wlldllle control indlcates the steps that the government as the owner of

wlldllfe takes to reduce or resolve the confllct. Wlldllfe control ln the Masai Mara reglon

means, ln essence, the controlllng of wlldllfe where they confllct wlth livestock and crops.

3.6:2.3 Compensation for Loss

As early as the late 1950s a klnd of wlldllfe damage compensation exlsted through

Kenya. Hunting was partlally regulated through a Controlled Area system'·, which covered

10 The Controlled Ares System wa. 8 management ragul.tlon of the Gama department. attemptlng to apt.ad
huntlng preslure and preventl"g overcrowdlng of are•• by IImltlng the number of hunter. In Bny huntlng black al
the sorne lime. A huntlng black la a controlled area that la open to huntlng.
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game areas outside the national parks and game reserves (except lor private land). This

Controlled Area system also served to brlng sorne 01 the economic benelits 01 wildlile

exploitation dlrectly to the people. Hunters had to pay lees to the District Councils lor the

use 01 a controlled area. District Counclls were encouraged to use at least part 01 the money

recelved Irom controlled area lees to compensate people lor damage or personal injuries

caused by wild animais (Capone 1972). This system ended wlth the bannlng 01 huntlng in

1977.

The current compensation scheme was establlshed in late 1975. In this scheme,

those who suffered property damage, human death or injury because of wildlife would

recelve monetary compensation from the government. However, no compensation would

be paid in cases where the loss of life or injury occurred in the course 01 Illegal activities,

as in the case of poaching wlld animais. Indirect damage such as the loss of livestock due

to disease transmltted by wildllfe or competition for resources was not been included in the

scheme because it Is difficult to quantlfy or confirm such losses.

The procedure 01 the compensation is shown in Figure 3.1. Damage must be

immediately reported to the Game Department or a local police station. The Game warden

determines whether the claim is legitimate and asslsts the claimant in lilling out a

compensation lorm. Off/cers Irom the District Agricultural Office visit the scene and they

determlne the extent 01 damage in monetary terms on the level 01 local values and

productivlty levels. Claims for personal injury/death must be accompanied by a medical or

post mortem certlficate. Next, the clalm goes to the District Wildille Compensation

Commlttee (gazetted in 1978), consisting of a number 01 interested parties and two members

of the public. This commlttee discusses the claim and elther defers it lor re-assessment at

the locallevel or approves it wlth a recommended amount 01 compensation before sending

the claim to the KWS in Nairobi. KWS once again makes a recommendation on the requlred

compensation and this recommendation is forwarded to the Ministry of Tourism and Wlldllfe
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for payment.

Figure 3.1 Stages in Wildlife Compensation Procedures
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The Mlnistry reduces the recommended amounl ta fil wilhln the overall avoUable budget.
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Flnally, payment Is made ta the District Commlssloner, who eventually pays the

compensation ta the clalmant. If the clalmant Is not satlsfled wlth amount recelved, he has

the rlght ta appeal wlthln 60 days.

Over the years clalms for compensation have Increased ln response ta Increaslng

wlldllfe damage. During 1986, for Instance, compensation clalms hr the Narok District

tatalied Kshs. 47 million (Table 3.14). The accuracy of the clalms Is dlfflcult ta police. From

the local people's perspective the scheme has falled ta meet the costs of sustaining wlldllfe

on thelr land (Douglas-Hamilton et al. 1988). The administration of the scheme is

burdensome as the clalms procedure is tao long.

Table 3.14 Narok District Wlldlife Damage and Compensation Clalms and Payments 1979-86

YEAR AMOUNT CLAIMED AMOUNTPAID TYPES OF CLAIMS (% of Total Clalm
(K.5HS) (K.5HS) '.'alue)

Crop Livestock Personal

1979 721,955 721,955 100 0 0
1980 852,198 852,198 NIA NIA NIA
1981 no data no data NIA NIA NIA
1982 3,336,729 1,548,579 86 6 7
1983 9,939,436 2,071,925 93 6 1
1984 13,167,291 2,120,014 92 5 3
1985 14,785,737 1,199,145 96 3 <1
1986 46,996,8660 533,740 97 2 1

Source: Douglas-Hamilton et al. 1988

3.6:3.4 Wlldlife Dlsease Transmission ta Livestock

Table 3.15 shows the general dlseases belleved ta origlnate from wlldlife ta domestic

catlle. The common wlldlife clted as disease carriers were buffalo, elephants and

wJldebeests. Apart from the dlseases listed, wlldlife also carry ail the four common types

of tlcks known ln East Afrlca: brown, blue, bont and red (Odegl-Awuondo 1982). The ticks
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transmit various stock dlseases Includlng East Coast Fever, anaplasmosls, redwater

(babeslosls), and headwater. Wlldllfe have developed Immunlty to most olthe dlseases,thus

acting as healthy carriers. One of the factors ln wlldllfe damage ln the Masai Mara reglon

Is the transmission 01 dlsease Irom wlldllfe (wlldebeests and buffalo) to livestock. There Is

a need to Investlgate the dlsease cycle between wlldille and domestlc livestock. The result

01 such research should then be used to asslst planning 01 off·take quotas for Indlvldual

specles wlth the alm of reduclng the level of dlsease transmission.

Table 3.15 L1vestock and Wlldllfe Dlseases

WILDLlFE AFFECTED DOMESTIC STOCK
DISEASE AFFECTED

East Coast Fever Buffalo Cattle

Anthrax Cattle

Rlnderpest Buffalo (ail warm·blooded Cattle, camels, sheep,
animais) goats, plgs

Foot and mouth Ruminants (nearly ail Cattle, plgs, sheep
others

Mallgnant Catarrh Wlldebeests Cattle, sheep

Trypanosomlasls (nearly ail) Cattle, sheep, goats,
camels

Source: Pratt and Gwynne 1977.

3.6:2.5 Distribution of Tourlsm Revenue

One of the main justifications for protectlng wlldllfe ln Masai Mara and Kenya at

large, Is tourlsm. This section examines the role of wlldllf.. (through the protected area) ln

tourlsm ln the Masai Mara reglon wlthln the Kenyan context. It shows that the local people

do not beneflt, and that thls Is one reason why they mlght hold negatlve attitudes towards

wlldllfe conservation.
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The Masai Mara reglon, through tourism, Is one of Kenya's chief foreign exchange

earnlng areas.ln 1987, for example,the Reserve absorbed 18% of ail vlslts to national parks

or reserves ln the country and generated 8% of gross tourist revenues for Kenya (Douglas-

Hamilton et al. 1988). Tourlsm Is Kenya's primary forelgn exchange earner. In the last Iwo

decades, vlsltor numbers to Kenya have escalated three-fold (Table 3.16). There have been

Tabla 3.16 Kny. Tourllm Arrivai. and eamlnga (1967-1990)

VEAR ARRIVALS· CHANGE CURRENT CONSTANT VALUE OF TOURISM AS ~ROPORTION

(10OO'S (%) EARNINGS K EARNINGS OOMESnC (EXPORTS + TOURISM
EXPORTS EARNINGS %)

11167 225 - NA - 53,5 -
l1l6B 2B2 18.4 17,3(2) 48.8 57.8 23,0
1889 293 11.9 18.7 43,7 63.3 20.1
1~70 343 '7.1 1&.5 47,2 71.8 20.5
1971 411 19.7 23.8 58,3 73.2 24.8
1972 345 -18.1 27.3 88.B 90.8 23.2
1973 338 ·2.0 24.3(3) 55,9 122,8 18,5
1974 318 -8.5 28.5 51,3 lB2.9 14,0
1975 324 2,5 33.4 55.8 lB8.9 lB.5
197B 448 37.7 42.9(2) BO.8 288.8 13,B
19n 348 -22.4 46.3 58.5 4BO.3 9.2
197B 3Bl 4.3 BO,O 70,4 369,9 14.0
1979 3B3 6.1 B2,0 68.4 3B5,5 13.9
1980 3B9 LB B2.5 B2.5 487.6 14.5
11181 368 ·6.9 90.0 81.4 513.9 14.8
19B2 392 7.1 118.0 98.2 545.7 17,B
1983 272 -5,1 122.0 92.1 633.1 16.2
HI84 482 24.2 152.0 103.B 754.8 16.8
19B5 541 17.1 H17.0 125.1 n6.0 20.2
19B8 814 13.6 247.0 147.0 NA -
19B7 885 B.3 275,0(4) 154,0 NA -

NOTES:
Ova, 75% 01 arrivai. al'll hollday vl.IIOft (oth.,.. .... bulln••• and tranalt); IYltlg. 'angth of Ilay Il 18 dey. (18 for
hallday and 12 for bu.I",.. ylillorl).
I"eluda. laurlam, bUIln... and tranllt (Soure.: (CaS)
cos calcul.Uan.

~:
1)
2)
3)
4)
5)

1083 ••mlng. 'Nere KI7.Dm (Otivalopment Plan 19U-1NS)
OtIvelopmanl Plan: 1811-1983
S...lonal Piper No. 3 011975
·FINInclal nm...• Mlrch 15. 1Vae, quotlng Ihl Mlnlltry of Tourtlm Ind Wlldllf.
Denllor oblalned from Wortd Sink -Intlmltlonll Flnanelll Slatlillel- Suppllmlnl of Prtel SIIU.Uel 1VS6. Oenltor for
1VelS and 1V87 utlmated.

Ali oth., dit. from -Economie Survey- for VlrtOUI Y"" (CSS).

•
three distinct perlods '.lf tourlsm growth ln Kenya: the late 1960's, 197f' ,;,. the mld-1980's.

Tourlst growth has been 5.7% per annum, whIle eamlng has Increased 15% per annum.

Wlldllfe plays a remarkable role ln the Industry wlth the vlsltors numbers to parks steaaUy
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Increaslng". Currently, Kenya receives about 700,000 tourlsts per year. Tourism Is now the

leading loreign currency earner alter the traditlonal export crops 01 collee, lea and

horticullural produce (see Figure 3.2). Foreign exchange earnings were US $18 million

Figure 3.2 Role 01 Tourlsm in Kenyan Economy (1964-1988)

Million shillings

8000

1 • COrree o Tea ... Tourism 1

•

7000

6000

5000

4000

3000

2000

1000

- -
o

64 65 66 67 6~

Source: Sinclair 1991

707172 73 74 75 7677 78 79 80 81828384 85868788
Year

11 Experts, however, WBrn that many tourllt will tur" ta co••t .1 wlldllfe population dwlndle. Wlth Tanunl."
lourlom galnlng popularlly, more 01 wlldlno vlewlng lourlots will probobly prolor Tonzanlo.
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ln 1990, a growth of 23.4 per cent from about US S15 million recorded ln 1989.

Approxlmately 110,000 people, or 8.3% of the wage earnlng population of 1.3 million people

are employed dlreclly or Indlreclly ln tourlsm. Kenya's hlghest tourlsm growth rates

occurred durlng the 19605 wlth the advent of charter tours. The number l'f tourlsts

Increased by 227% between 1960 and 1967, and by 131% between 1968 and 1972 (Rajotte

1987). World economlc and polltlcal conditions led to a general downward trend ln tourlsm

numbers ln the 1970s and early 19805. The government projects that about 1 million will be

vlsltlng the country ln comlng years and the KWS belleves that with better management

techniques, better Infrastructure, and a wlder range of reserves made available, Kenya can

absorb as many as 10 million tourlsts per year (KWS 1990).

The Masai Mara reglon has always been an Important attraction for tourlsts. Oowney

of Ker and Oowney, began escortlng tourlst clients to the Mara ln 1929 slmply because It

was one place ln Kenya where the clients were guaranteed to see large quantities of a wide

varlety of wildllfe. Before the 1960'5, the Mara Area was not a tourlst destination as there

were no faclIItles and very poor roads. Keekorok Lodge opened ln 1965 with 48 beds. In

1975, there were 264 beds ln the Mara and by 1980 there were 548 available. By 1991 there

were over one thousand beds and at least 180,000 vlsltors golng to the Reserve and the

surroundlng wildllfe dispersai areas each year. Map 3.13 shows the distribution of tourlsm

faclIIties ln the Masai Mara reglon.

The Mara area has attracted tourlsts more rapldly than any other park or reserve ln

the country wlth vlsltor entrles rlslng by 9%, and bed nlghts by 12% annually. There have

been slgnlflcant beneflts from tourlsm for the people of the district. Over the last decade,

the Narok County Council (NCC) has earned over Kshs 75 million (CAO S3) ln revenues from

vlsltor tarlffs from lodges set up ln the reserve (Douglas-Hamilton et al 1988). Much of this

has gone to health, education, and animai husbandry proJects throughout the district. The

crltlcal Issue Is that the adjacent group ranches ln the wildllfe dispersai area recelved, ln
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Map 3.13 Tourist Facilities in Masai Mara Region
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1987, for example, only about Kshs. 2.78 million (Douglas-Hamilton et al. 1988). Less than

•
1% of these earnings fina thelr way to the Maasal people of the IIroup ranches where the

wlldllfe spends much of Its tlme (Douglas-Hamilton et al. 1988). Table 3.17 and Figure 3.3

show the probable distribution of the gross earnlngs of the Masai Mara reglon.



• Figure 3.3 Distributions of tourism Eamings in Masai Mara Region (1987)
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Table 3.18 Direct DI.tributlon of elmlnga(1987)

Tour Companies

Holal Oparators.ON:"IdrS

Govemmer.t Taxes

Travel Agenls/Tour
Organizers

•

BENEFrrs AMOUNT (K.h•. m) PROPORTION (---,) 1
,

Hotel Opef'ltorslOwner. 155.69 35.00 :1
Gov.rnmenl Taxe, 20.• 0 4.50 "'1
TrlYel AgentaITour O'gantzers 22.41 5.00 "

"

1

Tour Campanl•• 37.53 8.40 "

Salarl Complnl.. (Tantltd) 37.S1 8.40 Il
Mu..1Group Ranch•• 2.78 O... i
aalloon Opera'ot. 53.60 12.10 i
Narok County Council 23.07 5.20 1

Employ.... Nr.rok 7.84 1.80
Employ.... Other 12.26 2.80
Air Charter Operators 49.94 Il.20
Lodg"Camp Shop. 21.92 4.90

TOlll: 444.65 99.90 1

~: Douglas·Hamllton l'al. 1988.
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About 7% of the gross revenue remain in Narok District in the form of Council

revenues (K.shs. 23.1 million) and salaries and wages of lodge and camp employees (Kshs.

7.8 million). Probably another 2% accrues within the District in the form of payments for

transport services, expenditure by tour drivers, purchase of fuel, supply of beer (most is

supplled from Nairobi) and other mlnor services. About Kshs. 20 million (5%) was paid

dlrectly to the government in the form of taxes and levles (hotel accommodation tax and

catering levy) in 1987. These estimates confirm thatlillie beneflts accruing from protected

area-based tourism goes to the local people of the Masai Mar&: reglon.

Potentiaily, the pastorallsm/wildlife tourism comt"natlon ln the Masai Mara Is so

lucrative thatthere should be ample revenues to allow for fuli local beneflts for the Maasal

who share the land wlth the wildllfe. It Is these people who deserve the credit for Its very

existence. For tourlsm to continue to f1ourish, the industry must make a greater economlc

contribution to the Improvement of living conditions ln the wildllfe dispersal areas.

Protected areas play a slgnificant role ln allractlng tourists. More than 1\ haIf of the tourlsts

that come to Kenya visitthe protected areas. Kenya currently has 23 national parks and 29

game reserves, occupylng about 8% of the country's land surface. Most of the protected

areas are located ln the arid and semi arld lands. Hotel bed-nlght occupancy by forelgn

residents in Game reserves and national parks rose by 15.2 per cent ln 1990 compared to

8.3 per cent growlh ln 1989. The most commonly vislted protected areas wlth over one

thousand visitors ln 1990 Include Ambosell, Nairobi, Lake Nakuru, Tsavo East National parkll

and the Masai Mara National Reserve (Table 3.18). Generally, protected area-based tourlsm

has become an Important source of revenue for the country and Is one of the main forces

behlnd the govemment's Interests ln wildlife conservation•
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Table 3.18. Annual Visltors to National Parks and Game Reserves. 1986-1990 (100.000)

PROTECTED AREAS 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990

Ambosell 157.0 148.5 137.7 140.4 237.2
National Park

Animai Orphanage 73.0 82.1 84.8 43.3 213.8

Masai Mara National 94.8 95.9 118.8 196.2 180.5
Reserve

Lake Nakuru national Park 127.9 127.9 138.6 167.4 174.2

Nairobi National Park 91.6 99.8 125.5 155.2 152.8

Tsavo (East) 75.3 89.6 87.3 101.1 127.7

Total vlslts to ail Park 925.5 996.0 1,095.8 1,255.0 1,532.2

Source: ElU 1991

The question, however, Is who benelits Irom the tourlsm revenue generated Irom the

protected areas. Although tourlsm's benefll to developlng countries Is ln Itself debatable (Ior

example, de Kadt 1979; Brltton 1983; Marsh 1987; Rajotte 1987), the concern here Is to

establlsh how It Is dlstributed withln the country. Qulte olten almosi il!! the revenue earned

goes directly to the national treasury, while very IIttle Is ploughed back into local reglons

that sustaln the protected area tourlsm. Olten the local people are treated as threats to the

protected areas and thls has created antagonistlc attitudes towards wildlile and the

protected area by the local people.

3.6:2.6 Wildille Conservation Education and Extension Services

Wildlile conservation education 01 Kenyan people Is becomlng Increasingly

important as human population Increases, land pressure mounts and people's lamlllarity

wilh wildlile through daily experlence decreases. There are two main purposes to wildlile

conservation education: (1) to increase the Kenyan peoples' understandlng 01 thelr

country's wildllfe and ecosystems and the value they place upon them, and thus create an

atmosphere 01 concern and support lor wildille cO:1servatlon, and (2) to offer ail visltors to
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Kenya's wildille areas Inlormatlon about wildille while enhanclng thelr commltment to Its

conservation.

By 1991, there were educatlonallacilltles at Nairobi, Nakuru, Vol and Meru run by

KWS. There were also NGO·run lacilltles at Nakuru, Hell's Gate, Langata and Nanyukl. In

addition, awareness 01 the value 01 wildlile Is achleved through participation ln popular

Provincial Agrlcultural shows. The education staff were lew and were tralned prlmarlly ln

wildlile management, rather than ln communication or other skills. The main questions to

be addressed with regard to wlldille education are: (1) who are the target !;roups and what

are thelr alms (Interests) regardlng resource use ln relation to wlldlile conservation ln Masai

Mara, (2) what are the "messages" to get across to them, and (3) what are the avallable

educational channels and techniques? Olten the local people are treated as unlnlormed.

There Is need Iirst to establlsh exactly what the local people know and want, then to Iill ln

the gaps regardlng wlldille conservation. Ills also Important to establlsh the role 01 wlldille

conservation education ln relation to other education and extension services, such as in

agriculture, NGOs, and other Interest groups ln envlronmental conservation education. Table

3.19 outllnes varlous Interest groups ln wlldille conservation ln Masai Mara reglon and ln

Kenya ln general. The main target group, however, should be communltles living ln park

adjuncts.

3.6:2.7 Other Government Actlvltles

There are other government wlldille program~ that affect local people dlrectiy or

Indlrectly. Prlmary amongst these are the antl·poachlng actlvltles. The antl·poachlng unit

of KWS has the dual purpose of fightlng poachers and controlllng problem wlldllfe,

especlally dangerous animais Includlng vermln. The game stations were baslcslly concerned

wlth abatement of depredatlon and control of predation on domestlc animais. The Wlldlile

Conservation and management Act, Cap. 376, Sec. 31, states the clrcumstances under
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Table 3.19 Major Interest Groups in WildiifeConsefVation Issues

•
INTEREST GROUPS ABILITY OF EACH GROUP AIMS (Inlere.l.)

Ru:al Dweller. (.eml-nomadie Llmlled power la enforee their inlere.t•. -To defend their farming and grazing areas and
pa.lorali.l. and setlled eultlvalors) Use local couneils and NGOs to protect themselves. their crops and their

liveslock from wildlife damage.

-To increase access to land and wildlife
resources (eg. game meat) and gain
employmenl wilhin parks aulhorilie. and
tourist campanies

Wlldlife Tour Operalor. 'Commerelallnfluenee (otten foreign- Ta maintai" accessible and attractive
owned, small exclusive campanies) conservation areas with impressive wildlife for
giving fund. and eloul for lobbying. tourism

-Also sorne links to conservation
groups

Wlldlife Touri.ls 'Spending power (weil off Inlernalional Ta recreale and enjoy
vlsilors)

Slale W.ldllfefTourismOepartments. PoUtieal. admini.lrative and lhrough Ta earn foreign exchange
Government officiais, policy-makers. eonlrol cf wildlife produels (directly Enhance national status in international opinion
polltieian., adminl"ll alots,lechnocrals and Indirectly) Sometimes to benefit individual tram an
Conservatlonists (K:~1Ja Wildlife services agreement conserve wildlife preserve for

natural heritage. tourism

WUdUfe Lobby Groups. Selenll.ls -International status and backing. often T0 preserve wildlife for scientific, aesthetic
(blologlsts, eduealors, wildllfere., have connections to national agencies. purposes
planners) most members are expatriate and

Influenllal

Wlld Animais 'Eeologieal abllily Ta meel ecologieal requiremenl. ego "birth-
'Advocaled for by wlldlife lobby righl" la mlgrale seasonaUy ln and oui of
groups, International and national reserve area for food and breeding
conservation eommunily

Sources: Informalion adapled from Yeager and Miller 1986; Malowanyika 1989; Banner 1993; Abel and Blaikie 1986; Riekin.on 1993.
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whlch game may be destroyed. Poaching Is one 01 the major problems laclng Kenya wlldllle

Service.

3.6:3 The Maasal 01 Kenya: A hlstorlcal Overvlew

The Maasal 01 Kenya and Tanzanla, thelr hlstory, tra:.ulonal utlllzalion 01 the

envlronment and thelr relatlonships wlth wlldllle have been wldely described (Berger 1989:

Galaty 1992: Homewood and Rodgers 1991: Jacobs 1975: Western 1982). They are an

"Eastern Nllotlc" people, living ln \,1e Great Rift Valley reglon 01 Southern Kenya and

Northern Tanzanla12 (Berger 1989). Today they number about 350,000 people (1989

estimates).ln 1975, Jacobs estlmated that there were about 64,000 pastoral Maasalln Kenya

occupylng 16,000 sq. miles. Although there are other Maa-speaklng peoples, only those who

are seml·nomadlc13 pastorallsts are relerred to as the Maasal proper. They and other

pastorailst groups, such as the Samburu, RendllJe, Turkana, Borana, Orma and Somali

constltuted about one million people in Kenya by 1989 (Berger 1989). They lnhabit the arld

and seml·arld rangelands whlch cover three-quarters 01 Kenya's land area, and where most

of Kenya's wlldllfe Is found.

Uplill the c~ mlng of the Europeans to East Afrlca, the Maasal people were made up

of diverse, autonomous, and geographlcally separate groups or "secllons" (oloshon),

sharlng a common language and culture (Berger 1989; Galaty 1981; 1992; 1993). Berger

(1989), Fosbrooke (1948) and Jacobs (1975) have descrlbed the structures of the sections.

Flrst, each section had Its own terrltory and autonomous pollllcai structure, based

on a division of society Into age-sets. The sections were dlvlded Into localltles (enkulofo),

12 Mss8811and refera ta that land whlch Il prlmarlly occupled by the Maalal people of Kenya and Tanzanl8. But
haret WB concentraIs only on the Kenya', MassaU.nd. Taday, thl. I"elude. Narok and Kajlado DI.trlc~ .

n Nomadlc Pastorallem re'er. to 8 way of lIfe b.led on hardl"g. Il 1. depandant on mob'~'ty ln .r8.1 wh.,. the
condition of the anvlronment Il characterlzed by marked Is••onaUty. Thil me.na tha. ther••re InluHlel."'
resoures. for the people and thelr IIve.tock to atay ln ana place throughout the y••r.
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wlth thelr own permanent water supplies for dry season grazing and clearly defined

boundaries for wet season pasture, within whlch familles moved. Each locailly was a self­

contained ecologlcal and social unit, which largely managed Its own local aHairs. People

were prohlbited from uslng one anothers' territorles without permission, although durlng

drought there was institutional sharlng of resources (Bekure and Pasha 1990; Galaly and

Johnson 1990). Senior eiders of a section formed the governlng body within a section, and

consulted and made declslons as a group.

Secondly, withln each section, the prlnclple unit of livestock management was a

"kraal camp" (enkang), conslstlng of several Independent polygamous familles wlth

common Interests and friendship. The traditional herdlng system involved herd and famlly

movements from high-potentlal, dry-season pasture based at permanent water sources, to

temporary low-potentlal wet-season grazing near temporary water supplies. Thelr resource

management techniques tended to conserve pastures and promote ecological sustainabillly

(Berger 1989; Galaly 1992). As Berger (1989) explains; the M!lasal traditionally made

systematic reconnaissance of, and movement to, wet season grazlng flushes, whlch allowed

conservation of standing hay ln dry-season pastures; they used donkeys to carry water to

expand grazing areas and to permit camps to slay away as long as possible; they made

moderate burns of grasslands to get rld of tlcks and other diseases and to promote the

growth of nutrltlous grasses; they dlrected the movement of cattle and sheep te ~vold

damage to grass at crltical perlods and to control bush enc."achment. Members who falled

to adhere to these practlses were subjected to social rebuke. This system of management,

controlled livestock population over a long perlod of tlme, thus ensured protection of the

environment (Berger 1989).

However, durlng times of hardship, the Maasal would al50 depend on thelr

relationshlps wlth nearby agrlcultural communitles (Kjaerby 1980; Parklpuny 1989; 1991)•

The Maasal have been known to disdaln those who tlll thelr soli, "lImee/(' (who are
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consldered poor). However, hlstorlcal studles 01 Maasal relatlonshlps wlth nelghbours

suggest that there must have always been Maasal-speaklng agrlcultural settlements ln the

better watered parts 01 thelr land. These places provided reluge during lamines and

droughts. Those who became destitute ln tlmes 01 dlsaster could Ilnd a source olliveilhood

by turning to agriculture (Galaty 1981; Parklpuny and Berger 1993). These IIkurrman

communlties occurred at the intersection 01 pastorallsts, lorelgn agrlculturallsts, and trade

caravans (Galaty 1981). Recent studles have highllghted the dynamlc aspects 01 the Maasal

communltles and how the Maasal establlshed various Innovations lor survlval (KltuyI1990).

3.6:3.1 Post·Colonial History 01 the Maasal

At the tlme 01 Europeans arrivai ln East Alrlca ln the mlddle 01 the lac: century, the

Maasal occupled the largest amount olterrltory 01 any ethnlc group. By the middle 01 the

last century, they occupled land Irom northern Kenya to Southern Tanzania. They are sald

to have been at the height 01 their terrltorlallty just belore their devastatlon by drought,

lamine and disease ln the 1880s (Fosbrooke 1948; Jacobs 1975, Tignor 1976). However, wlth

the establishment 01 a British colonial government and Its program 01 White settlement at

the beglnnlng 01 thls century, the Maasai lost some 01 thelr best dry-season grazing land

(Tlgnor 1976).

Varlous treatles were slgned between a lew Maasai leaders and the colonial settlers

(Slndlga 1984). The Ilrst treaty ln 1904, removed the Maasallrom the Nakuru-Nalvasha area

01 the Rift Valley. A second treaty ln 1911 moved them Irom the Lalklpla hlghlands. In

exchange, thelr southern land was extended to Include what Is now the northwest part 01

Narok District to lorm a Southern Reserve (Cranworth 1919). The colonial Image 01 the

Maasal as unproductive and warsome was the justification lor taklng their land lor European

settlement (Berger 1989; Collelt 1987). The Maasai probably lost more land to the British

than any other ethnlc group (llgnor 1976; Sarone 1988). They were never able to reclalm the
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land taken by the British, whlch slnce Independence, has been largely taken by thelr old

competitors, the Kikuyu.

Today, the Maasal occupy Kajlado and Narok Districts. During colonlaltlmes and to

some extenttoday, the Maasal contlnued to practlse pastorallsm, ln splte 01 efforts by the

colonial (and the Independent Kenyan) governmentsto getthem to reduce stock and to use

modern IIvustock management (Berger 1989). Varlous Government actlvitles such as

veterlnary services were Introduced ln the 1920s to encourage the production 01 beel and

to Increase the participation by the Maasalln the national economy. The Alrlcan Livestock

Development (Aldev) (1962) program Increased waterlng points by constructlng boreholes

and dams in the 1940s and 1950s. This reduced some 01 the ecologlcal restrictions on

livestock (Western 1973), and the Maasal were percelved by the Government to be

overstocklng. Herd slze Incresse and overgrazlng were consldered to be the major cause

01 rangeland degradatlon ane' desertlflcation (Brown 1963; Lamprey 1983).

3.6:3.2 Maasal Relatlonshlp to Wlldllfe Conservation

This section looks at how the aforementloned transformations affect the tradltlonally

harmonlous relatlonshlp between the Maflsal, the wlldllfe, and the entlre envlronmenl. The

Maasal's success in conservlng thelr environment wlthout threatenlng the existence of the

reglon's wlldllfe can be attrlbuted to pastorallsm ilselt. There seems to have always been

a close and relatlvely harmonlous association betwetln the Maasal and wlldllfe. As Western

(1976) states:

Seasonal migration patterns and foraglng strategies of Maasaillvestock and wlldllfe
specles are so slmllar that thelr niches are Intermlngled and Inseparable (Quoted ln
Berger 1989:55).

Jacobs (1975) quotlng Bell (1969) comments:

Heavy pastoral grazlng of medium to tall grassland Is both a necessary and
beneficlal condition for the development and maintenance of the vast herds of wlld
ungulates that are found ln these areas today (Quoted ln Berger 1989:55).
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Belore the establishment 01 parks and the proilleration 01 agriculture, wlldille and

Iivestock shared the rangeland ecosystem. Both graled lowland grassland durlng ralny

season and mlgrated to weUer hlghlands durlng dry perlods when lowlands cease to

provlde adequate pasture (Delhi 1985). Il Is belleved that a comblnatlon ot wlldille and

IIvestock at certain population levels can help Incraase carrylng capacity (Berger 1989;

Croze 1978). Historicai records suggest there were people raising caUle lor mllk ln

Maasalland about 3,000 years ago (ColieU 1987; Waller 1976; Bowar 1973; Odner 1972). At

the same tlme, wlldllle were occurrlng ln Maasalland at the tlme 01 European contact, alter

more than 2,500 years 01 pastoralism. Research show that wl•.1Il1e/pastorallst systems are

ecologlcally more productive than either modern caUle ranchlng 0' wlldille alone (Western

1982; Western and Gichohi 1993). The Maasai and other pastorallsts can be seen as

"ecosystem people" (Dasmann 1984), ln the sense that they have evolved a way 01 Ille

Integral to the surroundlng ecosystem and became adapted to and Influenced thelr

envlronment wlthout destroylng Its sustainabillty (Berger 1989; Galaty 1992). Their survlval

deplnded on Its contlnulng productivlty. As Dasmann (1984) says, thelr culture contrasts

wlth modern "blosphere cultures", whlch take resources Irom ",any ecosystems but do not

depend on any one.

Tradltlonally, the Maasal are tralned through the experience 01 living ln their

surroundlngs to become good observers 01 natural processes such as seasonal change,

weather and wildille habitants. Survlval strategies requlre an Initiai and Intimate knowledge

01 thelr envlronment. As Berger (1989) and Western & Dunne (1979), 'IBY, the Maasal are

natural "ecologlsts". Many aspects 01 thelr culture are connected wlth the natural world

around them. This experlence is reflected ln thelr Ideology and legltlmlzed by participation

in thelr ceremonies, rltuals and social Institutions (Mol 1978). The recognition 01 an

Interdependence between humans and other lorms 01 Ille Is expressed through cultural

practlces and bellels. Many animai specles have special slgnlficance. The lion hunt.
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"a/amayor, Is assoclated with honour and bravery; the hedgehog, antbear and mole are

consldered good luck; the duiker, jackal and cape are brlngers of bad fortune. Ostrlch

feathers are worn at the Eunoto ceremony (Berger 1989; Sarone & Hazel 1985). Maasal do

not seem to regard "God" as havlng glven them dominion over nature. Their vlew of some

other forms of IIfe Is shown ln thelr names for smaller plains game: "Inklnejl e nkal" (the

goats 01 God), and "Inklshu ln nkaf' (the cattle of God) (Mol 1978). Learning about wlldllfe

and 'he natural world was part of tradltlonal education. This Is weil descrlbed by a Maasal

warrlor.

Many wrlters have noted that the Maasal do not normally klll wlldlife, although there

are reports of hunts, and 01 tamlng wlldebeests Î11r mllk for human consumptlon and calf

rearlng to survive famine (Aboud 1989; Beger 1989; Delhi 1985). Berger notes that although

the Maasal use many of the products of wlldllfe, they acqulre them by collection or

purchase from nelghbours. She suggests that the Maasal coexlsted peacefully wlth wlldllfe

because most specles were not a threat to thelr IIvellhood. In tlmes of plellty the Maasal

would celebrate the abundance and varlety of Ilfe ln thelr surroundlngs, and, il:l,,::..se of

thelr close connectlon to the natural world, would appreclate and value many species of

wlld animais. tlowever, wlth the formation of parks ln Maasalland, prohlbltlng Maasal use

of Important forage and water sources, It Is not surprlslng that they lncreasingly vlew

wlldllfe as competlng for grazlng and water. The changlng relatlonshlp between the Maasai

and wlldllfe Is lIIustrated by the situation ln the rangelands of Maasal Mara reglon, where

thls study waa carrled out. This will be dlscussed further ln the chapters that follow.

3.6:3.3 Changes ln Maasalland

Many of the Maasal now have thelr IIvellhood Ir. settled agriculture and seml·

pastorailsm. A section of the Maasal communlty la Increaslngly Involved ln the national

mOI:ey·based economy rather lhan ln subslstence economy. This Is changlng cultural
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v:llues, reduclng communlty coheslveness, and undermlnlng conventions and social

patterns governlng economy, tradltlonal practlces and soclaillfe. Besldes modern range and

Iivestock programs, the growlh of centrallzed power anet m:tlonallsm, the prlvatlzatlon of

land, the spread of agriculture, permanent settlement, and provision of social serilces are

now alterlng the Maasal way of IIfe (Figure 3.4). Maasalland, IIke other less developed

economlc "peripheries", has become dependent on and Is Increaslngly manlpulated by

national rather than local Interests (Berger 1989; Hedlund 1979; Kltuyl 1990).

The growlh of national Influence ln Masai Mara reglon Is evldent through both the

work of the civil service and through the actlvltles of the local polltlcians. One of the most

Important pollcles assoclated wlth rural d::~clopment II') Kenya Is the District Focus for Rural

Development (GOK. 1984). The objectives of the District Focus (OF) are laudable:

decentrallzatlon of development planning, a system of local representatlon and participation

ln Identllylng needs and prlorltles, and coordination and teamwork wlthln Government and

between government and NGOs. In practlce, however, the pollcy Is Increaslngly becomlng

an Instrument of control. The IImlted allocation of development resources at the district

level suggests that the Government Is commltted to overail national control ln decldlng

prlorltles and allocatlng resources. This IImits the extent to whlch the central bureaucracy

can be expected to brlng the Interests of local areas and mlnorltles, such as the Maasallnto

consideration.

The Central Govarnment exercises control and authorlly through its representatlves.

The District Commlssioner Is the key admlnlstrator of Government pollcy at the local levaI.

As chalrman o! the District Development Commlttee, he can domlnate other Mlnlstries and

agencles. Through his office he and hls offlcers (District Offlcers and C'liefs, known

collectlvely as "the Administration") have access to and control the hlerarchy of the

development commlttee, whlch reach sub-Iocatlonal levels. As such, the OC has

considerable polltlcal as weil as ndmlnlstratlve power. The Involvement of the
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Figure 3.4 Changes ln Maasailand Leadlng to Confllct and Environmental Destruction

Demographie
(nalurat and immigration)

Incrcascd "ccd for
land and resources

Socio·political
factors

--_./r
Growth of ccnlralizcd
powcr/nalionalism

'".~csctttlcrncnt. social services
& infrastructures

•

Increascd conflict and
competition of resources

l
Environmcntal destruction

administration ln trylng to "sell" subdivision of group ranches, and ln trylng to abolish the

Maasai tradition of the warrlor agÜ"setlivlng and tradltlonal group education in "Emanyalla",

are IWo examples of how national Ideologies and politlcallnterests are penetratlng Into local

development and conservation Issues. Related to the above consolid:l!lon of power Is the

Increaslng presence of politlcal practlces atthe locallevel. Parties can Influence divisions,

especlally as they cooperate wlth administrations· chlefs. The Maasal have been limlted ln

thelr participation ln the modern polltlcal and development process by thelr relative lack of



•

•

144

lormal educatlc.". There has been Iiltle understandlng practice 01 modern methods 01

democratlc lorms. There Is IItlle understandlng 01 modern law, civil rlghts and cooperative

rights and the officiai ways to appeal injustice.

ln the past lew Maasal have had access to hlgher education (King 1970; Sarone

1986), compared to other Kenyan communltles, so they are not weil represented ln the civil

service and at the national pollcy.maklng level. Maasai who have taken on poUtlcal

leadership have adopted the Ideologies and approach to development espoused by national

leadership, whlch is dominated by people Irom setlled agrlcultural groups and Influenced

by lorelgn value systems. This group constltutes a group 01 wealthy Maasal whose

Interests tend to be served by the top·down approaches 01 Government programs (Hedlund

1970). These Interests have more ln common with other social groups ln Kenya than wlth

the majority 01 Maasai and are tled in wlth the prlorltles 01 the state rather than wlth local

conditions and needs (Berger 1989; Hedlund 1970).

Today, many Maasal are educated and are gainlng Inlluence over the communlty

(Holland 1992). 50me eiders have used their status to consolldate power and resources

through the modern polltics, but many, perhaps hampered by illlteracy, are III equlpped to

deal wlth modern clrcumstances. There are differences ln wealth among the Maasal, moslly

ln terms 01 cattle ownershlp (Grandin 1986). Modernlzation Is destroylng past lorms 01

social support. Women, who have even less lormal education than men (Sarone 1986) and

still marry ln thelr early teens, play no partial role.

The Maasai Mara reglon and other parts 01 Maasailand are seen as relatively

u,1productlve areas 01 the nation that must be modernlzed to contrlbute to the national

economy. This attitude Inadvertently encourages the immigration 01 agrlculturallsts seeking

land into the reglon and has lurther reduced land and resources available (Campbell 1S79).

There has been an expansion 01 Government and Non·Government technlcal agencles Into

the reglon.
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The predominance of settled agriculturalists in Kenya's national leadership tends

toward programs to settle nomads. The Government has encouraged human settlement

through the provision of social amenitles such as schools, health services and roads and

by the support of the growlh of small trading centres (e.g. county counclls issue permits

for plots). The opportunitles for earnlng income ln trading centres have been taken up by

entrepreneurs of both Maasal and other origins. Population centres, olten associated with

Irrigation schemes, are creating an ever-growing zone of denuded land around the

settlements. Wlth Increased population, the demand for flrewood and trees will also increase

thus leadlng to devegetation. Settlement and shop-keeping have introd.Jced a new system

of values based on commercialism and Indlvldual ownership, which confllct with Maasai

pastoralist culture. Social problems such as excessive and Illegal Iiquor brewing a~e

reported to be on the Increase. Changing roles and responsiblIIties of dillerent age groups

and sex are a striking feature of these centres. Women engage in Independent economic

actlvities, chlldren are golng to school rather than hercllng.

Since colonial times, school education has been seen as a means to modernIze the

Maasai (Sarone 1986). Maasal cultural forms of education and communication have not been

recognlzed or understood by governments and have been ignored, underrated or actlvely

opposed by ollicial policy and programs. Maasai culture has been viewed as a threat to

modernizatlon, and, as a result, the aspects that mlght contribute to modern education have

been overlooked so that there Is Iittle Iikelihood for schools to draw from Maasai culture.

Modern education Is centred on a standard, centrally determlned school curriculum, usually

taught by people of a dillerent culture (King 1970; Sarone 1986).

A form of education relevant to conservation is that acquired durlng junior

warriorhood. Young men of the warriors age-set living together ln special encampments

(emanyatta) train and pass through sp..ciflc ceremonies over a number of years. This

practice has been opposed by Government because it keeps young men out of school. It
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Is not recognlzed as a tralnj~g ln social moves and ln strategies to survive ln a partlcularly

harsh e.wlronment: the practlcal application 01 the Maasai uncierstandlng 01 ecology, range

and IIvestock management. The abolition 01 warrlors will destroy a~ opportunlty lor young

Maasal men to develop a respect lor and wlsdom about the land they live ln (Berger 1989).

It Is also IIkely that Il warrlorhood is not replaced with an alternative that will meet Its

diverse lunctlons, social problems will arise. A generation 01 young people will be

uneducat~'; in both tradltional and modern lorms. The nation will be loslng an Important

cultural resource.

Modern education tends to encourage values and aspirations that allenate and

remove a Maasai Irom the home settlng (Nklnyangl 1980, Sarone 1986). Educbted Maasal

seeklng employment usually have to leave home. Modern administration and education are

also changlng modes 01 communication and hence effect the quallty 01 interaction between

people and leaders. The chiel's "baraza", a communlty meeting to execute official pollcy and

orders, is reolaclng the eiders gatherlng. Decision maklr.g, communication and expression

01 aulhority are changing. Authority is now dependent on senlority, an officiai hlerarchy

dependent on not only senlorlty, but lormal education. Modern AfJucation Is replacing the

oral tradition wlth a written mode 01 communication: the ear wit'l the eye. It Is concluded

that there has been a reduction ln harmonious relationshlps, hence an increase in conlllct.

Maasai IIvellhood is lncreaslngly becomlng dependant on the national rather than the local

economy. These changes are contrlbuting to confllct and to an Increase ln environmental

destruction whlch threatens the survlval 01 wildllle and the luture 01 the protected area,. ln

the Maasailand (seo Figure 3.4).

3.6:4 Wlldl!le-Related Research and Planning Actlvities

Research and planning actlvlties are widely undertaken on wlldille-related Issyes,

although past research activities on wildille Issues in Kenya have not slgnillcantly
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conlribuled 10 proper wlldille management. Most 01 the research has been orlented towards

single specles 01 plants and animais in Isolation, wlth IIttle consideration glven to the

totallty 01 the wlldllfe envlronment. In a survey 01 210 wlldille-related research projects

Inltlated ln east Alrlca between 1968 and 1981, Miller (1982) reveals that there is IIttle

Integration 01 research efforts. The vast majorlty 01 wlldille researchers are zoologlcal, either

species-orlented or locused on a specifie ecosystem. They coyer seven main areas:

herbivores; predators; blrd ecology; land use and range ecosystems; management and

planning Issues; aerlal survey and range monitoring results; and wlldllfe dlsease and

veterlnary research. According to Miller, out 01 the lirst 137 research projects ln East Alrlca

untll 1972 only one: The Utlllzation 01 Wlldille in East Alrlca. has dealt with human

ecologlcal concerns. Overall, only 4 out 01 210 were so orlented. Very IIttle research touches

on the broad-ranglng polltlcal, economlc and educatlonallssues that lorm the most needed

data. As Lusigl (1980) observes

The Ilrst and most Important (wlldllfe research prlorlty) Is the reallsatlon and
apprecLltlon of the role :;,an will have played and will continue to play ln wlldllle
conservation. The long standing tle between man and wlldllfe ln Alrlca and how they
co-exlsted ln the past must be thoroughly understood. It Is thls whlch will lorm the
basls 01 our understar.dlng 01 the present (LuslgI1980:106).

Institutions that undertake wlldllfe research and form the wlldllfe establishment ln Kenya

apart from KWS, Include: (1) the National Museums 01 Kenya (NMK), (2) the Instltute 01

Primate Research (IPRi, (3) the Oepartment 01 Resources Surveys and Remote Senslng

(ORSRS, prevlously KREMU), (4) the local unlversltles, and (5) various non-governmental,

private and International organlzatlons such as UNEP, UNESCO, WWF, IUCN, UNOP and

many others (Figure 3.5). In addition to research, these organlzatlons also support

conservation projects Includlng parksltourism development, equlpment for antl-poaching

unlts and a wildllle training program. Most 01 the organlzations appear to operate

Independently, and although they cooperate on specllic projects, they olten confllct (Miller

1982). In ordo.: 10 reallze effective sustalnable wildllle Ilonservatlon, It Is necessary that
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these organlzatlons work together.

Figure 3.5 Institutions Involved in Wildllfe Issues in Kenya
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3.6:4:1 Wlldlife Related Research at Masai Mara Region

•
ln the Masai Mara reglon, a revlew of research and management plans drawn up for

the reglon slnce 1960 reveals that the reserve boundaries were made wlthout Input from

applied research (Douglas-Hamilton et al 1988). Much research has been conducted, yet no
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specifie success has been reglstered ln the way 01 Integratlng wlldille conservallon and

human development needs. The Ilrst research began ln 1960. but its locus was upon the

quantlflcallon 01 animai ranges and populallons rather than upon suggesllons lor

management and conservation.

The most slgnllicant plans were made ln 1988 by EEC on behall 01 WCMD and ln

1983 on behall 01 NCC by the Wlldllle Planning Unit 01 WCMD. No original plan justllylng the

creation 01 the Masai Mara National Reserve was lound. Consequently, no clear basis lor

chooslng the boundaries exlst. Itls therelore not surprlslng thatthe reserve boun;Jary has

been changed three tlmes. Placlng the reserve on the Kenya..Tanzanla border Is juslilied on

the basls ollts relatlonship with the Serengeti ecosystem. )'he exclusion 01 the Maasai from

the park has caused much grlevance and is the main reason for suspicion 01 any further

attempts to deline "conservation zones". There has been IImlted cOl1sultatlon of the local

people and thls Is one of the main reasons why prevlous attempts to Integrate wlldllfe

conservallon with human needs in the area have falied (Douglas-Hamilton et al. 1988.

Ecodynamics 1982). This study alms to flll the gap on the human dimensions of wildlile

conservation.
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Chapler Four

WILDUFE-HUMAN CONFUCT IN MASAI MARA REGION:
RESULTS AND DATA ANALV:':IS

4.1 Introduction

The previous chapIers introduced the study area and presented & broad background

to the issues involved in the wildllfe-human interfaces. This chapter presents the results and

data analysis based on the five sampled group ranches. The ranches have been grouped

into two strata - upland and iowland zones, for a more consolldated comparative analysis.

The chapter Is divided into six sections: (1) the setting for confllct, (2) perception of confllct,

(3) 4•.oantification of confllct, (4) factors lnfluencing confllct, (5) conservation attitudes and

experlences of government wlldllfe programs, and (6) respondents recommendations on

how the confllct can be resoived. Tests for slgnlficance, regarding dlfferences ln responses

amongst the group ranches, are presented and dlscussed. These findlngs form the basis

for the development of a program for Integratlng wlldllfe conservation wlth human needs,

as presented ln the succeedlng chapter.

4.2 The Settlng for Confllct

Humans, Ilvestock and wildllfe have hlstorically shared the Masai Mara-Serengetl

ecosystem wlth IImlted confllct.ln the last thlrty years, however, thelr population grow1h has

caused Increased wlldllfe-human confllct ln the reglon (Chapter 3). This section reports on

the socio-economlc characterlstlcs of the local people, their IIvestock, length of resldency,

history of migration, resource use patterns and problems, and wlldllfe slghting ln the reglon.

These flndings together wlth the materlal presented ln Chapter 3 provide the settlng for

confllct. The followlng sections will assess the local people's perception of the confllct and

offer a quantification of wildllfe damage.
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4.2:1 The People: Soclc>-Economlc Factors

A myrlad of socio-economlc and demographlc factors concernlng local people,

dlrectly or indireclly Influence the perception of and attitudes towards wlldlife-human

conflict. These factors Include ethnlclty, age, level of education, occupation and land

ownershlp systems (Table 4.1).

Wlthln the sample, the majority (62.4%) of the household heads were Maasal, and

37.6% were non-Maasai. The non-Maasai percentage was hlgher than the census reports,

Indlcating a possible Increase ln immigrants population ln recent years ln the reglon. The

majorlty of these Immigrants have an agrarian background: landless and relatlvely poor,

they have bean dlsplaced from the agrlculturally potenlial parts of the country where the

land distribution favours the rich. When these new selliers arrive ln the rangelands, they

ollen prefer areas with high agrlcultural !"otentlal. Narok and Kajlado districts are among

the most preferred areas since they have some marginai areas avallable for cullivalion. Over

the lastthirty years or so, people from dlfferent parts of the country have mlgrated into the

Masai Mara reglon.

There are considerable variations belWeen group ranches as regards the dlstribulion

01 Maasal and non-Maasal wlthln the reglon. Most of the non-Maasal wsre settled mosliy ln

the agriculturally rlch upland zone of Angata Baragoi and Klmentet group ranches, whIle

Maasal were predomlnanliy ln the lowland zone group ranches of Lemek, Koyakl and Slana.

Variations ln ethnie background (as weil as age, level of education and occupation) may

Influence perceplions of and response to wlldllfe-human relationships.

The ages of the Interviewed heads of household ranged from 19 to 87 years (a mean

of 49 years and a median of 48 years). In Angata Baragol, they ranged from 23 ta 83, whlle

in Koyaki, the youngest was 19 and oldest was 80 years. There was no signlflcant difference

ln the ages of respondents belWeen group ranches. Residents of upland ranches were as

old as resldents ln the lowland ranches. The majorlty (89.8%) of those Interviewed were
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men, because men olten are the heads 01 a household. There was Inslgnlflcant variation 01

lemale respondents between group ranches. Average household slze for the region was 7,

and varled 1it1le between the ranches.

The level of education, or lack of education, may Influence an Indivldual's knowledge

and perception of resources. Among the 500 respondents, 360 (72%) had no 10r!1'al

education at ali; 87 (17.4%) had sorne primary education, 44 (8.8%) had secondary level, 6

(1.2%) college, mostly teacher training; and just 3 (0.6%) were university graduates. The

more educated may perceive wildlife-human Interactions as less of a nuisance to the

communlty, but may demand more action to protect the local people or provlde direct

beneflts from wildlife conservation. In the past, few Maasal have had access to schoollng

as compared to resldents of other Kenyan communltles (Sarone 1986), but recent trends

indicate an Increaslng number of educated members of the society and general support to

schooling (Holiand 1992).

Simllarly, the main occupation 01 the heads of the household may determlne the land

use practlces and resource perceptions, and by extension the presence of ",;Idlife. The

majorlty (64%) clted pastoralism as a main occupation, 35.8% stated farmlng, while only

0.4% stated other actlvltles. It Is clear why many local resldents indlcated pastoralism: the

Maasal see themselves as herdsmen by tradition and sacred mandate, and thus the majority

are still pastoralists (Arhem 1985). They are "people of cat1le" (I/Iung'ana 100 nglshu) (Galaty

1981). Farmlng Is concelved of as desecratlon of the land upon which cat1le feed. Since the

majority of reglon's resldents are Maasal, the reglon Is still baslcaliy a pastoral area. Other

categories of employment include cat1le trading, the selllng of ornaments (malnly to

tourlsts), and those work ln elther the Masai Mara Game Reserve or the tourlst lodges. The

majorlty of those stating cultlvatlon as thelr main occupation were resldents of the Angata

Baragol and Klmentet areas, the agrlculturaliy viable areas, whlle most pastoralists lived ln

the lowland zone of the Lemek, Koyakl and Siana group ranches. It should be noted that
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Table 4.1 Socio-e<:onomic Factors by Group Ranch a~1d Zone in Masai Mara Region (19911

•
SOClo-ECONOMIC FACTORS 1 UPLANO ZONE

1
LOWLANO ZONE MARA

REGION
ANGATA K1MENTET LEIIEK KOYAKI SIANA
BARAGOI

Ethnlclty 01 RespondenlS-'
_1

4 (4.4%) 10 (10.2%) 104 (93.7%) 98 (98.0%) 96 (96.0%) 312 (62.4%)
Non-IIaasal 14 (7.6%) 298 (95.8%)

87 (95.6%) 88 (89.8%) 7 (6.3'J(,) 2 (2.0%) 4 (4.0%) 188 (37.6%)
175 (92.4%) 13 (4.2%)

Talai
91 :100%) 98 (100%) 111 (100.0%) 100 (100.0%) 100 (100.0%) 500 (100%)

Chl-squared 459.063 189 (100%) 311 (100%)

Sex of the Respondents-
llale

84 (92.3%) 84 (85.7%) 105 (94.5%) 89 (89.0%) 87 (87.0%) 449 (89.8%)
168 (88.9%) 287 (90.3%)

Female 6 (5.5%) 11 (11.0%) 13 (13.0%) 51 (10.2%)
7 (7.7%) 14 (14.3%) 30 (9.8%)

21 (11.1%)
Total

91 (100%) 98 (100%) 111 (100.0%) 100 (100.0%) 100 (100.0%) 500 (100%)
Chl-squared: 7.072 189 (100%) 311 (100%)

lIean Househcld SIze'

D-6
17 (15.3%) 16 ('~.O%) 13 (13.0%) 91 (18.7%)

7-12 26 (28.6%) 19 (19.4%) 46 (14.8%)
45 (22.5%) 53 (47.7%) 56 (56.0%) 51 (51%) 264 (53.2%)

13-H 48 (52.7%) 56 (57.1%) 160 (51.9%)
104 (54.4%) 41 (36.9%) 28 (26.0%) 36 (36.0%) 145 (37.4%)

17 (18.7%) 23 (23.5%) 105 (33.7%)
40 (41.1%)

Total

91 (100%) 98 (100%) 111 (100.0%) 100 (100.0%) 100 (100.0%) 500 (100%)
ANOVA '1" 2.732 189 (100%) 311 (100%)
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•
Age al Respondenl
1&-25

13 (14.3%) 16 (17.6%) 11 (9.9%) 10 (10.0%) 13 (13.0%) 63 ,13.5%)
26-45 29 (16%) 34 (10.9%)

43 (47.3%) 27 (29.7%) 37 (33.3%) 30 (30.0%) 26 (26.0%) 163 (22.9%)
~ 70 (38%) 93 (29.8%)

25 (27.5%) 41 (45.1%) 48 (43.2%) 43 (43.0%) 49 (49.0%) 206 (39.8%)
61-++ 66 (33%) 140 (46.6%)

10 (10.9%) 14 (14.3%) 15 (13.5%) 17 (17.0%) 12 (12.0%) 68 (13.1%)
24 (12%) 44 (14.2%)

Total 500 (100%)
91 (100%) 98 (100%) 111 (100.0%) 100 (100.0%) 100 (100.0%)

189 (100%) 311 (100%)
AHOYA "F" 0.838

Level of Education of RespondentsH1l

None

Primary 61 (67%) 58 (59.2%) 78 (70.0%) 87 (87.0%) 76 ;76.0%) 360 (72.0%)
119 (63%) 241 (77.6%)

Se...mdary 21 (23.1%) 23 (23.5%) 20 (18.0%) 7 (7.0%) 16 (16.0%) 87 (17.4%)
44 (22%) 43 (13.6%)

College 9 (9.3%) 17 (17.3%) 8 (7.2%) 3 (3.0%) 7 (7.0%) 4-' (8.8%)
26 (13%) 18 (5.8%)

University 0(0.0%) 0(0.0%) 3 (2.7%) 3 (3.0%) 1 (1.0%) 6 (1.2·~)

0(0.0%) 7 (2.3%)
0(0.0%) 0(0.0%) 2 (1.8%) 0(0.0%) 0(0.0%) 3 (0.6%)

0(0.0%) 2 (0.6%)
Total 111 (100.0%) 100 (100.0%) lOi (100.0%) 500 (1()()C... ,~

311 (100.0%)
Chl-squared: 45.090 91 (100%) 98 (100%)

189 (100%)
---.1-
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•
lmgIhof_.......
1-15

15 (15%) 24 (25%) 3 (3.0%) 1 (1.0%1 2 (2.0%) 45 (!I.O%)
1_ 4D (21.2%) 5 (1.3%)

45 (SK) 55 (51%) 17 (15%) '(1.1%) 5 (5.0%) 131 (25.2%)
31 ++ 111 (53.4%) 25 (1.0%)

3D (34%) 1. (11.0%) 11 (11%) 12 (SZ.K) 93 (93.0%) 324 (&U%)
41 (25A%) 275 (11.7%)

T_ 111 (1_) 1DD (1_1 1DD (1_) 5DD (1_)
11 (1_) .. (1_) 311 (1_)

111 (1_)
ANOVA"F' 122.75

_ Ocn......... of R-q?n<Iet_p-
7 (U%) 12 (12.2%) 104 (14%) .. (11%) .. (11%) 32D (i4.K)

F_ 11 (lA) 3D11'7.O%)
14 (12.3%1 li (11.I%) 3 (2.7%) 1 (1.0%) 2 (2.0%) 175 (35..1%)

c.IIIe trad<ts 171 (15%) 5 (2.1%)
1 (lI.O%) • (lI.O%1 4 (3-""1 • (lI.O%) 1 (U"I 4 (1..1%)

1 (lI.O%) 4 (1.2%)
Olhors

T_ U (1_) .. (1_) 111 (1_) 1DD (1_) 1DD (1_) 5DD (1_)
111 (1_) 311 (1_)

~: 511.751



•

•

156

those reportlng larming as their main subslstence also kept IIvestock. In addition, although

only a lew people indlcated that they were employees ln Masai Mora National Reserve, a

substantial number 01 resldents have been able to earn a living Irom the reserve. Catlle

trekking or trade whlch Involves moving catlle to Nairobi ln exchange lor money has been

a popular business amongst the Maasal.

4.2:2 Livestock Population

Traditlonally, the pastoral Maasal have vlewed catlle as a valuable commodity. Small

stock are largely soen as a substitute lor catlle (Arhem 1985; Galaty 1981; Ndagala 1992)'.

An overwhelmlng majorlty (87.4%) 01 respondents own IIvestock (Table 4.2), Includlng:

native catlle, grade catlle, shoats (goats and sheep), donkeys and dogs. Catile are not

commonly killed except lor rltual or lIfe-cycle related ceremonies. Meat is obtalned on a

more regular basis Irom goats and sheep. Catlle are prlmarily producers 01 mllk. Donkeys

are used Inr transportlng water, goods to and Irom market, and personal effects during

lamlly movements Irom one resldential area to a new one. Although less consldered, dogs

are common and very Important in pastoral resou'ce management and protection. They

prevent IIvestock Irom straylng and are helplul in tracklng down mlssing animais during the

day. At nlght they raise alarm when there are strangers or wlld animais in the vlclnlty. Their

basic role entaIls ensurlng the secur;ty 01 the people and herds.

The lamlly livestock holdings varled remarkably and olten determlned the status 01

the lamlly or indlvldual in society. As regards native catlle, ownershlp ranged Irom 0 to 950

with a mean 01 112 per lamlly. Most 01 the respondents Indlcated a reductlon ln the number

01 IIvestock they owned. This means that the Maasal have recently become less wealthy

1 Mllalal and thelr IIv81tock structure haB been widely studled (Evangelou 1985; Grandi" 1986 Homewood 1992).
Pal' Itudlea have lndlcated how dlHleult Il 18 la 8atabllah the exact number Dt IIvestock owned, especlally pel'
houaehold. DIHerent methods have ben applled Includlng undertaklng gale count, of the animais per manyatta
(Hom.wood 1992).
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Table 4.2 FamHy Livestock Holdings by Group Ranch and Zone

1b'7

•
LIVESTOCK UPLAND ZONE LOI;l/LAND ZONE MARA
HOLDINGS & wr-ALTH REGION

ANGATA KIMENTET LEMEK KOYAKI 5IANA

BARAGOI

Keep livestock-
Yes 75 (98.0%1 84 (96.0%) 98 (88%) 89 (89'M 88 (88%) 1 4J.4 (87.0',,)

159 (97%1 27~ (88.3',,)

No 15 (2.2%) 14 (4.1%) 13 (11.7%) 11 (11%) 12 (12%) 66 (13.0%)
30 (3.1%) 36 (11.6%)

Talai 91 (100%) 98 (100%) 111 (100%) 100 (100%) 100 (100%) 500 (100',,)
189 (100%) 311 (100%)

Chi-square<! 12.396

Native cattle owned1
•

Poor
None 0 15 (18.0%) 14 (16.0%) 13 (13%) 11 (11%) 12 (12',,) " 13.2'1'

30 (11.3%) 36 (12.0',,)
Poor 1-10 20 (22.0%) 24 (23.0%) 15 (26%) 14 (24%) 12 (14'M 1& (17.2'1')

44 (15.0%) 64 (21.0%)
11·20 10 (11.0%) 12 (11.0%) 15 (44%) 24 (18'4) 32 (32%) 93(11.&%)

22 (7.3'10) 95 (31.3%)
Medium 21-S0 13 (14%) 8 (9.0%) 37 (36%) 26 (27%) 11 (11',,) 95 (19J1%)

21 (7.5%) 75 (24.7%)
51·100 11 (12%) 15 (16%) 11 (11%) 12 (11%) 13 (13%) &2 (12.5%1

25 (9.3%) 36 (12.0%)
RJch 101-351 14 (15%) 10 (10%) 9 (9%) 7 (14%) 15 (5%) 55 (11_%)

24 (12.5%) 29 (9.7',,)
Very Rich 351-++ 7 (8'10) 15 (15%) 10 (10%) 6 (10%) 5 (3.0%) 41 (WA%)

23 (12.0%) 22 (7.3%)

Talai 91 (100%) 98 (100%) 111 (100%) 100 100% 100 (100%) 500 (1_1
189 (100%) 311(100)

ANOVA "F" 1.405

1 The designation of the local people iota poor. well-oft or rich was based on Iivestock owned and WOlS made in the field by the help of Ole Nasuako (a Maasai) and
is c~rable 10 previous studies amongst the Maasai.
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GooI:: ownod'-- • 11 11ZOJ'~ 15 115.31') 15 IMA1') 11 1111') U 11ZOJ'I 55 (1U'l')

25 IU.I'l') U 112.RI
1-1' 25lZ7oR) n pu'l') 30 1Z7.1'l'1 ntm'I 30 111'l') 121l2U'l'1

riT pI.2'l'1 ~ 12I.3'l'1
11-21 21 tn.l1') 15 111.31') l' 117.11') 211211') 15 1151'1 Il 111A1')

37 111.81') 55 117.7'l')-... na • 1lI.1'l'I 15111.31') 1. 115.2'l'1 • IlI'l'l 1. IIU1'1 52 IUA1')
Z5 113.2'l'1 37 (11.1'l')

51-110 1. 1111') • 1lI.2'l') 1. IlI'l'l 11 1111') 1. Il'.I'l') 51 Il'.I'l')
1. Il'.I'l') 31 pI.I'l')

RIch 1.1-361 • 1lI.I'l') 5 (5.11') • 17.2'l') 111111'1 1. Il'.I'l'1 43 IU1')
14I7A1') ZI Il.3'l')

Very RIch 111- 7 17.7'l'1 4 (4.11'1 l' 1lI'l') 14 1141') 13 1131') 51 (1'.2'l'1
11 15.1'l'I 37 111.1%)

T_
.1 111I'l'1 .. 1111'l') 111 IIII'l') 1.. IIII'l') 1.. 11_) 5DD (11I'l')

III IIII'l') 311 111I'l')
AHOVA -r 2.741

Sheep ownod'-- • 11 112.1'l') 2 IZ-I'l') 413oR) 5 15.1'l') 5 15.1'l') 25 15.2'l'1
13 (5.1'l'1 15 (4.2'l')

p- 1-1' 21~) 51 1511') 50 (45.1'l') 45 (451') 44 (441') 21' (42.1'l')
71137oR) lU (44.7'l')

11-21 ZI 131-'%) Z4 114.51') 34 ploR) Z5 115.1'l') 34 (341'1 145 1ZI.2'l'1
53 12I.1'l'1 13 IZI-'%I-. 21-41 13 114.11') • (I.2'l') 1. 1lI.1'l') • Il.1'l'l 7 17.1'l') 47 IIA1')
211110RI 25 (lA1'1 35 17.1'l')

51-110 11 112.1'l') 5 (5.11') 715.31'1 5 (51') 5 C5'l') Z2 (4A1')
17 1lI.1'l') 1. 15.1'l') 12 1ZA1')

RidI 1.1-361 5 (5oR) 717·11') 3 1Z-7'l') 4(41') 2 1Z'l')
13 15.1'l') • IZ-'%)

Very RidI 351_ • (O.I'l') 111.1'l') 3 1Z-7'l') 5 15'l') 2 IZ'l'l
l(OoR) 11 13.51')

T_ .1 1111'l'1 Il 111I'l')
III 1111'l'1 111 1111'l') 110 (111'l'1 110 111I'l') 5DD (11I'l'1

ANOVA -r 1.l141 3111111'l')
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than in the past, a trend supported by recent studles among the communlty (Homewood

1992). Only a few people owned grade catlle 20 ln Kimentet, 6 ln Angata Baragoi, and 3 ln

Lemek, although many expressed a desire to Increase their holdings. Grade caUle as

opposed to open range pastorallsm, requlres paddock fenclng whlch reduces the land

avaliable for both wildllfe and IIvestock grazing (see Plates 4.2 and 4.3). Whereas about 46%

planned to Increase their IIvestock holdings, 22% planned to reduce thelr holdings, cillng

the anticlpated decllne ln grazlng space as the reason. Desplte efforts by the Government

to introduce other catlle breeds, the short-horn humped zebu are still the malnstay of

Maasal catlle, as they have Il hlgh reslstance to stock dlseûse(s) and can trek long

distances. Although maJorlty of IIvestock holders live in the lowland ranches, none of the

lowland resldents owned grade catlle.

4.2:3 Major Problems ln the Region

This section examines the perceived problems as regards resource use ln the

region. People's rasponses to certain aclivltles may be dlctated by the general dlfflculties

they face. When asked to state what they thought were the major problems they faced, 32%

clted water shortage, while only 1D% clted wildllfe menace' (Table 4.3). Another 1D% clted

other problems Includlng poor roads, the lack of transportation faclIIties, livestock dlseases,

poor veterinary services, poor IIvestock marketing and school services, and even stock thelt

(or stock raldlng). Water Is the number one problem ln both the upland and lowland areas.

This may relate to land use requlrements for cultlvators and pastorallsts. Surprislngly,

health and food shortages w~~a seen as a major problem more ln the upland areas than in

the plains. The reason for thls couId be the difference ln expeclatlons between the

Immigrants and the Maasal.

'The rlaponse of wlldllfe menace a. one of the millor problems could have been encour.ged by the
wordlng of the Itudy questlonl. Wster ahorUge and other probJema .,e equaUy, not more, Important Il
regards the thre.t to huma" IIf. ln the raglan.
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MAJOR UPLAND ZONE LOWLAND ZONE MARA lPROBLEUS-· REGION

ANGATA KlMENTET LEMEK KOYAKI S1ANA
BARAGOI

Land shortage 17 (18.7%) 8 (8.2%) 2 (1.11%) 2 (2.0%) 3 (3.0%) 32 (6.4%)
25 (13.5%) 7 (2.3%)

Water scarcity 18 (19.8%) 20 (20.4%) 48 (43.2%) 39 (39.0%) 37 (37.0%) 162 (32.' ..•)
38 (20.1%) 124 (39.7%)

Poor health 17 (18.7";') 18 (18.4%) 20 (18.0%) 10 (10.0%) 7 (7.0%) n (14.4%)
services 25 (18.5%) 37 (11.7%)

Food 15 (16.5%) 17 (17.3%) 11 (9.9%) 7 (7.0%) 4 (4.0%) 5410.8%
Supply/shortage 32 (16.9%) 22 (6.9%)

Wildlife menace 14 (15.4%) 19 (19.4%) 20 (18.0%) 21 (21.0%) 16 (16.0%) 90 18.0%
33 (16.5%) 57 (18.3%)

Others 10 (11.0%) 16 (16.3%) 10 (9.0%) 21 (21.0%) 33 (33.0%) 90 (18.0%)
26 (13.5%) 64 (21.0%)

Talai 91 (100.0%) 98 (100%) 111 ;100%) 100 (100%) 100 (100%) 500 (100%)
189 (100%) 311 (100%)

Chl-squared:
84.010
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4.2:4 Immigration ln the Masai Mara reglon

Although tradltlonally a Maasaltarrltory, the Masai Mara reglon Is Increaslngly belng

occupled by non-Maasal Immigrants. In addition, there aro movements among the Maasal

themselvcs, from Kajlado' (the other Maasal District ln the country) and/or from other parts

of Narok District, Into the reglon. This Immigration contrlbutes substantlally ta the Increase

ln the human population of the study area. When asked ta state how long they have been

living ln the area of land they occupled, Just over hall (267) of respondents sald slnce blrth;

the rest havlng mlgrated Into the area. Most of the Immigrants had been ln the area for more

than 30 years, same of them havlng moved ln as early as 1954. About 176 came from

outslde the Mara reglon, Narok or Kajlado and were of non·Maasal orlglns. The most

common reasons for mlgratlng Into the reglon revolved around land avallablllty (82.7%), and

the reunltlng of familles (14.3%). Another reasons "Ited was the search for employment

(3%). Concernlng whether they would conslder movlng out of the present location, the

majorlty (89.2%) sald no, whlle 10.8% would consider movlng but only If they got better land

elst>where. Land Is the main reason for rural ta rural migration ln Kenya. Those who stated

that they mlght consider movlng out, may have been recent Immigrants who had not fulflIIed

thelr expectatlons.

One Important result of Immigration Is land encroachment, especlally onto goad

potentlal, dry·season grazlng areas. These areas ta whlch Maasal would normally resort for

dry·season grazlng pasture usually have good ralnfall patterns, and are therefore recognlzed

as belng sultable for agrlcultural crops as weil. In dlscusslng the degree of confllct ln the

two zones, two issues are crucial. Flrst, the actual human, Il'/Bstock and wlldllfB carrying

capaclty of the areas bath durlng the wet and dry seasons; and second, the exlstlng and

projected populations of humans, IIvestock and wlldllfe whlch will be supported by the

glven land (zone).

• Ther. la no clear evldence that lome Maanl moved fram Kall.do to aettle ln Narok Dlltrlet (Ma"l Mer. ,.glon). Thore
are movemenu of Maaaai between the two dlltrlcts but mOltly 10r lobe.
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4.2:5 Wlldllfe Seen ln the Region

Respondents were asked to state what animais they saw or encountered in thelr land

use areas. The land use areas ··Iere deflned as extending in an approxlmately 3 km radius

around the "Manyatta". This Included the homestead and the Immediate surroundings. Whlle

Maasai graze over a wide area, especlally durlng drought, the current trend of

sedentarlzatlon restrlcts them to specifie areas most of the year. This was meant to glve

specifie locational Information whlch could be correlated wlth confllct areas. In Angata

Baragoi and Klmentet, for example, the animais reportedly seen were small mammals, large

ones such as elephants and buffaloes were only seen during extended droughts. The large

wlldebeest populations may have contrlbuted strongly to the increased slghtlngs of the

animai ln the area. Wlldlife occur throughout the region, except fewer and fewer were found

ln the upland areas where agriculture was expandlng.

There Is a strlklng dlfference in the density of wlldllfe populations in the flvA sample

areas. The northern part of Lemek is increasingly falling under intensive cultlvatlon and the

wlldllfe density has decllned tremendously over the years. Seasonal trends of conflict are

IIkely influenced by IWo points. Firstly, since wlldebeest migrate in large numbers, the

attitudes of the local human population may be Influenced by the sheer multitudes and

biased views of the wlldebeest may emerge. 1have been unable to differentlate thls blas.

Secondly, wlldebeest wan,'!lr around and may therefore be easily observed out in the open

plains feeding and complltlng at watering areas.

4.2:6 Relationshlps of the Socio-economic Factors

Socio-economic and demographic characteristlcs of the sample of residents ln Masai

Mara reglon suggests that the population varled, but was also slmllar in a number ways.

Most Maasai were involved predomlnRntly in pastorallsm, while many of the non-Maasai

were cultivators. The Maasal had IIved 111 the area longer than the non-Maasal, and they

encountered more wlldllfe problems on average than the non-Maasal. More IIvestock
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depredation was reported by the Maasal than the non-Maasal. In contrast, the non-Maasal

encountered more crop destruction and dealt more wlth the hlgh cost 01 crop loss due to

wlldille than did the Maasal.

Respondents wlth less or no lormal education were older. The Maasal were not

slgnllicantly d!flerent ln terms 01 level 01 education Irom the non-Maasal. Perhaps If chlldren

were Included then the survey could produce slgnlflcant dlflerences ln the level 01

education. The locus 01 the study, however, was on the heads 01 the households. Those

involved ln other occupations such as caille trading, were comparatlvely younger than

those Involved only ln pastcfallsm. No slgnllicant dlflerence between Maasal and non-

Maasal, ln terms 01 whether or not they actually owned any IIvestock. Older resldents had

more stock than younger ones. The wealthler, however, were not necessarlly the most

educated. Level 01 education dld not necessarlly translate Into greater livestock or land

ownershlp. Most 01 those indlcatlng Indlvldualland ownershlp were non-Maasal. Long-term

resldency was signlflcantly correlated wlth ethnlc groups and livestock ownershlp.

4.3 Experience of Conflict

The conflict between wlldille and humans had Increased ove': the years Dut thore

was variation in the Intensity and Irequency wlthln the reglon. This section pr['sents an

overvlew 01 how the local people percelved conflict. Perception was examlned wlth

relerence to the: (1) occurrence 01 wildille damage, (2) types 01 damage, (3) overail

destructive slgnllicance 01 wildllfe species, (4) specles responslble lor damage, and (5)

changes ln the Intenslty 01 conflict over recent years. The overwhelmlng majorlty (96%), sald

they were aware 01 problems' wlth wlldille (Table 4.4). The 4% who sald they had not

personally experlenced trouble, stated that they were aware that other people dld encoul1ter

1 This question soUclted 1:'8 rllpondants percelV8d awarene•• or femlllarity wlth wlldllfe problems ln the .ree not thelr
actuallosses dUB to wlldllfc •:1torlere;lce. Quantification of lUch loSS81, pre••ntad ln the "exl section (effecta of confllct on
huma"s), testad respondents' actual encounter wlth wlldllfe probleml.
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problems. One local resldent 01 Klmentet expressed his experience as lollows:

Wlldille cause a lot 01 problems ln thls area. They eat our livestock, crops and Ilnlsh
grass lor cattle. In thls place, one cannotthlnk 01 growlng crops. Vou cannot rlsk
walklng out at "Ight. We are a prlsoner to wlldille and yetthe government protects
them (L.R'. 01).

This was a common vlew held by many 01 the local people. Wlldlile Is seen as

competlng wlth IIvestock over pasture and water. Many local people 01 the Masai Mara

reglon belleved that wlldlile recelved more attention Irom the government than they dld.

People leltthatthe government was pU'1lng IIttle efforttoward controlllng wlldille problems.

The responses varled slgnillcantly' be'Ween group rar.<:hes. In Angata Baragol and

Klmentet areas, the predomlnantly agrlcul ;ural zones, a total of nearly 10% sald they dld not

encounter wlldllle problems, whereas ln Koyakl and Slana, ail respondents encountered

problems. The explanatlon for thls dlfference could be that agriculture had dlsplaced wlldllfe

(especlally, the larger specles). As agriculture. and the number of people wlth attendant

infrastructure Increase, wlldllle become completely dlsplaced. Butthe general clrcumstance.

was clear: the local people were signlflcantly affected by wildlife and were aware of

dlfflcultles of living in wildllfe areas.

Of the 26 government officiais Interviewed', ail stated that conflict was occurrlng

and was causlng concern. Ali 8 wlldille conservation experts Intervlewed also said thatthe

contllct had Increased and thls posed a major long-term threatto wlldllfe conservation, not

• Symbola are uled to reprelent Indlvldusl respondents quoted ln the text ln order to preserve thelr anonymlty. For
example. L.A. = Local Resident. G.a. = Government Officiai, and W.E. = Wlldllte Expert. Tho numbers. forexample, 011ndlcate
the number of the anonymoul Indlvldusl.

, Relulta of the statlstlcalslgnlflcance testa of the distribution 01 variables are I"dicaled ln the flrst columns of the tables.
Two categories of telta of algnlflcBnce are run. The finit Sfu the testa for the varletlol1s of the reluits amongst group ranches,
determlnlng whether the Ob....~Dtlon. dlffered amonglt the lampled group ranch. The second are tests ot the correlations
amonglt varlablel. The procedure Il the slme on alllublequent f:lbles•

• The Government offlclall and wlldllfe conservation experts were asked tour general questions. These were: (1) Is the
confllct really there? How aerloua la It?; (2) What are the cauaes? (3) How doea the competltlor'l affect wlldlite and the
humana?; and (4) How can It be reaolved? The dlacuaalon waa very Intormal and the t10w could often belntluenced by the
reapondenta. Thelr reaponsea were recorded.
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Tobie 4.4 Are Vou Aware of 8"Y Problemll wlth WlIdllfe?'

AWARENESS UPLAND ZONE LOWLAND ZONE MARA
OF WlLDUFE REGlO
PROBLEMS" ANGATA KIMENTET LEMEK KOYAKI SIANA N

BARAGOI

Yo. 81 (89.0%) 90 (91.8%) 109 (98.2%) 100 (100%) l 'JO 480
171 (90.4%) (100%) (96.0%)

309 (99.4%)

No 10 (11.0%) 8 (8.2%) 2 (1.8%) 0(0.0%) 0 20
18 (9.6%) (0.0%) (4.0%)

2 (0.6%)

Total 91 (100%) 98 (100%) 111 (100%) 100 (100%) 100 500
189 (100%) (100%) (100%)

Manr\4 311 (100%)
Whltney'o ·U·
25.123

only in Kenya but also in most ot:ler African countries. The Informai Intervlew8 wlth the 13

local eiders supported the vlew that problems were substantlal and that vlrtually ail

resldenls expllrienced some form of dlHlculty wlth wlldllfe. Many eiders also felt that today

the needs of wlldllfe were put before those of the local people, whIle at the same tlme the

local people were more restrlcted Irom protectlng themselves from wlldllfe damage.lnstead,

the government gave antl·poachlng actlvltles a hlgh prlorlty to the point 01 harasslng local

people.

4.3:1 Types of Confllct Experlenced

The interface betvleen wildllfe and humans ln the Masai Mara reglon was manlfest

1.-. a varlety of ways. Each respondent was asked to IIst types of confllct ln order 01

Importance. Of the respondents encounterlng problems, 45.6% cited IIvestock depredatlon

as the greatest problem followed, ln a descendlng order, by crop destruction, human deaths

• A number of format procedures have been uBed ln many of the tables and Ihould be noted ln arder to facilitais an
underlltr::ndlng of thlle resulta: (1) the percentagealn bracketa ln the thlrd row of 8ach t1ndlng Indlcate the total relponses
by zone· upland Dr lowland zone. Tha tiraI rowa arl re.ponl'Il by Individuel 8ampled group ,anchel.

1D SeeDuIs the chl-aquared rGaul1S had an 8xpeeted ail frequency of <5, the feault WB. re--analyzed ullog Mann-Whitney
"U' teat.
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or Injuries, transmission of diseases to livestock, competition for resources, and other

wildlife problems (Table 4.5;. Many local residents of Masai Mara region complained of

wildlife damage and belleved thatthe government should do something about the wildlife

menace. The problem entered other categories including wildlife damage to infrastructural

development, such as fences, water pipes and granaries, and prevention of local residents,

particularly children and mothers from going out of bornas".

WI.DlIFE UPlANDZDNE LOWLAND ZDNE MARA
PROBLE'- REGION

ANGATA KIIEHTET LEIoEK KOYAKI SIANA
BARAGOI

UveslocIl 1. (22.2%) 21 (n.3%) 1I3 (&7.1%) 11 (11.3) &7 21.
predItion :sa (ZU%) (57%) (45.1%)

111 (51.1%)

Coup 41 (51.1%) 4Z 141.7%) 12 (11.11%) 7 (7.0%1 10 114
_or 1I3141.1) (111%) (n.l%l

b-''''lII :li (Ullo)

.. ,.,...- • (1.1%) 10 (11.1%) 11 (10.1%) 10 (1D.II%) 13 51
or ....... 1. (10.0) (13%) (1a.&1lo)

34 (11.11%)

T"""- • (7Allo) • (10.11%) 12 (11.11%) 11 (11.11%) 12 &0
0'''=770. 15 (1.&%) (1Zllo) (1DAllo)

3& (11.1%)

c...npeWon 5 ('A) 7 (7.1%) 1 (L:.llo) 11 (11.Gllo1 '(1.0%) 41Ior-. 12 (7.Gllo) ZI (1.4%) (1.&%)
pulunI ..-0Ihen 2(U%) 1 (1.1%) 2 (1.1%) D (O.Gllo) 0 5 (1.11%)

3 (1.1%) (O.Gllo)
2 (D.I'I')

T_ '1 (1lll1%) 10 (1lll1%) 101 (1lll1%) 100 (1lll1%) 100 410
171 (1lll1%) (1lll1%) (1lll1%)

C~ 301 (1lll1%1
141.474

The problems experienced varied significantly amon!) the group ranches. Livestock

", Born.. are homesteada dwelllng for one or more famlly unit•. In sorne cases chlldren gol"g to school may have to
be ••cor1ed through • known dlng.rous portion of thelr route. such as, .. thlck bush or river crasslng known to be
pr.t.nad by dlng.roua animais.
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depredation was the most commonly cited as a problerr., ln Siana, Lemek and Koyakl group

ranches, areas that were still predominantly occupled by the pastoral Maasal and where

pastoralism was the dominant form of land use. Crop destruction, the eatlng and trampling

of crops, was experienced more ln Angata Baragol and Klmentet, areas where agricultural

actlvity was expanding. These are the areas belng occupied by the Immigrants who come

from agrarlan communltles. Complaints about the transmission of dlseases and competition

for pasture were also made mostly ln the pastoral lands. Human deaths or Injuries were

clted almost unlformly throughout the group ranches. Generally, wlth the exception of

human personal injuries, major wlldllfe damage varled accordlng to the predominant form

land use.

4.3:2 Degree of Destructiveness of the Wlldlife Specles

Wlldllfe specles vary ln their degree of destructlveness. Respondents were asked

to rate the destructive slgnlflcance of specles. Lions (Panfhera /eo), wlldebeests

(Connochaetes taur/nus), elephants (Loxodonta afr/cana), buffaloes (Syncerus caffer), and

leopards (Panthera pardus)wF'~ consldered very destructive. Many local resldents of Masai

Mara region felt that large mammals were most problematlc, but a substantlal percentage

also clted primates as. Only 1% sald zebras (Equus burchelll) could be very destructive

(Table. 4.6).

The responses on the degree of destructlveness of the different specles varled

slgnificantly amongst the group ranches. Wlldabeests were percalved as very destructive

mostly in the pastoral areas of Lemek, Koyakl and Siana, probably because of thelr

damaglng effect on pasture and the transmission of disease to livestock. It is not clear why

resldents ln Angata Baragoi and Klmentet percelved elephar:t8, lIon8 and leopard8 a8 very

destructive slnce these are basically agrlcultural areas where m08t wlldllfe, e8peclally, the

larger ones had been dlsplaced. This may be a reflect~on of the gene",' kr~wledgepeople

have of the destructive slgniflcance of the specles. It may also mean that although
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Table 4.6 Degree of Destructiveness of Selected Wildlife by Group Ranch (Numbers and Percentagel

ANIMAUDEGREE Of UPLAND ZONE LOWlAND ZONE MARA REMARKSt:
TROUBLESOr.E REGION

ANGATA KIMENTET LEMEK KOYAKI SlANA
BARAGOI

Wilde_sr" Damage crops.
Very Destructive 33 (36.3'JIl 32 (32.7%) 98 (88.3%) 87 (87.0%) 95 (95.0%) 345 (73%) pasture and waler.

65 (34.5%) 280 (95%) Carrier of malignant
Destructive 28 (30.8%) 26 (25.3%) 7 (6.3%) 13 (13.0~) 5 (5.0%) 79 (25%) catarrh disease.

54 (28.5%) 25 (8.3%) Generally disliked by
Less Destructive 30 (33.0%) 40 (40.8%) 6 (5.4%) o (0.0%) o (0.0%) 76 (2%) loul people

70 (36.3%) 6 (2%)
ToW

91 (100%) 98 (llhl%) 111 (100%) 100 (100%) 100 500
Chl.square<!: 146.537 189 (100%) (100%) (100%)

311 (100%)

EleDhanr Damage crops, trees
Very Destructive 73 (80.2%) 67 (68.4%) 87 (78.4%) 55 (55.0%) 75 (75.0%) 357 (72%) and fenees.

140 (70',,) 217 (71%) Dangerous to
Ce,..trLldive 11 (18.7%) 28 (28.6%) 24 (21.6%) 45 (45.0%) 23 (23.0%) 137 (27%) hwnan. Occasionally

45 (22.5%) 92 (46%) fights cattle.
Less Destructive 1 (1.1%) ; (3.0%) o (0.0%) o (0.0%) 2 (2.0%) 6 (1%)

4 (2.0%) 2 (0.6%)
Tolal

91 (100%) 98 (100%) 111 (100%) 100 (100%) 100 500
Chl.squared: 30.819 189 (100%) (100%) (100',,)

311 (100%)

Zebra- Cao damage crops.
Very Destructive o (0.0%) o (0.0%) 1 (1.0%) 3 (3.0%) 0 (0.0%) 4 (1%) Compele for pasture.

0(0.0%) 4 (1.3%) No known dÎsease
Destructive 26 (28.6%) 13 (13.3%) 35 (31.5%) 13 (13.0%) 16 (16.0',,) 93 (19%) carrier. Generally

39 (20.9%) 64 (21.3%) seen as
Les5 Destructive 65 (71.4%) 85 (86.7%) 75 (67.5%) 84 (84.0%) 84 (84.0%) 403 (80%) Hannless.

149 (74.5%) 243 (81%)

Tolal 91 (100%) 98 (100%) 111 (100%) 100 (100%) 100 500
189 (100%) (100%) (100%)

311 (100%)
Chl.squared 27.580

Il The remarks are based on scienlific findings and general knowledge about the behaviours of the wildlife species. Sources of information include (Dublin
1986; Riney 1983; Myers 1972). The remarks are provided here to collaborate the perceived degree of destructiveness of the individual species by the local people.
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Buffaloes·
Very Destructive 61 (67.0%) 66 (67.3%) 61 (64.9%) 67 (67.0'~) 64 (64.0%) 309 (62%) Dangerous to

127 (67.1%) 182 (60.6%) human. Attacks on
Destructive 28 (30.7%) 27 (28.6'1.) 40 (36.0%) 25 (25.0%) 38 (38.0%) 93 (20%) sight. Extremely

55 (29.6'1.) 103 (34.3'1.) 'eared. Carrier of
Less Destructive 2 (3.3'1.) 5 (5.1%) 10 (9.1%) 8 (8.0%) 8 (8.0%) 8 (8'~) tsetse Dy.

7 (3.5'~) 26 (8.5%) Sometimes fights
cattle.

Total 91 (100'~) 98 (100%) 111 (100'~) 100 {100%} 100 500
189 (100'hl (100'hl (100%)

Chl-squared 14.443 311 (100%)

Other Ungulates'" Sorne such as
Very Destructive 66 (7U%) 52 (53.0%) 12 (10.8%) 2 (2.0%) 1 (1.C%) 158 (32%) impala, warthog,

118 (59%1 15 (5.9%) eland generally
Destructive 22 {24.3'1.} 43 (43.9%) . 14 (12.5%) 29 (29.0%) 9 (9.0%) considered less

65 (32.5'1.) 52 (17.3%) 33 (7%) damaging. No
Les5 Destructive 3 (2.2'1.) 3 (3.1%) 85 (75.6%) 69 (69.0·~) 90 (90.0%) known diseases.

6 (3.0%) 244 (81.3%) 309 (61%) Use little pasture
and waler.

Total 91 (100%) 98 (100'~) 111 (100'~) 100 (100%) 1~0

189 (100%) (100% ) 500
Chi·squared: 407.069 311 {100%} (100%)

lion- Preys on Uvestock.
Very Destructive 79 (86.8%) 84 (8U%) 77 (69.4%) 80 (80.0%) 74 (74.0%) 395 (79'~) especially canle.

163 (81.5·~) 231 (77%) Dangerous to huma"
Oestructive 12 (13.2%) 14 (14.3%) 34 (30.6%) 20 (20.0%) 26 (26.0%) 105 (21%) • often attacks

26 (13.0%) 80 (26.6%) people, especially
less'1estructive o (0.0%) o (O.O%) o (O.O%) o (0.0%) 0 (0.0%) o (0%) while on kilt

o (0.0%) 0(0.0)

Total 91 (100%) 98 (100%) 111 (100%) 100 (100%) 100 (100%) 500
189 (100%) 311 (100'~) (100%)

Chi-squared 14.440

Lr:opard Preys on Iivestock
Very Destructive 57 (62.6%) 61 (62.2%) 76 (68.5%) 69 (69.0%) 73 (73.0%) 337 (67%1 especially goals.

118 (59%) 218 (72.6%) Attacks peo;lle
Destructive 33 (36.3%) 37 (37.8·~) 35 (31.5%) 31 (31.0%) 27 (27.0·~) 163 (33%) durÎng the kilt.

70 (35%) 91 (30.3%)
Less Destructive 1 (1.1%) o (0.0%) o (0.0%) o (0.0%) 0 (O.O·~) o (0%)

1 (0.5%) o (0.0%)

Tot..1 91 (100%) 98 (100%) 111 (100'~) 100 (100%) 100 500
189 (100%) (100%) (100%)

Chi-squared: 3.803 311 (100%1
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Other Predators"- Sorne such as wîld
Very Destructive 5 (5.5%) 14 (14.3%) 5 (4.5%) 9 (9.0%) 64 (64%) 97 (19%) dogs. jackals -

19 (9.5%) 78 (25%) considered
Destructive 32 (35.2'M 52 (53.0%) 81 (72.9%) 61 (61.0%) 33 (33.0%) 258 (52%) less dangerous to

114 (42%) 175 (55%) bath Iivestock and
Less Destructive 64 (59.3%) 32 (32.7%) 25 (22.5%) 30 (30.0%) 3 (3.0%) 145 (29%) people.

86 (43%) 58 (19.3%)

Tolal 91 (100%) 98 (100%) 111 (100%) 100 (100%) 100 500
189 (100%) (100%) (100%)

Chl-squared: 149.975 311 (100%)

Baboons- Damage crops. Can
Very Destructive 61 (67.1%) 63 (64.J%) 71 (63.9%) 53 (53.0%) 49 (49.0%) 297 (59%) prey on goal catves.

124 (62%) 173 (57.6%) Crops and goals
Destructive 30 (32.9%) 36 (35.7%) 39 (36.1%) 44 (44.0%) 51 (51.0%)

75 (37.5%) 134 (48%) 199 (40%)
L.!55 Destructive o (0.0%) o (0.0%) 1 (1.0%) 3 (3.0%) 0 (O.O'~)

o (0.0%) 4 (1.3%) 4 (1%)

Total 91 (100%) 98 (100%) 111 (100%) 100 (100%) 100
189 (100%) (100%) 600

Chl-squared: 17.463 311 (100%) (100%)
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elephants vlsitcd the areas only occasionelly, their impact wea signllicant. Although other

species - zebra, buffalo, harlebeest, kudu (Trage/aphus slreps/!:eros), porcuplnes (Hyslr/x

cr;slala) and bush pig damage crops, elephants were the most widely leared because 01

their ablilty to eat and trample huge quantities 01 crops ln a single nlght, the difflculty 01

stopplng them wlth any barrler, and the danger they posed to human lite. It is possible that

a substantial population 01 lions and leopards still existed in the upland lorests.

Clearly, some diHerences in the degree 01 destructiveness 01 specles can be

""plalned by the character 01 human land use. For example, whereas the wlldebeestls most

destructive in !Jastorally used lands, animais grouped under other ungulates seem to be

most destructive ln agrlculturally used lands. The one animai percelved as very destructive

ln ail group ranches, was the lion (between 74.0% and 85.7%). Primates were more IIkely to

be cited as very destructive in the upland zone, the predominantly cropland areas.

4.3:3 Wildille Species Involved in Confllct

Different wlldlife species cause dlfferent problems. Respondents were asked to state

whlch of the specles inflict maximum damage regarding: (1) Il'/l'stock depredation, (2) crop

destruction (3) humans deaths and injuries, (4) transmission of dlsease to IIvestock, and (5)

competition with IIvestock for resource use. Regardlng IIvestock depredatiol1, the majority

cited lions (52%), followed by leopards ..nd baboons (Table 4.7).

As to whlch wlldille caused maximum damage to crops ln the reglon, 26% sald

elephant, 10% mentioned wlldebeests, 42% cited "others". The "others" category included:

bushplgs, baboons, monkeys, porcuplnes and hippopotami (H/ppopolamus amph/b/us). As

one local resident of Angata Baragol observed:

Some of the most destructive wlldllfe here are the smaller mammals, porcuplnes,
bushplgs and dlkdik. Although thelr damages are small and olten neglected, they
are so frequent that by the tlme you harvesi they have consumed at least a q<larler
of your crops. Yet the govemment does not consider them as dangerous (L.R. 02).

On the question as to whlch animais were primarily responslble for human deaths

or Injuries, 32.8% sald buHalo. a ~"bstantlal percentage mentioned elephant, a total of
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Table 4.7 Wildlife Species Innicting Maximum Damage in Various Problems by Group Ranch

W1LDUFE 1 UPLAND ZONE
1

LOWLAND ZONE MARA REMARKS
SPECIESIPROBLEMS REGION

ANGATA KIMENTET LëMEK KOYAKI SIANA

BARAGOI

L.Mstodt
Dopt-.,•• 46 (50.5%) 46 (47.0%) 42 (3814) 66 (66.0%) 63 (63.0%) 263 (52'.. ) UVestock
Uan 92 (46'-'1 171 (55.3'.. ) affected: cattle,

14 (15.4%) 25 (26.0%) 27 (24%) 12 (12.0%) 15 (15.0%) 93 (19%) goals and sheep.
Leopard 39 (19.5%) 54 (17.0%) Chicken excluded

8 (8.8%) 11 (lU'.. ) 11 (10%) 12 (12.0%) 7 (7.0%) 49 (10%)
Hyena 19 (9.5%) 30 (9.6%)

23 (25.3%) 16 (16.0%) 31 (30%) 10 (10.0%) 15 (15.0'.. ) 95 (19%)
Others 39 (19.5%) 56 (18.3%)

91 (100%) 98 (100%) 111 (100%) 100 (100%) 100 (100'-'1 500 (100'-'1
Total 189 (100%) 311 (100'.. )

Chi·squared: 36.378

Crop Desbu:tion- Crops affected:
Wildebeests 5 (5.5%) 8 (8.0%) 11 (9%) 21 (21.0%) 7 (7.0%) 50 (10%) maÎze. sorghum.

13 (6.5%) 39 (13%) vegetables.
Elephant 26 (28.6'.. ) 23 (24.0%) 15 (14'.. ) 32 (32.0%) 36 (36.0'-'1 132 (26'-'1 cassava, beans,

49 (24.5%) 83 (27.6%) wheat
Buffalo 4 (4.4%) 2 (2.0%) 72 (65%) 25 (25.0%) 8(8.0%) 111 (22'-'1

6 (3.0%) 105 (35%)
Others 56 (65.5%) 67 (66.0%) 13 (12'.. ) 22 (22.0%) 49 (49.0%) 207 (42%)

123 (61.514) 84 (28%)

Total 91 (100%) 98 (100%) 111 (100%) 100 (100'.. ) 100 (100%) 500 (100'.. )
189 (100%) 311 (100%)

Chi.squared: 303.766
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~ Occur when
Buniillo 46 (50.5%) 22 (23.0%) 37 (33%) 24 (24.0%) 31 (31.0%) 160 (32%) fighting oN the

68 (34.0%) 92 (30.6%) 138 (28%) predator(s), or
Elephant 14 (16.4%) 37 (38.0%) 34 (31%) 26 (26.0%) 27 (27.0%) 74 (15%) when walking out

61 (26.6%) 87 (29%) 125 (25%) al night
UeR 8 (8.8%) 20 (20.0%) 10 (9%) 17 (17.0%) 18 (18.0%)

28 (14.0%) 45 (15%) 500 (100%)
Others 23 (26.3%) 19 (19.0%) 20 (20%) 33 (33.0% 1 24 (24.0%1

42 (21.0%) n (25.6%1
91 (100%) 98 (100%) 111 (100%) 100 (100%1 100 (100%)

Tolal 189 (100%) 311 (100%)

Chi·squared: 49.837

!!!!!!!!. Trypanosomiasis.
T._aai:-wr- 98 (88%) 76 (76.0%) 64 (64.0%) 342 (68%) anthrax. malignant
Wildebeest 42 (46.1%) 62 (63.3%1 238 (79.3%) catarrh (belîeved

104 (52.0%) 13 (12'~I 16 (16.0%) 18 (18.0%) 112 (23'~I to be transmitted
Buffalo 31 (34.1%) 34 (34.7%) 47 (15.6'~) through grazing

65 (32.5%) o (0.0%) 5 (5.0%) 13 (13.0%) 35 (7'~)

Elephant 15 (16.5%) 2 (2.0%1 18 (6.0%)
17 (8.5%) o (0%) 3 (3.0%) 5 (5.0%) 11 (2%)

Others 3 (~3%) 0(0.0%) 8 (2.6%)
3(1.5%)

111 (100'~I 100 (100%) 100 (100'~I 500 (100'~)

Total 91 (100'~) 98 (100'~I 311 (100%)
189 (100%)

Chi·squared: 71.526

-.:e
!:cai!pditiul.- 24 (26.4%) 46 (46.9%) 59 (53'~) 68 (68.0%) 68 (68.0%) 265 (54'~I Resources

Wildebeests 70 (35.0'h) 127 (42.5%1 competed for:
41 (45.0%) 43 (43.9%) 34 (31%) 24 (24.0%1 27 (27.0%1 169 (34%) pasture, wolter and

Zebra 64 (42.0'~I 85 (28.3%) space
9 (9.9%1 7 (7.1'h) 5 (5.0%) 5 (5.0%1 2 (2.0'~I 35 Wh)

Elephanls 16 (8.0%) 12 (4.0%1
17 (18.7%1 2 (2.0%) 12 (11'h) 3 (3.0%1 3 (3.0%) 31 (6'~)

Others 19 (9.5%1 18 (6.0%)
91 (100%) 98 (100'~)

Total 189 (100'h) 111 (100%) 100 (100%) 100 (100%) 500 (100'~)

311 (100%)
Chl·squared: 49.998



•

•

174

nearly 40% cited the predators (lion, leopard, cheetah and hyaena), whIle only a lew

mentloned "others". Specles grouped under the 131ler category Included crocodiles and

hippopotami. When asked as to which animal was prlnclpally responslble lor transmlttlng

dlseases to livestock, the majorlty (68%) sald wlldebeests, many sald buHalo and only a lew

cited elephants. Disease transmission daes occur Irom wlldille to domestlc stock and vice

versa (Karstad, et al. 1980). Many local livestock owners were concerned about wlldille

diseases, ln partlcular, Mallgnant Catarrhal Fever (MCF). Caille are belleved to contract MCF

Irom wildebeest in the calvlng areas, through contact with parturlent, newborn and very

young wildebeest (Mushl et al. 1980). The issue 01 MCF ln Masai Mara r..lglon, 15 however,

debatable. For example, although there are a lew resldent wlldebeest, the reglon 15 prlmarlly

a dry season grazing ground lor the mlgratory wlldebeest and not a prlmary calvlng area.

Caille and sheep can contract parasitic conditions Irom wlldllle, such as strongyles and bot

f1y larvae (Douglas-Hamilton et al. 1988).

Specles which competed most with IIvestock lor pasture and water Included, in

ascending order, wlldebeests, zebra and elephants (Table 4.5). Wlldebeests and zebra were

most frequently cited as the major culprlts probably because 01 the abundance 01 the two

specles. Over the years, the number 01 wlldebeesi and other ungulates have Increased

conslderably. These hlSh wlldllfe populations have led to drastlc decllnes ln vegetative

cover. From the Informe! Interviews, residents talked of crocodiles kllllng IIvestock and

sometlmes humans in the Mara River. This occurred when the stock were taken for

waterlng. The local people also classlfled the types 01 IIvestock the predators preler.

Leopards, for instance, klll goats, whIle lions attack cal1le and hyaenas often preler sheep.

Generally, the local people were aware that wlldllle competed for space, and clear

pasture that could otherwlse be used by theIr IIvestock. It Is notable that there was a

dlverslty of opinion regarding the major Impact 01 varlous specles. It also became clear that

there can be several Important points of confllct for each spec.les.
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1\.3:4 Changes ln Intensily 01 Conflict

Rcspondents were asked to comment on their perception 01 change regarding the

intensity 01 conflict over the past 30 years, and thelr expectations lor the luture. The

majority, 84%, belleved that confllct had Increased over the past 30 years, 9% lelt it had

remained the same, while only 7% sald It was becoming less acute (Table 4.8). Livestock

depredation and crop deslructlon appeared to have increased most.

There were notable variations between group ranches. Nearly ail 01 the respondents

who stated that conlllct had decreased Iived ln the Angata Baragoi and Kimentet areas. Ali

(100%) 01 the respondents in Koyaki and Siana lelt that the intensity had increased. This

supports the view that wildille were dlsplaced in areas that were increaslngly being

committed to agriculture. It may also be an indication that residents in Kimentet and Angata

Baragoi would rather report that conflict had reduced so as to discourage the government

Irom seeing thelr area as an area wlth slgniflcant wildlife potential.

Overall, 60% sald confllct would Increase over the next 10 years with major concerns

belng IIvestock depredatlon (37%), crop destruction (29%), transmission 01 dlseases (9%)

and competition lor pasture (15%). In contrast, the Inlormal interview and in-depth

discussions suggested that the confllct would subside when more Intensive land uses took

hold 01 the area, especially in group ranches already under increaslng pressure such as

Angata Baragol and Klmentet.
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PROBLEMSf UPLAND ZONE LOWLAND ZONE MARA GENERAL
INTENSITY REGION REMARKS

ANGATA KIMENTET LEMEK KOYAKI SIANA

BARAGOI

GeneralDA~

(ncreasing 1012% 1112%
21 (12.0%) 104 (95%) 97 (97',,) 100 (100%) 401(84%) Ali wîldlife

Same 3 4% o 0.0'" 301 (100.3%) t=:,oblems
3 (2%) 4 (4'''1 0(0%) 0(0%) 4319.0%)

Decreasing 4 (1.3%)
6884% 7988% 1 (1%) 3 (3%) 0(0%) 36(7.0%)

147 (86%) 4 (1.3%)
109 (100%) 100 (100%) 100 (100%) 480 (100%)

Total 81 100% 98 100% 309 (100%)
171 (100'''1

Chl-squared: 60.479

t..n-IocIl..--
Increasing 1620% 2717% 68 (62%) 57 (57%) 45 (45',,) 403 (84''') Killing and

43 (18.5%) 170 (54.7%) injuring
Same 1215% 5575% 16 (15%) 29 (29%) 22 (22%) 53 (11%)

67 (45.0%) 67 (22.0%)
Decreasing 5365% 88.0'''' 25 (23%) 14 (14%) 33 (33'''1 24 (5%)

61 (36.6%) 72 (23.3%)
109 (100%) 100 (100%) 100 (100%) 480 (100%)

Total 81 100% 90 (100%) 309 (100%)
171 (100%)

Chi-squared: 54.856

Crop~

Increasing
8 (10%) 12 (13%) 27 (28%) 19 (19%) 6 (6%) 355(74'''' Mostly in

Same 20 (11.5%) 52 (17.7%) the farms
29 (36%) 30 (33%) 46 (41%) 39 (39%) 4 (4'''1 72(15'" )

Decreasing 69 (34.E%) 88 (28.0%)
44 (54%) 48 (54%) 37 (31%) 42 (42%) 90 (90',,) 53111''''

Tclal 92 (54.0%) 169 (54.3%)
81 (100%) 90 (100%) 109 (100%) 100 (100%) 100 (100',,) 480 (100%)

171 (100%) 309 (100%)
Chi-squared:
352.685
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H....... DeoaIs
~
Increasing 12 (15%1 lB (20%1 20 (22%) 24 (24%1 17 (17'.) 110(23%) Occurs

30 (17.fi%) 61 (21.0%1 :ilOstly at
Same 35 (43%) 41 (46%1 64 (50%1 47 (47%) 51 (61%) 322(57%) night

76 (44.5%) 152 (52.7%1
Decreasing 34 (42%1 31 (34%) 35 (2B%1 29 (29%) 22 (22%) 4B(10'lo1

65 (3B.0%) B6 (26.3%1

Tolal BI (100%1 90 (100%) 109 (100%) 100 (100%) 100 (100%) 480 (100'10)
171 (100%) 309 (100'.)

Chl.squared: 25.716

0III0n" Mainly
Increasing 13 (16%) 15 (17%1 10 (9%) 26 (26%) 22 (22%) lB1(39%1 during

2B (16.6%) 5B (19.0%1 drought
Same 41 (51'.1 43 (48%1 59 (64'.) 49 (49%) 55 (55'10) 247(51%1

54 (49.6%) 163 (52.3%)
Decreasing 27 (33%1 32 (35%1 40 (37%) 25 (25%) 23 (23%) 46(20%)

59 (34.0%) BB (2B.3%1

Tolal BI (100%1 90 (100%1 109 (100'.1 100 (100%) 10.. (100"1 4BO (100',\)
171 (100'10) 309 (100%)

Chi·squared: 12.472
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4.3:5 Association Analysls 01 Perception 01 Conflir.!

Those who percelved crop destruction to be the main type 01 conlllct lelt that

elephants were the most destructive specles, while those who clted competition lor pasture

and water and the transmission 01 dlseases IIsted wildebeests as the most destructive

specles. The destructive specles also varled slgnlflcantly wlth problems Inflicted, and wlth

predominant land use. Large mammals were reported mor.' destructive ln the lowland, while

small and nocturnal animais were reported so ln the upland. Therelore, ln general, larger

animais were more problematlc ln areas wlth low human density, whereas small animais,

especlally nocturnal ones such as porcuplnes, bushplgs were more destructive ln areas 01

hlgh human denslty and land development, such as ln the upland reglons.

4.4 Quantifying the Conflict

The prevlous section presented a general overv1ew 01 how the local people vlewed

wlldille-human confllct in the Masai Mara reglon. This section presents a quantification 01

the conflict f1ndlngs on the: (1) Irequency 01 the type 01 conflict, (2) measures 01 losses the

local people Incurred due to wildille damage, and (3) analysis 01 the correlations among

measures 01 the degree 01 conflict ln the Masai Mara reglon. Quantification 01 the confllct

Is important so as to establlsh the extent 01 the conflict ln dlflerent areas so that one can

delermlne whelher coexistence is possible, and al what cost.

4.4:1 Frequency 01 Type 01 Conflict

Respondents were asked 10 slate how many times they encounlered wildlIIe

problems per year13
• On average, local people encountered wildlIIe problems 3.5 limes per

year (median = 3) (Table 4.9). The highest mean raie 01 general conlllct occurred ln Koyakl

(5 limes) and Slana (4.5 limes) group ranches and Ihe lowest mean raie occurred ln Angata

", Respondenla were 'Irst asked If they encountered problemslast month, and If they dld how many Urnes, then,l..t yaer,
ln the past two year., the plst rive year. and the palt ten years. The responsel were recorded ln Table (See Interview
schedule).1 have declded to use the last one yaar bec8use beyond one yeer, there WBI evldence of gues.lng and generalltlel.
One month proved tao short as sorne of the comma" are81 o, conflle', for BJCample, crop production are annuel.
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Baragol and Klmentet group ranches. The most frequenlly experlencecl damage was

Iivestock depredatlon, 2.1 tlmes per year. Human deaths appeared unlform throughoutthe

reglon. The other categories included transmission of diseases and competition for space,

pasture and water or destruction of property such as fences and water pipes.

TobIe 4.9 Meon Freguency 01 Occurrence of CaMIllet Per YeDt by Group Ranches

PROBLEMS UPLANO ZONE LOWLAND MARA "F" SIG.
ZONE REGION LEVEL

ANGATA KIMENTET LEMEK KOYAKI SIANA

BARAGOI

General 2.1 2.3 2.8 5.0 4.5 3.5 63.520"
confllet·· 2.2 4.1

Crop 2.3 2.7 1.3 0.1 0.3 1.3 150.977'
destruction 2.5 0.6

Llvestock 1.7 1.7 1.7 25 2.7 2.1 33.319"·
Depredation 1.7 2.3

Huma" deathsl 2.1 2.0 2.0 2.4 2.0 2.1 4.893"
Injurl•• 2.05 2.1

Others 1.8 1.8 1.9 2.0 2.2 1.9 3.8!:i2"
1.8 2.0

The frequency of the confllct varied significanlly spatially among the group ranches.

It Is Important to note that even withln the group ranches, there were specifie locations

where confllct was most IIkely. The lowland ranches, Koyakl and Siana, experienced a

hlgher over-all occurrence of confllct than the upland ones, Angata Baragoi and Kimentet,

probably because they had a higher wildlife population denslty belng located wlthin the

major wlldllfe mlgratory routes and borderlng the reserve. Angata Baragol and Klmentet

axperlenced the hlghest crop destruction, whlle Koyakl and Slana experienced most of the

IIvestock depredatlon.

,. General confllet refera 10 ail the problema local people encountered wlth wlldllfo. For Instance, trom the results, Il can
be ••Id tha' wlldllfe damagell. expel'Ienced ln Masai Mara roglon an average of 3.5 limes per year.
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4.4:2 Measurlnq the Consequences 01 conllict

Measurlng loss due to wildille Is essentlal to accurately assess the specifie

consequences 01 conlllct on local people and on the local economy. This section examines

the specllic losses Incurred by the local people Includlng the type 01 loss coverlng

IIvestock, crops, and personal deaths or Injuries due to wlldllfe attacks on people. as weil

as other losses. The olher losses included damage to property (public and prlvate) such as,

fences, water pipes, the cost of employlng guards to protect property, and Inconvenlences

such as preventlng people (especially chlldren and mothers) from golng outslde the bomas,

as weil as the restrictions to varlous personal aspirations and pursults. Measurlng the

damage will help reveal the magnitude of the confllct whlch may explaln why certain

attitudes were held by the local people towards wildllfe and wlldllfe conservation authorltles.

The damage was assessed as percelved by the "victlms15".

4.4:2.1 Types of Losses

When asked if they had suffered any losses due to wlldllfe damage ln the last one

year, and if so, of what nature and wlth what materlal consequences, 66.5% of respondents

said they had, while 33.5% had not (Table 4.10). The most common losses experlenced were

IIvestock depredatlon (57.0% of those who suffered losses), crop destruction (31.0%), and

human injuries or deaths (that Is, households whlch had members of the famlly Il1jured).

Experiences of loss differed :llgnlficantly between the group ranches. For example,

fewer people suffered losses in Angata Baragol, whlle more encountered wlldllfe problems

ln the other ranche... L1vestock depredatlon occurred more frequently in Lemek, Koyakl and

51ana group ranches but less in Angata Baragoi and Klmentet. In contrast crop destruction

was more pronounced ln Angata Baragoi and Klmentet ranches than Lemek, Koyakl and

11 Damage by wlldllfe as reported ln government records WB! allo collected 'rom officiai recorda coverlng the wlldllfe
compensation of the clalml for the damege (at the District level). Collectlng data 'rom g(;vernment record. permltted croll'
checklng. Often local perceptions of damage tend to exceed the value of the damage recorded by govsrnment for 8 v.rlety
of re880nl. There la a 8trong feeling among locals that the government compensation acheme far undereatlmatel damage
costa.
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5iana. These results are a reflection of Ihe predominant types of land use in the two broad

ecotones, agriculture in the upland zone and pastoralism in the lowland areas.

Table 4.10 Lasses Due to Wlldllfe Pet Year by Group Ranches

TYPES OF LOSS UPLANDZONE LOWlAND ZONE MARA
REGION

ANGATA KIMENTET LEMEK KOVAKI SIANA
BARAGOI

Sullefod Lo'"
Ves 37 (46'10) 70 (76'10) 71(65'10) 72 (72'k) 69 (59'10) 319 (66.5'10)

107 (53.5%1 212 (70.3% 161 (33.5'10)
No 44 (54'k) 20 (2Z'k) 3a(:l5'1o) 26 (28'h) 31 (32'10)

64 (32.0%) 97 (32.&%) 4RO (100'10)

81 (100'k) 90 (100'h) 109(100'h) 100 (100~\1 100 (100'10)
Talai 171 (1505%' :lOS (100%'

Chl·squared: 7.293

Type 0''''''''''
L1vestock
Depredation 11 (29'h) 19 (27'h) 43 (60'h) 54 (77'h) 42 (62'k) 169 (57'10)

30 (15%1 140 148.&%'
Crap Destruction 14 (38'h) 34 (49'h) 13 (16'10) 2 (3%) 10 (13'k) 73 (31'10)

41 (24%' 24 (1%1
Hilma" Deaths 12 (33'10) 17 (24'h) 15 (22'h) 16 (20'h) 17 (Z5'k) 77 (1Z'k)
and Olhers 2S 14.5%1 47 (11.3%'

37 (100'k) 70 (100'h) 71 (100'k) 72 (100'10) 66 (100'k) 319 (100'k)
Total 127 (100%1 212 (100%1

Chl·sr.juared
16.562

4.4:2.2 Loss of Livestock

The most common type of connict within the region was Iivestock depredation. As

Case No. 4.1 (see Box) iIIustrates despite the efforts of local people incidents of Iivestock

depredation often occurred, and in some cases, especially where it involved leopard and

gC'ats as many as 48 goats could be lost in one incident.
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Case Study No. 4.1 Forty-eight Goats in One Night

Mr. Wamchamnjl Is a leacher in a local primary school and a Iiveslock keeper.
He has a number 01 goals and because he earns sorne money Irom hls
teachlng job, he has been able 10 put up a special slructure lor Ihe goals.
One nighl, ln July 1991, a leopard allacked Mr. Wamchamnjl's borna. Il klIIed
48 goals. Mr. Wamchamnjl had checked Ihe goals around 2.00 a.m. Ihal nlghl
and there was no problem. When he "'ame oui 10 check agaln al around 4.00
cr 5.00 a.m, aller suspecling a problem, he lound a leopard was Inslde Il,e
corral. As usual, he ralsed an alarm, and men came wlthin mlnules 10 hnlp.
The leopard was Ihen surrounded ln the den and on allack was Inillated, The
beasl was evenlually killed, but only aller It Injured a lolal 01 six vlllagers,
sorne very badly whIle others only sllghlly. Mr. Wamchamnjl would have been
compensated Ilut slnce Iivestock depredalion Is no longer covered he will gel
nolhing. He has no cholce bul to hold a grudge agalnsl Ihe aulhorlly lor
protecling wlldille.

The IIveslock most commonly lost were goats (56% 01 alllhe respondenls who losl

IIvestock), whIle caille accounted lor 27%, and sheep a lesser 17% (Table 4.1'1). Il Is not

clear why goats were the most depredated slock. Il could be because 01 Ihe leopards

behaviour 01 kllllng en·mass or because ln Ihe Masai Mara raglon leopards prelerred goals

to natural prey. Goals appeared to be one 01 the mosl protecled slock ln Ihe reglon. Il

should, however, be noted Ihat there ware other causes ollivesiock dealh such as dlsease,

drought and natural causes. Agaln many 01 the diseases were clalmed 10 be caused by

wildllfe,

Concernlng the cost 01 the loss 01 IIveslock, 23% Incurred belween Kshs. 20,000-

30,000 lor the twelve monlh perlod. The majorlty lost between Kshs. 10,000-20,000. The loss

01 stock was a biller experlence for many familles ln the reglon, Insldlous, as It could occur

al any tlme, especially at nlghl. The figures suggesl Ihal 1 oui of 25 households ln Masai

Mara reglon suffered IIvestock loss due to wildlife depredalion per year. This Included Ihe

kllllng of caltle by lions, goats by leopards and sheep by hyanas. It would be Intaresllng to

establlsh ln monetary terms, how much loss each specles caused to the local people and

compare thls wlth the Income from tourlsm that each specles provldes. The problem wlth

such analysls, however, Is that the natural values of Ihe specles cannol be reallslically

mear.ured. In many ways, loss of IIvestock caused slgnlflcant dlltlculty to the local people
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most 01 whom were small-scale pastoralists and larmers.

Toble 4.11 I../vestoclc Lou Due 10 _ by Group Ronch

LNESTOCK UPLAND ZONE lOWlAND ZONE =lREGION
ANGATA K1MENŒT LEMEK KOYAKI SIAN

BARAGOI A

Types of
I../vestodl"""
Goota 7 (113.1%' 10 (52.1%' 21 (41.1%' 31 (51A%) 21 (&1.9%) 94 (06%)

17 (57%' 71 (3IA%)
CaIlle 3 (27.3%' 5 (21.3%) 12 (27.9%) 15 (27.3%)11 (21.1%' ... (27%1

1 (2S%' 31 (27.1%)
sfleep 1 ('.1%) 4 (21.1%' 10 (23.3%' 9 (1&.3%) 5 (12.0%' 29 (17%)

5 (17%) 24 (17.0%'
ToIlII 11 (100%' 19 (100%' 43 (100%) 55 (100%) 42 (100%) 119 (100%'

30 (100%) 140 (100%'
CI1kquorM
141A1O

N"'-
KlIIed"
0-10 1 (53.&%' 4 (21.1%) 11 (21.1%' 13 (23.7%' 10 (23.1%' 43 (2S%)

10 (37.3%) 34 (24A%)
10-20 4 (31.3%' 1 (42.1%' 1& (37.2%' 23 (41.1%'17 (40.&%) BI (40%)

12 (31.2%) 51 (31.1%)
20.JO 1 (10.2%' 5 (21.3%' 9 (20.9%' 11 (20.0%)1 (19.0%) 34 (20%)

1 (11.3%) 39 (1'.9%)
30- o (0.0%) 2 (10.&%' 7 (11.3%) 1 (14.&%'7 (1&.7%) 24(14%'

2 (5.2%) 22 (lU%)
ToIlII 11 (100%' 19 (100%' 43 (100%' 55 (100%) 42 (100%) 119 (100%)

30 (100%) 140 (100%)
ANOVA ."..
4.121

Cost- of
Slocl<
KJIIed"
1-10._ 7 (113.1%) 1 (21.3%' 10 (23.3%) 10 (11.0%)1 (21A%) 41 (24.3%)

12 (44.1%) 29 (20.1%)
10.__ 3 (27.2%' 7 (31.1%' 20 (....&%1 21 (47.3%) 11 (42.1%) 73 (43.1%)
20._ 10 (32.0%) 14 (45.1%)

1 (10.2%' 1 (21.3%' 7 (11.3%) 10 (11.0%) 9 (21A%) 32 (11.9%'
20,001++ 1 (13.0' 21 (15.1%)

o (0%' 2 (10.&%) .. (13.1%) 1 (11.7%) & (14.3%' 23 (13.0%)
2 (5.1%' 21 (14.1%)

11 (100%' 11 (100%' 43 (100%' 55 (100%' 42 119 (100%)
ToIlII 30 (100%' (100%

)
ANOVA .".. 140 (100%'
2.711

Cases such as that 01 Wamchmnji were common in the region. ~ffective protection

Il The colts wer. calculated ln Keny.. shillings. Exchange rate al the Ume of fteld work WBS US S 1 equals Kshs.26.
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lor goats are specially bu lit structures, Wlllch not rnany 01 the people couId allord. For Ihose

who do not have special lences, Ihe best allernatlve was to live wilh the goals Inslde the

huI. But thls becomes very dillicuit when one has a Is:ge herd glven that the huts were

usually very small. Mr. Wamchamji's home 15 located hardly 4 kilometres Irom a semi­

permanent river (River Sand). He maintalns his IIvestock with some 01 his earnlngs Irom

teaching and he has spent nearly Kshs. 100, plus labour to import poles and construct the

special goat pens.

4.4:2.3 Crop Loss

The other common type 01 conllict was crop destruction. The lollowlng case study

(Case No. 4.2) iIIustrates an example 01 crop destruction. Olten the emoun! destroyed and

how long the destruction lasts depends on the species Involved. Crop destruction occurred

in ail regions but mostly ln the upland areas, although it WllS most severe on larms closer

to the reserve boundaries. Many local people mentioned that crops gr(Jwn n&ar river banks

could hardly survive game destruction, especially Irom the hlppota:all1us. As ln the clted

case, elephants can destroy a large area ln just a l11atter 01 minutes. The case al~o shows

the difficulties faced by the local people in getting prompt assistancE> f,Oo11 the rangers and

the problems of the frustratlng compensation process. Crop des!ructlon takes place over

most of the year but was most intense when crops were close to being harvested, usually

in JunelJuly. Early in the season wildlife destroy young shoots. Cattle also destroyed crops.

Crops were destroyed both at nlght and during the day. Assesslng the direct economlc

costs of crop raldlng 15 difficult, because one has to calculate the projected crop yield ln

the absence of wildllfe. lt also depends on when the crop Is harvested. In the arl1 areas, a

substantial portion, If not the entlre crop farm, may die or wither before harvest, so damage

done early in the season by wlldlife may have no impact on the final harvest.
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case Study ND. 4.2 The Loss of an Entire Maize Field

Due to an unexpected elephant appearance one morning in May 1991, Mr.
Kamaindi lost his entire maize farm in a matter of hours. Mr. Kamaindi, a
resident of Kimentet group ranch, is located in a place considered
comparatively safe from wildlife attack, being on the escarpment. The area
being of agricultural potential, Mr. Kamaindi grows maize both for
subsistence and for cash. He has fenced the farm using twigs mixed with
barbed wires in sorne parts. A" he is a comparatively wealthy individual, he
is able to employa guard. His farm also has scare-crows - white cloths over
the fence intended to scare the wildlife. As Mr. Kamaindi became aware that
morning, such techniques including a guard without a gun can only help in
the case of smaller species - dik dik and baboons and the Iike. Mr. Kamaindi
stands to lose ail his investment in the farm that year since the government
no longer compensates for crop damage. His guard attempted with no
success to scare away the elephants. Attempts to get the game rangers to
drive them away would not have been possible since they are far from the
area, and could hardly have come in time to prevent such damages. Mr.
Kamaindi, an influential individual, was not at home at the time of the
incident. He believes that he must somehow get compensated for the loss.

Those who suffered crop destruction were asked to state the type of crops lost, size of

farm damaged, quantity17, and the approximate amount of loss in Kenya Shillings. When

asked about the cost of crop loss, about 54% of respondents claimed they had lost between

Kshs. 0-10,000 (approximately Cad. $0-150). Concerning the assessments of the proportion

of crop destroyed by area, 37% of respondents claimed that between 0-2 acres of their

farms were destroyed. Regarding the quantity of crops lost, 72% stated that they had lost

between 0-3 bags, 24% claimed to have lost 6 and over bags (Table 4.12). It is also

important to know what proportion of total crops produced was actually lost. In a study in

Laikipia, 105 farms out of 2957 farms were assessed, and damage was estimated between

10 and 24 per cent of the total maize crop in the four subdivisions of the area (Thouless

1994). The highest damage was noted in the sparsely settled areas. Damage was less severe

U Betore evaluatlng crop damage by wlldllfe. a method was developed to glve at least a semi-quantltatlve Index of the
amount of damage. Assessments were made on whea'. malze .nd beans whlch were the main crops grown ln sorne parts
of the study area. Barley, vegetables, ca.savi and other crops are grown, but were not assessed slnee they are not primary.
How.ver. Ih. ume .v.lu.tlon melhod could be modlned for .ny crop. Flrst, Ih••r•• of Ih. n.ld damaged w•• glv.n by
the respondent•• There could be over4stimatlon and this WolS luessed with cIret I~ond. the quallty of crop was assumed
10 b. Ih. ume ln dllf.r.nt .r.... Thl. 1. c.rt.lnly nollru. but w...cc.pled for th. sak. of .lmpllclty. Th••stlmatlon wa.
blsed on the qU111ty 0' crop be'ore damage. Fln.Uy, 01 me." produc:ion figure of baga of wheat. malze and beans per
hect.r. w.. glven by th••grlcunur.1 omc•• N.rok and 1••stlmated ta yI.ld 15 bag. of malze per hectar•• On. bag of malze
w.. about K.h•• 250 (C.d. $10).
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Table 4.12 Crop Loss Due ta WKdIife boy Group~ Pet v....

1YPE& UPLANOZOIE LlMlAND ZOIE MARA
AMOUNT REOION
LOST ANGATA KIMENTëT LBIEK KOYAKI 51ANA

IlARAGOI

Aemage or
9.!!l!
!!:!!!!!lI!- 9 {64.3%1 11132.4%1 1 (7.T'l!o) 1 (60.0'lC.) 15 (156.6%) 27 (37.0'lC.1
0-3 20 148A%) 7 (37.15'llo)

4128.15'llo) 1BII52.9'l!o) 4 (30.8%11 (60.0'lC.) 3133.3%) 30 141.1%1
3.1~ 22 (40.8%) B 138.0'lC.1

1 (7.1%1 15 (l4.T'l!o) B (151.15'l!o1 010.0'lC.) 1 '11.1%1 lB 120.15'llo1
6.1-++ 15 (10A%) 9124.2'l!o)

14 (100'l!01 34 11 00'l!01 13 11 00'l!0) 2 l100'l!0) 9 l100'l!0) 73(100%1
Total 48 11 00'l!01 24 (1 00'l!0)

ANOVA "f"'
9.333

ID!!
llam""';- 11 (12.9%) 22 (64.T'l!oI 8 (48.1%) 211oo.0'lC.) 151158.T'l!o) 481615.8'l!o1- 33 (fi8.8%) 14 (70.!l'lCo)

3 (17.1%) 912S.I5'l!o) 2 (lU%) 010.0'lC.) 3 133.3%) 17- 12121.8%) 15 (18.2'l!o1 (23.2'l!o)
o 10'lC.) 318.8%) 15138.15'l!o1 0 (0.0'lC.) 0 (0.0'lC.1_1

31404%) 15112.8'l!o) 8 111.0'lC.)

Othon 141100'l!0) 34 (1 00'l!01 13 (100'l!0) 21100'l!0) 91100'l!0)
48 (1 00'l!01 24 (1 00'l!01 731100'l!0)

Total

Chi-oquand
1&.1582

Quantity 2 I1B.I5'llo) 4111.8%) 71153.8%1 21100'l!01 4 (44A%) 19(72%1
l!!!lI!r 15 1115.2'l!o) 131158.ll'l!o)
0-3 10 (71A%) 24 (70.15'llo1 3 (23.1%) 010.0'lC.) 2 (22.2'l!o1 391115'llo)

34 (71.0'lC.) 151115.1%)
3.1~ 2 110.0'lC.) 15 (17.15'llo1 3 (23.1%) 010.0'lC.) 3 (33.3%1 115124%)

8 (13.8%) 81115.15'l!o)
15-++

14 (100'l!0) 341100'l!0) 131100'lC.) 21100'l!01 9 (100'l!0) 73 (1 00'l!01
Total 48 (1 00'l!0) 24 (1 00'l!01

ANOVA "f"'
14.082

~fKSHSlof

9.!!l!
Darn!a!- 4(28.1%) 3(8.8%) 4 (30.8%) 1 (60.ll'l!o1 4144A%) 17 (54%)
8-10.000 7 (18.T'l!o) 9 (41.T'l!oI

9164.3%) 23187.T'l!o) 8 (81.15'l!o) 1 (60.ll'l!o) 51l55.15'l!o) 4B (44%)
10,001-20,000 32 (18.ll'l!o) 14 (I5G.T'l!o)

1 (7.1%) BI23.15'l!o) 1 (7.T'l!o) 0 (O.O'lC.) OIO.ll'l!o) 10 12%)
20,001- 9115.3%) 1 (2.8'l!o)

141100'l!0' 34 (1 00'l!0) 13 1100'l!0) 2 (lOO'l!o' '1100'l!01 73 11 00'l!0)
Total 4B(100'l!0) 241100'l!0'

ANOVA "f"'
11.100

fi Estlmates were based on the prevllllng priees glven al the District Offlce • Narok (see lectlon 4.2 for more detaUI).
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in the heavily settled areas. The total value of crops lost on the surveyed farms was more

than Kshs 100,000 (SUS 33,000). There were reports of elephants damaging grain alter

harvest; they broke storage bins, especlally during extensive droughts.

However, considerable variation exlsts between group ranches as regards the cost

of crop damage. Malze Is the staple crop, and damage to maize accounted for over half of

ail crop damage. Other major crops subJected to damage and destruction Included beans

(12%), as weil as wheat, potatoes and cassava which collectively accounted for 1%. Wildlife

also destroyed millet, onions, tomatoes and cabbages. The latter were grown under

irrigation. In the lowland there was little cultivation but any attempts were easily and quickly

destroyed.

4.4:2.3 Personal Inluries or Deaths

Another form of wildlife damage to local people was human personal deaths or

Injuries. Case No. 4.3 describes one Incident of personal inJury in the Koyakl group ranch.

Many local residents of the Maasal Mara reglon believed that the number of people killed

or Injured by wlldllfe ln the region had Increased ln the past few years.

Case Study No. 4.3: The Death of a Boy

One evening in December 1990, a son of Ole Kuyo of Koyakl group ranch was
playlng with other children in front of their huI. The manyatta lies about 300
metres from the park boundary. The Talek River separates the manyatta from
the park. At the same time, a lion was roaming the park boundary possibly
for Its evenlng hunt. Apparently the noise of the chlldren drew its attention
and it pounced on the chlld and escaped back into the bush kllllng the boy
instantly. An alarm was ralsed and immedlately the local people chased and
eventually kllled the lion. In the meantlme, the Incident was reported to the
park warden. The local people, however, rarely wait for assistance from the
authorltles • As prevlously stated, the st'Idy results suggested that the
authorltles, such as wardens, are slow to respond to the needs and concerns
of the local human populations.

Twelve percent of respondents had experlenced elther loss of the famlly member,

or personal bodlly inJury, or lnjury to one or more famlly member due to wlldllfe. Such

attacks occurred malnly ln the evenlngs or durlng the nlght, and mostiy in homesteads



•

•

188

closer to the park or river valleys. Olten, they occurred unexpectedly and the Maasal would

take revenge by tracklng the animal responsible. Game wardens are usually expecled 10

come to asslstthe local people butthls rarely happens in tlme. Due 10 Ihe lack 01 lacllilles

and vehlcles, a common problemall over Alrlca (Bonner 1993; Ollndo 1991), wlldllfe

conservation authoritles olten lallto asslstthe local people ln their allempts to reduce game

damage. These cases lIIustrate the losses the local people incurred due to witdllle and how

they responded to the problems. They also Indlcate how ineffectlve "the authorltles" can

be ln asslstlng local people in real situations.

4.4:2.4 Other Losses

There were other seemingly more Indirectlosses incurred due to wlldllfe problems.

These include time spent scaring wlldlife (sleep-Iess nlghts white waltlng to delend personal

property Irom ralding animais), the cost 01 employing someone to saleguard property, and

both the time and cost 01 constructlng stronger structures or fences to protect the property.

ln some cases chlldren were unable to go to school because 01 the risi< involved ln walklng

from thelr homes to school or because thelr parents requlred thelr assistance in chasing

off animais. When respondents were asked If they employed a guard, only 21 % said yes,

meanlng that the majority (79.0%) provided thelr own securlty. On the question of what

property they guarded, 56.0% of those who employed guards sald livestock, 44% sald

cropslfarms. Most guards were males, largely because 01 the nature of the work. On the

question of how much they pald the guards, 57% saId between Kshs. 0 - 300., 31 %, paId

between Kshs. 300 • 500, and 12% paid Kshs 500 and above per month. When asked for

what perlod of tlme the guards were engaged, 21% sald for about 2 hours a day. Some of

those who employed guards hired them only when thelr services were most needed. When

asked to specify the perioclltlme of the day that guards were employed, 67.4% sald nlght­

time.

Wlldlife, especiolly elephants that also destroy fenclng and water pipes, pose
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physlcal hazard to stock and herders. Vet, somehow the local people learn to live wlth the

wlldille. Crops grown ln irrigation schemes, especlally ln the lowland, seemed to provlde

an attraction lor wlldllle and were olten destroyed. Livestock were protected by herders ln

the day and corralled at nlght. There Is also a conlllct Issue over access to water. The Mara

river Is the only permanent water source and although many temporary pools may lorm

durlng the ralns, they eventually dry up. The main possible consequence 01 cattle and

wlldllle uslng the same pool Is the spread 01 dlsease. Elephant and bulfaloes some tlmes

chase away cattle and klll them. It Is dllflcult to establlsh how many cattle get killed by

elephants ln such encounters, slnce there Is no compensation.

4.4:3 Correlation Analysls of Measures of the Degree of Confllct

The prevlous sections have revealed flndlngs as regards the degree and Intenslty

01 the conlllct withln the Masai Mara reglon. This section alms to establlsh correlations

between the degrees of Intensity ln order to determlne the strength and direction 01 thelr

relatlonshlps (Table 4.13). First, areas with intensive human settlement and cultlvation,

experlenced less confllct, while those where agriculture was still low, encountered more

confllct. This suggests that with Intensification 01 agriculture and human settlement,

especlally ln the upland zone, wlldllle does become displaced (although small-bodled and

nocturnal specles such as porcuplnes are still present) and wildllle-human competition

decllnes. The relative Irequency 01 reported conlllct wlth wildille was slgnlflcantly and

Inversely related to crop damage, monetary value 01 crop loss and land under cultivatlon.

These were malnly ln the upland zone where cultlvatlon was rapldly expandlng. In contrast,

the Irequency 01 reported contllct was slgnlflcantly and posltively related to the number and

monetary value of lost Ilvestock and losses per caplta.

The results lurther show that human personallnjurles or deaths, Ilvestock predation

and total wlldille damage were positively correlated with each other but inversely wlth crop

damage. Reduction of personal injuries is assoclated with intensification of human
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Table 4.13 Pearson Correlation Matrix for Measures of Degree of Conflict

AGERE COCRD CDUL DlSAP FREOC FREDH FREDL FREQU GRACA GDATS LEDUC LEDST NATIC NUUL SHEEP WEALT

AGERE 1.000

COCRD -lI.016 1.000

COUL -lI.03O -0.228" 1.000

DlSAP 0.017 -0.250.. .0.034 1.000

FREOC 0.047 0.410- -lI.OIO -lI.075 1.000

FREOH -lI.058 0.034 0.009 -lI.035 -lI.l23 1.000

FREDL -lI.013 -a.233.. -0.050 -lI.OO8 -lI.338- 0.096 1.000

FREQU -lI.044 -0.259" 0.055 0.020 .{).432- 0.095 0249- 1.000

GRACA 0.045 -lI.OO3 0.041 -lI.068 0.090 0.046 -lI.on -lI.022 1.000

GOATS 0.051 .{).068 0.012 0.080 -lI.I43 -lI.018 0.019 -lI.DOS -lI.057 1.000

LEOUC -G.601··· 0.043 -lI.023 0.025 0.061 0.013 -lI.053 -lI.073 -lI.032 0.012 1.000

LEDST 0.420- -lI.403- -lI.061 0.313- -lI.484- 0.012 0228- 0.254 -lI.119 0.140 -lI.336- 1.000

NATIC 0.018 -lI.026 0.062 0.067 -lI.066 0.055 0.058 0.023 -lI.024 O.3n- 0.040 o.on 1.000

NUUL -lI.013 0248- 0.084-· -0.047 0.043 -lI.010 -lI.096 0.023 0.052 -lI.OIl -lI.02O -lI.I03 0.100 1.000

SHEEP 0.039 0.006 0.073 0.056 -lI.048 -lI.056 0.030 -lI.044 -lI.049 0.153 -lI.OOO 0.116 0.190 0.047 1.000

WEALT 0.010 0.034 0.061 0.014 -lI.OIO -lI.oro 0.023 -lI.015 -lI.016 0.364- 0.056 û.007 0.981 0.102 0.196 1.000

AGERE = Age 01 respondents; COCRD = Co.t 01 crop destroyed; CDUL = Cost ollivestoek killed; DlSAP = Distance Irom pari<; FREOC = Frequency 01 Cl"op
deslnletion; FREDH = Frequency 01 Human injuries; FREOL = Frequency 01 Livestock Depredation; FREQU = Frequency 01 ail wildlife problem.; GRACA = Grade
ClrtIle owned; GOATS = GoalS owned; LEOUC = LeYeI 01 education; LEOST = Length 01 'lay; NATIC = Nwnbe< 01 native cattle; NUUL = Numbe< 01 Livestoek killed;
SHEEP =5heep owned; WEALTH =Wealth 01 respondent
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settlement and cultlvatlon. Recent resldents of the Masai Mara reglon have experlenced less

cvnlllctthan those who have IIved ln the reglon for along tlme because they tend to become

hlghland cultlvators. The Maasal remaln lowland pastorallsts, but are less IIkely than new

arrivais to acqulre grade cattle. Crop damage decllned wlth dlslance from the reserve

boundarles.

4.5 Factors Influencing Confllct

The prevlous section haB presented a quantification of how of1en the local people

encountered wlldllfe problems and how much losses they Incurred due to wlldllfe damage.

This section examines factors Influenclng wlldllfe-human confllct ln Masai Mara reglon

under the flve headlngs: (1) overail causes of confllct, (2) population factors, (3) land

use/envlronmental factors, (4) spatial and temporal factors, and (5) conlllct management

methods by the local people. Identification of the factors Influenclng confllct will help ln the

development of effective preventatlve management and pollcy strategies that can help ln

reduclng the confllct.

4.5:1 Overvlew of Causes of Conlllct

Respondents were asked about overall determlnants of the confllct ln the regIon.

Thelr responses are classlfled ln terms of population factors (Increaslng human, IIvestock

or wlldllfe populations), land use Issues (Indlvlduallzatlon of land, expandlng cultlvatlon and

changlng land use patterns) and wlldllfe-damage control. The largest n..mber of the

respondents (32.8%) clled Increaslng human population as the major cause of confllct, whlle

11.5% stated Ineffectlve game control and restrictive conservation policles whlch had

effectlvely excluded the local people from thelr tradltlonal resources (Table 4.14). Overall,

about 50% consldered population change as the major cause, 38% Indlcated land use

change and 13% Indlcated Ineffectlve game control.lncreased human numbers and changes

ln human actlvlty are clearly seen as the major cause of confllct.
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Table 4.14 Dominant Causes of Confllet ln Masai Mara Region by Group Ranch

•
CAUSES OF CONFUCT" UPLAND ZONE LOWLAND ZONE MARA

REGION
ANGATA KIMENTET LEMEK KOYAKI SIANA

BARAGOI

Population Changes
Increaslng huma" population 37 (40%) 46 (46.9%) 48 (43%) 54 (54.0%) 52 (52%) 237 (49%)

83 (43.5%) 154 (29.7%)
24 (26%) 25 (25.5%)

Increaslng stock population 49 (25.8%) 38 (34%) 39 (39.0%) 38 (38%) 164 (33%)
6 (6.6%) 6 (6.1%) 111 (37%)

12 (6.4%) 27 (5.0'1,)
Increaslng wlldllfe numbers 7 (7.7%) 15 (15.3%) 8 (7.2%) 6 (6.0'1,) 1 (1.0%)

15 (4.7%)
2 (1.8%) 9 (9.0%) 13 (13.0%) 46 (9.0%)

24 (7.6%)

land Use Changes 40 (49%) 37 (38.0%) 34 (34%) 34 (34.0%) 35 (35.0%) 180 (38%)
Individuation of land n(43.5%) 103 (34.3%)

13 (14%) 12 (12.2%) 13 (12%) 15 (15.0%) 16 (16.0%) 69 (14%)
25 (13.1%) 44 (14.3%)

Changlng land use patterns 13 (14%) la (10.2%) 7 (6%) 13 (13.0%) 11 (11.0%) 54 (11%)
23 (12.1%) 31 (10.0%)

14 (15%) 15 (15.3%) 14 (13%) 6 (6.0%) 8 (8.0%) 57(11%)
Expanding cultivatlon 29 (15.2%) 28 (9.0%)

Game Control
I"effective g8me control 4 (4.7%) 7 (7.1%) 27 (18%) 12 (12.0%) 13 (13.O"Ao) 63 (13%)

11 (5.5%) 52 (14.3%)

Total 81 (100%) 90 (100%) 109 (100%) 100 (100%) 100 (100%) 480 (lOC%)
171 (100%) 309 (100%)

Chl-squared = sa.735
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There was considerable variation between group ranches as to the major

determinants of the confllc!. For instance, many resldents of the upland ranches (43.5%)

belleved that over·all population change was the most Important factor, while 29.7% of the

lowland ranchas felt so. But more residents of the lowland (37.0%) felt human population

increase was the single most important factor, while only 25.8% on the upland ranches felt

so.

The interviews with government officiais showed that 53.8% said Increasing human

population was the main cause of conflict but, ln contrast, the majorlty (62.5%) of the

wildllfe conservation experts cited Inapproprlate pollcy as the main Gouree (Table 4.15).

Table 4.15 Government Officiais and Wlldllfa Conservation Expert ResponseB on Causes of Confllet

CAUSESIRESPONSES GOVERNMENT WILDUFE
OFFICIALS EXPERTS

Incresllng huma" populatIon 14 (53.8%) 2 (25%)

Changlng land tenure system and land use patterns 7 (26.9%) 1 (12.0%)

tnapproprlats conseNatlon practlces and pollcy 3 (11.5%) 5 (62.5%)

Others 2 (23.0%) 0(0.0%)

Total 26 (100.0%) 8 (100.0%)

The experts' vlewpolnt Is Interestlng as It reflects a recognition of the nsed to

include the local people ln wildllle conservation pollcy. Wlthout loc:alsupport, conservation

efforts can not succeed. Government officiais malntalned the preservatlonlsts attitudes of

blamlng the local people. Thus from the government perspective the issue to be resolved

Is Increaslng human population.

4.5:2 Population Factors

The Masai Mara National Reserve Is increaslngly becoming an Island of natural

envlronment surrounded by a sea of man·altered environment. The open range for wildllfe

and pastoral uses Is rapldly shrlnklng. This section examines the changing mosaic of

human, IIvestock and wildlife populations' use of the land; as weil as the general
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environment and land use trends (Including changes ln agricultural practlces). Background

details on the demography and land use practlces 01 the region, together wlth its physlcal

characterlstlcs, have been explained ln chapter three. This Inlormation Is essentlal ln

supporting declslon on how to Integrate wildille conservation wlth human needs ln the

region. The changes are explored Irom the spatial and temporal perspectives. Data used

emanated Irom KREMU and various reports on land uses, livestock, and wildille populallons

01 the region in the last 30 years.

4.5:3.2 Wildille Population Changes

The populations 01 many wildille specles have changed a great deal ln recent years

(chapter 3) and resldents are weil aware 01 these changes: 87% 01 the respondents stated

that the number 01 wildebeests had Increased (Table 4.16) and 65% sald that the elephant

population had Increased. Accordlng to wildlile experts, elephants have been drlven

northwards to the Mara reglon because 01 Increased human actlvltles and poachlng ln the

northern reglons 01 the Tanzanlan Serengeti National Park (Dublin 1986; Lamprey 1984).

4.5:3 Land uselenvlronmental changes

The luture 01 Masai Mara reglon and the protected area will be determlned to a large

extent by changes ln the patterns 01 land use. Findlngs documented ln ihls section Include

perceived changes in the general envlronment and in land use. It Is essentlal to understand

the changes ln land use and the Issues 01 land tenure in order to put the nature and causes

01 the wildllfe-human confllct ln perspective. These are crltlcal ln deslgnlng Integrated

conservation projects for the regIon.

. '--
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Table oi.16 Perceived Population Change of Sighted Wildlife bv Group Ranch

•
W1LDUFE UPI.AND ZONE LOWI..AND 2DNE MARA REMARKS"
POPULATION REGION
CHANGE ANGATA KIMENTET LEMEK KOYAKI SIANA

BARAGOI

WjIow ,...
lncreasîng

Increaslng 70 (77%1 44 (44.9%1 79 (66%) 70 (70%1 60 (60%) 323 (68.2%) since 19605
114 (60.3%1 209 (65.3%1

Decreasing 6 (7%) 19 (19.4%) 22 (20%) 2 (2%1 4(4%) 53 (23%1
25 (13.2.9%) 28 (8.7%)

Sorne (sllIbl_1 15 (16%) 35 (36.7%) 10 (9%1 28 (28%) 36 (36%1 124 (12%)
60 (26.5%) 74 (24.3%)

Toloi 91 (100%) 98 (100%) 111 (100%) 100 (100%) 100 (100%) 500 (100%)
189 (100%)

Chl-squored 71.956 311 (100%)

FV--r
Increasing 23 (26%1 11 (11%) 27 (24.3'.4) 26 (26%) 16 (16%1 91 (18%) tncreasing

J4 (18.6%) 67 (21.6%)
Decreasing 66 (61%1 74 (76%) 82 (73.9%) 70 (70%1 75 351 (70%1

129 (68.6%) (76%1
Sorne (sllIbl_1 13 (12%) 13 (12%) 227 (73.0%) 68 (12'.41

26 (12.0%1 2 (9.0%1 6 (6%1 10 (10.0%1
Toloi 91 (100%) 98 (100%1 17 (8.0%1 600 (100%1

189 (100%1 111 (100%) 100 (100%) 100 (100%)
Chi-squored 23.767

311 (100%)

11 Studies of wildlife, especially unguJates in the Mara-Serengeti ecosystem have provided one of the longest lime series of populatfon data beginning in 1958 with
Grzmek and Grzimek (1960). Darfing (1960), Stewart and Talbot (1962) and Talbot and Talbot (1963). Censuses have been conducted on wildebeest, African buff"':lo, elephant.
zebra. Wildebeests and other species have increased. Details of these censuses are presented in chapler three and match relatively weil with the respondents perceived
increase. One increase. perceived by the respondents, that could be questionable was that of elephants. but scientific findings indicate that although elephant population
has decreased in Mara-Serengeti ecosystem. the population have increased in Mara region due to extensive poaching and expanding human activities in northern and
western Serengeti.



•
196

•
z.........
Increaslng 21 (23%} 11 (11%} 62 (66%1 67 (57'h) 55 (55%} 310 (62'h) Stable

43 (27.0%) 174 (55.9%)

Decreaslng 62 (68%) 76 (76%) 18 (16%) 9 (9%} 4 (4%) 137 (27%}

127 (72.0%) 31 (10.0%)

Same (stable) 8 (9%) 12 (12%} 31 (28%} 34 (34%) 41 (Wh) 53 (11%}

20 (10.5%) 106 (34.0%)

Tolal 91 (100%) 98 (100%} 111 (100%) 100 (100%} 100 (100%) 500 (100%}

189 (100%)
Chl-squared 311 (100%)

169.0~9

lIuIIaIoe5"""
Increasing 41 (46%) 43 (44%) 64 (68%} 79 (79%) 82 (82%) 207 (41%) Stable

84 (45.0%) 225 (72.3%} Inereasing

Decreasing 39 (43%) 51 (52%) 44 (4O%} 3 (3%} 10 (O.O%} 167 (33'h)

90 (47.5%) 57 (18.3%)

Same (stable} 11 (ll\O} 4 (4%} 3 (3%) 18 (18%) 8 (0.0%) 126 (25%)

15 (7.5%) 29 (9.3%}

Total 111 (100%) 100 (100%) 100 (100%) 500 (100%)

91 (100%) 98 (100%)
Chl·squared 189 (100%) 311 (100%)

231.495

OIherU'.........
Stable

Increilslng 13 (13%) 14 (14%) 34 (31%) 60 (60%) 56 (56%) 176 (35'h}

27 (13.5%) 150 (48.2%)

Decreasing 60 (67%) 63 (64%) 16 (14%) 3 (3%) 4 (4%) 146 (29%)

123 (70.5%) 23 (7.4%}

Same (stable} 18 (20%} 21 (21%} 61 (55%) 37 (37%) 40 (40%) 178 (36%)

39 (20.5%) 138 (44.4%)

Total 91 (NO%) 98 (100%) 111 (100%) 100 (100%) 100 (100%) 500 (100%)

189 (100%)
Chl-squared 311 (100%)

227.348

M!!!!.
Increasing 39 (43%) 51 (52%) 47 (42%) 40 (40%) 40 (40%) 224 (45%) Increasing

90 (42.5%) 12740.8%1

Decreasing 41 (44%) 34 (35%) 49 (44%) 40 (40%) 39 (39%) 202 (40%)

75 (39.5%) 128 (41.1%)

Same (stable) 11 (12%) 13 (13%) 15 (14%) 20 (20%) 21 (21%) 74 (15%)

24 (12.5%) 56 (18.0%)

Total 91 (100%) 98 (100%) 111 (100%) 100 (100%) 100 (100';\) 500 (100%1

189 (100%)
Chl-squared 4.193 311 (100%1
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, !!'!ffl!'!! - 53 (48%) 70 (70%) 56 (56%) 250 (51%) Stable
lncreasing 35 (39%) 38 (39%) 179 (67.6%)

73 (39.0%) 43 (39%) 27 (27%) 29 (29%) 192 (38%)
Decreasing 43 (48%) 50 (51%) 99 (31.8%)

93 (49.5%) 15 (14%) 3 (3%) 15 (15%) 58 (11%)
Sorne (stable) 13 (13%) 10 (10%) 33 (10.6%)

23 (11.5%) 111 (100%) 100 (100%) 100 (100%) 500 (100%)
Total 91 (100%) 98 (100%)

189 (100%) 311 (100%)
Chi·squared 35.414

oa-...-ors-
Increaslng 13 (14%) 16 (16%) 44 (40%) 57 (57%) 52 (52%) 182 (36%) IncreasÎng

29 (15.0%) 153 (49.1%)
Decreasing 72 (80%) 69 (70%) 33 (30%) 34 (34%) 37 (37%) 245 (49%)

141 (75.0%) 104 (33.4%)
Same (stable) 6 (6%) 13 (13%) 34 (31%) 9 (9%) 11 (11%) 73 (15%)

19 (9.5%) 54 (17.4%)
Talai 91 (100%) 98 (100%) 111 (100'10) 100 (100'10) 100 (100%) 500 (100%)

189 (100'10)
Chl.squared 311 (100%)
110.066

Baboons'"
Increaslng 68 (76%) 59 (60%) 58 (52%) 45 (45%) 48 (48%) 278 (56'~) Stable

127 (68.0·~) 151 (48.6%)
Decreasing 8 (8%) 10 (10%) 24 (24%) 25 (25'l1) 22 (22%) 90 (18%)

18 (6.0%) 71 (22.8%)
Same (stable) 15 (17%) 29 (30%) 28 (25%) 30 (30%) 30 (30%) 132 (26'~)

44 (28.5%) 88 (28.3%)
Talai 91 (100'hI 98 (100%) 111 (100%) 100 (100%1 100 (100%) 500 (100%)

189 (100%)
Chl.squared 29.980 311 (100%1
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4.5:3.1 Percelved changes in the general envlronment

The envlronment 01 thls place has changed a great deal. When 1Ilrst came here ln
1958, we couId horse ride ail the way to Kerlcho, then there were numerous wlldllle,
rhino, elephant, the vegetation was dense. Today, just a handlul 01 wlld animais,
Instead ail vou see are mushroomlng permanent human seltlements (Wlldille
consultant to Narok County Councll (whlch Includes the study area), Dr. David
RClUndturner (W.E 01).

Human ô::tlons are substantlally allerlng the natural landscape 01 the Masai Mara

reglon. Respondents wcre asked to comment on changes ln the nature 01 vegetation cover

change, on thelr own land use ownership and use and on changes ln the number 01

homesteads. The majority report vegetation as less dense (97%) now than in 1960, and

vlrtually everyone expects much lower denslty ln the luture (Table 4.17).

4.5:3.2 Changes ln Land Use and Tenure System

The land tenure system has changed ln the Masai Mara region ln a number 01 ways

and thls has Inlluenced the use cl the land and, therelore, wlldille conservation. Durlng the

colonial times most 01 the Masai Mara lanu was used communally although with dellned

sections (Galaty 1992). Through varlous treatles the Maasalland was greatly reduced

(Arhem 1985; Slndlga 1984). Wllh the Introduction 01 the group ranch concept ln 1969, much

01 the reglon was organlzed Into group and Individual ranchas. Inltlally many 01 the

Indlvidual ranches were conlined to the areas 01 hlgh agrlcultural potentlal but wllh an

Increaslng human population, more arid reglons were belng seltled even Ihough the ranches

had not lormally been subdlvlded.

Significant dlflerences are evldent ln land use and tenure between upland and

lowland ranches: in ihe lowland vlrtually ail land was held as group ranches whIle ln the

hlghlands almost 80% was prlvate. The majority 01 people in the lowland practlsed very IIltle

cultivatlon and human densltles were as low as 6-10 persons per sq. km., compared wllh

25-45 people per sq. km. In the upland hlgh agrlcullural areas (Douglas-Hamilton 1988). With

Indlvidual private ownershlp, more land Is lenced IImltlng cornmunal grazlng (See Plates 4.1

and 4.2). As a result, IIvestock have IImlted grazlng areas and compete more severely wllh
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PlaIe 4.1 Traditional range grazing system - unfenced

PlaIe 4.2 Fenced range for caille grazing in Kimentet Group Ranch, especially for grade
caille
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wildlife. Thirty-two percent indicated that the land they were living on was individual,

privately owned, while 68% reported that it was communal". Ali the respondents believed

that the number of homesteads had increased.

Table ".17 Percelved Changes ln the General Enyjronmental by Group ranch and Zone

CHANGES IN UPlANDZONE LOWlAND ZONE MARA
THE REGION
ENVIRONMENT ANGATA KIMENTET LEMEK KOYAKI SIANA

BARAGOI --
1860: Vegetolion 87 (85'M 8J (8J%) 85 (85'.)
Very Dense 67 (75%) 76 (77'M 255 (81.8%) 400 (80%)

143 (75.7'M 24 (26%) 17 (17'.) 15 (15'.)
Oense 2J (26'.) 22 (2J%) 66 (18.1'.) 99

45 (2J.8'.) o (O.O'M o (0.0%) 0 (0.0%) (19.8'M
Less Dense 1 (l'.) 0(0%) o (0.0'.)

1 (0.6%) 1 (0.2'.)
Total 81 (100%) 98 (100%) 111 (100'M 100 (100'.)100

189 (100%) (100%) 600
Chl·squared Jl1 (100%) (100\\)
3.777

1991: V ''''''II'
Very Dense lJ (J.O'.)

0(0.0'.) 0 o (0.0'.) 0(0.0'.) 0(0.0'.)
Dense (O. o (0.0'.) o (0.0'.)

0 o (0.0'.) 8 (8.0%) 1 (1.0%)
Less Dense 'M 7 (2.J'M 487 (97%)

o (0.0'/.) 111 (100%) 84 (84%)
J (2%) J (J.O'.) 99 (99%) 600

Total 6 (J.2%) J04 (97.7',\) (100'.)
88 (98%) 96 (97%)

Chl·squared 18J (86.8%) 111 (100%) 100 (100'M 100
4.516 91 (100%) 98 (100%) (100%)

189 (100%) Jll (100%)

2021: Vegetation o (O.O'M
Very Dense o (0.0%) o (0.0%) o (0.0'.) o (0.0%1 0 (0.0%)

o (0.0%) o (0.0%) 10 (2%)
Dense o (0.0%) o (0.0%) J (J'.) 2 (2.0%) 6 (5.0'.)

o (0.0%) 10 (J.2'.) 490 (98%)
Less Dense 91 (100%) 98 (100%) 108 (97'M 98 (98%) 96 (96'.)

189 (100%) JOl (98.8'10)
Tata'

91 (100%) 98 (100%) 111 (100'M 100 (100%) 100 600
Chl-squared 188 (100%) (100%) (100'.)
1.877 Jll (100',\)

21 PrevioUI studlea have explalned how group ranchel, especlaUy those under privata tttie Ife belng
subdlvlded Into unequa' Indlvidua' famlly holdings (Galaty 1892; Klluyu 1881). The Indlvldua' land holders ...11
parlions of thelr land ln the open marteet usually ta Immigrant•• Galaty (1892) found that over 40% of Indlvlduallzed
land ln two areal hld been lolt by sale to non........I. Even preslurll to lubdlv'de group 'Inch•••r. promoted
by nonoMo..a' who have acqulred allhough wllhout tille deeds and f..rlng they may 100... nght for the
subdivision ta recelve the deedo.Most land bought are hardly developed Ind Ire held Ilrgely for speculation Ind
collateral. Researcher. (G.llty 1882) and Malsal allke have caUed upon the Govenvnent to '.Yak. the group ranch
Representative leglslltlon und.r whlch Indlvlduallzatlon occurs encourlglng subdivision. Th.... calls may blliti
as during the field work of thl. study pressures were mountlng and aurvey for subdivisions we,. In proceal ln
sorne 'IncheL
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Sub·dlvlslon of Ilmd Into prlvate Indlvldual ownershlp was Increaslng, although a

number of people, especlally elderly members were agalnst Il. :~any belleve that subdivision

will reduce land avallable for grazlng whlch will also affect wlldllfe. As one resldent of

Klmentet noted:

Wlth the sub·dlvlslon, there will be fencing and wlldllfe will have no room. Even our
cattle will not have enough space to move around. It Is good for everyone to have
his/her plece of land, but ln thls place, It will really restrlct grazlng (L.R. 03).

Human settlement patterns have changed a great deal ln many parts of rangeland

Kenya. More permanent homesteads have been constructed. Tradltlonally, there were malnly

temporary settlements under the seml·nomadlc pastorallsm. Then, the Maasal IIved in

temporary villages, "bomas". Today, although the majorlty of homesteads are still of the

traditional type (see Plate 4.3), Increaslngly modern permanent settlements are belng

constructed as paople become sedentary (Plate 4.4). This trend changes the equatlon of

range usa by wlldllfe and humans.

Respondents were asked to stata whethar the number of permanent settlements had

Increased ln tha area where they IIved (for Immigrants since they flrst came to the area). The

overwhelmlng majorlty (94.4%) sald yes, only 5.6% sald no, meanlng It had remained the

sama. Almost ail of those saylng the population had remained the same were ln Lemek,

Koyakl and Slana areas. The tradltlonal boma conslsts of a clrcular fence made of thorn

bushes surroundlng a series of huts made of wattle, mud, and dung. The livestock are

drlven Inslde the boma fence each evenlng and herded out to graze each day. The thorn

fence keeps tha Iivestock from straying and, provldes protection agalnst wlldllfe. The sites

of villages were determlned prlmarlly by the avallablllty of water and grazlng and wlldllfe

predation (Talbot 1990; Western 1976). Two or more tlmes a year, when the ralns start the

Maasal move to the wet·season grazlng grounds, and ln the dry season they return to thelr

permanent sources of water. Bomas may be raused for many years or may be abandoned,

ln whlch case the new one Is usually bullt nearby. In the past there were no fences • the

requirements for nomadlc grazlng precluded them • but each group of Maasal had



•

•

202

Plate 4.3 Common Maasai manyatla. Most are fenced with twigs but sorne arc not.
One of the reasons for fencing is to provide protection from wildlifc to both humans
and Iivestock, especially at night.

Plate 4.:: Modern homesteads with green corrugated roofs that blend with the
environment.
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recognlzed grazlng areas and establlshed dry-season water sources (Galaty 1981).

4.5:4 Spatial and Temporal Factors

This section examines temporal variations at seasonal and dally tlme scales, and

geographlc Influences upon confllctlncludlng: (1) variations of confllctlntensity accordlng

to season, and (2) tlme of day, and (3) variation of confllct according to distance from the

reserve, and (4) geographlcal area. Understandlng the temporal and geographlc dimensions

of the confllcts Is essenllal to deslgnlng time and area speciflc confllct preventatlve and

mltlgatlve measures.

4.5:4.1 Seasonallty and Tlme of Occurrence of Confllct

The Intenslty of confllct varies wlth season (wet or dry). When asked to indlcate

durlng whlch seasons the confllct was most severe, 76% Indlcated dry season when pasture

and water were scarce. This was true for ail forms of confllct except crop damage which

was more evenly spread throughout the year, but reportedly more Intense ln the wet season

(Table 4.18). Drought conditions could result from wlldllfe staying ln well·watered areas

close to human settlements or where cattle graze. Contact between wlldlife and humans

(and IIvestock as weil) probably becomes more frequent during droughts therefore and

Increases the probablllty of confllct. At the same tlme, itls durlng droughts that wlldebeest

and other cattle migratory specles move Into Masai Mara reglon from Tanzania (Figure 4.1).

As one local resident of Koyakl observed:

During drought, there Is not enough pasture and water down here (Iowland) and
competition becomes very severe. So we take our cattle up the escarpment. Aiso
when the wlldebeest8 move ln we move out. They clear ail the pasture and spread
dlseases to cattle, so we have to avoid them (LR 04).

The cattle from the lowlands were often moved to the areas above the Siria

Escarpment during June to October, the dry period. Wlth the expanding development, this

practlce was becomlng Impossible. Wlldllfe movement Is also seasonal wlth dlfferent

specles appearlng ln dlfferont aroas at dlfferent tlmes of year. For example, the most
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Figure 4.1 Schematic Representation of the Resource Use Cycle ln Masel Mam Region

\

Arrivai of migra tory
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•

-Umited pasture
-More conf/ict

destructive specles, elephant and lion, are much more IIkely to be encountered ln the wet

season. For most species the distribution Is less seasonal ln Koyakl and Siana than in the

other ranches. This suggests that proxlmlty to the reserve, less extensive land uses, or the

basic physlcal dlfferences ln habitat, make the lower ranch areas more open to wlldlife

throughout the year. Respondents were asked ta state the klnd of animais they see wlthln21

3 km of the homesteads. The maJorlty saw wlldebeests and zebras. In Klmentet and Angala

Baragol (baslcally agrlcultural areas), animais seen were mostly smaller mammals, dlk dlk,

porcuplne, bush-plg, baboons and monkeys. Large mammals were seen only occaslonally,

21 The arel of land used mas' we. deflnlld .1 about 3 km radlui .round the home.te_de. Whlle M•••al mava
ove, a wlde ar••, ••peclally durlng droughlt current trend of ••dentarlzat1on ,.atrleta them ta .pecltle ar••• 'or
mas' of the ya".
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Table 4.18 Seasonal Variations of Conflltt Intensitv bv Group Ranch and Zone

•
CONFUCT SEASONAUTY UPLANDZONE LOWLAND ZONE MARA

REGION
ANGATA KIMENTET LEMEK KOYAKI SIANA
BARAGOI

Genetal Conmot'"
Dry 46 (57%) 60 (67%) 6257% 7070% 5555% 29376%

106 (62%) 187 (60.7%)
Wei 8 (10%) 13 (14%) 1716% 1414". 1313% 122 24~o

21 (12%) 44 (14.3%)
Both 27 (33%) 17 (19%) 3027% 1616% 3333% 65 6%

44 (26%) 79 (25.3%)
Total 81 (100%) 90 (100%) 480100%

171 (100%) 109 (100%) 100100% 100100%
Chl-squared 13.413 309 (100%)

Uvestoek Predation--
Dry 5264% 54 (60%) 6055% 4949% 4949% 260 52~o

106 (62%) 158 (51.0%) 4814%
Wei 2733% 2629% 2221% 4343% 4545% 172 34~o

53 (31%) 110 (36.3%)
Both 2 3% 1011% 2724% 88% 66% 480100%

12 (7%) 41 (12.7%)

Total 81100% 90100% 109100% 100100% 100 100%
171 (100%) 309 (100%)

Chl-squared 35.678

Crop Destruction"
Dry 2632% 3134% 3633% 3838% 2727% 15731%

57 (33%) 101 (13.7%) 22244%
Wei 4049% 4045% 4541% 4141% 5656% 101 20%

80 (47%) 142 (46.0%)
Both 1519% 1921% 2826% 2121% 1717% 480100%

34 (20%) 66 (22.0%)
109100% 100100% 100 100%

Total 81100% 90100% 309 (100%)
171 (100%)

Chl-squared: 7.164
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Human Deathsllnjuries"·
Dry 3847% 5965% 6761% 7171% 7272% 33767%

97 (56%) 210 (68.0%) 296%
WeI 1620% 1011% 1211% 88.0% 1414% 11423%

36 (15.5%) 34 (11.0%)
Bath 2733% 2124% 3028% 21 21% 1414%

48 (28.5%) 65 (21.0%) 480100%
Total

81100% 90100% 109100% 100100% 100100%
Chl·squared 32.939 171 (100%)

309 (100%)

Others··
Dry 4657% 4752% 6055% 5252% 6666% 11022%

93 (54.5%) 178 (57.8%)
WeI 1519% 1517% 2321% 1212% 2424% 20152%

30 (18%) 59 (19.0%)
Bath 2025% 2831% 2624% 3636% 1010% 408%

4B (28%) 72 (23.3%)
109100% 100 100% 100 100%

Total 81100% 90100% 309 (100%) 480 100%
171 (100%)

Chl·squared 8.521 14.028
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especlally durlng severe droughts. Lion, leopard and hyaena, however, occurred ln rlverlne

and Isolated bushes. In Lemek, Koyakl and Siana, malnly wlldebeest, zebra and other plains

game (Impalas, Grant's lInd Thompson's gazelles) were seen. Elephant, buffalo, 1I0n,Ieopard

and hyaena were also slghted frequenlly. Responses on seasonallty of conflict varled

slgnlficantly among group ranches.

The Intenslty of confllct also varled wlth tlme of day. Slxty-three percent of

responden:.. sald most conflict occurred at nlght (Table 4.19). Night-time conflict Involved

crop damage, livestock depredatlon and attacks on humans. Crop destruction along river

valleys, for Instance, by hlppopotamus, occurred moslly at night when the hippos come out

of the water. Competition for pasture occurred both durlng the day and nlghl. However,

many altacks on humans occurred when trving to fight-off predators from livestock or when

walklng outslde the "bornas". As one resident of Slana observed:

At nlght, few people would rlsk walking out of the "bornas". Vou are likely to be
attacked by the wlld animais. But If vou have to, vou must be at least Iwo people
and be fully armed....sometimes It Is Inevitable that one has to go out at night IIke
when somebody is sick. Vou see, there are so many lnconvenlences caused to us
by wlldllfe in this area which the government does not consider as problems
(L.R.OS).

The flnding that wlldllfe damage most occurs at night implles that the incidents

occurred inslde the "borna". Most predators (lions, spotted hyenas) are normaliy nocturnal

(Kruuk 1972; Schaller 1976). Although no information was collected, other circumstances

during which people have been killed or injured by wildllfe include the herding of IIvestock,

harvestlng crops in dayllght, collectlng firewood, walklng through the bush or riding a bike.

ln rare cases sorne victlms have lost their lives to wlldllfe by spending the nights out,

especially alter drlnklng and being unable to return home. No information was collected on

the sex of the different wildlife species responsible for tha various damage. For instance,

ls It the lion or the lioness that attacks the most, or the bull elephants that destroy crops
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•
TIME OF CONFUCT UPLAND ZONE LOWLAND ZONE MARA

REGION
ANGATA KIMENTET LEMEK KOYAKI 51ANA
BARAGOI

General conftlcr"
Nighl 4044% 6061% 7769% 8080% 7373% 33063%

100 (58.5%) 230 (74.0%)
Day 2932% 2121% 2623% 1414% 2020% 11030%

50 (29.2%) 50 (19.0%)
Both 1212% 99% 65% 66% 78% 40 7%

21 (12.3%) 20 (7.0%)
480100%

Tolal 81100% 90100% 109100% 100100% 100100%
171 (100%) 309 (100%)

Chi-squared 20.928

Uvestock 5751% 5252% 5656% 23246%
predation- 165 (53.4%)

3741% 4546% 3632% 2020% 1010% 18837%
N1Shl 82 (48.0%) 66 (21.3%)

2022% 2425% 1614% 2828% 3535% 6012%
Day 44 (25.8%) 79 (25.6%)

2425% 2121%
Both 480100%

109100% 100100% 100 100%
Tolal 81100% 90 1oo"D 309 (100%)

171 (100%)
Chl-aquared: 90.167

Crop Deatruction-
Nighl 64 71~o 7476% 9687% 7676% 7372% 38276%

138 (80.7%) 234 (75.7%)
1Day 1 1% 11% 32.8% 24 24~ô 2929% 8717%

2 (1.2%) 56 (18.1%)
Both 1618% 1515% 109% 00% 00% 112%

31 (18.1%) 10 (3.2%)
480100%

Tolal 81100% 90100% 109 100% 100 100% 100100%
171 (100~.) 309 (100%)

Chi--squared:57.882
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Human Deaths....
Nighl 3742% 4748% 5953% 5858% 53 53~~ 254 51~.

84 (49.1%) 170 (55.0%)
Day 1617% 1919% 1816% 1212% 2020% 169 34~

35 (20.5%) 50 (16.2%)
Both 2831% 2425% 3229% 3030% 28 28~o 5711%

52 (30.4%) 90 (29.1%)

Total
81100% 90 100% 109100% 100 100% 100100% 480 l00~~

Chl-squared n.837 171 (100%) 309 (100%)

Othera
Nighl 4548% 5253% 6256% 6767% 7272% 321 66~';'

97 (56.7%) 201 (65.0%)
Day 1314% 1010% 23 ~1% 88% 44% 13528%

23 (13.5%) 35 (11.3%)
Both 2338% 2829% 2423% 2525% 2424% 24 5%

51 (29.9%) 73 (23.6%)
480100%

Total 81100% 90 100% 109 100% 100100% 100100%
171 (100%) 309 (100%)

Chl-squared: 63.123
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olten. Sometlmes livestock depredatlon or attacks on humans may be attrlbuted to

Indlvidual animais at a glven geographical area. Such knowledge 15 crucial lor specifie

management strategies. It 15 known lor Instance that lemale elephants wlth caIves or lone

bullaloes will charge on slght. One gettlng Into a herd 01 elephants can hardly escape an

attack Il the elephants have caIves. Local people also have enorrnous survlval sklIIs. For

Instance, they know elephants have poor vlslblllty and smell, and can easlly dodge possible

death.

4.5:4.2 Locatlonal Factors

The degree 01 wlldllfe-human competition varies geographlcally redundant

dependlng largely upon resource distribution and distance Irom major wlldllle

concentrations. When asked to Indlcate areas where confllct was most IIkely to occur, 48%

01 the respondents Identilled areas closer to the protected area, 23% stated areas around

sources of water (Table 4.20). One local resldent 01 Lemek observed:

There are sorne areas where vou go prepared lor anythlng, because they are
prelerred by specles IIke bullelo or lion. For Instance, ln sorne bushy areas, the
chances of belng attacked are very hlgh (L.A. 06).

It Is clear that proxlmlty to the park (or mlgratory routes) Influences the Irequency

01 confllct. Dlsease transmission and competition lor resources are less allected by

distance.
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•
SPATIAL PATTERN OF UPLAHDZONE LOWLAND ZONE f.lARA
CONFUCT REGION

ANGATA K1MENTET LEMEK KOYAKI SIANA
BARAGOI

General conftict-
Close to reaerve 3943% 3839". 4339% 4444.0% 50 50.0% 237 48.0~"o

77 (41.0%) 137 (44.3%)
Water sources 2326% 22 22". 3431% 31 31.0% 2828.0% 110 23.0~'O

45 (24.0%) 93 (30.1%)
Wlldllfe routes 1112% 2020% 2220% 1717.0% 1212.0% 83 17.0~o

31 (16.0%) 51 (16.5%)
Forested areas 88% 910% 98% 88.0% 1010.0% 43 9.0~"'ll

17 (9.0%) 27 (8.7%%)
Other places 00% 11% 1 1% 00.0% 00.0% 14 3.0%

1 (0.5%) 1 (0.3%)
Total 480100%

81100% 90 100% 109100% 100100% 100100%
Chi-squared: 228.471 171 (100%)

309 (100%)

Uvestoek predatlon-
Close to raaerve 1213% 2020% 3128% 3232.0% 2222.0% 20242%

32 (11.5%) 85 (27.5%) 141 29%
Water sources 2528% 3638% 33% 33.0% 4747.0% 7215%

61 (33.0%) 53 (17.2%) 5412%
Wildilfe routes 54% 3234% 44 400(. 4040.0% 2929.0% 112%

37 (19.0%) 113 (36.6%)
Foresled areas 3842% 22% 3128% 2525.0% 22.0% 480 100%

40 (22.0%) 58 (18.8%)
Other places 00% 00.0% 00.0%

1 1% 00% 0(0.0%)
Total 1 (0.5%)

109100% 100100% 100100%
81100% 90 100% 309 (100%)

171 (100%)

Chi·squared: 164.062
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Crap Desb'Uction-
Close to reserve 2427% 35 36'10 53 48'10 34 34.0'10 4848.0% 19741%

49 (31.5%) 135 (43.7%)
Waler sources 3846% 4748% 4541% 3333.0% 5151.0% 11424%

85 (47.0%) 129 (41,7%)
Wlldlife routes 1517% 55% 98% 1919.0% 11.0% 8718%

20 <11.0%) 29 (9.4%)
Forested areas 44% 33% 22% 1414% 00.0% 6714%

7 (2.5%) 16 (5.2%)
Other places 00% 00%

0(0.0%) 109100% 100100% 100 100% 480100%
309 (100%)

Total 81 100% 90 100%
171 (100%)

Chl-squared: 15.783

Human Deathsnniuries" 19440%
Close 10 reservd 3438% 2222% 4742% 3838.0% 4040.0%

56 (30.0%) 125 (40.4%) 10221%
Waler sources 44% 2627% 1312% 1919.0% 21 21.0%

30 (15.~%) 53 (17.2%) 89 18%
Wildlife routes 3338% 3435% 4742% 3535.0% 3232.0%

67 (36.5%) 114 (36.9%) 5211%
Forested Breas 1011% 88% 23% 8 8.0~o 77.0%

8 (4.0%) 17 (5.5%) 4310%
Other places

109 100% 100 100% 100 100% 480 100%
81 100% 90 100% 309 (100%0

Total 171 (100%)

Chl-squared:41.997

Olhen-
CI:Jse to reserve 78% 1515% 3233% 13 13.0% 4 4.110/0 17336%

22 (11.5%) 49 (15.9%)
Waler sources 1618% 3943% 2324% 4343.0% 50 SO.O~O 9520%

55 (25.%%) 117 (37.9%)
Wildlife routes 2224% 3233% 2829% 1111.0% 24 24.~~ 71 15%

54 (28.5%) 63 (20.3%)
Forested areas 3539% 45% 2627% 3333.0% 22 22.~. 439%

39 (22.0%) 81 (26.2%)
Other places 1 1% 00% 98200....

1 1 (0.5%)
109100% 100 1()(r,. 100 1000,.. 4801~

Total 81 1()()";, 901~;' 309 1100'",)
171 (100%)

Cht-squared 57.882
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4.5:4.2:1 Distance From Protected Area

Wlldllle"human conllic! varies wlth distance Irom the wlldllle concentration area. The

mean percelved distance 01 respondents Irom the protected area was about 19.7 km. (a

medlan 01 15 Km, minimum 1 km, maximum 55 km.) (Table 4.21). In lact, Irom Ileid

observations, It appeared that sorne resldents were wlth!n the park boundary as there were

no clear cut marks.

Table 4.21 Distance (km) of Respondentll tram Protected Area by Group ranch

DISTANCE'" UPLAND ZONE LOWLAND ZONE MARA
REGION

ANGATA KIMENTET LEMEK KOYAKI SIANA

BARAGOI

Minimum 2 2 6 1 1 1
2 2.7

Maximum 18 45 55 51 47 55
26.5 51

Meun 8 17 32.6 18 19 19.7
22.5 23.2

Standard oev. 3.5 9.4 12.4 15.3 14.2 14.1
";.5 10.8

N =500, "F- =54.8n

4.5:5 Management of Confllct

This section examines how local people managed or prevented conllict and how

effective they belleved thelr actions were. Knowledge 01 the local peoples' wildllle-damage

control tsctlcs could be uselulln deslgnlng approprlate programs lor reduclng the confllct.

4.5:5.1 Present Confllct Control Actions

Forty-six percent 01 Masai Mora resldents fenced thelr property to protect them Irom

wlldllle depredatlon, sorne reported to the government, while others scared the animais

away (Table 4.22). Local resldents 01 the Masai Mara reglon employed a wlde varlety 01

methods to control wildllle Includlng construction 01 twlgs and barbed wlre lences (Plate

4.5), erectlng scarecrows (sometlmes human effigies), chaslng wildlife wlth dogs and/or
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postlng guards, contacting wlldllfe officers, hanging tin cans, maklng noise, beatlng drums

and using lires and spotllghts. Many complalned that wlldllfe offlcers do not come ln tlme

to help. The postlng guards was .Jmployed prlmarlly ln the upland ranches amongst the

agrlcultural areas, the non-Maasal communltles. This may mean that Maasal provlded thelr

own guards. For livestock, especlally for goats and calile, special fences were constructed

whereby tall poles whlch could not easlly be cllmbed by wlldllfe (lion and leopards) were

used (Plates 4.6). Fenclng was also used for newly cultlvated areas (Plate 4.7) and to

separate wlldllfe areas and spread of cultlvatlon (Plate 4.8). Surprlslngly, not very many

resldents of Masai Mara reported to the wlldllfe offlcers for help. This may be a reflactlon

of the IIl1le help they get from from wlldllfe authorltles whIle ln danger.

Table 4.22 Me88ures Taken to Prevent or Control Wlldllfe Problems by Group Ranch

CONTROL UPLANDZONE LOWLAND ZONE MARA
MEASURES" REGION

ANGATA KIMENTET LEMEK KOYAKI SIANA

BARAGOI

Fenclng 4852.2% 3333.7% 51 45.9% 3030% 4646% 208
81 (47.4%) 127 (41.1%) 46.00/.

Killing 33.9% 1414.4% 54.5% 1919% 1616% 71
17 (9.9%) 40 (12.9%) 14.2%

Scarlng the 77.7% 15 15.3% 21.8% 1616% 1111% 51
animaIs 22 (12.9%) 29 (9.4%) 10.2

Reportlng 10 2125.3% 2424.5% 2623.4% 1919% 1414% 106
Aulhorlty 45 (26.3%) 59 (19.1%) 21.2'/.

Others 22.4% 44.1% 2524.3% 1616% 1313% 64
6 (3.5%) 54 (17.5%) 12.8'1.

Total 81100.0% 90 100% 109100% 100 00';' 100 100% 480
171 (100%) 309 (100%) 100%

Chl·squered:
108.034, P<.ool

Fenclng was the most common acllon taken by the local people agalnst wlldllfe

problems. These Included fenclng homesteads, farms, and IIvestock "bornas". Considerable

variation exlsts between group ranches as to the type of action taken ln controlling wlldllfe.

Whereas fenclng was common ln both the pastoral and farmlng areas, scarlng of wlldllfe
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Plal" 4.5 Barbed wire I"nce around a wheal larm in Lemek group ranch wilh while strip 01
clolh on lop. The piece 01 clolh is believed 10 scare wildlile a way bul somelimes
may aUracl them. The lence is made 01 twigs and local poles.

Plaie 4.6 A CaUle corral made 01 tall poles olten imported inlo the region. They are
construcled inside or oulside Ihe bomas and olten communally used.
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was done primarily in agricultural ranches, whlle nlght·guardlng was common ln the

predominantly pastoral areas. The actions grouped under other categories Included kllllng

wild animais, separation or avolding, sell-armlng agalnst animais, home structure

arrangements whereby the IIvestock corralls located at the central position of the manyatta

to ensure effective guardlng, and the slghtlng of homestead locations ln areas less

frequented by wlldllfe. Separation or avoldance was practlsed mostly by the pastorallsts

who olten removed their IIvestock from wlldebeests areas to avoid contractlng dlsease. It

Is widely belleved among the pastorallsts that wlldebeests spread malignant catarrh to

IIvestock.

Most of these actions, for example, fencing off the farms or homesteads, scarlng

wlldllfe away and kllllng them, either dlsplace wlldllfe, block their mlgratory routes or

ellmlnate them. The actions taken depend on the wlldllfe problem. Some people report

malntll1ning a 24·hour guard in their manyattas against wlldllfe. Special structures are

constructed to prevent leopards from attackl:'!g goats (Plate 4.3).

4.5:5.2 Effectiveness of the Local Wlldllfe·Damage Control Actions

Usually effectiveness of the method depended on the property fenced and the

wildllfe species excluded. Smaller species such as monkeys, dlk dlk proved dlfflcult to

effectlvely exclude through fencing. When respondents were asked to state whether the

action they had undertaken was effective, 42% Indlcated that they were effective (Table

4.23). Concerning fenclng, 46% sald fenclng could be very effective. The success of local

people ln controlllng wlldllfe damage was mlxed. Many of the local people reported having

problems wlth wlldllfe, almost ail trled to deter wlldllfe ln some way. Although some

methods were effective ln deterring some wildlife, none worked ln preventlng elephants

from destroylng crops. Game rangers could scare elephant by flrlng shots ln the air or by

fi ring with shot guns at thelr rumps, but thls usually just resulted ln the elephants movlng

to nelghbourlng farms.
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PlaIe 4.7 Convenlional lence 01 twigs used to protect corn field in Lemek group ranch•

PlaIe 4.8 An electric solar powered fence constructed in 1983 to separate wildlife and
agricultural development in Lemek group ranch. This is a more effective deterrent
than the convenlional ones but more lethal to wildlife.
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Table 4.23 Degree of Effectiveness of the Actions Take" 10 Conlrol CaRmet by Group Ranch

•
Effectlvene•• UPlAHD2DNE LOWI.AHD 2DNE MARA

REGION
ANGATA KIMENTET LEMEK KOYAKI SIANA

BARAGOI

Aze Ihey Elledi",'-l'"
Ye. 3745.7% 44 45% 4140% 4242% 4747% 211 4211.

81 (47.4%) 130 (43.0%)
No 44 64.3% 464l!% 6861% 5858% 5353% 268 58%

81 (53.2%) 178 (57.3%)
Total 81 100% 80 100% 108 100% 100 100% 100 480

171 (111K) 100% (100%)
Chl-squared: 3.306, P=.508 308 (100%)

Febcing-
Not Effective 4 6.2% 1111% 2826% 33% 11% 18 5%

15 (8.8%) 33 (10.0%)
Leu effective 2125.8% 2830% 64 48% 34 34% 2727% 158 32%

50 (28.2%) 115 (36,7%)
Effective 3644.4% 4142% 2422% 5151% 64 64% 22846%

n (45.0%) 128 (42.3%)
Very effective 2024.7% 1010% 2 2% 1212% 99% 7414%

30 (17.5%) 23 (7.7%)

Total 81 100% 90 100% 109 100% 100 100% 100 480 100%
171 (111K1 100%

Chl-squared: 167.064, P=.OOO 30!1 (111K1

5caring _ A..,-
Not Effective

3948.1% 2425% 3632% 3636.0% 36 36.0% 171 34%
Less effective 63 (36.8%) 108 (34.7%1

18 22.2% 2525% 1917% 21 21.0% 2424.0% 107 21%
Errective 43 (25.1%) 64 (20.7%)

16 19.8% 3334% 4238% 34 34.0% 36 36.0% 159 32%
Very effective 49 (28.7%) 112 (36.0%)

8 9.9% 99% 1211% 99.0% 55.0% 43 9%
17 (8.9%) 26 (8.3%)

Total
81 100% 90 100% 109 100% 100 100% 100 480 100%

Chi-squared: 18.858, P=.070 171 (111K1 100%
309 (100%)
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R<pooting ID~
NolEffeclJve

5258% 48 49% 6357% 56 56.0% 53 53.0% 27254.0%
Le" effective 100 (58.5%) 173 (54.7%)

1618% 1919% 13 12% 18 18.0% 20 20.0% 86 17.0%
Effective 35 (20.5%1 51 (17.7%)

1112% 2425% 3330% 2626.0% 2828.0% 122 24.0%
Very effective 35 (20.5%) 87 (28.0%)

o 0% 00% o 0% 00.0% 00.0% o 0%
o (0.0%1 0(0.0%)

Talai
81 100% 90 100% 109 100% 100 100% 100

Chl-squared: 11.155, P=.193 1711110%1 100% 480 100%
309 (100%)

Olhon""
Not Effective 3134% 2121% 2724% 2626.0% 3232.0% 1:7 27.0%

52 (30.4%) 85 (27.3%)
Less effective 1719% 2627% 3027% 2525.0% 17 17.0% 116 23.0%

43 (25.1%) 73 (23.3%)
Effective 19 21',4 3031% 3733% 34 34.0% 39 39.0% 159 32.0%

49 (28.7%1 100 (35.3%)
Very effective 1213% 1414% 1514% 14 14.0% 13 13.0% 68 14.0%

26 (15.2%1 42 (13.7%1

Talai 81 100% 90 100% 109 100% 100 100% 100
1711110%1 100% 480 100%

Chl·squared:12.438, P=.411 309 (100%)
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Perception 01 the effectiveness 01 the actions varled slgnlllcantly between ranches.

However, considerable variations exlst between group ranche~ as to the success 01 local

people ln controlling wildllle. This variation Is a lunction 01 the predominant land use ln a

glven area. Local resldents ollo'Nland ranches were not successlul ln controlllng wildllle

damage. Upland resldents were equally unsuccesslulln thelr attempts to contrulllng wildllle

damage. This lack 01 effective control 15 most IIkely due to the presence ollarger mammals

ln the lowland and smaller ones on the upland. 80th large and small specles are dllflcult

to control through the conventional local control tactlcs.

While some respondents felt satlslled wlth the effectlveness of thelr actions, many

were dlssatlsfled. When asked what they would do If the problems of wildlife perslsted, the

majorlty Indlcated that they would continue wilh fenclng, "thers sald they would 1.11I the

troublesome wild animais, while some sald they would employ watchmen. Some already

employed guards, but the majority acted as guards themselves otten ln groups rotallng

responslblIIty wlth others ln thelr "manyattas".

Employment of guards varled signlllcanlly by group ranch. Most of those who

employed guards were resldents of Kimentet. Few resldents of Lemek, Koyakl and Slana,

whlch are predomlnantly Maasal, employed guards Implylng that the majorlty of Maasai

provide thelr own protection. Immigrants were able to employ guards but they had

signillcantly higher Incomes.

Local people were generally less effective ln controlllng smsll·bodled specles than

large-bodled ones. Some of the large-bodled specles also proved dlfflcult to control.

Reported success ln controlllng wildlife varled slgnlflcanlly between the ranches. Upland

ranches wlth hlgh population densltles and greater levels of development were slgnlflcanlly

less effective. this may be because most specles of these areas were small·bodled or

cllmbers '-'uch as baboons. Porcuplnes were sometlmes dlfflcult to control even to trap•

Reports 01 the use of poison and snares were malnly ln the upland areas. Such methods

not only klll wildllfe but can Injure them. As local people Increase and agriculture expands,
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such actlvltles may Increase. Il Is also IIkely that snarlng wildllle, such as antelope, will also

Increase wlth the expandlng population 01 game-eatlng communitles in the reglon and wlth

Increaslng lood shortages.

The degree 01 effectlveness 01 control measures can be compared wlth the type 01

control used by the respondents. Respondents who stated they were Ineffectlve were more

IIkely to erect scarecrows or hang up tins or contact wlldille offlcers. In contrast,

respondents who stated they were effective were more IIkely to post guards or have special

lences (54%). In general, local people who provlded lences and those who posted guards

were more effective. Special lences were more effective among the pastoral communltles,

but less so ln the agrlcullural areas. It was also reported that control measures can be

specles-speclflc. ~lImost no method was effective ln deallng wlth smaller specles ln the

agrlclJltural areas such as porcuplnes. Some respondents reported uslng traps, but some

stated that some specles IIke bushplgs olten cut the traps, so It depends on the type 01 trap

used. Respondents who reported that they were effective ln controlllng wlldlife were less

IIkely to cite wlldebeest or elepha'lts as very destructive (32%, 5%, 10% and 2% 01 ail

responses, respectlvely) than people who reported that they were Ineffectlve. Conversely,

local people who reported that they were Ineffectlve ln controlllng wildille were more IIkely

to report other animais, includlng porcupines, bushplgs, that are nocturnal (34%; 7% and

4% 01 ail responses, respectlvely) than people who reported that they were effective. In

general, local people were less effective ln controlllng smaller mammals than ln controlllng

megalauna. There were, however, exceptions to thls trend. Those who employed guards

were more effective in their control efforts than those who did not. Simllarly, those who

lenced stated effectlveness. Many local residents 01 the Masai Mara reglon lelt that wlldille

offlcers couId be effective Il the) reported in time and Il there were more regular patrols.

M!'Iny lelt that the rangers were too lar Irom them and dlfflcult to reach. Many wildille

offlcers do not have access to a vehlcle and, therelore, cannot respond qulckly.
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4.6 Attitudes Towards Conservation and Govemment Wlldlife Programll

The f1ndlngs presented in this section are divlded into two broad categories:

attitudes towards wlldlife conservation, and attitudes towards government wlldlife

conservation programs.

4.6.1 Attitudes towards Wlldlife Conservation

Successlul wlldlile management will succeed or lall depending upon the involvement

of the local people. Understanding local conservation attitudes is therelore essential to the

formulation of approprlate local management and policy strategies. Findings reported in thls

section include (1) how the local people understand wlldlife, (2) the value they attribute to

wlldlile (includlng benelits Irom the reserve), (3) why wlldlile should be conserved (includlng

whether conservation is necessary to the nation or the local people 01 Masai Mara region

or the indlvldual respondent), (4) the importance 01 the protected area (egaln whether It is

important for the nation or the local people or the Individual respondent), and (5) what the

local people think 01 the role 01 wlldlile conservation authorlties, especially ln terms 01

wlldllle·damage control (Includlng what the respondents would like the authorities to do).

4.6:1.1 Knowledge 01 Wlldlilo

Respondents were asked to express what they meant and understood by the term

"wlldlife". The majority (61.4%) gave deflnitlons which emphasized the ecology 01 the

specles, that Is, unlamed animais living in the natural landscape, but almost one thlrd gave

answers that emphaslzed the administrative status 01 the anim'lls, that is, animais protected

by the government for tourlsm. In Kenya, ail wildlile belong to the state (GOK 1989). Many

local communlties are therelore likely to see wlldlile as government protected property.

About lour percent provided other deflnitions, for example, animais to be hunted (Table

4.24). When respondents named wlldlile specles, wlldebeests, lions, leopards, elephants and

buffaloes were most commonly mentioned. Generally, predators and large ungulates
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domlnated the discussion, and only occaslonally were zebra mentloned even though It Is

one of the specles most numerous and visible. This lack of attention to zebra could be due

to Its belng a less destructive specles. Apart from Its competition for pasture and water,

zebras, unllke wlldebeests, are not known (to the local people) to spread dlsease to

IIveslock nor do they flght or chase cattle from watering areas IIke elephants and buffaloes.

Table 4.24 Re.pondente Flrllt Anllwer ln Deflnlng Wlldllte by Group Ranch and by Zone

WHAT IS WILDLIFE7 UPLANDZONE LOWLAND ZONE MARA
REGION

ANGATA KIMENTET LEMEK KOYAKI SIANA
BP,RAGOI

Undomelltlcated 53 (58,2%) 58 (59,2%) 68 (61.3%) 63 (63,0%) 63 (63%) 308
Anlmala living ln tha 111 (58.7%) 194 (62.4%) (61.4%)
bush

Animais proteeted 34 (37.4%) 36 (36.7%) 33 (33.3%) 33 (33.0%) 32 (32.0%) 172
by the government 70 (35.0%) 98 (31.5%) (34.4%)

Others 4 (4.4%) 4 (4.1%) 5 (5.4%) 4 (4.0%) 3 (3.0%) 21
8 (4.3%) 12 (3.9%) (4.2%)

Total 91 (100°1-) 98 (100%) 111 (100%) 100 (100%) 100 (100%) 500
189 (100%) 311 (100%) (100%)

Chl·.quarad: l.sn.
P=0.985

Comparatlvely IIttle variation exlsted ln knowledgo of wlldllfe between the group

ranches. About as many residents of the upland ranches -Angata Baragol and Kimentet

expressed theIr understanding of wlldllfe as untamed animais (58.7%) or animais protected

by the government (35.0%) as as resldents of the lowland ranches - Lemek, Kayak! and

Angala Baragol (62.4% and 31.5%, respectively). This lack of variation ln the understandlng

of wlldlife Is probably a reflectlon of the unlformlty of perceptions of wlldlife.

4.6:1.2 Valuation of Wlldlife

Respondents were then asked ta state how they valued wlldllfe. Just over half,

(52.6%), descrlbed wlldlife as a nuisance ta human Interests, 29.2% descrlbed It as useful

for tourlBm that brlngs ln foreign exchange for the government, whlle 18.2% gave "any other
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values" whlch Included: natural heritage, education and research, and wlldlile as a source

01 lood and cultural products (Table 4.25). Many resldents 01 Masai Mora consldared wlidllfe

as an awesome burden to them glven that they do not benellt Irom Its conservation. Many

lelt that the government was puttlng the needs 01 wlidlile belora thelrs. In ganeral, It was

clear that wlldlile was Increaslngly belng devalued not only because the local people do not

gain from Its conservation but also because 01 the changes ln population, land use and

soclo-economlc Iramework wlthln the regIon.

Table 4.25 Fit'" Response of Respondents ta Question of Value of WlldUle by Group Ranches

VALUATION OF UPLANDZONE LOWLAND ZONE MARA
WILDUFE" REGION

ANGATA KIMENTET LEMEK KOYAKI SIANA
BARAGOI

Nuisance ta huma" 47 (51.6%) 55 (56.1%) 62 (56.1%) 52 (52%) sa 264
102 (54.0%) (58%) (52.6%)

172 (55.3%)

Tourlat attraction;
b,lngs lo,olgn
exchange earnlngs 26 (28.6%) 19 (19.4%) 43 (38.7%) 33 (33%) 25
creste jobs 45 (23.8%) (25%) 146

101 (32.5%) (29.2r.)

Others 18 (19.8%) 24 (24.5%) 17 (15.3%) 15 (15%) 17 90
42 (22.2%) (17%) (18.2%)

49 (15.8%)

Total 91 (100%) 98 (100%) 111 (100%) 100 (100%)100 480
189 (100%) (100%) (100%)

Chl-squared = 311 (100%)
12.805

Agaln almost as many resldents 01 upland ranches percelved wlidlile as a nuisance

to humans as resl( 5 01 lowland ranches. However, there was slgnlflcant variation

between upland and lowland ranches resldents ln terms 01 thelr perception 01 wlldllfe as

lourle.t attractions. This variation Is probably a reflectlon 01 the location 01 the resldonts ln

relation to the main tourlsts routes to the reserve and the distributions 01 tourlsm beneflts.

Lowland resldents see more of the tourlsts fleets golng to the reserve, and probably Interact

more wlth tourlsts ln thelr cultural manyattas most of whlch were located ln the lowland

amongst the Maasal, thon the resldents of upland ranches 01 Angala Baragol and Klmentet
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ranches. Most tour/sm laclIItles outslde the reserve such as tented camps have also been

establlshed ln the lowland where wlldllle Is plentllul.

4.6:1.3 Whv Should Wlldllle be Protected?

Understandlng why wlldllle should be conserved Is essentlal Il the local people are

to support conservation strategies. Asked why wlldllle should be protected, sllghtly over

hall (51.6%) mentloned tourlsm. Il was indlcated by 36% that natural herilage was a primary

reason lor conservlng wildllfe, while 12.4% 01 respondents mentloned other reasons whlch

Included materlal beneflls Irom animal products and education opportunltles (Table 4.26).

Material beneflls Included wlldllle byproducts such as leathers, skins, wlgs, and many

others. A lew res/dents 01 Masai Mara reglon lelt that wildllle was protected lor luture

generatlons and that il was beauty 01 nature and a remlnder 01 the past.

Surprlslngly, there was absolute unilormity ln the bellel that wildllfe held value lor

humanklnd as weil as lor Kenya, but It Is important to note that local people talk 01 the

government when relerrlng to Kenya rather than Kenyan people. Few people saw wlldllle

conservation as a necesslty lor the region (local people 01 Maasal Mara reglon), and even

lewer belleved thatlt was a necessity to them as a person or Indlvldual (Table 4.27). Many

citsd the dangers 01 wildllle as the spreadlng 01 dlsease and eatlng 01 thelr IIvestock, crops

and sometlmes thelr lamily members.

Glven the recognition 01 a value lor wildllle, the question 01 local compensation lor

losses Incurred as a consequence 01 wildllle protection arises. Il there Is a value, locals

should share ln the beneflls not least. Many people beneflt dlrectly or Indlrectly Irom wlldille

resources, includlng tour and hotel operators, as weil as tourlsts and commercial game

ranchers. Many other workers and buslnesses derlve their IIvellhood Irom wildllle-related

actlvltles, and the public Indirectly benelits Irom wildllle through government subsldles

generated Irom wildlile revenues. However, the local people who live among the wildille and

who::e cooperation 15 necessary lor maintalnlng wildille benellt IItlle.
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Table 4.26 Fltst Responsc of Respondents to Quesllon of Value of WlldlUe by Group Ronches

Reosons for UPLANDZONE LOWLAND ZONE MARA
wlldllfe protection REGION

ANGATA KIMENTET LEMEK KOYAKI SIANA

BARAGOI

Ethlcal values 31 (34.1%) 34 (34.7%) 43 (38.7%) 36 (36%) 36 (36%) 180
Maturai herltage 65 (38.0%) '15 (37.2%) (36.0%)

Tourlsm revenue 42 (57.1%) 43 (52.0%) 54 (48.6%) 51 (Sl~I..) sa (50%) 258
'oraig" exchange 85 (49.7%) 155 (50.2%) (51.6%)

Others 8 (8.8%) 13113.0%) 12 (12.6%) 13113%) 14 (14%) 62
21 (12.3%) 39 (12.6%) (12.4%)

Tolal 81 (100.0%) 90 (100%) 109 (100%) 100 (100%) 100 480
171 (100%) (100%) (100%)

Chl-squared: 309 (100%)
10.651

There were considerable variations between the group ranches as to why wildille

should be conserved. This result Is comparable to other studles on local attitudes to

conservation ln Alrica. In Swaziland lor example, Hackel (1990) lound that90% 01 the local

people support the protection 01 wlldllfe. In general, while local residents 01 Masai Mara

reglon vlew wlldlile protection as a worthwhlle goal, they dld not support Its taklng

precedence over people. Local people have not reallstlcally reconciled their vlews about the

use 01 resources and economlc benefils and wildlife preservation, nor have they recognlzed

the IInk between wild animais and thelr habitat. Many local resldents hold vlews that are

conflicting. As expressed by one local resident 01 Koyaki:

It ls good to preserve an area lor wlldlile but not to deny the local people thelr rlghts
to graze wlthin t.he reserve or allow wlldlife to destroy people's property. Otherwlse
they should confine the w!ldllle inslde the reserve (L.R. 07).

4.6:1.4 Importance 01 Protected Area

Although people support wlldille conservation ln general, they do not support land

belng taken Ir'lm them lor the absolute protection 01 wildille. However, when asked whether

the creation 01 the protected area was a good Idea, 53% sald yes, statlng that It wa•

Important to keep a place for wild animais, whlle 47% sald no (Table 4.28).

While many supported the Idea of a protected area, they placed conditions of use such as:
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the local people should be allowed to graze inside the reserve and wlldlile should not be

allowed to Interfere ln peoples' interests. Many felt that the Interests of the local people

should be considered before animais ln any confllct over resources. Many residents did not

IIke the idea of locklng land for the absolute use 01 wlldllfe. They saw that as :"cklng away

resources that they couId otherwlse use. As one local resldent Irom Koyaki sald:

The protected area Is a waste of land. Ali the pasture Is left for animais. It would be
good to allow people to graze inslde the park, especially durlng the droughts. [L.R.
08].

A number of local people also saw protected areas as useful only to wealthy foreign

tourlsts, but not to themselves. Local people were dlvlded almost into half on the Issue.

Even those indlcating favourable attitudes towards protected areas, durlng discussions, had

conditions, that Is, "be allowed to graze wlthln the reserve". Restriction of access to the

reservc Has 01 crltlcal concern to r,;any local residents of Masai Mara reglon. As one local

resldent of Angata Baragoi noted:

Whether we are allowed or not, we (the local people of Masai Mara region) will
always graze wlthln the reserve especlally durlng the droughts for we have no
alternative. What does the government want us to do? It Is unfalr to deny people the
rlght to graze wlthln the reserve, whlle wlldlife often come out here and eat our
IIvestock, yet we are requlred by law not to klll them. The only thlng we are allowed
to do is "scare" them away, unless our lives are in danger. The reserve land was
orlglnally ours. Today, when we happen to enter the boundary of the reserve, we are
arrested and sometlmes shot at by game rangers. These regulatlons are unfalr and
only show us that the government cares more about the wlldllfe than It does about
us. The reserve does r,ot necessarily have to be degazzetted, ail we need Is to be
allowed to graze Inslde the reserve as wlldlife graze on our land and that Is what
used to happen before It was taken from us (L.R. 09).

Recently, followlng the much publlclzed security problems just months belore the

survey of thls study ln Masai Mara, when the British lady, Ward, was mysteriously

murdered, and poachlng problems accelerated, the govemment ordered (presidentlal

decree) that anybody found walklng wlthin the reserve be shot on slght, wlthout question.

Local people are often forced to enter the reserve not only to coUect flrewood but also

merely to cross to the other slde to vlsit relatives and Irlends. It Is obvlously difflcult to

deny people the ablllty to even cross through the reserve. These conditions also helghten

the confllct.
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VALUE OF W1LOUFE UPLAND ZONE LOWLAND ZONE MARA
CONSERVATION REGION

ANGATA KIMENTET LEMEK KOVAKI SIANA

BARAGOI

To Konya (N-..I
-1
Ves

81 100% 90 100%
No 171 (100%) 109 1100%) 100 (100%) 100 (100%) 480 (100%)

00.0% 00.0% 309 (100%)
o (0.0%) o (0.0',(,) 0(0.0%) 0(0.0%) o (O.O'h)

o (0.0%)
Total 81 100% 90 100'1.

480 (100%)
Chl-squared: &.805 171 (100%) 109 (100%) 100 (100%) 100 (100'h)

309 (100%)

To Mora """'* (R<gionaI
BendibJ
Ves 4049.4% 3933.3% 36 (33.2%) 49 (49%) 62 (62'h) 223 (45%)

79 (41.9%) 149 (48.4%)
No 4150.6% 69 66.7% 73 (67.8%1 41 (59%) 38 (38%) 257 (55%)

110 (56_1%) 162 (54.3%)
Tol.ll 480 (100%)

81 100% 90 100% 109 (100%) 100 (100%) 100 (100%)

Chl-squared: 7.123 171 (100%) 309 (100%)

Tor i _Il
(PenonaI-1 1214.8% 2223% 26 (23.9%1 27 :::'%) 20 (20',(,) 99 (29.8%1
Ves 44 (23.0%) 103 (:14.7%) 381 (70.2',(,)

6985.2% 7678% 83 (76.6%) 73 (73%) 80 (80%)
1 No 145 (77.4%) 208 (66.5'h) 480 (100%)

81 100% 90 100'h 109 (100%) 100 (10n%) 100 (100'h)
Total 309 (100%1

171 (100%)

Chl-squared 14.718
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At the same time, conservation 01 wlldille in most 01 the developing countries has

a lot to do with tourism, yet the local people who share their land resources wlth the

wlldllfe, hardly benelit Irom the tourism revenue. The revenue generated often goes almost

entlrely to the national treasury and may not necessarily be ploughed back to develop the

reglon wlldille Inhablts. When asked whether they recelved any benellts Irom park tour:sm

revenue, the overwhelmlng majorlty, (76.4%) said no, while only 23.6% sald yes (Table 4.28).

One local resident 01 Lemek group ranch observed that:

Wlldllfe conservation Is benellcial only to the government. We don't get anything.
Some people benellt but not us (me). The animais are kept lor tourlsts and we are
not allowed to go Inside the reserve even for our daily IIvellhoods [L.R. 10]

The benelits Include (1) employment, (2) Infrastructure, (3) others. Wildllfe and park

management Issues are often treated largely as government responsibilities. Without the

support of the local people the future of wildllfe and their protected areas are insecure.

Involvement 01 the local people in the making of conservation pollcy and Its management

through employment could Influence thelr attitudes towards wlldllfe. The mâjority of those

employed often come from outslde the local reglon. When asked If there was ::: member of

thelr famlly worklng wlth the reserve or wildllfe authority, 21 % of the Interviewed

households responded affirmatlvely, whereas 79% dld not (Table 4.28). Local residents see

people from other areas working among them and that causes addltional antagonlsm

towards conservation and the conservation authorlty. Even though they may not have the

skills requlred for sorne of the jobs (especially the managerlal positions), It is Important to

encourage thelr employment ln less skllled positions.

ln order to keep room for wlldllle, it must provide sorne assistance to the local
people wlth whom It shares land resources. Merely educatlng the local people and
talklng about tourlsm value of wlldllfe is not enough. Talklng about cultural herltage
can not appeal to the local people. What Is at stake Is thelr Immediate needs (W.E.
02)•
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BENEFITS 1 UPLAND ZONE 1 LOWLAND ZONE MARA

REGION
ANGATA KIMENTET LEMEK KOVAKI SIANA

BARAGOI

_IromT_r
Vos

19 23.6% 2022.2% 2622.9% 26 26.0% 27 27.0% 116 (23.6%)
No 39 (22.8%) 77 (24.9%)

6276.6'J, 70 77.8% B4 77.1% .676.0% 73 73.0·~ 364 (76.4%)
132 (71.2%) 232 (76.1%)

Tolal 81 100% 90 100% 109 100% 100 100% 100 100%
171 (100%) 309 100% 480 (100%)

Chi-squared 24.162

Is FamiIy _ Employed
In-.wr_r-
Vos 16 19.8% 19 21.1% 23 21.1% 26 26.0% 3D 103 (21'~)

No 36 (17.6'~ 30.0
66 (80.2% 71 (78.9%) % 377 (79%)

Total 136 (76.6%) 78 (26.2%)
86 78.9% 7576% 70

81 100% 90 100% 70.0
171 (100%) % 480 (100%)

231 74.8%
Chi-squared 66.326

109 100% 100 100% 100 100%
309 100%

__Pm

PicAe..tiun'r
Vos 1822.2% 13 14.4% 2826.2% 2727.0% 33 33.0'" 129 (26.9%)
No 31 (16.7%) 98 (26.4%)

6377.8% 7786.6% 8374.8% 7373.0% 67 63.0'k 361 (73.1%)
158 (83.4%) 223 (70.3%)

309 100% 480 (100%)
Total 81 100% 90 100%

171 (100%)

Chi-squared 17.490
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Fonns of Pn PIlJl...Iiu"--Securily
Transporliltion 6884.0% 7683.3% 83 (83.8%) 79 (79%) 10 (70.0%) 384 77.9%
OIhers 143 (83.6%) 232 (75.4%)

12 14.8% 12 13.4% 13 (11.7%) 10 (1.0%) 20 66 13.8%
24 (14.0%) (20.0

Tolal 11.2% 3 3.3% %) 306.3%
4 (2.4%) 43 (14%)

5 (4.5%) 11 (0.0%) 10 480 (100%)
Chi·squared 63. 086 81 100% 90 100% (10.0

171 (100%) %)
26 (8.4%)
309 100%

__~r

Yes
15 17% 16 16.3% 18 (16.2%) 30 (30.0%) 36 (36.0%) 114 23.8%

No 30 (16.2%) 84 (17.4%)
7684% 8384.7% 93 (83.8%) 70 (70.0%) 64 (64.0%) 366 76.2%

Total 169 (84.4%) 227 (72.6%)
81 100'h 90 (100%) 109 (100%) 100 (100%) 100 (100%) 480 (100%)

171 100% 309 100%
Chl-squared 20.304

Fonns of _ from

~-
Security
Help wilh transport 6313.2% 718.0% 79 (72.5%) 69 (69.0%) 68 35072.9%
Olhers 134 (78.4%) (68.0

1416% 1314% %) 92 19.2%
Total 27 (16.8%) 216 (69.9%)

423% 610.2% 16 (14.7%) 26 (26.0%) 23 387.9%
10 (6.8%) (23.0

Chl·squared 33.104 %)
81 100% 90 100% 65 (21.0%) 480 100%

171 (100%) 14 (12.8%) 66.0% 9 (9.0%)
28 (9.1%)

109 (100%) 100 (100%) 100 (100'h)
309 (100%)
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Some experts urge caution:

Increaslng consumptlve ullllzation and encouraglng local participation, may ln Ilsell
lead to rapld depletlon 01 the resource. It should be noled thal thls Is the same
wlldllle vlewed by tourlsls wlthln the reserve, and openlng the reserve or Introduclng
consumptlve use may lead 10 wlldllle extermination (W.E. 03).

The survey resulls revealed that negatlve feelings and percer~:"ns are wldespread

amongst the local people as regards state polleles and wlldllle programs.

Wlldllfe Is a major problem to us farmers. Probably the Maasal down there don't
mlnd them. If Vou look around, every home has fenced Ihelr larms and eVlln wllh Ihe
fence, smaller specles such as porcuplnes know no fence. We need government
assistance. But thelr office Is very far, and when vou cali them they say there Is no
vehlcle. 1thlnk the best thlng Is for them to fence ln thelr animais Inslde the reserve
and leave us alone (L.R. 11).

Ilost ail my goats many years ago to wlldllle. We called the rangers but they dld not
come in tlme so we klIIed the beast. 1reported the loss and they recorded the detalls
(showlng the over ten year old paper). The game officiais came and took Ihe skln.
1am still waltlng fur the money. Where Is the money? Have Vou brought il? When
vou go back tell them 1want the money. 1am told they no longer pay for the losses,
how about us we lost long tlme ago and have not been pald (L.R. 12).

There Is slgnlflcant variation between group ranches as to whether or not the

prolected area 15 a good thlng. Many saId It Is good for humanklnd or for Kenya but not so

much for them as Indlvldual5 (Table 4.29).

4.6:1.5 Role of Wlldllfe Conservation Authorltv

When asked to state what they thought the wlldllfe conservation aulhorlty does Ihe

majorlty, 52%, 5tated that the government was dolng nolhlng, 33% sald they control wlldllfe,

whIle 12% answered that they were Inadequate and Ihat the government needed to do more

to save people from wlldllle damage (Table 4.30). Further asked to suggest what they would

Iike the authority to do to reduce wlldllfe-human confllct, 72% sald that they (the authorlty)

should provlde effective game control measures, confine wlldllfe Inslde the park and patrol

more frequently. Twenty·three percent saId that they should bu pald compensation promptly

and generously, whlle 5% had nothlng to suggest. It Is clear !hat locnl peoplll hold less than

positive attitudes towards the wlldllfe conservation authorlty.
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VALUE OF PROTECTED AREA UPLAND ZONE LOWLAND ZONE MARA

REGION
ANGATA KIMENTET LEMEK KOYAKI SIANA
BARAGOI

To Kenya (IWDIOI BeneliIsI 109 (100%) 100 (100%) 100 (100%) 480 (100%)
Yo. 81 100% 90 100% 309 (100%)

171 (100%) o (0.0%) o (0.0%) o (0.0%) 0(0.0%)
No 00.0% 00.0%

o (0.0%)
Total 109 100% 100 100% 100 100% 480 100%

81 100% 9~ 100%
Chl-squared 4.312 171 (100%) 309 (100%)

To -.. ___ (R2gion;II-r 6348.6% 4242% 2828% 169 33.1%
16 19.8% 2123.3% 123 (39.8%)

Yo. 36 (21.0%) 6661.4% 6868% 7272% 321 66.9%
66 80.2% 6977.7% 186 (60.2%)

No 134 (78.4%)

Total 81 (100%) 90 (100%) 109 100% 100 100% 100 100% 480 100%
171 (100%)

Chl-squared 18.900 309 (100%)

To .eopondeI. (p"- -1- 9 11.1% 16 17.8% 3834.9% 1616% 19 19% 97 20.2\\
Yos 26 (lU%) 72 (23.3\\)

72 8B.9% 7482.2% 71 66.1% 8585% 81 81.0% 383 79.8%
No 146 (85.3%) 237 (76.7%)

Total 109 100% 100 100\\ 100 100% 480 100%
81 100\\ 90 100%

Chl·squared 19.650 171 (100\\) 309 (100%)
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The linding 01 a lack 01 support lor the wlldille/protected area authorlty Is c:mslstent

with the reported altitudes 01 local people towards wlldille/protected area authorltles ln

many areas. In Tanzanla, Newmark et al. (1993) lound that 47% 01 ail people Intervlewed,

stated that authorltles do nothlng, and when the no response answers were comblned in

the Newmark et al. study, 71% 01 ail people living ln tha viclnlty 01 the six protected areas

probably held ellher neutral or negatlve leellngs about wlldille authoritles. Inlleld (1988)

lound that 68% 01 those resldlng close to the UmlolozVHluhluwe/Corrldor Conservation

Complex held elther negatlve or neutral leellngs towards the Natal Park Board.

Some stated that the authoritles slmply lollowed people to ensure that they do not

klll wlldllle, poach or support poachers. Other people however, noted that wlldille authorltles

sometimes provlde medlcal assistance and transportation to them. This cont 'adlc!s a racent

study Ilndlng by Newmark, that tha local people appear not to assoclate the positive

altrlbutes 01 adjacent protected area or protection 01 wlldllfe as belng derlved Irom the

management actlvlties 01 the employees.

Conservation authoritles are operatlng "antl·people preservation strategies" whlch
lail to recognlze the IInk between Indlgenous culture and the survival 01 wlldille.
Wlthout Involvlng the local people, no room should be expected lor wlldllfe (W.E.
04).

Wlldille authorlty do not want us. They see us as poachers or protectors 01
poachers. We never poach. We have IIved wlth wlldille lor years - although they
cause problems to us we can still live wlth thern, but the govemment must not
Intervene. Why take our land and reluse us to graze It (L.R. 15).

The response on whether protected areas are a good thlng varies. Many sald It Is

good lor humanklnd or lor Kenya but not so much lor them as Indlvlduals (Table 4.30).



•
Tmie 4.30 Raie of Wildlife Authority by Group Ranch

235

•
AUTHORJTY UPLAND ZONE LOWlAND ZONE MARA

REGION
ANGATA KJMENTET LEMEK KOYAKI SIANA
BARAGOI

_ do lIJey Do? 163 33%
Prolect Game 3033% 2626% 38 3-4% 3737% 3333%

65 (29.0%) 108 (36.0%) 25952%
Nolhing 4146% 5354% 5348% 5253% 59 59'~

94 (50.0%) 165 (53.3%) 5812%
Other. 1010% 1313% 1816% 1010% 88%

21 (11.5%) 35 (11.3%)
480 (100%)

Total 109 100% 100 100% 100 100%
81 (100%) 90 (100%) 309 (100%)

171 (100%)
Chl·square<! 5.421

_ Shcdd lIJey Do?

Provide effective game control 56 69.2% 6875.6% 7972.5% 7575% 6565% 343 71.5%
measures 124 (72.5%) 219 (70.9%)

21 26.9% 17 18.9% 2623.9% 1919% 2929% 112 23.3%
Pay compensation promptly 38 (22.2%) 74 (23.9%)

4 4.9% 55.5% 43.6% 66.0% F 6.0''''
1don'. know 9 (5.3%) 15 (5.2%) 255.2%

109 100% 100 100% 100 100% 480 (100%)
Total 81 100% 90 100% 309 (100%)

171 (100%)
Chi-square<! 10.023
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4.6:1.6 Summary 01 Analysls 01 Conservation Attitudes

There Is a hlgh correlation between the conservation attitudes examlned. Those who

held negatlve attitudes towards the value 01 wlldllle were more IIkely to hold negatlve

attitudes towards the Importance 01 the protected area. Those who held positive attitudes

towards wlldille conservation authoritles were more IIkely to suggest more positive

solutions to the wlldllle problems. Simllarly, local people who consldered the cause 01

confllct as Ineffectlve game control were more IIkely to see wlldllle negatlvely. Households

who valued wildille as a tourlst attraction were more IIkely to suggest that the protected

area was Important as a tourlst attraction and that the wlldllle cOIi'lervatlon authorlty was

keeplng wlldille ::'~':::';'.

ResLllts lurther reveal that (1) those who lndlcated that they Indlrectly benellt Irom

wildllle·tourism valued wlldllle more posltlvely than those who dld not, (2) that they

percelved wlldllle protection as a necessary and worthwhlle course, (3) they percelved the

role 01 the protected area as lor the conservation 01 wlldllle, and (4) cont<ldered the wlldille

conservatlo.1 authorlty as undertaklng uselul work than those who Indlcated they do not

beneflt. Direct benellts Included employment ln the reserve or recelvlng Income Irom

wlldllle·based tourlsm. The results Imply that Il many 01 the local people are employed ln

the sector, there would be more support lor conservation. Although some people, especlally

ln Lemek and Koyakl, were generally aware 01 the beneflts 01 wlldllle, such as building

schools, and a health centre, they were concerned that the destruction (costs) by wlldllle

to "wananchl", could outwelgh those benellts.

Establlshlng lactors that are crucial ln the lormulatlon 01 the attitudes 01 local people

towards wlldille Is essential ln deslgnlng a model lor Integratlng wlldille conservation wlth

human development needs. Households who had had problems wlth wlldllle ln the past held

more negatlve attitudes towards wlldille conservation thsn those who had not. Most 01 them

lelt that wlldille was a nuisance to humans, whIle only a lew 01 those who had not lelt so.

Addltlonally, those who had experlenced wlldille problems were more IIkely to hold negatlve
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attitudes towards tha wlldllfe conservation authorlty than those who had not. Seventy-six

of them felt that the wlldllfe conservation authorltles dld nothlng, whIle only 23% of those

who had not had problems felt slmllarly. At the same tlme, they vlewed the Importance of

the protected area more negatlvely and perceived the dominant causes of confilet more

negatlvely, that Is, as Increased wlldllfe population or ineffectlve game control than those

v.ho had not encountered problems. Simllarly, they were more Ilkely to recommend that

wlldllfe be completely fenced ln or klIIed than those who had not experlenced contllct.

This flndlng Is comparable wlth recent studles ln other countrles ln Afrlca and

elsewhere. In a study of local people living ad/acert to live protecled areas ln Tanzanla,

Newmark et al. (1993) found that 22% of the local people who expressed support for the

abollshment of the adjacent protected area cited the ellmlnatlon of problems wlth wlldllfe

as thelr main reason. 011 et al. (1994) ln a study of snow leopard (Panfhera une/a) in Nepal

found that those who had experlenced losses were more negatlve towards snow leopard

than thos!'! who had not. Experiences of wlldllfe problems causer. a very permanent !qellng,

especlally where It Involves loss of human lite or an entlre source of Ilveiihood. In

communltles wlth subslstence economles even small losses can be of greElI economic

Importance and can generate negatlve attitudes towards wlldllfe and conservation ln general

(Mlshra 1982; 011 et al. 1994; Upreli 1986).

Rllspondents who had not recelved compensation for loss(es) due to wlldllfe also

heId more negatlve attitudes towards wildllfe than those who had recelved compensation.

Those who recelved compensation showed more understandlng of wildllfe as a government

protected property for tourlsts than those househoIds who had recelved compensation.

Those households who Indlcated benefltlng from wlldllfeltourlsm heId more positive towards

wlldllfe protection than non-beneflted households. Attitudes towards the Importance of the

protected area were also affected by the experlence of beneflts, although less slgnlflcantly•

Many of the beneflted household thought that protected area plays a crucial role ln wlldllfe

protection compared wlth the non-beneflted. Beneflted households held positive attitudes
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towards the wildllfe conservation authorlty. The most common benefltto households were

employmentln the Masai Mal'a National Reserve and schools bullt for the communltles. Il

Is generally consldered that direct beneflts from wlldllfe-based Industry, such as worklng

ln the park, Improve local peopls's attitude to wlldllfe (Western, 1982; Macklnnon et al. 1986;

Infleld, 1986, LewlD et al. 1988; Parry and Campbell, 1992). The problem, however,ls that few

Indlvldual households have direct beneflts from wlldllfe-based tourlsm.

Respondents who had knowledge of wildllfe conservation prlorltles showed

slgnlflcantly more support for the value of wlldllfe than those who had not. Those who dld

not know of prlorltles were more IIkely to VIE:.i '~lIdlife as a nuisance to humans than those

who dld. Conservation education appeared to be an Important factor ln Influenclng altitudes

towards wlldllfe conservation. Another important factor ln the formulation of conservation

altitudes was whether local people felt ~i1at they were effective ln controlllng wlldllfe

problems. Indlvlduals who reported that they were Ineffectlve were more IIkely to hold

negatlve attitudes towards the wlldllfe conservation authorltles than those who sald they

were effective. Households who Indlcated a shortage of grazlng and water resources were

more IIkely to be negatlve towards wlldllfe and Its protected area than those who dld not.

Those who vlewed wlldllfe as a nuisance tu humans were more IIkely to suggestthatthey

be conflned withln the reserve than those who saw It as a tourlst altractlon. WhIle thls

relatlonshlp may be spurlous, It could be a reflectlon of greater antagonistlc llltitudes

towards wildllte.

Results also show that wealthler households, especlally those with a stake ln

tourlsm activltles were more IIkely to view the protected area posltlvely than those who were

not Involved. Ethnlclty, age, level of education and :lccupation dld not have slgnlflcant

influence upon the altitudes towards conservation. They valued wildllfe much the same way

as the uneducated. However, respondr.nts wlth education were dlfferent when It came to

suggestions of solutions and arliculatlng causes of contllct. Clearly, conservation altitudes

are strongly Influenced by problems wlth wlldllte whlch appear to be the main source of
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antagonlstlc attitudes towards wlldllfe conservation ln the reglon.

4.6:2 Government Wlldllfe Programs

A number of wlldllfe conse'Vation actlvltles almed at controlling wildllfe-human

confllct are undertaken ln Kenya (s..e chapter 3) Includlng: (1) compensation for wlldllfe

damage, and (2) wlldllfe conservation education. This section reports on the f1ndlngs as

regards the local peoples' experlences wlth these actlvltles. Experiences by the local people

wlth the government conservation programs may Influence thelr perception of wlldlife and

thelr general attitudes towards Its conservation.

4.6:2.1 Wltdllfe-Damage Compensation Scheme

Tradltlonally, clalms for wlldllfe-damage compensation fall into four main categories:

(1) crop damage, (2) livestock death or lnjury, (3) personallnfury or death, and (4) property

damage, such as to fences, buildings and water troughs22
• Respondents were asked If they

had heard about a wildllfe compensation scheme. Slxty-eight percent responded posltlvely,

32.1% sald no. Asked whether they had clalmed compensation, 83% had, whIle 17% had not.

Of those who had clalmed, only 22% had ever been compensated, meanlng that 78% of the

clalmants had not been pald. Many people complalned that compensation for wildlife

damage was not forthcomlng. Asked how long It took them to get compensated, 72% sald

between 1-3 years, whlle for 18% of the respondents, It look over 3 years. Only 10% of the

successful clalmants gol thelr due wlthin one year. From these responses it Is clear that the

compensation program was nol functlonlng properly.

Eighteen percent of the respondents who had problems wlth wlldllfe never submltted

a clalm (Table 4.31). The main reasons stated for nol clalmlng Included lack 01 payment

(44%) and a waste of tlme (a long procedure yet IIttle chance of success) (35%). Twelve

D Rec.nUy (In 1989), followlng the revlew o, the Wlldllf. Conservation and Management Act, compensation WB"

changed luch that only human Injuries and deathaBr. covered. Crop and IIve.tock damage wer. dropped. The New
Act cama ln effect ln 1990 but the change ln compensation we. not yat known to many of the local people at the
tlme 01 the Ileid work lor thll Itudy.
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percent clalme;! that the government offices were too lar, and 7% gave other reasons

Includlng lack 01 time and knowledge that a compensation scheme exlsted. Clearly wlldille

rr.'lst pay lor Its survlval, Il the local people are to support Its conservation. People were

dlssatlsfied wlth the scheme. As one resldent 01 Klmentet observed:

Nobody wants to hear about compensation any more, although they need Il. The
problem has been how itls provlded. It Is a good Idea to compensate but why relse
peoples expectatlons lor what will never come or If It doos, alter so much sufferlngs
and sometlmes Itls much lesa than the loss (L.R. 16).

One government officiai explalned that the government was looklng lor a better

method 01 compensatlng the local people. In general, respondents who dld not Iillthe clalm

lorms (as weil as those who dld) complalned about the very slow proceedlngs 01 the

compensation scheme and were sceptlcal about the payment. The compensation clalm had

become very unpopular and had proved too expenslve even lor the Government. It was

abused by those who could Influence the process and had become very costly, as a result

01 increased wlldille damage. The large number 01 clalms may also have been as a result

01 Increased awareness 01 the scheme. At the beglnnlng not many were aware that they

could clalm compensation lor loss due to wildllfe Irom the government. Even today, some

people (especlally ln other parts 01 the country) are not aware 01 thelr rlght to be

compensated.

When asked what they thought should be done wllh the scheme, 26% suggested It

should be replaced with a permanent grazlng lee, 53% suggested that the payment

p·c "dure be re-organlzed so that vlctlms could recalve It more promptly, 15% suggested

other changes, whlle 6% had no comment (see Table 4.31). From the Inlormal Interviews,

It was clear that some local people were already aware 01 the amendments 01 the Wlldllle

Conservation Act whlch Iimlted compensation only ta human death and InJuries. Many were

dlsmayed by the declslon and lelt that the move could lead to more sufferlng on thelr part

or even some act 01 civil dlsobedlence by same members 01 the society such as the kllling
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COMPENSATION QUESTIONS 1 UPLAND ZONE 1 LOWLAND ZONE MARA

REGION
ANGATA KIMENTET LEMEK KOVAKI SIANA 1
BARAGOI-,.,..-",-

CGi", th•• scheme1 77 70.6% 7373% 7070%
Vu 63 77.8% 6763.3% 89 (30.3%) ~O 67.9%

60 (26.6%) 3229.4% 2727% 3030%
No 18 22.2% 3336.7% 220 (10.7'';) 140 32.1%

120 (64.0%1
109 100% 100 100% 100 100% 480 100%

Total 81 laD'!. 90 100% 309 (100%)
171 (100%)

Chl·squarr .., 5.273

-,.,..-""'1 27 (12.9%1 60 (71.4%) 63 (88.7%1 64 (88.8%) 68(84.0'';) 185 264 83.8%
~dalms1 77 (11.9%) (64.3%)
Vu 10 (27.1%1 20 (28.6%) 8 (11.3%1 7 (11.2',\) 11 (16.0%) 65 17.2%
No 30 (28.1%)

1 37 100% 70 100% 71 (100%1 72 (100%) 69 (100%) 319 100%
Total 212 (100%1

107 (100%1
Chl-squared

_,.,..'.....ved 332% 8 4 28'1. 3042.3% 28 38.9% 16 23.2% 85 32.2%

~1 11 (30.0%) 74(~.9%)

Vo. 2467% 42964% 41 67.7% 44 62.1% 63 (16.8%1 179 67.8%
No 66 (6D.5%) 138 (66.1',\)

27 (100'';1 13 60(100%) 77 71 100% 72 100% 69 100% 264 100%
Tolal (100%) 212 (100'';1

Chi·squared

"- long iMd IllMe 10 413.3% 27.1% 3 18".8% 9 10.5';'.........,r- 00% 2 18.2% 9(12·~\'1

0-1 2 (14.2%) 25 83.3'" 19 67.9'1. 10 62.5'1. 61 71.8%

1.J 2 66.7''; 6 63.6% 68 (18.4%)
3. 7 (64.2'';) 14.4% 725''; 3 {18.8'';1 16 17.7'';

1 33.3% 1 18.2% 7 (9.6%)
Tolal 2 (21.4%1 85 100'!.

3 (100'';1 8 (100%1 30 (100%) 28 (100%) 16
Chl·.quarod 96.276 (100%)

11 (100%) 74 (100%)
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WilS~ 1 33.3% 225.0% 9% (30%) 828.6'.. 531.3% 25 ~9."·r.

""""....7 3 (27.3%) 22 (29.7%)
Vos 2 (56.7%) 6 76.0% 21 (70'..%) 2071.4% 11 68.S'" 6070.6%
No 8 (72.7%) 52 (70.3%)

30 (100%) 28 (100%) 16 (100'''' 85 100%
Total 3 (100%) 8 (100'''' 74 (100%)

11 (100%)
Chl.5~uared 1.fiOS
__ ~bu1

821.6% 10 14.3% 17 23.9% 12 16.7% 11 15.9% 58 18.2',.{.noe_
18 (16.8%) 40 (18.9%)

Vos 2978.4% 6086.7% 64 76.1% 60 83.3% 58 84.1% 261 81.8 11.
No 89 (83.2%) 172 (81.1%)

Total 37 (100%) 70 (100%) 71 (100%) 72 (100%) 69 (100'.. ) 319
107 (100%) 212 (100%) (100%)

Chl.squared 13.126

"~agoodora 5770.4% 5358.9% 6944% 6060% 5655% 294 61.3'"__7
110 (64.3%) 184 (59.5%) 186 38.8'.Good _

2429.6% 3741.1% 4064% 4040% 4546%
61 (35.8%) 125 (40.5%)Bad _

109 100% 100 100% 100 100'.. 480 100'.
81 100% 90 100% 309 (100%)

T_ 171 (100%)

~11.032

Rusons for not lorwardinq 341% 849%
daims- 85 (46.0%) 10 51.0% 554.0% 525% 2244%
1. Never receive 448% 243% 136 (43.3%)

86 (46.6%) 348.0% 646.0% 444% 1846%
2. lime wasting 10% 00% 14 (42.7%)

0(0.0%) 40.0% o O.!"" 00.0% 126%
3. Far offices o (0.0%)

4. Dkln1 know 8100% 10 100%
18 (100%) 17 100% 12 100% 11 100% 68 100%

".Others 40 (100%)

Tol.1

Chl-squared 115.723
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importance of Compensation
Scheme- 2J 28.4% 4243% 4B 4:>.0% 4242% 3939% 27354%
1':'SiiOW of Govenvnenl's 65 (35.7%) 129 (62.0%)
concem 2733.3% 4B 49% 61 65.0% 5868% 00% 207 41%

76 (41.2%) 123 (62.0%)
2. Helps sufferers 31 38.3% 00.0% 00% 00.0% 00.0% 00%

31 (19.2%1 o (0.0%)
3.0thers

81 100% 90 100% 109 100% 100 100% DO 100% 4B0 100%
171 (100%) 309 (100%)

To~1

Chl·squared 6.675

Suggestions for better 645% 6 65.0% 4 42.0% 1932%
compensation- 666.4% 552% 14 (47.3%)
1. PilY through local leaders 14 (~8.7%1 437% 3 30.0% 13 23.0% 1538%

2733.3% 2626% 9 (45.0%)
2. Replace with annual 52 (27.0%1 816% 515.0% 16 16.0% 826%
paymenl 1 1.7% 1414% 8 (23.0%)

16 (7.5%) 6
3.0thers

11 100% 9100% 17 100% 32 100% 42 100% 58 100%
17 (100%1 39 (100%)

Talai

Chl-squared 29.681
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wlldllfe slmply lor the sake 01 il. As one local eider sald:

Stopplng payment means we can now do what we want wlth wlldille. If the
government does not re·lntroduce the scheme, more wlldille will be kllled. Il should
elther be relntroduced or replaced wilh a belter program (L.R. 17).

The wlldille compensation scheme commenced ln 1979, but by 1986,the clalms had

exceeded the Government's ability and wlillngness to pay cash compensation. The accuracy

01 the clalms was dlft:cultto police and the administration was an awesome burden. The

Government has been pursulng ways 01 reduclng damage and IImlting the contllct by

encouraglng complementary land use ln wlldille dispersai areas and the construction 01

game prool barrlers.

4.6:2.2 Wlldille Conservation Education and Extension Services

Wlldllfe conservation education and extension services are Important components

of the government wlldllfe programs, carrled out by KWS, almed at creatlng awareness of

the Importance of wlldllfe among the public (chapter 3). When asked If they had ever heard

of wlldllfe conservation education, 56% 01 the respondents sald no, while 44% had (Table

4.32). The main sources of Information for those who had heard 01 wlldille conservation

were: chlef's baraza (local meetings, ln other words, through government officiais other than

the KWS staff) (74%), teachers (16%), radio, newspapers or colleagues (10%).
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KNOWLEDGE OF IJPI.AHD 2DHE LOWI..AND 2DHE MARA
CONSERVATION EDUCATION REGION
PRIORmES ANGATA KIMENTET LEMEK KOYAKI SIANA

BARAGOI

Kr"",' L; of CoItset .......
6+.......",.
Y.s 39 (48.3%) 43 (47.8%) 40 (38%) 42 (42%) 47 (47%) 211 (44%)

82 (45.5%) 131 (42.3%)
No 42 (51.9%) 47 (58.2%) 69 (52%) 58 (58%) 53 (53%) 269

99 (55.5%) 184 (59.0%) (55.0%)

Total 81 (100%) 90 (100%) 109 (100%) 100 (100%) 100 (100%)
171 (100%) _(110%1 480 (100%)

Chl-squored 2.566
pm.631

licJuRe of~""h_'
Chiers Bor... 19 (54%) 24 (54%)

43 (54%) 20 (27%) 18 (28%) 25 (26%) 76 (35%)
KWS extensions 11 (18.7%) 12 (32%) 38 (27.0%)

23 (25.4%) 15 (28%) 13 (32%) 15 (45%) 92 (38%)
O1hers 9 (23.5%) 7 (28%) 28 (36.3%)

16 (25.8%) 5 (41%) 11 (0.0%) 5 (46%) 31 (26%)
16 (29.0%)

39 (100%) 43 (100%)
Toloi 82 (100%)

40 (100%) 42 (100%) 47 (100%) 211 (100%)
309 !100%)

Chl-squored:
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Conservation education and extension services couId be an effective w,y 01

dlssemlnatlng Inlormation about the Importance 01 wlldille to local communlties, thus

reduclng the conlllct, but as explalned elsewhere ln thls thesls, most 01 the conservation

education centres Pore located ln urban areas where they are vlslted largely by school

chlldren most ai whom are from richer familles based ln urban areas. Few 01 the chlldren

come from wlldllfe areas where they could help Influence thelr parents attitudes towards

wlldllfe. The other educational movement, the wlldllfe Club of Kenya Is slmllarly composed

of members of non-wlldllfe areas. Although It Is Important for them to know about Kenya's

wlldllfe, they do not dlrectly effect Ils future. Attempts at educating the local people are also

Dased largely on a "western model" whlch may not be relevant to the local situation. Little

efforts are made to establlsro what the local people actually know about wlldllfe and the

environment or where theIr misconception' ;e, b:; sclentillc or "western" standards. The

Maasal, for example, have olten sald that they have "lIved wlth wlldllfe for years", and that

they do not need to be educated about wlldllfe. Such statements ha'Je been treated by

conservationlsts largely as politlcal rhetorlc. It Is Important that educational programs seek

to bridge the gap between the local peoples' knowledge and mlsconceptions.

4.6:3 Relatlonshlps of Government Wlldllfe Programs

Respondents who received compensation were more aware 01 wlldllfe conservation

education than those who dld not. Those educated had more knowledge of wlldille

conservation prlorltles than the non-educated respondents. Simllarly, knowledge 01 wlldille

conservation was related to receipt of wlldllfe damage compensation implylng that sorne of

those who had received wlldllfe damage compensation were more aware of wlldille

conservation priorlties.

4.7 Respondents RecommendatJons

Strategies for resolvlng wlldllfe-human confllct must teke Into account the vlews and
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recommendatlons 01 the concerned parties, il they are to be successlully Implemented. This

section reports on respondents recommandations as to how '~e conllict can be reduced

Includlng (1) who should do it, and (2) the consequences 01 contlnued conlllctin the reglon.

4.7:1 The Local People Recommendatlons

When asked to state what they thought could be done to reduce ..lIdlife-human

confllct ln the reglon, completely lenclng off 01 the reserve to enclose wlldille wlthln the

protected area was thought 01 by most local resldents (34%) to be the only remedy worth

conslderlng. Many resldents 01 Masai Mara reglon were wary 01 wlldlife problems, and lelt

that to reduce the sufferlng, total separation could be the best alternative. However, a

substantlal percentage (13.6%) belleved thatthe government should instltute more effective

game control measures to curb the wlldille menace, believlng thatthe government was not

dolng enough. About 10% lelt that the government should lence thelr homesteads, larms

and IIvestock bomas to offer them more effective protection Irom wildlile. Many residents

would preler to see the government take serious steps ln controlllng wlldille damage to their

property, thelr crops and IIvestock, and lelt that too much effort was belng spent on

programs such as education as opposed to the conlining 01 wlldille withln the reserve or

protectlng them (the local people) Irom wildlife menace. One local resldent 01 Lemek group

ranch observed that:

No amount 01 education will prevent wlldlile Irom coming to al1ack us. Nor will
economic Incentlves. What we need Is ellmlnatlon 01 wildlife damage. Why can'tthe
goverr;ment lence or give us money to lence our property (L.R. 18).

Thlrteen percent leltthat the local people should be compensated more generously

and promptly for the losses Incurred (Table 4.33). The issue of compensation for losses

Incurred was of great concern to many resldents. Few resldents ever got compensated and

even those who were lucky to recelve some compensation, walted far too long. Flnally,

desplte the apparent dlssatlsfactlon wlth wildlife issues, only 6.6% suggested that the

reserve be opened up for human use. This contradlcts the prevalllng conservatlonlsts
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assumptlon that the local people ln wlldllle areas are less concerned wlth wlldille protection.

Commentlng on the Idea 01 openlng-up the reserve lor human use by the local people, one

resldent 01 Koyakl noted:

Il the reserve Is "pened to human use, many people will graze thelr IIvestock there
and wlldille will soon be gone. It Is good to allow people to graze Inslde the reserve,
especlally durlng the droughts but not to completely open the reserve entlrely lor
human seltlement (L.R. 19).

It was clear that although a number 01 resldents dld not mind w,ldlIIe and the

exlstlng reserve, they dld not support the Idea 01 belng restrlcted from utlllzlng the reserve's

resources. The denlal of grazlng land and water points wlthln the reserve was bllterly

dlsputed by many resldents and was the constant cause of civil disobedlence (Illegal

IIvestock er.croachment). As one resldent of Slana provocatlvely put It:

Whether we are allowed or not, we (the local people) will always graze Inslde the
reserve, especlally durlng the drougl,ts for we have no alternative. What does the
government want us to do? Where do we get the water durlng droughts? Il Is unlalr
to deny us the rlght to graze wlthln the reserve, whlla wlldllfe often come out here.
After-all thls was orlglnally our land (L.R. 20).

Durlng the droughts, much of the wells and pools of water ln the group ranches dry

up. Aiso most of the Mara river whlch Is the only permanent water source falls wlthln the

reserve. 50 local people may actually have no cholce and fenclng the reserve may nevar

stop them from enterlng Its area. This means that the long term solution must Include

Integratlng local communltles Into wlldllfe conservation Interests. Such an approach may

be the only way to assure the future sustalnablIIty of the reserve. Flnally, 6.2% made

suggestions grouped under "any others" whlch Included: (1) that the local people be made

aware of the Importance of wllollfe, (2) that some consumptlve use of wlldllfe be Introduced,

and (3) that local people be glven prlorlty ln wlldllle management and other employment

opportunltles. There Is IIltle variation between the group ranches as to how the contllct

should be resolved. For Instance, almost as many resldents of upland ranches wanted the

reserve fenced as resldents of the lowland (62.9% an 67.0%) respectlvely. This shows the

wldespread dlssatlsfactlon wlth wlldllfe damage by farmers as weil as pastorallsts, and the
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Table 4.33 Respondenls Recommendations for Reducing COMmet by Group Ranches and Zones

•
PROPOSED SOLUTIONS" UPLANDZONE LOWLAND ZONE MARA

REGION
ANGATA K1MENTET LEMEK KOYAKI SIANA
BARAGOI

Game Conlrol 69 (70%) 63 (63%) 6B (6B%) 170 (340;')
Fenee the park to keep wildlife away 200 (67.0%)
trom the people 62 (63%) 62 (62.7%) 36 (32'l'0) 34 (34%) 35 (35%)

124 (62.9%) 105 (33.7%) 6B (13.6'io)

Institute more effective game control 33 (36.3%) 32 (32.7%) 14 (13%) 12 (12%) 15 (15%)
65 (34.6%) 41 (13.3%) 51 (100~)

Fenee local peoples' homes and
farms to protect them 'rom wildlife 13 (14.3%) 13 (14%) 14 (13%) 11 (11%) 10 (10%) 44 (B.B%)
damage 26 (14.2%) 35 (11.3%)

9 (B.l%) 6 (6%) B (B%)
KIII wlldllfe ceu51ng demege 5 (9.9%) 7 (7.1%) 23 (7.3%)

12 (B.5)
11 (12.1%) 10 (10.2%)

CompromiseslConœsslons 6 (6.6%) B (B.2%) 5 (4.5%) B (B.O%) 6 (6.0%) 33 (6.6%)
Open park for fsrmTog and grazing 14 (7.4%) 19 (5.B%)

CompensationlEconomic 5 (5.5%) 3 (3.1%) 7 (6.3%) 7 (7.0%) 7 (1.0%) 29 (5.B%)
Local people own wlldllfe B (4.3%) 21 (6.7%)

Restrlct Incompatible land uses 2 (2.2%) 1 (1.0%) 2 (l.B%) 3 (3.0%) 1 (1.0%) 9 (l.B%)
3 (1.7%) 6 (1.9%)

Glve economlc incentives to local 9 (9.9%) 13 (13.3%) 13 (13.5%) 15 (15.0%) 13 (13.0%) 65 (13%)
people 22 (11.1%) 41 (13.B%)

Others 3 (3.3%) 10 (10.2%) 9 (B.l%) 4 (4.0%) 5 (S.O%) 31 (6.2%)
13 (6.B%) lB (5.7%)

Total BI (100%) 90 (100%) 109 (100%) 100 (100%) 100 (100'-0) 4BO (100%)
171 (100%) 309 (100%)

Chl-squared 17.481
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lack 01 government action to arrest the situation. Although many suggested lenclng the

reserve, others expressed a great sense 01 awareness 01 the dangers 01 such an eventuallty.

As one local resldent 01 Koyakl noted:

Il the wlld animais were completely lencell Insld. the reserve, they will die.
Justllke our livestock, they need to move and roam outslde here. But slnce
we get no benellt Irom wlldlile, why should we be asked to allow them on
our land. This Is not lalr. We should also be allowed to graze Inslde the
reserve the way we used to do [L.R. 21]

This view demonstrates the Indlgenous knowladge ... Nlldille ecology. It Is olten

assumed by conservatlonlst and researchers that the local people do not understand or

care about the ecologlcal requlrements 01 the mlgratory wlldille. This lurther l;nplles that

wlth some approprlate actions and wlth the support 01 the local people, there could be co-

existence. It should be emphaslzed that the Integratlve actlvltles must be supported by the

local communltles, otherwlse alms mlght not be achleved. Commentlng on compensatlng

local people through the provision 01 catlle dlps, dispensaries, schools and other lacllltles

by the wlldille conservation ln an atlempt to acqulre support lor conservation, one resldent

01 Siana group ranch had the lollowlng to say:

We are told thls and that Is Irom wlldllle, that wlldllle brlngs development, wlthout
wlldille and tourlsm we will not have the catlle dlps, there will be no roads here. 1
would IIke to know, what Is the government dolng ln thls area? 1 thought these
lacllltles are provlded by th" governmentlust IIke anywhere else ln the country? ln
any case, these lacllltles do not benellt us as much as they beneflt tourlsts and park
employees and those who have a lot 01 catlle (L.R. 22).

4.7:2 Recommendatlons 01 Government Officiai Il end Conservation experts

ln the In-depth discussions wlth government officiais and wlldille conservation

experts, a substantlal proportion (38%) 01 the government officiais lelt that the reserve

should be lenced to keep wlldllle Inslde, 27% lelt that the local people should be made to

benellt Irom wlldllle, whlle 23% suggested that they (the local people) be educated about

the values 01 conservation, and 12% suggested other programs Includlng consumptlve

utlllzation 01 wlldllle. In contras!, the majorlly (50%) 01 the wlldllle conservation experts

suggested that the local people be made to beneflt Irom wlldllle, 25% lelt that conservation
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education hlghllghtlng the economlc Importllnce 01 wlldille rather than Elhlcal

cCl/lslderatlons be Increased, and only 12.5% "uggested lencing the reserve (Tâ!:!:' 4.34).

From these suggestions Itls clea' that wlldille experts now agree tha! wlldllfe must

pay lor Its survlval. As one expert observed:

ln order to keep room lor wildllle, It must provlde some asslsll1nce to the local
people wlth whom it shares land resources. Merely educatlng the local people and
talklng abouttourlsm value 01 wlldille Is not enough. Talk!ng about cultural herltage
can not appeal to the local people. What Is at stake are thelr immedlate needs. We
must conslder Inltlatlng some wlldille consumptlve utlllzatlon in areas IIke Masai
Mara (W.E. 07).

Some experts however, were hesltant about consumptlve utlllzatlon:

Increaslng consumptlve utlllzation and encouraglng local participation, may ln Itsell
lead to rapld depletlon 01 the resources. It should be noted thatthls Is the same
wlldille vlewed by tourlsts wlthln the park, and openlng the park or Introduclng
consumptlve utlllzation may lead to more abuse and hence undermlne the very
species we wantto conserve. Il we have to protect wlldllle, we must saleguard the
protected area. Wlthout the protected areas, probably no wlldllfe wouId be avallable
ln the reglon or any other parts 01 the country (W.E. OB).

ln my vlew, such consumptlve programs when supported wlth adequate knowledge

will not necessarlly deplete the resources. The question Is knowlng whlch specles to cull

and at what rate, thelr levels 01 reproduction and where exactly they can be harvested.

Table 4.34 Recommendatlons by Government Officiais and Wlldllte Conservation Experts

SOLUTIONSIRESPONSES GOVERNMENT OFFlCIALS WILDUFE EXPERTS

Local people should bene'lt and be Involved 7 (27.0%) 4 (50.0%)

Fence--off (completely) the protected ares 10 (3R.0%) 1 (12.5%)

lncr•••• wlldill••duc.llon, hlghllghllng wlldlll.·. 6 (23.0%) 2 (25.0%)
economlc Importance rather than sthlesl
conalderlltion

Others 3 (12.0%) 1 (12.5%)

Total 26 (100.0%) 8 (100.0%)
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4.7:3.1 Implementlng Solutions

Successlullmplementetlon 01 the strategies lor integratlng wlldl\le conservation and

local development will to B large extent depend upon who Is ln charge and whether the

responsible organlzatlon is acceptable to the loc": .,eople. When asked to state who they

thought should Implement thelr recommendatlons, the majorlty (65%) said the government,

23% stated a joint bodY,ln other words, the government and the local people, and 12',". sald

others (Table 4.35). These results suggest that many local people still see the government

as the key player ln wlldille conservation matters. As wlth any resource the government

must play fi leading role ln its allocation. The substantlal percentage sU9tlesting joint

management points to the fact that many people are beglnnlng to see benellts frem wlldille

and would want to be Involved ln Its management. It Is howev4r surprislng that many dld

not see the Narok County Councll (NCC), currently responslble for the management of the

reserve as a better Institution for co-management. This may mean that few of the local

resldents perceive wlldllfe conservation metters as belng the responslblIIty 01 the NCC.

Although NCC manages the reserve, wlldllfe outslde the reserve Is the responslblIIty 01 the

KWS. It may also mean that many of the respondents dld not dllferenllate NCC Irom KWS

and saw them both as the government. County counclls are olten referred to as the

government.

Those surveyed were asked to slate what wouId happen ln the area If no measures

were laken to control the confllct. SlIghtly over "nif 01 the respondents sald that people

would lose more of the property (Table 4.36). As one local resldent 01 Lemek sald:

If the trend continues, then the situation will get worse. Ali our crops and stock will
be destroyed, we will continue to suifer. Wlldllfe cannot get hurt because they are
protected by the Government (L.R. 24).
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Table 4.35 Recommended lnstitution{s, for Reaucing Conflit. by Group Ranch and Zone

•
WHO SHOULD DO UPLANDZONE LOWLAND ZONE MARA
Il?·· REGION

ANGATA KIMENTET LEMEK KOYAKI SIANA

BARAGOI

The Government 47 (5B.O%) 59 (65.5%) 40 (36.7%) 57 (57.0'10) 42 (42.0~.) 230
106 (61.8%) 139 (45.2%) (46.0~v)

Local communities 14 (17.4%) 11 (12.2%) 22 (20.2%) 15 (15.0%) 17 (17.0'';') 91 (18.2~.)

25 (14.8%) 54 (14.2%)

Government and the 6 (7.4%) 4 (4.4%) 16 (14.7%) 10 (10.0%) 8 (8.0%) 49 (9.8'l.)
people 10 (5.9%) 34 (10.9%)

County Councll 11 (13.5%) 10 (11.1%) 15 (13.8%) 9 (9.0%) 19 (19.0'10) 61 (12.2%)
21 (12.3%) 43 (13.6%)

1don'. know 2 (2.5%) 3 (3.3%) 9 (8.3~i 8 (B.O%) 8 (8.0%) 26 (5.2%)
5 (2.~%) 25 (8.1%)

Others 1 (1.2%) 3 (3.3%) 7 (6.4%) 5 (5.0%) 6 (6.0%) 23 (4.6~o)

4 (2.3%) 18 (5.8%)

Total 81 (100.0%) 90 (100%) 109 (100%) 100 (100%) 100 (100%) 480
171 (100%) 3[.9 (100%) (loo~~)

Chl-quared: 30.6n
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But one resident 01 Kimen~et noted:

Il nothing Is don?, wlldlile will be dlsplaced. They will disappear Irom here and go
ta the reserve. But il the government improvas the situation at present, then we will
continue living with wildllle. In any case, we have always IIved \Vith them (L.R. 25).

In-depth dls::ussions with Governmer " officiais and wlldllle conservation experts

revealed same startling predictions. Il nothing was done, ail 01 tha Masai Mara reglon would

be dominated by Intensive human actlvitles and wlldlile would be conllned wlthln the small

area 01 the protec!ed zone. A numbar 01 suggestions wer., made, especlally Irom the

inlormal discussions, which may be uselul ta conslder. One such suggestion was that the

govemment should lease land Irom the local people (just as the commercial larmers do) lor

wildlile use. ln the word~ 01 one local resident 01 Lemek (where leasing 01 land ta outsiders

Is gaining popularity):

People are leasing land lor crop cultlvatlon, and wheat larming. If the government
leels that thls area Is good lor wildlile why don't they (the government) lease the
land lor the wlldlile. Then they can conll'ol the uses they do not wan!. 1think people
(we) can accept such a deal as long as our right ta graze Is not restrictad (L.R. 26).

The leasing 01 land, and sometlmes even the sale 01 land, Is incrcaslng in most parts 01 the

Maasalland (Galaty 1992). Accordlng ta Galaty, over 40% 01 land has changed hands. One

ranger working with the reserve, but a resident vI Klmentet group ranch, had a diflerent

suggestion:

There Is so much wlldlile outslde the reserve. In lact sometlmes we see more
wildlile ln the group ranches thon Inslde the reserve Itsell. Why can't we have the
area d,,~lared a wlldlile conservation area 01 the Masai Mora reglon? The
government can control the use but benellts go to the local people. 1hear that ln
some countrles they do that and the local people have benefltted and allowed
wlldllle on thelr land (L.R 27).

This view 01 the ranger Is Interesting as It rellects the commitment 01 li wlldlife

employee (who benellts Irom wlldlife but who at the same tlme sulfers Irom Its nuisance)

to compromise both needs. It also shows the Influence 01 the contemporary attempts ln

other Alrican countries especially Zimbabwe and Zombla where consumptlve wlldlile

programs 'lre belng Introduced to benellt the local people.
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11 (2.2'.)

20 (4.000)

232 (46.400)

MARA 'JREGION

00) 1 237 (47.400) .

OO~.) 1 480 (IOQ·.)

Table 4.36 Percelved Consequences of falllng to Resolve the Confllct by Group Ranch and by Zone

1

UPLANDZDNE LOW!.AND ZONE
VIEWS OF RESPONDENTS"

ANGATA KIMENTET LEMEK KOYAKI SIANA
BARAGOI

Wlldillo will bo dlsplocod 42 (51.8~ô) 54 (60.0%) 48 (43.2~·ô) 35 (35.0~') 39 (39.0
96 (56.1%) 112 (36.2%)

People will 100se more lives, 37 (45.7%) 30 (33.3%) 50 (45.0~ô) 57 (57%) 53 (53~0)

cropl and stock 67 (39.2%) 160 (51.8%)

Jdon', know 2 (2.5%) 4 (4.4%) 8 (6.3%) 5 (5.0'0) 6 (6.0~.)

613.5%) 19 (11.1%)

Others 1 (1.0%) 2 (2.2%) 3 (2.7%) 3 (5.0~.) 2 (2.0'
3 (1.8%) 8 (2.6%)

Total 81 (100°...) 90 (100%) 109 (100%) 100 (100%) 100 (1
171 (100%) 309 (100%)

Chl-squared 49.425
- --
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Some '::lcal people were concerned wlth the distribution 01 the tourism benellts. One

local resident 01 Angata Barago! suggested that Il any money was ta be glven, then ail

should benelit equally, and il possible the benelits should be given ta Individuals rather

than group ranch leaders or ta the households rather than developing cammunity lacilities.

He lelt that as it was some people beneliled more than others. There was also the issue that

benelits Irom wlldlife be given on the basis 01 whlch group ranch conlained more wlldille

and on whlch group ra~ch people were not cultlvatlng. The same resldent felt that It was

unfair ta exclude resldents Irom Angata Baragol as they tao suifer from wlldllle damage.

This brings ta question the spstlal area that was necessar/ lor wlldllfe use and the

mechanisms of distributing the wildlile benelils. Who should get what and on what basls?

Should those living closer ta the park get more than those far Irom it? Should those

cu1tivating be excluded? Although such Issues were outside the scope 01 this study they

become relevant when considering the Implementation of the developed model.

4.8 Summary and Conclusions

This chapter has presented the results of the wildlile-human conflict study in the

Masai Mara reglon, presentlng an analysis of the nature and causes of the problem and

olferlng some insight as to how it may be resolved. Important factors and issues were

presented, such as: the settlng lor the contlict, perception of the contllct, quantification 01

contlict, factors influencing conflict Including management of conflict, and respondents

recommendations as to how the contllct can be reduced. Factors Important ln establlshlng

the degree of contllct and 1.. iormulating conservation attitudes have been Identlfled and

anaiyzed.

1. Since 1960, huma", livestock and wildlife populations have Increased

tremendously in the reglon. At the same tlme, considerable changes ln the general

environment and in land use have occurred. These changes have set the stage for the

wildllle-human contllct.
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2. The flndings Indlcate that confllct has increased over the last 30 years in Masai

Mara reglon. An overwhelming majorlty (96.0%) of the local people of the Masai Mara region

were aware 01 the existence of wildlife problems. The most common types of conflict were

livestock depredatlon, crop destruction, dlsease transmission, human deaths or injuries,

competition for resources (such as space, pasture and water), and others (such as

destruction of fences, water pipes and granarles). Crop destruction occurred primarlly ln

the upland ranches where agriculture was practlsed. Llvestock depredatlon was common

ln the plains (Iowland) and so was the transmission of dlseases. Human bodlly injuries or

death occurred almost unlformly wlthln the reglon. The most destructive predators were

found to be lions, leopards and hyenas, whIle wlldebeests lead ln dlsease transmission. The

most frequently slghted wlldlife were wlldebeest and zebra largely due to thelr large

numbers as weil as thalr resldent and mlgratory nature. Conflict occurred more frequently

ln areas cioser to the reserve, al riverine and k" manent waler points, and became more

acute during droughts when the resources for which they were competlng became scarce.

3. The degree of conflict Is spatially varled wlthln the reglon (see Map 4.1). Upland

ranches wlth hlgh land potentlal, hlgh human and Iivestock population densltles, and more

agrlcu~tural development, experlenced less confllct. In such ranches the previously

abundant wlldlife, especlally the large herbivores, had been dlsplaced and \"'ere Increasingly

belng confined to the lowlands and ultlmately, 10 the reserve. Lowland ranches, still

predomlnantly pastoral areas, were comparatively more arid and exhiblted a high wildlife

density, but low human and Iivestock population densities. These areas experlenced high,

frequent and intensive levels of confllct. As human population Increases and agriculture

expandsln the uplands, more and more wildlife and Iivestock will be dlsplaced and confined

to the lowland ranches leadlng to grazlng pressures and encroachment into the protected

area. This pressure will be exacerbated during limes of drought slnce It will be the only

place for the pastoralists to turn for water and pasture.

4. The degree of confllct also varled wlth distance from the rrotected area, such that
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Map 4.1: Spatial Variations of Wildlife . Human connict inlensily in Ma",i Mard Region
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areas closer to the reserve experlenced a hlgher degree 01 conlllct than areas lurther away

Irom It. Such areas elso had hlgh wlldllle, human and IIvestock population densltles. Human

populations were attracted IMgely by the development resultlng Irom tourlsm. Cost and

amount 01 crop damage, and the numbers and cost 01 IIvestock klIIed by wildllle also varled

wlth distance Irom the reserve such that the number and costs were hlgher ln areas closer

to the reserve than those lurther away Irom Il. Conlllct Intenslty also varled seasonally.

Confllct was more acute durlng tlmes 01 droughts when the resources belng competed lor

became scarcer than usual.

5. Factors causlng wlldllle-human confllct were lound to be varled. The prlmary

lactors were Increaslng human population denslty and changlng land use patterns.

Immigration Into rangelands had altered the land use systems 01 the reglon. Many 01 the

lands whlch had belln settled by Immigrant larmers were prevlously Included wlthln the dry

grazlng resource base 01 the pastoral peoples and wildllle. RangeJand grazlng spar:e had

also been lurther reduced by the deslgnatlon 01 specifie areas excluslvely lor wlldllle. The

nomadlc movements 01 the Maasal was becomlng Increaslngly restrlcted to smaller areas,

especlally ln the lowlands. Confllct was also influenced by expandlng agriculture and

general changes ln the patterns 01 land use, Includlng the establishment 01 permanent

human settlements. Agrlcultural expansion led to habitat destruction and Iragmentation.

Agriculture had Increased tremendouslY,lnltlally 'eadlng to an Increase and then a reduction

ln the degree 01 conlllct. The conversion 01 rangeland Into agrlcultural land was blocking

wildllfe and pastoral movement forcing more Maasallnto the lowland areas. This ln turn has

put pressure on the Masai Mara National Reserve, where grazlngls lormally prohibited but

whlch Is the last area available for Maasal expansion.

6. Many 01 the local people supported the conservation Idea, although lew supported

the protected area and the government authorlty. Many were unhappy wlth the fact that they

suffered wildllle damage and yet recelved no direct benellts Irom wlldllfe conservation and

were denled access to resources wlthln the reserve. Many resldents of the Masai Mara
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reglon acknowledged the Importance 01 the protected area, were aware 01 wlldille usa

as a tourlst attraction, and understood how It engendered lorelgn exchange lor the

governmenl. However, many other local resldents 01 Masai Mara percelved wlldille as a

nuisance to human Interests. Wlldille was dellned both in ecologicalterms, as wlld animais

living ln the bush, and administrative terms, as animais protected by the governmenl.

Housaholds who had experlenced direct bGnelit Irom wlldille or whose relatlve(s) were

worklng ln wlldille-based tourlsm as weil as thosa who were aware 01 wlldllle conllervatlon

prlorltles were more positive towards wlldille conservation. Households who had past

problems wlth wlldille, those who had not been compensated, people who had experlenced

a shortage 01 grazlng land and water or who perceived their actions agalnst wlldille as

Inellectlve held more negatlve attitudes towards wlldille conservation and government

wlldllle programs. Households who were aware 01 wlldille conservation prlorltles posltlvely

percelved the needs to conserve wlldille. Although many lelt wlldllfe conservation

authorltles were not helplul, there appeared to be IIttle evldence 01 hostlllty towards the

conservation authoritles. In tlmes 01 dlllicultles such as slckness, local r'lsldents olten

turned to the reserve authorltles. There were also varlous social actlvltles, Includlng lor.al

sports such as soccer, that the local people shared wlth the reserve p.mp!oyees. Level 01

education, long·term resldency, system 01 land ownershlp, and the provision 01 wjldille

communlty laclllties had IIttle Influence upon the attitudes towards wlldille conservation and

government wlldille programs.

7. Generally, the local people belleved wlldille was not an asset but a nuisance and

that they wouId be better 011 without il. This attitude mus~ be changed Il wlldille Is to be

sustained. At t!le same tlme, the local people perceive wlldllle and the protected area Irom

an entlrely utilltarlan and materlallstlc vlewpolnt. Materlal benellts can always dry up. For

Instance, tourlsm revenue Is dependent upon tourlsts' vlslts. Ethlcal reasons lor

conservation are more endurlng. Attempts must be made to Instlll ethlcal reasons over

materlallst reasons. This may mean a change ln the contemporary wlldllle conservation
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education approach. Conservation education should strive flrstto understand whatthe local

people do or do not know and how thelr knowledge dlffers Irom that 01 the contemporary

conservation programs. The local people have IIved wlth wlldllfe lor years and assumlng

they do not know or understand the ecology 01 wlldllle 15 Improper.

Il. Expandlng development has to a restriction 01 the seasonal mlgratory patterns

lor wlldllfe. Because migrations are undertaken ln the quest lor grazlng land and water,

whlch are the controlllng la':tors lor both wlldille and pastorallsm, any Impedlment to

movernent, resultlng ln constrl.,tlon of the herds to the reserve couId lead to the deaths of

many specles. Local people le se a substantlal portion of thelr resources to wlldllfe.

Substantlal man-hours were spent by local people guardlng thelr property from possible

wlldllfe allack, watchlng farms over nlght and constructlng scarecrows. In-depth

discussions wlth Government officiais and wlldllfe conservation experts reveal some

startllng predictions. If nothlng Is done, ail of Mara reglon will be turned over to Intensive

human actlvltles and wlldllfe will be conllned wlthln the small area of the protected zone.

9. The results revealed thatthere Is no on" single solution to wlldllfe-human confllct

wlthln the reglon. Many resldents of the Masai Mara reglon suggested that the protected

area be completely fenced to enclose wlldllfe so as to prevent the animais from c'Jmlng

outslde and damaglng thelr property, whereas others suggested that property belonglng to

the local people be fenced-In to protect It from wlldllfe damage. Many felt that compensation

for losses due to wlldllfe should be pald promptly. A number 01 resldents lelt that they dld

not gain any direct beneflt from wlldlife through tourlsm, but that If local people dld beneflt

then, they mlght support conservation. Some felt that the local people should be provlded

wlth prlorlty as regar:ls employment opportunltles ln the reserve management. Il the contllct

Is not resolved, many resldents ot Masai Mara belleved that they (the local people) wllliose

more of thelr property. Wlldllfe will, however,lncrease ln the reglon; slnce l' ls protected by

the government. Still other resldents felt that wlldllfe would eventually be dlsplaced from

the reglon by expanding agriculture and hum!!n actlvltles.



•

•

262

10. In conclusion, there 15 still room lor co·exlatence between wlldllle and humans

in the Masai Mara reglon, but only wlth carelul planning and proper management that

Involve and benellt the local population. Tlme 15 rapldly runnlng.out, Il no tangible action

15 taken ln the near luture, withln at most the next ten years, il would be dilficult to reverse

the trends currenlly occurring. Wildille will be displaced Irom the group ranches and the

Iragile environment will be damaged. Although tourism will continue in the enclosed

reserve, much 01 the world's natural resources would have been lost. Strategies should alm

at controlllng cultlvatlon and the associated land uses. The most important action lor

reduclng wildllle-human ln the region include elfectlve wlldllle·damage control, the provision

01 benellts lor local people Irom tourlsm revenue, approprlate conserva\lon education, and

an efficient compensation scheme in response to loss due to wildllle damage. The alm Is

to Improve the attitudes 01 the local people towards conservation and the government

wildlife programs•
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Chapter 5

THE PROPOSED PROGRAM FOR INTEGRATING WILDUFE
CONSERVATION wrTH HUMAN NEEDS IN MASAI MARA REGION

5.1 Introduction

The major goal 01 thls work was to provlde information on wlldille-human confllct

around Masai Mara National Reserve and to make management recommendatlons. Four of

the live objectives outllned Irom page 11 to 14 have been addressed ln the precedlng

chapters. This chapter develops the f1fth goal, management alternatives lor Integratlng

wlldille conservation wlth human needs ln the regIon.

5.2 Integrating Conservatlon-with-Development (INCODE) Program

Wlldille conservation must be cullurally and economlcally valuable to the local

people If il Is to be sustained (Flrey 1960; Luslgl 1978). This study showed two major trends

ln the conlllct between wildille and human settlements. The IIrst Is the contlnulng

conversion 01 land Irom open extensive use to enclosed Intensive use. Once, humans,

domestlc animais and wildille interacted wlth one another wlthln a diverse habitat that

oflered an array 01 sustalnlng resources under dlflerent seasonal clrcumstances.

Increaslngly, cultlvatlon ln permanenl and lenced farms Is dlsplaclng both nomadlc

palltorallsm and wlldille. The consequentlal Increase ln pressure on domestlc grazlng range

means that w!ldllle Is less IIkely to be tolerated and more IIkely to be displaced. Only the

reserve 15 protected lor wlldllle, but mlgratory animais cannot exlst ln conllned spaces.

The second trend 15 the Increaslngly antagonlstlc attitudes 01 local people towards

both wildille cilrectly and to ',he exlstlng tourlsm industry whlch seems to value animais

above people, lorelgners above natlonals, and the urbar, tour operators above local agre-

pastorallsts. There Is clearly both an ecologlcal and social crlsls loomlng, tlut they are both
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parts 01 a single problem.

Some meens must be lound to reconcile the needs 01 wildlile with the legitimate

needs and aspirations 01 the local communlties. Any solution to the needs 01 wildille

conllervatlon ln the reglon depends to a large extent on the solution to the needs 01 the

local people. There must be some measures to protect the local people, their livestock, and

thelr crops Irom wlldille depredatlon. Furthermore, there must be genuinely Involvement and

active participation 01 the local population ln the process 01 wildille conservation. An

Integratlve epproach Is the only way to ensure long-term conservation 01 wildille and the

management 01 a wlldille ecosystem.

lt must be rememberetê that confllct 15 not constant or, ln IImlted measure,

intolerable. For most 01 the year, wlldllla (elephants, buffaloes, lions, leopards and other

wlld animais) live close to people with IImlted confllc!. In many areas where wildille occurs

outslde protected areas, It shares land wlth people, agriculture and IIvestock (Lindsay 1987).

When confllct does arise, It does not necessarily requlre ellmlnatlon 01 humans or wlldlile

Irom the area. Both human and wlldllfe can endure some measure 01 confllct. Effective

conservation must Involve reducing and mitlgating confIJ-:l.

A Iwo-phase program lor managlng and mlnlmizing confllct is proposed. The first

phase Involves land use planning and zonlng 01 the reglon. The second phase presents the

Integration 01 wlldille conservation and human Interests through communlty wildlile-damage

control (COWICO), compensation lor losses, sharlng 01 tourism beneflts with local people,

conservation education, wildllle consumptive ulllizatlon, and local participation in wildlile

conservation pollcy. Although wlldllle-human confllct ln the reglon mlght never be

ellminated, wlth carelul planning and management, the confllct can be signlficantly reduced

and mltlgated. The proposai Is based on (1' the current debate on integrating wlldllle

conservation wlth human development needs presented ln chapter Iwo, (2) the past and

present situation 01 wlldllle-human Issues ln Masai Mara reglon and ...... entlre country, as
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revlewed ln chapter three, and (3) thls study's emplricalllndings presented ln chapter lour.

The program employs an adaptlve and dynamlc approach and Is, therelore, flexible. Ils

Implementation and operation must be monltored and modilled accordlngly and requlres

continued research and evaluation. The proposed program will address live dillerent

elements (Figure 5.1) almed at reduclng conlllct.

1. Direct economlc benelits • Includlng compensation lor losses

2. Game damage control actlvltles that Involve local people

3. Land use planning and zonlng - Includlng approprlate pollcles

4. Approprlate conservation education that Includes preventing wlldllle damage

5. Local participation ln wlldille conservation declslon-maklng, pollcy and actlvltle'j

Figure 5.1 Strategies for Reducing Wildlife-Human Conflict in Masai Mara Region

ation
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The proposed program relates to the concepts 01 Blosphere Reserves (Francis 1989;

HulshoH and Gregg 1985; UNESCO 1974) and The Conservation Unit Approach (Luslgi 1978;

1981; 1987). The two provlde a f10xlble means lor Integratlng conservation with human

actlvltles. This Integration Is thoroughly applled ln the program presented and, once

implemented, alms at a hlgher standard 01 living and a hlgher level 01 securlty lor the local

people. As a result, the human pressure on wildlile resources and the protected area will

be reduced and, therelore, the reglon's resource lor tourism actlvlty will be preserved.

Malntalnlng the base lor a tourlsm Industry ln thls way provldes Intensive local involvement

ln thls economlc sector and Its shared revenues.

Projects wlth slmilar goals have been started ln Zimbabwe and Zambia, where

Income derived Irom salari huntlng has stlmulated rural development ln a broad way and

dramatlcally Improved wildlile conservation (Chlld 1990; Murlndagomo 1990; Ramberg 1993).

The Zimbabwe's CAMPFIRE program started ln a semi-arid area, provldes the cornmunity

wllh the authorlty to manage thelr own resources. It glves an Immediate pay-oH to the local

people and provldes hlgher Income (Grootenhuls et ,,1. 1990; Kiss 1990; Lewis et al. 1990).

As a result, the attitudes 01 the local people towards wlldllfe have changed trom that 01

hostlIIty to one 01 appreciation, and land use plans have been establlshed that

accommodate both wlldllle and people (Grootenhuls et al. 1990; Taylor 1982). Desplle their

achlevements. the remalnlng problem 01 these programs Is thelr Imposition Irom above and

their Jack 01 true local participation. In laL't, recent evaluatlon studles coverlng dlHerent

parts 01 the world suggest that there may be no on-golng projects wlth genulne local

participation (Ramberg 1993; Wells and Eirandon 1992).

5.2:1 Phase 1: Zonation and Land Use Planning

The zonation and land use planning Is based upon the nature and dogree 01 confllct

as assessed ln the field. It also conslders the physical characterlstlcs, the ecology, and the
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land use development levels 01 the reglon, Includlng IlInd une potentlal. Upland ranches

have hlgh land use potentlal, high human and IIvestock popullltion densitles, and more

development 01 agriculture. They experlence low wildllle·human conlllcl. Lowland ranches

are more arid and have lower human density and IIttle agriculture, but have hlgh wlldille and

livestock population densltles and experlence hlgh confllcl. Areas closer to the protected

area or along rivers, where habitat lor wlldlile 15 relatlvely abundant, experlence more

confllcl. Four zones (Map 5.1) are thereiore Identliled lor ~Ifectlvemanagement of the reglon

to reduce wlldllfe·hulTlan conlliet: Zone A presents the protected area, Zone 8 the

perlpher' ,: area, Zone C describes the multiple Use (Iowland) zone, and Zone 0 depiets

agriculture' Intensive human settlements (upland) zone ln whlch developmentls permilled

but regulated for envlronmental protection.

1. Zone A =The Protected Aren: this 15 the Masa; Mara National Reserve, an area of

about 1,316 sq. km. The prlmary purpose 01 thls zone will remaln to be conservation.

Although thls area is crucial for wlldlife and tourlsm and the maintenance of the ecosystem,

local people could be allowed controlled access to reserve resources lor grazing durlng

droughts. It was found in this study that one of the reasons why local people do not wholly

support conservation, and the protected area ln partlcular, is that they are denled access

to the resources of the protected area. Many resl~ents of the Masai Mara reglon belleved

that the reserve is a lIabllity to them. Some of the bemlflts whlch the reserve generates such

as game vlewlng, tourism reVenUeS used ln community development projects, and the

protection of wlldllfe for future generations, do not benefllthe local people.

Most of the Mara river whlch is the only permanent water source ln the region ls

wlthln the reserve. Although there are plenty of pasture and water outslde the reserve

during wet season, ln dry perlods, only the Mara river contains adequate water. Examples

of arrangements whereby local people use park resourCllS on a rotatlonal basls exlst in
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Map 5.1: Prnposed Land Use Planning and 7..oning Map
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some countrles. In Nepal, for instance, local people are allowed seasonally to eut wood for

home use in Chitwan National Park (Mishra 1982). Cutting blocks are designated, and

harvest levels set and rotated to ensure sustsinable use.

Il. Zone B = Peripheral Area: The peripheral zone can stretch for about 1-2 km.

around the reserve. In thls zone, there should be very IImlted human use, and the bush

must be maintained or artlflclally created. The zone should be considered only for forestry

and livestock use. Only a ~ew lodges can be located ln thls zone. Most communal tourlsm

facllitles should be located in the multiple use zone (zone 3). Grazing and game viewing

would be permitted. When requlred to control herd size, wildlife may be harvested for sale

of meat and hides under a closely supervlsed management plan. Such wildllfe utillzatlon

methods have been used in some South Afrlcan countrles including Zimbabwe (Bonner

1993; Martin 1986; Taylor 1985). Live capture of wlldllfe for sale could also be consldered

as a means of controlllng the wildllfe population. Water development and habitat

manipulation could be instigated to maintain or increase the carrying capacity of the ranges.

ln future, it may be necessary for conservation organizatlons to informaliy provide money

to purchase land wlthin this zone. Such a move could become necessary, especially if the

selllng of land continuel> and there is no legal provision to stop il.

III: Zone C = Multiple Area: Pastoral landlwildlife dispersal areas. This is currently

a predomlr.antly pastoral area wlth high wlldllfe population density. It has limlted agricultural

potentlal. This zone is critlcal for the futurl' 01 the entlre ecosystem. It is approximately 3000

sq. km. Human population density is still low (about 6 person per sq. km.) compared to over

45 person per km. in the upland zone. In this zone, there ls some degree 01 compatibillty

between the prlmary land uses wlldllfe and pastoralism. Dispersal 01 wildllle from the

reserve Into thls zone Is allowed. Experimental projects lor wlldllle uillization such as game
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cropping, culling, and salari hunting can be initiated ln this zone, but only aller adAquate

research. Although the Maasai do nol leed on game meat, immigrants do. Other game

trophies such as hides and tail-hair (eg. Irom wildebeests) can be processed and sold

outside the region. Industry to process the game by-products can be established in thls

zone. This will create employment opportunities and provlde the local people wilh direct

benefits. Tourism facilities would be permltted. The main use 01 the zone would be wlldlile

management and livestock production. Cultlvatlon would be dlscouraged. Professional

safari huntlng concessions, game cropplng programs can be Introduced but the revenue

generated must go directly to the local people. Tourlsm activltles wouId be organlzed malnly

by the local residents.

Incompatible uses are shilled to non-sensitive sites through restrictions, setbacks,

and other measures. Non-sensitive areas must be Identlfled. Only limlted agriculture around

or within homesteads is permitted. Immigration is prohlblted. The objective ln thls zone Is

to protect the natural landscape from further development through enforcement 01 relevant

restrictions. The Mara river and other riverine areas must be protected. The Impact of

permitted uses will be minlmlzed by regulatlng design, location, and even construction

materials (thls should Include homesteads of the local people). Envlronmentaliy aesthetlc

development should be encouraged. Tourlst lodges should also be weli slted, and thelr

development must be controlied. Durlng the tlme of thls study several lodges were

haphazardly belng developed. It is recommended that planning be emphaslzed to control

such developments. Maintalnlng thls area will ensure the contlnued viabllity of the nature

reserve. The lucrative developments ln the seml-arld lowlands are tourlsm and livestock

husbandry. The most cornmon form of tourism at the moment Is game vlewlng and lodge

developments. Cultlvatlon and permanent settlements must be restrlcted.

IV: Zone D.lntensive 5ettIement Area (Upland): This Is the zone of hlgh ralnfall, good
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soli and hlgher grol:nd. The ecologlcal conditions encourage cultlvation. It Is the densely

settled part 01 the reglon and has less conlllct. The zone should be protected Irom land

degradation through ap~ropriate land management. Intensive agriculture can cause soil

erosion ami H." drylng up 01 a Iragile environment. The loss ollorest habitat willlead to the

disappearance 01 some 01 the Mara's rarer species, such as the giantlorest hog and the red

dulker. Cultivation adjacent to the boundary discolJrages the dispersai 01 wildlile, which

together wlth the subsequent klllings 01 wildllle, creates compression problems in wlldlile

areas. Although wheat larming Is currently not lound ln the group ranches Immedlately

adjacentto the reserve, it is last expandlng ln upland areas Includlng in the Olchorro Forest,

north 01 Altong.

Commercial wheat production is an economically attractive alternative to landowners

but It Is not labour inte'lslve and contrlbutes nothing to the group ranch economy, except

the lease lee (at present about Kshs. 150 shillings per acre annually). These lees, though

qulte substantial, rarely benellt ail members 01 a group ranch.

5.2:2 Phase Il: Integrating Human Interests with Wlldille Conservation

The se'.:ond phase involves six componer.ts that can help reduce conllict, and thus

contrlbute to the Integration 01 wildlife conservation and human needs. These include: (1)

community wlldlife-damage control; (2) wildlife compensation programs; (3) sharing of the

tourism revenue; (4) wlldlife conservation education; (5) pilot wildlife consumptive ulillzatlon

programmes; and (6) local participation ln wlldlife conservation policies and management.

5.2:2.1 Communlty Wlldlife-Damage Control (COWICOI

The tradltional game control measures include game ranger patrols of the villages,

harasslng, capturing or shooting of the problem animais and/or fencing parts of the

protected area to contain wlldllfe and prevent human encroachment. From the surveys, it
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was found that game oHicers rarely provide effective game control. Many orthe Masai Mara

resldents felt that the offlcers do nothlng to protectthem from wlldllfe damage. Ecologlcally

it Is inappropriate to fence the protected area. Il was further found that the local

communities undert3ke various measures to control wlldlife damage Including night-guards

of their homesteads, sometimes in groups of manyalla.

It is recommended that community-based wlldllfe-damage control programs be

encouraged. Local people should be employed to guard their property, livestock,

homesteads and farms. They know the area weil. Many local resldents fell that the

government should provide them with resources to protect themselves from wlldllfe

damage.

Involving the local people in wlldlife damage control will reduce the incidence of

death and suHering that occur during wlldllfe Invasion. Mostlmportantly, It will help manage

problem animais, mlnimize confllct, and increase tolerance of the animais by the local

people. Local Involvementln damage control will reduce the cost of provlding vehlcles by

the government, mobilizing manpower and resources to respond to crlsis situations as weil

as provlding local people with employment, thus Improving thelr standards of living. This

Is a more economical and ecological alternative to wlldllfe damage control. Il would promote

sound an.:' sustainable options and enhance conservation. If prof'3sslonal safari huntlng Is

Introduced, the professional hunters can be restrlcted to focus their hunt on problem

animais. In addition, the hunting fees should go dlrectly to the local people.

ln agricultural areas such as the upland ranches, various wlldllfe-damage control

measures can be trled. For instance, locally recruited game control scouts can vlslt gardens

that have been damaged by wlldllfe; they can spend the nlghls in the farms, guardlng the

normal way owners guard; If wlldllfe approaches the farm, it can be scared away by beatlng

drums. If animais return frequently to the same farm, the scouts can shoot or Immobillze

and then capture them.
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From the survey, it was found that households who had suffered wildlife damage

were IIkely to hold more negative attitudes towards wildlife than those who had not, and

they were more likely to suggestthat wildlife be confined wilhln the reserve. Those who felt

that they were less effective in controlllng wildlife damage held less positive attitudes

towards wildlife. Persistent attacks by wildllfe on humans hinder support among local

people for wildllfe conservation. Many resldents of Masai Mara region expressed hostile

attitudes towards wlldllfe owing to the wildllfe threats to IIvestock, crops and people. It

would appear that If wlldllfe damage Is controlled, local people may start havlng less

antagonlstic perceptions 01 wlldille. Effective control 01 wildille damage will also reduce loss

of stock and crops to wlldlife, as weil as compensation claims. It Is not surprislng that a

substantial proportion of local resldents 01 Masai Mara reglon suggested that the

govemment should provide the local people with resources to protect their property Irom

wlldlife damage. Special corrals and fences should be constructed to keep livestock sale

at nlghl. In addition, 1suggest that local people should be employed as nlght-guards to help

protect IIvestock from attacks by wildille. The livestock owners will then in the evenlngs

drive their stock to be guarded by locally employed guards supplled wlth guns. These

people would be taken lor paramllitary and wildlife conservation training. Such

arrangemenîs, where the community Is involved in game management, have been attempted

ln some areas such as Botswana (Bonner 1993) but mosUy to help identily poachers

amongst the local people. In thls study it Is being proposed as a practical way of protecting

people Irom wlldlile problems, hence reducing the conflicl.

The proposai that the guards be given guns laces Iwo challenges and may be

opposed by some parties. Many may see It as lethal to wlldlife, i.e, that it will lead to more

kllllng 01 wlldille. This may not be the case Il the program Is weil planned and properly

managed. Flrst, the wlldllle Is olten kllled by local people in retallation. From the survey, it

was lound that the Maasai will always try to klll the problem wlld animai followlng attacks.
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ln the process, many local people get klIIed or injured. It appears that human Injuries and

deaths occur during the Iight to drive the predator away Irom IIvestock or to klll It alter It

had klIIed stock. In some cases they may klll another animai ln pursult 01 the culprll. To

reduce the posslbllity 01 killing the predator ln the process 01 Its altack, Itls recommended

thatthe predators be stunned and Immobillzed by darts shot Irom a gun. This Is a common

practice used to immobilize the rhlnos. Alter the animal has been immobillzed It will be

trapped and translocated to the protected area. If the predator is on the klll, it couId be

scared and distracted Irom its prey and then Immobilized.

This will directly reduce the conflict, but only wlth regard to Ilvestock predation. By

introducing such a strategy, the night-tlme kllllng 01 livestock may be reduced by over 50%.

This may help change the altitudes 01 the local people Irom that 01 hostillty to appreclation

of wlldlife conservation. The local people should be trained how to avold and survive

wlldlife altacks. According to the survey, the species that altacks people most olten Is the

buffalo, which otten allacks on first slghl. One traditlonal way of survlvlng such altacks Is

by climbing trees (although women and old people really cannot climb trees). Olten the

people killed are those of worklng age who, for example, go out to let the livestock graze.

Whatever the conflict control strategy considered, the cost must be assessed and

the local people must be consulted. For instance, the construction of a fence may Interfere

with the local people's regular day-to-day actlvitles and/or may requlre thelr Input. If people

are not consulted, they may break or damage a fence. The cholce of an approprlate form

of wlldlife control must be made ln relation to the overall land use plan for the reglon

depending on the palterns of human use of the area.

5.2:2.2 Compensation for Losses

The current compensation programs must be streamlined. From the survey. many

residents of Masai Mara reglon were dlssatisfled wlth the government's compensation
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system lor wlldlile damage. Compensation in general is considered successlul and weil

worth its cost in some areas because it Involves instant Ilnanciai incentlve. As a result It

may help change local people's altitudes towards wlldlile and improve communication witl1

wlldille conservation authorities. A combinatlon 01 a carelully deslgned compensation

program, improved wlldille damage prevention techniques, and an educational program may

provlde a satlsfactory solution to the wlldllfe-human confllct. In the end, compensation

would be reduced If there is effective game control. Compensation programs for losses

must be promptly provlded and grazing fees paid for. These programs could be supported

by revenue ralsed through ecotourlsm, gate recelpts from the reserve, and future wildllfe

utillzation programs. A simpler and falrer system for compensatlng the local people Is

requlred. lt would be necessary to conslder other forms of compensation programs as, for

Instance, an Insurance program. However, It would be unfalr to expect the local people

whose crops are ravaged by maraudlng elephants to pay the premlum. Here again, tourlsm

revenue may be used to pay at least the initiai premium. Details of what Is to be insured

(human life only or IIvestock predation) should be worked out by a special compensation

revlew committee.

5.2:2.3 Tourlsm: Economie Beneflts and Local development

An Important way of Involving local people ln wildllfe management and reduclng

thelr antagonlstlc attitudes Is the Improvement of the f10w of benefits to them. This could

be stlmulated by a range of pro/ects funded by tourlsm revenue Includlng (1) favoured

opportunilles for employment ln tha reserve and tourlsm lodges, (2) boosting cottage

Industries such as handcrafts or grain store construction, (3) provision of communal

Infrastructure (e.g., schools, health centres) to show the local people that they can benefit

from wlldllfe conservation. However, the local people do not dlrectly IInk communal

Infrastructure wlth wlldllfe conservation. Through gate fees Into the reserve, money can be
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generated for the direct benelits of the local people.

At the moment, revenue generated from Masei Mara National raserve goes almast

entirely ta the central gcvernment and the Narok Counly COllncil. Tourism ls an important

development option for many isolated, scenlc, but economlcally depressed reglons (Boo

1990; Nickels et al. 1991). The use of "cultural manyatta" for tourists should be encouraged

amongst the group ranches.Thls involves tourists on the roads ta or from the reserve ta

vlsil manyattas, ta take photographs, and ln same cases buy souvenirs. At present, Kenya

Government pollcy Is ta strongly dlscourage photographing of Maasal on vlslts ta Maasal

manyatta. Nevertheless, patterns occur that maf;e it possible for vlsitors ta see Maasal. This

practice may cause abuse and it Is necessary that It be formallzed wlth government support

and fixed entry charges. A selected and designated settlement couId serve as a centre for

the sale of cratts and cultural activltles.

5.2:2.4 Wildllfe Conservation Education and Extension Services

Conservation education should not be confined only ta wildlife conservation

concerns but should Include ail aspects of the environment of the reglan. It also should not

only focus on the local people but inciude the administrators, planners and politicians.

These policy-makers must also be made aware of how ta integrate wlldlife conservation with

human needs. The government agencles, NGOs and other agencies interested in the region

should be involved ln the creation of r:onservation awareness and the promotion of local

participation. There Is and there will always be a great need for education and extension

services. Various experts should work hand ln hand wlth the local people. Bath government

officiais and local experts have ta be tralned ln sustalnable use of resources, ernpha~lslng

the human dimension. Training should be offered ta field officers who could asslst a

number of the vlllagers ln an advisory capacity, as weil as top managers who are policy

makErs ln government mlnlstrles.
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5.2:2.5 Wlldllle Ulilizalion Prolects

Recently, a number 01 report~ ln Kenya (and elsewhere) have emphaslsed the need

to Introduce varlous wildllle consumptlve utillzation as a way 01 making "wildllle to pay lor

Its survlval" and controlllng the wildllle population (Grootenhus el. al 1991; Swanson 1991).

Such programs Include huntlng, game cropplng and game ranchlng. Game cropplng means

taklng a sustalnable yield Irom completo!!ly wild populations, while game ranchl~g

(sometlmes called game larming) Implles control 01 game animais by managers, including

regulatlng thelr movement or breedlng. Through huntlng, local people could be made to

benelil. Controlled huntlng 01 certain over·abundant animais and birds, wlth tlle

understandlng that the landowners be the direct beneflciarles, may be an Issue worth

conslderlng ln the reglon. L1nklng conservation to the process of rural development and the

survlval of agrarlanlpastoralist socletles ln Afrlca must Involve sorne consumptlve

utilizatlon. It Is recommended that pilot wlldllfe consumptlve utilizatlon be Inltlated ln the

region. Thorough research, however, will be required before such programs are fully

Implemented.

5.2:2.6 Local Partlch?atlon ln Wlldlife Conservation Policles

Public (community) participation Involves groups of people comlng together to

dlscuss, make declslons and act on matters whlch affect their lives and the envlronment

around them (Berger 1989; Cernea 1991; Zube 1986). This locallnvolvement Is now seen as

fundamental to the long-term conservation of natural resources (Chambers 1983; Clark and

Bell 1986; Colchester 1994). Il Is, however, Important to make a distinction between

involvlng the public ln the declslon maklng process or slmply informlng them of the

declsions that have !Jeen made. At the same tlme, it Is i~.lporlantthat government offlcers

also receive proper training and qualiflcRtlon. Contemporary wildllfe enforcer.•ent officers

were tralned ln the tradltlonal emphasls of preservation of wlldllfe. The current training of
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game ofllcers must therelore take Into account the human dimensions. Game laws can no

longer be enlorced through the barrel 01 a gun. Conservation must be soclally and culturally

acceptable.

ln Kenya, local participation ln conservation actlvlties Is embodled ln governmenl

pollcy (Sesslonal Paper No 3,1975), and also ln the World Conservation Strategy (1980), but

Is still lacking ln practlce. Decision maklng processes should not be entimly top-~own

(Edouard 1980; Hough and Sharpa 1989). Tradltlonally, top-,Jown phllosophy decislons are

made nationally and imposed locally, regardless 01 social and cultural '!allles. Therelore, the

program proposed ln this thesls emphasises an active decislon-orienled approach th'll Is

largely dependent upon regulatlons rather than one Ihat Is reactlve. In thls program, local

people will be in'/olved ln the pollcy maklng 01 wlldille management, Irom Idenlllying Ihe

problems, and to deslgnlng projects and partlcipatlng in their Implementation.

5.3 Conclusions

Il nothing Is done to resolve the conlllct, the Masai Mara reglon will be taken over

by human activities in the near luture. As human pClpulation Increases, cultivatlon will

expand and more and more Indivldual permanent settlements will he constructed ln the

region. Wlldille will not have any room outside the reserve, the wlldille herds will IIkely be

ellmlnated, and the migration hindered or stopped. The reserve wlldille will no longer be a

viable part of a large, dynamlc ecosystem but remnant resident groups. Such a situation will

create serlous management problems Inside the protected reserve area. There will be

overgrazlng, nutrltlonal deficiencles, or soli contamination by the constant presence of

animais, whlch will allow parasites to bulld up ln number, endlng ln a dlsease epldemlc.

However, wlldllfe conservation must also be culturally and economlcally valuable to

the local people If ii ls to be sustalned. Denylng local people the use of the land elther lor

grazlng or other acthiities will only lead to Intensification of the confllct and may be
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ecologically counlerproductive. Wildlife cannol be loleraled under Ihe currenl circumslan~es

and will only survive oulslde Ihe reserve If Ihose people living in close conlacllo IIIolera1e

Ihe animais. Presenlly, Ihe human populalion is unlikely 10 do so unless Ihey recelve some

benefils for Ihe damage 10 crops and liveslock caused by Ihe wlldllfe. Some mea'lS must

be found to reconclle the needs of the animaIs wim Ihe legltimate needs and aspirations of

Ihe local communlties. There must be some measures to protect the local people, their

IIvestock, and crops from wildlife depredation.

ln addition, there must he genuine involverroent and participation of the local

population ln wlldlife conservation. Ways to Involve local people in wlldllfe conservalion

should be deslgned. Local people should be employed in wlldllfe-damage control activities.

This will make use of thelr skllls ln protectlng their property, notably Iivastock. Resources

should be provlded to local people so that they can effectively protect thelr property. The

survey revealed that local people bulld special structures to protect their property. A special

commiUee 10 be established by KWS should sludy the animal damage control strategies to

recommend the best control methods. An experiment should be started to test alternative

methods of livestock enclosures Inslde or between ths "bomas". Extension and education

methods should be used to teach people about tacllcs for preventlng wlldlife damage

includlng the use of dogs. Local people should be allowed controlled grazlng ln the reserve.

Furthermore, ta generate revenue, tourlsts can be taxed through gate collection.

Integratlng wlldlifa conservation wlth human needs in the reglon would requlre

control of the Increaslng human population and changlng land use patterns. If the proposed

program Is Implemented, there would be a number of advantages. Figure 5.2 shows that

wlldlife-human confllct will not completely be ellminated, but will be drastically reduced.

Human population growth wlthln the group ranches mlght decrease and the current wlldlife

population outslde the reserve could be malntalned and wW probably Increase.
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With the implemen!ation of the proposed model, human population increase will be closely
monitored and the human innuence in the region will be reduced. Wlldlife population will
be maintained and may even incresse in the region. As a resull, wlldlife-hum':l1 conflict may
still accur but will be diastically reduced through the necessary control mecti:!:;lsm.

5.4 Future Research Directions

Future research whlch bullds on the findings of thls study Is suggested both by the

limitations of this work and the questions it raises. The lollowing are recommended.

1. There is need for more studies on wlldllfe damage, the predation of IIvestock, crop

destruction, spread of dlsease to stock, human deaths or bodlly Injuries, and competition

for resources (pasture and water). Comprehensive studles (and periodlc aSP9ssment) are

needed to assess these effects. For example, from the assessment of the amount of

IIvestock taken annually by carnivores and the clrcumstances under whlch the animais are
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killed, suggestions could be made on how 10 reduce conflic!. Illvoived species and Ihelr

stock preferences could be established.

2. There is need to further study the strategies utilized by Ihe local people to control

or prevent wildllfe problems, especially the construction of special fences in the "bornas".

Knowledge of such strategies might be used to relnforce the existlng methods of game

damage control. There couId be need, for instance, to develop harmless chemicals to make

crops Jess attractive to certain wlldlife specles, or it could be founà feasible to grow crops

to whlch wlldlife have a nalural aversion. It would also be possible to use trees to fence,

e.g., to plant trees along the escarpment to separate the lowland from the upland zones. It

would also be of Interest to study whether confllct can be controlled through habitat

manipulation to create habitat unfavourable to wlldlife, such as through bush clearing.

Assessment of how building fences or moat system couId be used to reduce conflict should

also be made.

3. It is necessary to establlsh how much disease Is transmitted from wildlife to

domestic animais. Many local people and some scientists believe wildlife spread diseases

to IIvestock, but no adequate information is known. There is need to investigate the disease

cycle between wlldllfe and domestlc IIvestock. It could be necessary to deveJop vaccination

against some of the wildllfe spread diseases such as tick-borne or malignant catarrhal.

4. Human population and the resulting land use (cultivation and permanent

settlements) have increased tremendously ln Kenya's rangelands in recent years. There is

need to document the trends of the changes. These may reveal forces other than what we

are Investlgating. For Instance, land distributions and pollcy questions may have to be

addressed at the natlonallevel. Related to these is the need to Investlgate the trends ln land

use (confllct) in dispersai areas of the protected areas in the rangelands on a natlon-wide

scale, and comparing these findlngs wlth those in other parts of the World. It would be

appropriate to analyze the situation surrounding a number of dlfferent protected areas for
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5. The impact 01 a protected area in regional development has not been adequately

analyzed, especially the positive effects. Establishment 01 protected area in Masai Mara

region plays both positive and negative roles in its development. Some 01 the positive roles

include: security, creation 01 inlrastructure, employment, promotion 01 business in the area.

Some 01 the negative impacts include: removal 01 the local people Irom and dAnylng them

access to the reserve area. It would be Importantto study the impact 01 Masai Mara National

Reserve on the region's development in order to suggest how Its contribution can best be

managed.

6. There Is need to study the methods used to educate local people about wlldllle

benellts with a view to unearthlng whatthey know and whatthey do not know. The current

educational processes locus on school children, mostiy those ln the urban areas. In lact,

ail the school·based wlldille clubs are domlnated mostiy by youths Irom wildille

conservation areas. While it Is importantto inlorm them 01 the need to conserva wlldllle,

thelr knowledge does not contrlbute directly to wildille conservation Issues. Secondly, the

education centres are located mostiy in urban areas and hardly reach the local people

where wlldlile live. There Is also the question 01 what klnd 01 education local people should

be given.

7. There Is need lor good landscape planning to establish future developmentln the

reglon. This should include advice on the klnd 01 building structures that should be

constructed ln the region ln the lodges, local centres, and Indlvldual homesteads. The

buildings should be those that blend wlth the environment. These wl~1 have to take Into

account the Maasai's interests, thelr tradition, and the climate of the rangelands.

8. One of the limitations 01 this research Is that It does not establlsh causatlon. For

example,lt can only be said that there Ilt a relationshlp between direct benellts Irom wlldllle

and positive attitudes to wlldille conservation, or conservation education and attitudes
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lowards wlldllfe. Consequenlly, inlerventions based on Ihe study results require on-going

evaluallon to delermine whether or not they are effective. Prospective research should

Iherefore slrlve 10 eslabllsh the ,=ausal relationships.

9. An issu~ which continues to surface throughout this and other related studies in

wlldllfe-human relationships 15 Ihat of compensation. The current compensation system in

Kenya 15 seen as Inappropriale; therefore, there is a need 10 look at the system and ask

people ln a more elaborate way what would be the best system of compensation. There are

also the possibillties of forming insurance flrms pald inltially by wildlife-based tourism

money. Since local people would not have enough money to pay for thelr Insurance against

wlldllfe, sorne of the money generated from tourism couId be dlverted to the insurance pool.

There can e'len be a cooperative movement for wildllfe area dwellers which earns interest

that is pald or used to develop those areas. It wouId also be necessary to examine the

feasibillty of some of the consumptive utilization of wlldllfe ln the reglon includlng hunting,

game cropplng and the establishment of an industry to develop various wlldlife byproducts

such as skins, meat, and bones lor export. A system should be developed on how to

distrlbute to local people revenues generated Irom tourism revenue and other wlldille

revenue generatlng actlvlties ln the reglon. Any game cropping or culllng programs must

be studled belore implementation.

10. This study only reports the attitudes 01 local people living ln the reglon, and does

not look into thelr dynamlsm, or how they change. This will be necessary lor perpetuatlng

effective and soclally acceptable proyrams lor wlldille conservation in the reglon. In

addition, attitudes 01 urban dwellers IInd that 01 school children would be necessary to

know. Subsequent studles should locus on ail lamlly members, and partlcularly children.

There would also be a need to assess the attitudes 01 ail cohorts 01 the Kenyan communlty

50 that they can understand the situation !aced by those ln wlldille areas and give support

Il need be. Understanding theIr attitudes towards wlldllie or conservation ln general Is also
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necessary for adoption of appropriate educational programs and the promotion of domestlc

tourlsm.

11. There Is need to prepare local people to particlpate dlrectly or Indirectly ln the

tourism industry. In particular, It should be established how they can exercise more control

over the destiny of tourlsm development in the reglon. There Is need to explore the new

direction of joint traditlonal and modern approaches that will eventually glve control to the

local people. In this approach, people and their needs are brought back into the equation.

It is the local participation that offers the greatest hope to the future of wlldllfe.

12. A unlversal and fundamental Issue arislng from the reserve area concerns the

kind and degree of linkage among components of the system. There Is need for

biologlcal\ecological monitoring to assess changes ln the population and movement

patterns of wlldllfe wlthln the ecosystem both inside and outslde the reserve. Information

on the grassland-herbivore dynamlcs should be kept up-to-date. Migration and grazlng

succession, ungulate feedlng strategies, and resource partltlonlng must be assessed. lt Is

important to monitor species extinction to establlsh the contribution of the confllct to thelr

demise. Monitoring of changes in the biologlcal\ecological aspects of the reglon Is crucial

because It Is the principal way ln which the impact of the confllct can be checked and

effective mitlgative actions designed. There should also be contlnuous monitoring of soclo­

economic parameters such as famlly Income, health, famlly size, and education. In addition,

there should also be monitoring of attitudes of local people towards wlldllfe, to authorltles,

to outsiders as weil as monitoring of poaching or general huntlng actlvlties. Such research

should be made available for decision-making.

13. Flnally, as a broader component of thls study, It Is suggested that a

comprehensive survey of the range of existlng protected areas and thelr dispersai areas

throughout the country be undertaken ln order to establlsh thelr relatlonshlps. This wllllead

to: (1) precise definitlon of areas crucial to the protected areas' wlldllfe, (2) government's
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role ln regulatlng the areas and (3) legal restralnts on the relatlonshlps of the dispersai

areas to parks, and to the broader regional land use management efforts.

Human population growth must be controlled. This can be done by reduclng

Immigration Into the reglon and wlthln the Masai population ilsel!. One way of dolng this Is

through education to create opportunities for the Masai to move to cltles for work, hence

earnlng a living outslde the pastoral system. This would form the IIrst step to revise the

current protected areas concept in Kenya to allow Integration of local people wlth wlldlife

conservation.

5.5 A Global Perspective

Many of the beneflts of effective conservation of wlldllfe, whlch relate to blodiverslty

and envlronmental protection are international ln scope, and the loss would have global

Impact. On the other hand, improvlng the welfare of the local communitles, especially the

poor, Is an international prlorlty. WhIle Implementation of the proposed program will focus

on the Masai Mara reglon, its success will need national and international support. Support

ln cost and technlcal\sclentillc areas is required. Conservation of wildllfe promotes tourism,

which has proven to be crucial in many developing countries' economies. The world will

lose a great deal if the ecologlcal and cultural diverslty of the Afrlcan landscapes cannot

be protected. Conventional strategies are falling. An Integrated strategy is requlred.
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• APPENDIX A SCIENTIFIC & COMMON NAMES OF WILDLlFE MENTIONED IN THE TEXT

Common Names Sclenllflc Name Maasai Name Kiswahlli

UNGULATES

Wlldebeest Connochaaetes taurinus Oyenkat Nyumbu

Bullalo Syncerus caller Olarro Nyati (Mbogo)

Zebra Eguus burchelll Oloiliko Punda milia

Elephant Loxodonta africana Olkanjaoi Tembo

Eland Taurotragus oryx Osirua

Rhinoceros Dlceros bicornls Emony Klfaru

Hippopotamus Hlppopotamus amphibius Ol-makau Kiboko

Glralle Giralla camelopardalls Olment Twiga

Kongonl Alcelaphus buselaphus
cokll Olkonde

Warthog Phacochoerus aethlopicus Olbilirr Ngiri

Porcuplne Hvstrix cristata Oeyia! Nungu

CARNIVORES

Lion Panthera leo ol-ngutuny Simba

Leopard Panthera pardus ol-owuaru Chul

Cheetah Aclnonyx jubatus ol-owuaru

Hyena (spotted) Crocuta ol-ngo)lne Fisi
Jackal
(slde-stripped) Canls adjustus em-barle

Wlld dog Lycaon plctus o-suyianl

PRIMATE

Baboons Paplo anubls o-ekenylo-rlndo Nyan!

Monkeys Cercoplthecus aethiops ol-koroVenarokutuk• The aboveUst Include only lome of the comman specleslclentlflcally establlshed to be ln the Bres and thase that
the local people mentloned thlY lee ln the arl. of the land they us••
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A number of definitions included in this glossary are in the context they are used in this
study. They include tenns specifie to the study area and study problem. The others are
concepts generally used in conservation matters but are defined in the context they apply
in this study. Some "Kiswahili" (the national language in Kenya, spoken by over 80%) and
some "maa" (the language of the Maasai, the community the study was based) are also
included.

Agrarian Society: one in which food is produced by fanning the land other than pastoralism. Within
Masai Mara region, these are mainly the immigrants - non-Maasai societies.

Baraza: (Swahili). Local court. Now commonly applied to meetings called by local government
officiais for the purpose of passing on infonnation to the people.

Biological Oiversitv: the variety and variability among living organisms and the ecological
complexes in which they occur; often shortened to "biodiversity" (McNeely et al. 1990).
"Species diversity" re'ers to the number of species found within a given area, while
"genetic diversity" refers to the variety of genes within a particular specles, variety, or
breed.

Biosphere People: those who draw upon the resources of the entire biosphere to maintain ways
of life that are not necessarily sustainable and may be destructive to any one ecosystem
(Oasmann 1984).

Biosphere Reserve: part of a biome protected under the Man and Biosphere Program. Each is large
enough to allow its unique biological characteris'.ics to be self-sustaining. They also
provide valuable areas for research (Shafer 1990).

Bomals): (Swahili). Fortification. Now used to describe a homestead, or the collection of huts
housing one family unit. Protective enclosures within which livestock are driven at night,
often surrounded by thorn-bush fence.

Borehole: a weil sunk to the groundwater level to obtain ground water, either by gravity f10w (in
an artesian basin) or by pumping.

Browsers: animais that eat twigs, shoots and leaves from trees, shrubs and woody vines.

Buffer Zone: an area adjacent to a protected area which has land use controls which allows only
activities compatibl3 with the objectives ofthe protected area; appropriate activities might
include tourism, forestry, agroforestry, etc. It is a collar of land designed to filter out
hannful influences from surrounding activities. The objectives of such zones is to give
added protection to the reserve, and to compensate local people for the loss of access to
the park resources.

Bush: in Africa, this commonly refers to a wilderness area of natural vegetation with wildlife, as
opposed to settled areas.

Carrving capacitv: the number of individuals (human livestock or wildlife) that can be supported
by an environment and its resources (Shafer 1990). It is number that an area can support
with food, shelter, and water; or the ability of a given area to provide food, water, and
shelter for the population of a given species. It is difficult to assess, particularly where
climate is variable 3nd the land use system is nomadic.

Commons: resources that belong to everyone but to no one in particular.
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• Competition: the struggle between Indlvlduals of the same or other specles for food, space etc
where these are Inadequate to support ail of them.

Conservation: the management of human use of the blosphere so that it may yield the greatest
sustalnable benefit to present generatlon while maintaining its potentiel to meet the needs
and aspirations of future generations. Thus conservation is positive, embracing
preservation, mai;)tenance, sustainable utilization, restoration, and enhancement of natural
envlronment (IUCN 1980: 1991).

Co·management: refers to the substantial sharlng of protected-area management responsibilities
and authority among government officiai!' and local people

Game cropplng: the harvestlng of a full spectrum of free-ranglng wlld animais by shooting what Is
deemed to be a fair proportion of the animai.: in an area devoid 01 any detalled
manllgement. Little or no attempt Is made to Inlluence breedlng by selective cropping since
the animais are too wild. It Is a comblnatlon of game control and thelr commercial
exploitation.

Dlslncentlve: any Ind<lcement or mechanism by whlch dlscourages local people Irom engaging in
activltles that are damaglng to wildlile conservation

DispersaI The movement 01 organlsm away Irom a location, such as thelr point 01 orlgln

!;=Dloglcal Island: habitat cu, off Irom surroundlng areas by natural and man-made leatures such
as water, larms, citles, roads etc. It makes protected areas hlghly vulnerable to specles loss.

Ecosystem: the totality 01 lactors 01 ail klnds that make up a particular envlronment; the complex
01 blotic communltles and Its ablotlc, physlcal environment, lunctlonlng as an ecologlcal
unit ln nature. Ecosystems have no f1xed boundarles; Instead lhelr parameters are set
according to the sclentlfic, management, or policy question belng examined. Dependlng
upon the purpose 01 analysis, a single lake, a watershed, or an entlre reglon could be an
ecosystem. It Is a communlty of plants and animais and the environment in whlch they live
and react wlth each other.

Ecosystem People "people who are dependent on and have learned to live in a sustalnable manner
wlthln a natural ecosystem or a group 01 closely related ecosystems" (Dasmann 1991)

Emanyatta (manyatta): warrior camp
Enkang - "borna" - seml-permanent settlements, seasonal cattle camps, meat·feastlng sites.

Flexibllltv: the system is complex that it is impossible to account lor ail contlngencles, no matter
how much the ecosystem manager applies knowledge and experlence. Plan therefore must
be flexible.

Game: specles 01 vertebrate wildlile hunted by man fo. sport also means wildlife

•
Game Control: Is the sum total 01 measures that must be taken to prevent any animais, whlch we

deslre to preserve, Irom comlng Into serlous conflict wlth human and his legitimate
actlvltles. Whlle game preservation means ln effect the shieldlng of game Irom man and hls
Instinct to klll, game control means the shlelding 01 hum,an Irom the depredatlon 01 game
(Brown 1968).

Game Culllng the harvestlng 01 Iree-ranglng wlld animais population in excess 01 the ecosystems
(range) carrylng capacity or undesirable sexes, age-groups or Indlviduals based on
scientllic principles 01 ecosystem management and population dynamlcs (population
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ecology) of the game species ln question.

Game farming the semi-domestication of one or more aspects wlth a vlew to farmlng them on a
sustained yield basls. Eland seems most suitable for domestication because its ablllty to
adapt to a varlety of habitats and plants.

Game ranching the scientific management of specles of wlldllfe ln the natural habitat and wlthout
any eHorls to domestlcate them for the purpose of commercial game meat production ( ego
wildebeest, generuk, oryx, eland, gazelle). The animais are kept Iln land wlth specifie
boundarles oflen perlmeter·fenced to eHectlvely prevent wlldllte from leavlng or entering the
ranch hence conferring managerlal advantage by allowlng populations to be spatially
defined ln relation to thelr available habitaI.

Game Reserve: An area orlginally set aslde for the management and protection of game animais
for hunting. They re now usually areas where ail wlldllfe ln protected.

Grazers an animal that feeds primarily on grass

Habitat: the sum total of envlronmental conditions. a specifie place occupled by a wlldllfe
specles.

Herbivore: an anlmalthat eats plants

Home range the area that an animal occupies and patrols regularly but does not necessarlly defend.
The pari of home range thatls defended constitutes the terrltory.

Herbivore: an animai that fields excluslvely on living plants.

Household: ail people normally resldent withln or making economic contributions to a household.

Incentives (for conserving wildlife): an Incentlve Is that whlch Incites or mollvates deslred
behaviour; for purposes of this study, an Incentlve is that whlch Incites or motivates the
local people to conserve wlldllfe or to stop engaglng ln land uses that are dellrlous to
wlldllfe use

Interdlscipllnary approach: as used ln thls study has Iwo components. First, It means Incorporation
of socio-economic and cultural aspects of human populations, the physlcal and blologlcal
characterisllcs of ecosystems, as weil as the dynamlcs of Interactions between
development, envlronment and populations. Second, ln approach, Itlncorporates three main
groups of people Involved in the complex land use problems: (1) the declslon·maker; (2) the
local population and (3) the sclentlsts

ln Kangitie (Klmaasal): permanent Kraal camps

Imbooltie (Kimaasai): temporary IIvestock camps

Indigenous or tribal people: original Inhabltants of a country who live outslde of the market
economles of that country wlth a lite-style based on co-exlstence wlth the natural
envlronment

Land potential: The economic potential of land, baGed upon the Jlhyslcal characterlstics of the solls,
cllmate and slopes.

Manyalla(Kimr;asal): a group of huts tradltlonally fenced.
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Natural areas: areas that remaln relatlvely undlsturbed by humans and are close to theIr natural
state. They provlde a wlde varlety 01 benellts Including maintenance 01 blodlverslty and
ecologlcal processes as weil as other consumptlve and non-consumptlve benellts.

Nature reserve: an area 01 land set aslde where nature Is managed ln such a way as to protect its
special leatures.

Nature resources: dellned by cultural appralsal ln that thelr exploitation depends on a soclety's
perception 01 natural resource as a commodlty, on the soclety's ablllty to dlscover Its
whereabouts, and on the soclety's ablllty to exploit II. They are the IInk between a people
(or a cultural group) and thelr envlronment

Nomadlsm: relers to a mode 01 production whlch requlres a population to move regularly, and
olten, ln search 01 lood or resources, and to permit thelr livestock to breed while movlng,
so to speak.

Pastorallsm: relers to the relatlvely mobile adaptations concernlng regular, Irequent movement lor
pasture use

Poachlng: the act 01 huntlng, killlng, or taking wlldille lIIegally

Predator: an animai that hunts another animai lor lood

Preservation: an attempt to prevent the use 01 some natural resources or the modiflcatiol~ 01 an
envlronment slmply lor the sake of keeplng It Intact

Protected area: any area of land whlch has legal measures which IImlt human use of the plants and
animais withln the area; Includes national park:>, ;::me reserves, multiple-use areas,
blosphere reserves, etc

Rangelands: areas remote, receive comparatlvely IIttle ralns • are bi:::omlng increasingly under
human actlvltles ln both developed and developlng countrles. Tradltionally, they have been
Inhospltable to people or so remote that opportunitles for substantlal human use are
severely restrlcted. They Include deserts, cold and hot etc. They are becomlng vlctlms of
success

Restoratlon: the return of an ecosystem or habitat to Its original community structure and natural
complement of specles

Shambas(Klswahlll): agrlcultural plots/farms

Shrub: a plant wlth persistent woody stems and relatlvely low growth form • usually produces
several basal shoots as opposed to single sole

Sustainable Development: a pattern of social and structural economlc transformations (I.e.,
"development") whlch optlmlzes the economlc and other socletal beneflts avallable ln the
present, wlthout jeopardlzlng the IIkely potentlal for slmllar benefits ln the future (Goodland
and Ledec 1988)

Tse tse fly: a carrier of dlsease belleved to emanate from wlldllfe, speciflcally buffalo to IIvestock

Transhumant: people who live ln more or less permanent villages but go out on grazlng expedltlons
ln the local dry season

Tented Camps: for tourists have slmllar facilltles to lodge, but wlth more of a wllderness feeling
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• Wildlife Migration: the periodic movements (nonnally seasonal dry and wet), of animais trom one
region to another to feed or to breed. It is a two-way seasonal movement involving a relurn
to the area initially vacated

Wildlife migration routes: paths followed during the seasonal movemenls.Human activities disrupt
the paths and may change the movement patterns of a particular species of the entire
wildlife population

Wildlife management: the art of applying scientifically derived ecological principles to achieve
habitat and population goals (Anderson 1991).lt is the science and art of making decisions
and taking actions to change the structure, dynamics and interactions of habitats, wild
animal populations and men to achieve specifie human goals by means of wildlife
resources

Wilc!:ife welfare: those factors contributing to its well-being

Zoning: land-use zoning; the demarcation of a planning area by ordinance into zones and the
establishment of regulations to govern their use

•
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• APPENDIX C Intervlewlng Questionnaire for Local Population

Questionnaire NO.

D
WILDUFE-HUMAN CONFUCT IN KENYA: Integratlng Wildlife

Conservation with Human Needs ln Masai Mara Region

This Interview Is belng conducted for purposes of research by Paul Omondl of Mol
University. The Information provided will be used to assess the problems of wildllfe
and human confllcts in this area, and will be kept strlctly confldentlal, and used
solely for the purposes of developlng better management strategies that will help
ln reduclng the confllcts in the area. Your cooperation Is hlghly appreclated. Thank
you.

PARTI

A. RESPONDENT IDENTIFICATION

1. Name of Respondent:

2. Season: Wet [1] Dry[2] Month[

3. Groupllndlvldual Ranch Name:

4. Distance from the park [ km]

B. NATURE OF LAND USE CONFLICTS

1. What Is wlldllfe ? ..

2. What would you say about wlldllfe ? ..

3. What animais do you see ln thls area of land you use (Answers in Table 1 below)?

4. Whlch ones are resident and whlch ones are mlgratory ?

5. How frequent do you see them ?

6. Are the\, Increaslng or decreaslng in numbers ?

7. Durlng which perlods do they .:oma ?

•
8. How troublesome are they ?

9. Do you encounter any problems wlth wlldllfe ? Yes[l] No[2]

10. If yes, what klnd of problems do you encounter gndicate the animal(s)) (Answer ln Table
2 below)?
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Animais Animai Residents Frequency Number Perlod Troublesome

seen or mlgratory very [1] up[1] dry[l] very [1]
moderate [2] down[2] wet[2] moderate[2]
rare [3] both[3] least [3]

UNGULATES

Wlldebeest

Elephant

Zebra

Eland

Buffalo

Rhlno

Warthog

Girelle

Others

CARNIVORES

Hyena

Leopard

Uon

Cheetah

Jackal

Others

PRIMATES

Baboons
1

Monkeys 1
1
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ANIMALSI Crop Crop Livestock Human Disease Compete for Other
PROBLEMS destruction trampling depredation deathlinjury transmission water/graze (specify)

Wildebeest

Elephant

Zebra

Eland

Buffalo

Rhinoceros

Warthog

Giraffe

Hyena

Leopard

Lion

Cheetah

Jackal

Baboons

Monkeys
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11. Whlch three animais cause maximum damage ln order 01 IlTlportance to :

crops .
IIvestock .
Human ..
pasture + water resources .
other, speclly ..

12. How ollen do Vou encounter wlldllle problems (Answer ln Table 3 below)?

Table 3. Frequency 01 Wildllle-Human Conflict

FREQUENCY IN A MONTH
PROBLEMS

MONTH 1yr 2-5yrs 5-10yrs >10yrs

Crop destruction

Crop trampllng

Livestock depredation

Human deaths

Bodlly Injuries

Disease transmission

Competing lor water and
grazlng

Others

C. CAUSES OF CONFLICTS

13. What in your opinion are causlng the wlldlllelhuman conlllcts in Ml'ra area (Answer ln
table 4 below?)
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1960 1991 2021

CAUSAL FACTORS Yes Degree of Yes Degree of Yes Degree of
causation causalion causation

No (1,2,3,4) No (1,2,3,4) No (1,2,3,4)

Dont Dont Know Dont Know
Know

Increasing human
population

Individualization of land

Changing land use patterns

expanding cultivation

Increasing no. of Iivestock

Changing livestock grazing
systems

increasing no. of wildlife

Lack of incentives to
landowners

Poachingl
hunting

Others

KEY:
Yes
No
Dont know

=1
=2
=3

Degree of causation: 1=Insignificant
2=Less significant
3=Significant
4=Very significant
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14. What is the single most important cause of wildlife/human conflicts 7
..................................................................

D. EXTENT OF LAND USE CONFLICTS

1. In Masai Mara area, which specifie areas and under what circumstances/conditions is
the wildlife/human conflict more severely manifested (Answer in Table 5 below)7

Table 5 Spallal potœms of Conlllct

PROBLEMISPECIFIC Areas Wlldllfe Water Forested Pastoral Season: Nlg~:

AREA close mlgralory reSource lands lands dry or wei 01 dav
AND CONDITIONS 10 park routes areas or bath

Crop destruction

~ 'or Trampllng

Llvestock predation

Competition for
grallng and water

Human deaths

Bodlly Injurie.

Transmislon of

.1 dlseases

Any others

2. Are the problems with wildlife getting more serious 7 Yes[1] No[2]

3. If yes, do you think the situation will improve or get worse over the next 10 years

E. EFFECTS OF CONFLICTS ON WILDLlFE

1. What t:3ve you done to control or prevent wildlife problems (Answer in Table 6 below)7
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Table 6 Effects of Conftict

DEGREE OF EFFECTIVENESS (1,2,3,4)
ACTIONSI
PROBLEMS Crop Crop Livestock Human deathsl Disease Competition

destructi trampling depredation injuries transmission for grazing
on

Fencing
of farms or bomas

Scaring wildlife

Kill wildlife

Report to wildlife
authorities

OTHERS

Separation! avoiding

Scaring objects

Self-arm against
animais

Home structure

Homestead sites

KEY: 1=Not effective 2=Less effective 3=Effective 4=Very effective

•
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2. Have the control measures helped 7 Vesl1] No12]

3. If No, what tlo vou intend to do to the animais problems 7
.Increase fencing 1]
.Continue scaring them away 1]
.Continue reporting to the wildlife authority 1]
.KiII the wild ~nimals 1]
.1 do not know 1]
.Any other .

4. What does the wildlife authority do 7 .

5. What would Vou Iike to see the authorities do 7 ..

F. EFFECTS OF CONFLICTS nN HUMANS

1. How much damage/loss is incurred in th;s area and to Vou by wildlife per year (Answer
in Table 7 below)7

Table 7 Loss of Property

PROBLEMS/ MARA AREA LOSS PERSONAL LOSS
LOSS

No. ValueArea No. Qty Value Area Qly

Crop destruction

Crop trampling

Livestock predation

Competition for
grazing and water

Human deaths

Bodily injuries

Oisease transmission

Any other

2. How much time do vou spend scaring wildlife 7 ..

3. Do Vou employ someone to safeguard your property from wildlife 7
Ves [] No []

4. If yes, what property does he safeguard 7 ..

6. What perioas/time do vou engage hlm 7 ..• 5. How much do vou p,.y him per month 7 [ Kshs]
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G. RESOLVING CONFLICTS

1. What would you recommend to be done ln thls area to resolve the wlldllfeJhuman
confllcts in order of Importance?
(1) Open-up park area for farming and grazing [ ]
(2) Landowners to protect wlldllfe [ l
(3) Fence the park completely [ ]
(4) Shoot the anim'lls that are causlng damage [ ]
(5) Instltute more effective game control methods [ ]
(6) Fence ail farms and homes to protect us from game []
(7) Restrictland uses in the area to allow wlldlife []
(8) Give local residents economic beneflls from tourlsm

as an incentive to allow wlldllfe on their lands [ ]
(9) Any other, specify.....................•.•........••••.

2. Who Should do It ?
(1) The Government [ ]
(2) Local communitles [ ]
(3) Government and the people l]
(4) County Councll [ ]
(5) 1don't know [ ]
(6) Any other, speclfy .

3. What do you think will happen in the Mara area If the wlldllfelhuman confllcts are not
resolved?
(1) Wlldllfe will be displaced [ ]
(2) People will loose more lives, crops and stock [ ]
(3) 1don't know [ ]
(4) Any other, specify .

4. Does park tourism revenue benefit the local people?
Ves[ ] No[ ] Dont know[ ]

5. If yes, how ?
(1) Provldes social Infrastructure [ ]
(2) Provldes employment opportunitles [ ]
(3) Direct payment to the farmers [ ]
(4) Any other, speclfy .

H. COMPENSATION SCHEME

1. Have you heard of wlldlife compensation scheme ? Ves[ ] No[ ]

2. Have you mede any clairn(s) for wlldllfe damage? Ves[ ] No[ ]

3. If yes, have you received any compensation? Ves[ ] No[ ]

4. If yes, how long dld il take to get compensated ?
0-1 year [] 1-3years[] 3years> []

5. Do you thlnk you got adequate compensation for the loss you incurred?
Ves [] No [ ]
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6. If No, how would you have IIked It 1 .

7. Do you thlnk compensation scheme Is a good Idea 1 Ves[ l No[)
Please glve your reasons.......•....•.•......•.................

B. Have you experienced wildllfe damage but not forwarded clalm for compensatlon1
Ves[ ) No[ l

9. If yes, why 1...................•........•......•..............

10. If No, what would you suggest should be done about It 1 .

11. Have you heard of wlldlife cCllservation education 1 Ves[ l No[)

12. If yes, source of your Information 1

(1) Chief's Baraza [ l
(2) KWS extension services [l
(3) Teachers [ )
(4) RadlolTV [ ]
(5) Newspapers [ )
(6) Others, specily .

13. Is there any member of your family worklng wlth wildllfe/park 1
Ves[ ] No[ )

J. PERCEPTION AND ATTITUDES

1. Why should wildllfe be protected 1
(1) Ethlcal values - natural heritage [)
(2) Tourlsm revenue- foreign exchange [)
(3) Materlal benefils • animai products [ )
(4) Any other, speclfy .

2. Do you con~ider wildllfe conservation a necessary cause ta:
Mankind 1 Ves[l) No[2)
Kenya 1 Ves[l] No(2)
People in Mara area 1 Ves[l] Nil!:;]
Vou 1 Ves[l] No[2]

3. Do you conslder National parkslreserves as belng of any value ta:
Manklnd 1 Ves[l] No[2]
Kenya 1 Ves[l] No[2]
People ln Mara area 1 Ves[l] No[2]
Vou 1 Ves[l] No[2]

4. Have you beneflted from the presence of rangers 1 Ves[) No[ l

5. Have you benefltted from wildllfelNational parks protection 1
Ves[] No[]

6. If yes, how 1 ..

7. Have you benefited from parkltourlsm1 Ves[] No[]
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K. HOUSEHOLD CHARACTERISTICS

T_' _ hoId Cha....-..
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EDUCATION OCCUP LANGUAGES

HH 5.. Ag. Mor Mor AI H Yr Mol" Other Spe.k Re.ad W'Ur
comp SI. Arr Sch Grilde I.n

" K 0 E K 0 E K 0

1

2

3

4

5

5

7

8

8

10

HQU50 hold allO
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L. LAND USEJENVIRONMENTAL CHANGES

1. Discuss the land use/environment of this place 30 years ago (1960), as you see it
tcday(1991). and as you expect it ta be 30 ye..:-.; (2021) from today (Answer in Table 9
below)?

Table 9 LandlEnvironmental Changes

ENVIRONMENT/LAND LAND USE CHANGES
USE CONDITIONS

1960 19~1 2021

1 ForestslTrees

.-

AREA % AREA % AREA %
(HA) (HA) (HA)

Bushlandriall trees

Sparsely treed

Ownership(s)
-Govemment
-Rental/Lease
-Group
-Private

Virgin land

Grazingl
Pasture

Cultivated
Crops:
1.
2.
3.

Human settlemants
with buildings

Fenced (area)

Others

2. Are there more people living in this area today(1991) than when you came?
Ves [1] No [2]

3. Are there more homesteads in this area today(1991) than when you came?
Ves [1] No [2]

4. What are your main land use activities in order of importance ..,
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L1VESTOCK 1960 1 1991 2021
TYPE

NO Graze Water NO Graze Water NO Graze Water

W 0 02 W 0 02 W 0 02 W 0 02 W 0 02 W 0 02

Grade
Cattle

Native
Cattle

Goats

Sheep

Donkey

Others

KEY:
SEASONS:

Wet =W
Dry =0

GRAZE:
Homestead =1
Park =2
Others =3

WATER:
River =1
Ponds =2
Others =3

DISTANCE Ta THE RESOURCES =02
D?=Distance from homestead
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5. INhy are you engaged in these land uses?

6. Do you keep livestock ?
Ves [1] No [2]

7 . If yes where do you graze and water them ?

8. Is thb land available for grazing adequate ?
Ves[1] No[2]

9. If no, w'1at are your constralnts ?

10. What do you intend to do ?
........................................................................................................................

11. What are the major problems facing people in this area ?

Land shortage
Water scarcity
Health
Food Supply
Wildlife menace
others, specify ..




