Bl Jonee

Acquisilions and

Bibliothéque nationale
du Canada

Direclion des acquisilions ot

8ibliographic Services Branch  des services bibliographiques

395 Wellington Strect
Qttawa, Ontane
KA ON4 K1A ONA

NOTICE

The quality of this microform is
heavily dependent upon the
quality of the original thesis
submitted for  microfilming.
Every effort has been made to
ensure the highest quality of
reproduction possible.

If pages are missing, contact the
university which granted the
degree.

Some pages may have indistinct
print especially if the original
pages were typed with a poor
typewriter ribbon or if the
university sent us an inferior
photocopy.

Reproduction in full or in part of
this microform is governed by
the Canadian Copyright Act,
R.S.C. 1970, c¢. C-30, and
subsequent amendments.

Canada

395, rue Wellington
Ontawa (Onlano)

Youw fdee Vodrp iflpepen

O bl Notre rtlereoce

AVIS

lLa qualité de cette microforme
dépend grandement de la qualité
de la these soumise au
microfilmage. Nous avons tout
fait pour assurer une qualité
supérieure de reproduction.

S'il manque des pages, veuillez
communiquer avec ['université
qui a conféré le grade.

La qualité d'impression de
certaines pages peut laisser a
désirer, surtout si les pages
originales ont été
dactylographiées a l'aide d’'un
ruban usé ou si 'université nous
a fait parvenir une photocopie de
qualité inférieure.

La reproduction, méme partielle,
de cette microforme est soumise
a la Loi canadienne sur le droit
d’auteur, SRC 1970, c. C-30, et
ses amendements subséquents.



WILDLIFE-HUMAN CONFLICT IN KENYA:

Integrating Wildlife Conservation with
Human Needs in the Masai Mara Region

Paul Omondi
Department of Geography
McGill University, Montreal

August, 1994

A Thesis
submitted to the
Faculty of Graduate Studies and Research
in partial fulfiiment of the requirements
for the degree of
Doctor of Philosophy.

© Paul Omondi, 1994



I*. National Library Bibliothéque nationae
of Canada du Canada

Acquisitions and Direction des acquisitions et
Bibliographic Services Branch  des services bibliographiques
395 Wellinglon Street 355, rue Wellington

Ottawa, Onlario Ottawa (Ontano}

K1A ONd4 K1A ON4

THE AUTHOR HAS GRANTED AN
JRREVOCABLE NON-EXCLUSIVE
LICENCE ALLOWING THE NATIONAL
LIBRARY OF CANADA TO
REPRODUCE, LOAN, DISTRIBUTE OR
SELL COPIES OF HIS/HER THESIS BY
ANY MEANS AND IN ANY FORM OR
FORMAT, MAKING THIS THESIS
AVAILABLE TO INTERESTED
PERSONS.

THE AUTHOR RETAINS OWNERSHIP
OF THE COPYRIGHT IN HIS/HER
THESIS. NEITHER THE THESIS NOR
SUBSTANTIAL EXTRACTS FROM IT
MAY BE PRINTED OR OTHERWISE
REPRODUCED WITHOUT HIS/HER
PERMISSION.

ISBN 0-612-05772-0

Canada

Youw hle  Voire idldrence

Our hig Nolre epldeonce

L'AUTEUR A ACCORDE UNE LICENCE
IRREVOCABLE ET NON EXCLUSIVE
PERMETTANT A LA BIBLIOTHEQUE
NATIONALE DU CANADA DE
REPRODUIRE, PRETER, DISTRIBUER
OU VENDRE DES COPIES DE SA
THESE DE QUELQUE MANIERE ET
SOUS QUELQUE FORME QUE CE SOIT
POUR METTRE DES EXEMPLAIRES DE
CETTE THESE A LA DISPOSITION DES
PERSONNE INTERESSEES.

L'AUTEUR CONSERVE LA PROPRIETE
DU DROIT D'AUTEUR QUI PROTEGE
SA THESE. NI LA THESE NI DES
EXTRAITS SUBSTANTIELS DE CELLE-
CI NE DOIVENT ETRE IMPRIMES QU
AUTREMENT REPRODUITS SANS SON
AUTORISATION.



ABSTRACT

Masai Mara, a large nature reserve in south-western Kenya, was created in the midst
of semi-arid agropastoralist rangelands to protect wildlife. Wildlife and indigenous people
co-existed for many years, usually with limited contlict; but in recent years, the conflict has
intensifled, mainly due to increasing human population, changing land use patterns, and
altered perceptions of wildlife. This study examines the causes and nature of wildlife-human
confiict in the Maasai rangelands of Kenya, and considers how wildlife conservation and
human development needs can best be integrated.

Findings indicate that common conflicts are livestock depredation and crop damage,
human deaths or injuries, transmission of diseases, and competition {for resources. Land
surrounding the reserve can be divided into two distinct topographic and agroclimatic
ragions. The degree of conflict is spatially varied within the region. Upland ranches have
high land use potentiai, high human and livestock population densities, and more
development of agriculture. They experience limited conflict with wildlife. Lowland ranches
are more arid, have !lower human population density and little agriculture, but have high
wildlife and livestock population densities and experience a high degree of conflict. These
conflicts vary seasonally, and with distance from the protected area.

Perceptions of wildlife and attitudes towards conservation are related to past
experience with wildlife. The degres of loss, effectivensss of damage contrel, fairness of
government compensation, and involvement in wildlife tourism affect the degree of
tolerance for wildlife conflict. Various socio-economic factors including level of education,
knowledge of conservation priorities, and system of land ownership are related to attitudes
towards wildlife. As human activity increases in the region, wildlife is more likely to be
displaced. Because most animals are migratory, conflict in the land surrounding the reserve
puts the viablility of animal population in the protected area in question.

A two-phase program for integrating wildlife conservation with human needs is
proposed. The first phase involves designation of the region into four zones: Zone A - the
protected area, Zone B - the peripheral area, Zone C - multiple use, and Zone D - agriculture.
The second phase of the program is the integration of the wildlife conservation with human
interests through: community wildlife-damage-control, compensation for loss, sharing of
tourism benefits with local people, conservation education, and local participation in wildlife
conservation policy. The program provides a framework within which operational decisions
can be made, and serves brcader natural rescurce management and community
development objectives in the rangelands.
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RESUME

La grande réserve naturelle de Masai Mara, au sud-cuest du Kenya, a été créée au
milieu de prairies semi-arides occupées par des agropastoralistes afin de protéger la faune.
La faune et les peuples autochtones ont coexisté pendant de nombreuses années sur ces
territoires, habituellement sans grand conflit: mais, ces derniéres années, les conflits ont
gagné en intensité surtout en raison de I'augmentation de la population humaine, de la
modification des schémas d'occupation du sol et de la moditication des perceptions
relatives a la faune. La présente étude examine les cuuses et la nature des conflits entre
la faune et ies humains dans les prairies de Maasai, au Kenya, et se penche sur des moyens
d'intégrer la conservation de la faune et la satisfaction des besocins 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 subies par des humains, en la transmission de
maladies et en la concurrence pour les ressources. Le territoire entourant la réserve peut
étre réparti en deux régions topographiques et agroclimatiques distinctes. Le degré de
conflit varie dans l'espace, & l'intérieur de la réglon. Les ranchs des hautes terres
présentent un fort poientiel d'utilisation du sol, des populations humaines et animales
(bétail) de forte densité et un développement plus important de I'agriculture. 11 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 'agriculture moins développée, mais les densités des
populations d’espéces fauniques et de bestiaux y sont plus élevées et les conflits y sont
donc plus fréquents. Ces conflits varient selon les salsons et la distance 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, I'efficacité des
contrdles visant a réduire les dommages, I'équité de I'indemnisation gouvernementale et
la participation a I'exploitation du tourisme faunique affectent le degré de tolérance envers
les confiits avec la faune. Divers facteurs socio-économiques dont fe niveau d'éducation,
la connaissance des priorités en matiére de conservation et le systéme de propriété fonciére
sont liés aux attitudes envers la faune. L'accroissement de I'activité humaine dans la réglion
rend plus probable un déplacement de la faune. Comme la plupart des espéces animales
sont migratoires, les conilits survenant dans les terres entourant la réserve remetient en
question la viabilité des populations animales dans la zone protégée.

Un programme a deux stades d'intégration de la conservation de la faune et des
besoins humains est donc proposé. Le premier stade consiste dans le découpage de la
région en quatre zones : zane A - zone protégée; zone B - zone périphérique; zone C - zone
a usages multiples; zone D - zone agricole, Le second stade du programme consiste dans
I'intégration de la conservation de la faune et des intéréts humains gréce & divers
mécanismes : mesures communautaires de controle des dommages causés par la faune,
indemnisation des pertes, partage des bénéfices du tourisme avec les populations locales,
éducation en matiére de conservation et participation !ocale & la politique de conservation
de la faune. Le programme fournit un cadre pour la prise des décisions opérationnelles et
tavorise la réalisation des objectifs plus généraux de gestion des ressources naturelies et
de développement communautaire dans les prairies.



STATEMENT OF ORIGINALITY AND CONTRIBUTION TO KNOWLEDGE

This study makes a number of contributions to knowledge in the field of natural
resource conservation and management, and wildlife-land-human conflict studies. First, it
generates information on the nature and causes of wildlife-human conflict in the Masai Mara
region. Common types of conflict are identified. Intensity, frequency and the geographical
configuration (spatial variations) of the conflict in the region ure described and assessed.
Impacts of conflict both on wildlife and on humans are identified. Local residents’ opinions
and perceptions of the conflict and of proposed solutions are reported.

Previous studies on wildlife<land-humar: interactions have noted the existence of
conflict but often in an abstract manner. This study provides an empirical basis for defining
further research and contains useful information for planners, wildlife managers and
conservationists.

The study develops strategies for integrating protection of wildlife with the develepment
needs of the local communities, bringing together various disciplines in the human-
environment research tradition. Most research in conservation has been done by field
biologists, who tend to work within wilderness areas. This study demonstrates how
geographers can contribute directly to problem-soiving issues by looking at the spatial and
socio-economic context of wildli‘e issues. Time has shown that conservation issues are as
much political and historical as they are biological. Management of wildlife must include
human as well as ecological dimensions and integrate human activity as part of a system.
Sccial systems must be compatible with wildlife and environmental protection if
conservation goals are to be met. This study provides data to assess how that might be
done.

The proposed management program, if implemented, will have a number of benefits.
It would: {1) lead to reductian of conflict, (2) generate direct development benetits to the
local communities, and (3) ensure protection of wildlife and the reserve area, as well as
protect the local people from wildlife damage. It will sustain tourism in the region and
maintain the fragile rangelands environment. The program may also be adaptable to other
areas with similar situations and contribute to the conservation of global biodiversity.
Lastly, by combining theories in resource management with theories of conflict resolution,
the study makes contributions towards conceptual and theoretical perspectives on conflict
resolution in natural resource conservation and management.



\

iv
ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

This study has benefited immensely from a large number of people. First, | am most
grateful to my supervisor, Prof. Thom C. Meredith for his supervision, tolerance and
guidance through many outlines, drafts and redrafts. | would also like to express my
appreciation to the members of my advisory committee, Professors Gail Chmura, John
Galaty, Theo Hills, Simon Milne and Roger Titman for their patience, encouragement, and
tolerance shown to me during supervision. Theo Hills was a consistent source of usefus
reading references of which | greatly appreciate. Professor Gordon Ewing provided early
advice on survey data treatment and analysis.

During my studies in McGill, | have benefited from many supportive friends. In the
Department of Geography: Randi Reeves; Cathleen Knotsch; Elisa Shenkier, to mention just
a few, in the School of Planning, Tony Hodge, in t..e Department of Renewable Resources,
Prof. Hoagy Schaadt, and in the Centre for Society, Technology and Development, Karin
Kiellman and Deborah Sick. The Department of Geography has been generous and
supportive over the years in form of participation in some teaching assistantship
responsibilities for which | am very grateful and | thank Prof. Theo Hills. | am also gratefu!
to Prof. Jan Lundgren for giving me an opportunity to assist in the teaching of a post-
graduate course in tourism and environment, which provided me additional challenges.

These acknowledgements would not be complete without thanking my six research
assistants: Joel Ole Nasuako, Joseph Njari (Lemek), Peter Ole Saitalong {Koyaki), Paul K.
Langat {Angata Baragoi), Christabel Chepngeno and Jonathan Cheruiyot (Kimentet). Mr. Joel
Ole Nasuako shared many dusty and sometimes muddy miles with me. 1 am grateful to Mol
university for granting me study leave to pi'rsue these studies. | am also grateful to many
others: James Sindyo, Senior Game Warden, Masai Mara National Reserve, Ben Kipeno,
Project Director, Friends of Conservation (FOC), Masai Mara, who helped me gst started
and remained close colleagues throughout my field work. | would like to thank the many
other individuals who made this study possible, in particular the local people of the Masai
Mara region.

Financial support for my studies in Canada were provided by the Canadian
Commonwealth for which | am very grateful. The field work and return air ticket to Kenya
was provided by The International Development Research Centre (IDRC); partial funding for
the research came from an FCAR Equip Grant of McGill University administered by Prof.
John Galaty. Permission to conduct the research was granted by The Office of the President
of the Republic of Kenya Government, Nairobt. Further permission was granted by Narok
District Office, the Narok County Council, the Kenya Wildlife Service (KWS), and the local
people of Masai Mara region. For all of them | express my respectful gratitude. { would like
to thank Dr. Perez Olindo, the former Directer of the Department of Wildlife Conservation
and Management (currently, a senior assaciate with the African Wildlife Foundation) for his
support and interests in the project. | would also like to thank the then District
Comsmissioner (D.C), Narok, Mr. John Sala, the Deputy Director, KWS, Mr. John Kioko and
other members of staff of KWS for their support and assistance in various ways during the
fieldwork.

Many thanks are due to my family, wife Rose, sons Frank and Don and daughter Brenda
for their patience and encouragement during the time of ditficulties. To the children, | owe
them an apology for the lack of parental attention as they endured the varying Canadian
seasons while both parents were struggling to achieve their education. Finally, | thank all
others who have in diverse ways contributed to the successful completicn of this thesis.
Last but not least, | must thank Prof. Thom C. Meredith and his wife for their hospitality and
kindness to me and my family. Christmas and summer invitations to their home were an
exciting experience for us.



v

TABLE OF CONTENTS

PAGE
Y - 1] - 1 i
[T E T T T i
o ] - Lo iv
ACKNOWIEOGBIMENIS . . oo iyttt e s es et aesesstonnntonsonaneiinsnnntnnenes v
Table of Comdents L. ..., it ittt it iotunarrnrstnnnstsesansrsnnas vi
[N F - QT 1 - ' - viii
List of Figures . ....... e S e e e et e es e et ix
Listof Tables ....... ...t iiiiiittteinnarassonsaasssncnatnens x
Listof Plates .........cieivivivnnnnnens S et ee s sttt . xii
Listof Appendices .........cc.iitiinininiee et raraneirsorentnansssaa xiii
Abbreviations and Acronyms .. ....... . e iarranas et re et Xiv
ChapterOne:Introduction ..........c. .0t iiiinticencnaennnas 1
1.1 General INtroduction . ... ittt it ittt itsctane st vrnsasnnnannnenn 1
1.2 The Situation/Principal IssuesinMasaiMara .......... ... .o iiiienrenn. 6
1.2:1 The Study Objectives .......... Ceeenas Ceresesncestatranenanannen th!
1.222 The Study Assumptions .. ....... .t ieitninnnonronrsansnnsansnns 14
1.2:3 Organizing Hypotheses . .......ovvvvrinstennnanass heeraea e 17
1.3 Methods and Data Analysis ............... Ch e et ree s i aaeenaas 19
1.3:1 Methodological Approach ........c. . ittt nnannns 19
1.3:2DataCollection ........ciivevivernnnnns ceeaaas feraesaaianaaas . 20
1.3:3 Data Treatment, Processingand Analysis . .............oiiir i ernnan 28
Chapter Two: Wildlife Conservation and Human
Activity: Theoryand Practice ........................ 33
21 IntroduCtion .. ... it i i ettt e e e ettt 33
2.2 Wildlife, Protected Areas and Local Populations .............cciuvvunnsn 33
2.2:1 Origins and Principlesof Conservation ............. .. ... . ... . u. 38
2.2;2 The Concept of Parks and Protected Areas ..................... 0. 40
2.2:3 The Nature, Causes and Consequences of
Wildlife-Human Conflict . ...... .. iviiiiiiinniei it iinnnsinrnnnnas 45
2.2:4 The Need for an Integrated
Approach to Wildlife Coanservation ........... ... ittt rirnnnaes 51
2.3 Theoretical and Conceptual Considerations .................co0ieuunns 61
2.3:1 Theory of Conflict and Conflict Management ..............cccvveenna, 62
232 Firey'sMan, Mindand Land Theory .........ccviuirriinnoccnannseens 67
2.3:3 The Conceptual Framework ..........ccivemiini et ersesonanns 69

2.3:4 Geography and Wildlife: Placing the Work inContext . ................. 74



vi

Chapter Three: Conservation in Kenya:

HistoryandContext . ... ..... ... i iiiiinnann. 76
Jdntroduction .. ..., i i e i e e e e 76
3.2 The StUdy Area ... . ittt it n it et ieeaeneeeoeeeeoaanannnnnns 76

3.2:1 The National and Regional Setting . . ...... .. .. it innn.. 76
3.2.2TheMasaiMaraRegion . ........ 00ttt ittt irennnn 78
3.3 The Physical ERVIrOnment . ... ... .. ittt itie i ttinnnnnnarsnsans 80
3.3:1 Topography, Geology and Soils . ........ ... .ot ninnnns 80
R T 1 1 1 3 - | 82
3.3:3 Water Resources inMara Region . .........covtiiitinnnnennnnvnnnes 84
33 Vegetation .. ... ittt ittt i i i et e e et B5
3.5 Agro-Climatic Zones ...... ... ittt i ittt e et 91
3.4 Wildlife RESOUICES ... 0ttt it itiniiotineratananneeeereenananneans 93
34: 1 Typesand Population .. .........iiiiiiiintnenn i ennanaannns 93
3.4:2 Distribution and Movement Patterns . ........... ... . .. 95
3.5 TheHuman Environment .......... i iiiiiiiniinnncinnaronnnnennas 1M
3.5:1 Historyofthe Area . ............ciiiiiriii ittt iiiernnennnnnnns 101
3.5:2 Demographic Profile ........c.iiiiiriiieernereneaernsrononesns 103
3.5:3 Socio-EconomicProfile ........ ... ... .. .. .., 106
3.5:4 Land Tenure Systemand Land Use ..........c¢c0vercnnnsiensnnnna, 107
3.6 Wildlife Conservation and ManagementinKenya .............. .0, 110
3.6:1 Historyof Wildlita Conservation ................ .. i i iiin..n. 110
3.6:2 Wildlife/Local People Issues in Kenya . ... ... v vr vt ercnnoncennannens 120
3.6:3 The Maasai of Kenya: A Historical Overview . .. ........... ... ivn.. 136
3.6:4 Wildlife-Related Research and Planning activities .................... 146
Chapter Four: Wildlife-Human Conflict in Masai Mara Region:
Resultsand Analysis .............ciiiteeiaannans 150
A Introduction .. .. .. .. et i E s i 150
42TheSettingforConflict ................ . it iisnraerernannns 150
4.2:1 The People: Socioeconomic Factors . ..........cce ittt enstrannas 151
4.2:2 Livestock Population .......c.. ittt iiiiiivsrnsrernniireervenans 156
4.2:3 Major Problems inthe Region .........ciiiiiiieirirnniaraersarans 159
4,2:4 immigration in the Masai MaraRegion ..............cciiiiiiiiennas 161
4.2:5 Wildlife Seeninthe Region ....... .o ietiiinsvranrnrrssnnsass 162
4.2:6 Relationships of Socio-economicFactors ...............ccvivieann 162
43Experience of Conflict . . ... ... ittt i e 163
4.3:1 Types of Conflict Experienced ........co00cieninverererrnoassons 165
4.3:2 Degree of Destructiveness of Wildlife Species ....................... 167



vii

4.3:2 Wildlife Species InvolvedinConflict .. ............ .. i, 171
4.3:3 Changes in Intensityof Conflict . .......... . it iinranas 175
4.,3:5 Association of Analysis of Perceptionof Contlict . .................... 178
4.4 Quantifying the Conflict ........... it iiirerirernietnerensnnnnsansns 178
4.4:1 Frequencyof Typeof Conflict . .. .. ...... ... ittt 178
4.4:2 Measuring the Consequences of Conflict ........... .. i, 180
4.4:3 Correlation Annlysis of Measures of Degree of Contlict ................ 189
4.5 Factors Influencing Conflict .. ..... ... .0t ittt iinoreennrnasnas 191
4.5:1 Overviewof Causes of Conflict . . ... ... cciitr i i et tnnnnnens 191
45:2Population Factors . .......... ittt ittt nsnnat it iansians 193
4.5:3 Land/Environmental Changes .. ..........ccciitteriinnnrirranans 194
4.5:4 Spatial and Temporal Variations . ... ...... .ot annnrsaan 203
4.5:5 Managementof Conflict . ......... ...t 213
4.6 Attitudes Towards Consarvation
and Government Wildlife Programs . . ... ... v vt iveneciorrrnnasnnass, 222
4.6:1 Attitudes towards Wildlife Conservation ........... ...ciiiiiiiineans 222
4.6:2 Government Wildlife Programs . ...........c...ccitieririonenrnannn 239
4.7 Respondents Recommendations ...........cciiiiiiiiiiie i cennnnss 228
4.7:1 The Local People Recommendations ............cciiiivierinnanss 246
4.7:2 Recommendations of Government
Officials and EXperts . . . ... .o ittt ittt ittt terssaarasansarnsnanas 247
4.7:3 Implementing Solutions ......... .. 00ttt 252
48 Summary and Conclusions .. ...... ...ttt nnannereannnasannnans 256

Chapter Five: Summary and Proposed Program for Integrating

Wildlife Conservation with Human Needs ... ....... 263

51 Introduction ...........0iiiiiiiiiiiiii et e e 263
5.2 Integrating Conservation-with-Development (INCODE) Program ............ 263
5.2:1 Phase I: Zonationand Land Use Planning ..........cciivriennnanas 266
5.2:2 Phase IlI: Integrating Human Interests with wildlife Conservation ......... 2
B CONCIUSIONS ... ... it iineiiietternaranentonnnenstsaeteesannanens 278
5.4 Future Research Directions .. .......c o iiiiiieinrnnnenntoennananns 280
55 AGlobal Perspactive ., . ... ...ttt enrinnnnatotnenatsananannss 285
Blbliography ........ciniiiirienrearnrenscesnncvansnseas .a..286

Appendix............. i, A — 1 |



vili

LIST OF MAPS

PAGE

Map 1.1 The Study Area: The Masai Mara National Reserve and
the Surrounding Group Ranches ......... ... ...t 3
Map 2.1 Areas of Conflict Between Conservation and Development .. ............ 54
Map 3.1 Kenya's Eco-climaticZones ............ ... 0o, 77
Map 3.2 Masai Mara Region: The Protected Area and the Group Ranches ......... 79
Map 3.3 Major Land Units of Masai MaraRegion ............ciccneneieena.. 81
Map 3.4. The Climate of Masai MaraRegion ............. oot 83
Map 3.5 Vegetation of Masai MaraReglon ... ........ ... it iiinnnnnn 87
Map 3.6 Agro-Climatic Zones of Masai MaraRegion ............... ... ..., 92
Map 3.7 Wildebeests and Zebra Migratory Routes in Masai Mara Region .......... 98
Map 3.8 Elephants and Buffalo Migratoi'y Routes in Masai Mara Region ......... 100
Map 3.9 Human Population Density in Masal MaraRegion .................... 105
Map 3.10 A Simplified Land Use Map of Masai MaraRegion . ................... 108
Map 3.11 Early Wildlife Conservation Areas ............... ..o, 114
Map 3.12 National Parks and Equivaleni ReservesinKenya.................... 118
Map 3.13 Tourist Facilities in Masai MaraRegion ...........coveniiiiinnnnnn. 130
Map 4.1 Spatial Variations of Conflict Intensity in Masai Mara Region . ........... 258

Map 5.1 Proposed Land Use Planingand ZoningMap .......... ... oo, 268



ix

LIST OF FIGURES
PAGE

Figure 1.1. Flow-chart Showing the Study Focus Areas ...........ciitirrnnennan 12
Figure 1.2 Diagrammatic Representation of Wildlife-Human Conflict ............. 15
Figure 1.3 Evolution of Wildlife-Human Relationship .......................... 16
Figure 2.1 Evolution from Preservationto Conservation ...........ciievnreenn 37
Figure 2.2 Global Growth in Numbers and Areas ot National Parks and

Equivalent Protected Areas ........c.iisimiiineinincenitneanunrrnnn 41
Figure 2.3 Biosphere Reserves and Conservation Unit Approach ................ 56
Figure 2.4 Firey's (1960) Theory for Natural Resource Management .............. 68
Figure 3.1 Stages in Wildlite Compensation Procedures ..............cc.cu... 124
Figure 3.2 Role of Tourism in Kenyan Economy (1964-1988) ................... 128
Figure 3.3 Distributions of Tourism Earnings in Masal Mara region (1987) ........ 131
Figure 3.4 Changes in Maasailand Leading to Conflict and

Environmental Destruction . ......... . ittt ons 143
Figure 3.5 Institutions Involved in Wildlife Issues inKernya . . .................. 148
Figure 4.1 Schematic Representation of the Resource Use Cycle in

Masai Mara Region ......... ..ttt ininniiiinrortrscsnanrenenes 204

Figure 5.1 Strategies for Reducing Wildlife-Human Conflict in Masai Mara Region ... 265
Figure 5.2 Balancing Wildlife-Human Relationships through Integrative Management
L5 (-1 (-« | [T T 280



X
LIST OF TABLES

PAGE

Table 1.1 Study Objectives, Survey Questions, Hypotheses and Expected Results . .. 18

Table 1.2 Group Ranches Sampled for Interviews in Masal Mara Region, 1991 ..... 23
Table 1.3 Sample of Format Results Table showing how resuits are Presented ... .. N
Table 2.+ Changing Views of the Conservation Idea with Reference to Wildlife . .. ... a5
Table 2.2 Early Wildlife Protection Strategies in RelationtoPeople . .............. 3y
Table 2.3 Main Benefits of Wildlife Conservation and Establishment

of Protected Areas ....... ¢t uiiiiiinniiinntinonnennnrensennens 40
Table 2.4 Protected Area Categories and Management Objectives ............... 45
Table 2.5 Major Factors influencing Wildlife-Human Confllet ................... 46
Table 2.6 Effects of Wildlife-Human Conflict on Wildlife and on Humans .......... 50
Table 2.7 Examples of Attempts to Integrate Wildlife-Protected Area

Conservation with Local Population ........... ittt innnnes 52
Table 2.8 B Steps Often Followed in Conflict Studies . ..............ccvevunnn. 66
Table 2.9 Relationship Between Conflict Theories and the Study Approaches .....,. 73
Table 3.1 Kenya's Eco-Climatic {Land Potential) Proportions ................... 77
Table 3.2 Habitat Type SummariesinMasaiMaraArea ....................... 89
Table 3.3 Differences Between Upland and Lowland Ranches .................. 92
Table 3.4 Dietary Habits of Wild Unguiates inthe Study Area .................. 94
Table 3.5 Distribution of Wildlife In and outside Parks and Reserves within Kenya's

Rangelands ....... ... iiniirtranionennatnssstrsoecaasonsssnnas 95
Table 3.6 Population Estimates of Wild Herbivores for Masai Mara Region ........ 96
Table 3.7 Density of Wildlife Species in Masai Mara and Neighbouring Areas ...... 97
Table 3.8 Chronology of Historical Events in Masai Mara Region (1880-1991) ..... 103
Table 3.9 Kenya, Narok District and Mara Area Population Growth 1948-1989 .. ... 104
Table 3.10 Group Ranch Areas and l{uman Population ...................... 105
Table 3.11 Ethnic Composition and Annual Rates of Population Increase ........ 107
Table 3.12 Group Ranch and Cattle Population .............cciiinavien... 109
Table 3.13 Chronology of Wildlife Conservation and Management in Kenya ....... 111
Table 3.14 Narok District Wildlife Damage and Compensation Claims

and Payments (19791986) .. ......iiiinieinicnnnssnensnsasrsveans 125
Table 3.15 Livestock and Wildlife Diseases ..............¢coiiviiiivnnnanenn 126
Table 3.16 Kenya Tourists Arrivals and Earnings (1967-1990) .................. 127
Table 3.17 Direct Distributions of Tourism Earnings in Masal Mara Region ........ 131
Table 3.18 Visitors to National Parks and Reserves in Kenya, 1986-1990 (>100,000) . 133
Table 3,19 Major Interast Groups in Wildlife Conservation Issues in Kenya ....... 135
Table 4.1 Socio-economic Factors of Respondents ............. ... . o0 vnn 153
Table 42 Family LivestockHoldings ............ i iiiiiiivanrnans 157
Table 4.3 Perceived Major Problems in Masai MaraRegion ................... 160
Table 4.4 Are Aware of any Problems with Wildlife? .............. ... ..out 165
Table 4.5 Wildlife Problems Cited as Mostlmportant ................ ..., 166
Table 4.6 Degree of Destructiveness of Selected Wildlife Specles .............. 168
Table 4.7 Wildlife Species Inflicting Maximum Damage in Various Problems ..... 172

Table 4.8 ResponseonintensityofConflict ................ciiiiinnea.. 176



xi

Table 4.9 Mean Frequency of Occurrence of Conflict Per Year ................
Table 4.10 Lossesof Dueto Wildlife Per Year ........... .o iinennnenn.
Table 4.11 Livestock Losses Due to Wildlife PerYear .............. ... ..t
Table 4.12 Crop Losses Dueto Wildlife Per Year ............ccciviirinrans
Table 4.13 Pearson Correlation Matrix for Measures of Degree of conflict.........

Table 4.14 Dominant Causes of conflict in Masai MaraRegion  ................
Table 4.15 Government Officials and Wildlife Conservation Expert
ResponsesonCausesof Conflict ................ i,
Table 4.16 Perceived Population Changes of Sighted Wildlife .................
Table 4.17 Percelved Changes in the General Environment .............. cean

Table 4.18 Seasonal Variations of ConflictIntensity .............. ...t
Table 4.19 Time of Occurrence of Conflict ......... ... ... i iiininnn
Table 4.20 Spatial Patternsof Conflict ............. ... ittt inens
Table 4.21 Distance (Km.) of Respondents from Protected Area ................

Table 4.22 Measures Taken to Prevent or Control Wildlife Problems ............
Tahle 4.23 Degree of Effectiveness of the Actions Taken to Control Conflict ......

Table 4.24 Respondents First Answer in Defining Wildlife ....................
Table 4.25 First Response of Respondents to Question of Value of Wildlife .......
Table 4.26 First Response of Respondents to Question of Importance of Wildlife .
Table 4.27 Necessity of Wildlife Conservation . ........ .ottt iiinnnneas
Table 4.28 Benefits from the Protected Area Tourism ............ccivvvenenn.
Table 4.29 Value of Protected Areaby GroupRanch ..........cvviiiererneens
Table 4.30 Role of the Wildlife Conservation Authority .......................

Table 4.31 Questions on Wildlife-Damage Compensation Scheme . ..............
Table 4.32 Knowledge of Wildlife Conservation Education ............00uvuans

Table 4.33 Respondents’ Recommendatians for Reducing Confliet .............
Table 4.34 Recommendations by Government Officials and Conservation Experts
Table 4.35 Recommended Institution for Implementing the Suggestad Solutions . ..
Table 4.36 Perceived Consequences of Failing to Resolve Conflict ..............

223
224

. 226

228
230
233
235

241
245

249

. 25

253



xii

LIST OF PLATES
PAGE

Plate 1.1 A second visit during the pre-survey. Respondents often formed

groups making independent second interviews difflcult .................. 27
Plate 1.2 An Informal interview with an elder resident. The interviews were

very friendly and were conducted without time constraint ................ 27
Plate 4.1 Traditional range grazing system-unfenced ...............c00aven. 199
Plate 4.2 Fenced range for cattle grazing in Kimentet Group Ranch,

especially forgrade cattle .. ... i iii ittt iiannarnannas 199
Plate 4.3 Common Maasal manyatta. Most are fenced with twigs but some are not.

One of the reasons tor fencing is to provide protection, to human

and livestock, especially at night, againstwildlife ..................... 202

Plate 4.4 A modern homestead with corrugated roof that blends with environment . 202

Plate 4.5 Barbed wire fence around a wheat farm in Lemek group ranch with
white strip of cloth on top. The piece of cloth is believed to
scare wildlife a way but sometimes may attract them. The fence
ismadeoftwigsand localpoles .......... ..o, 215

Plate 4.6 A cattle corral made of tall peles often imported into the region.
They are constructed inside or outside the bomas and often
communallyused. ... ........u.t it iiietaat it et 215

Plate 4.7 Conventional fence of twigs used to protect corn-field in
Lemek group ranch . . ... i it iiiin it cinenrnasnoacrstsanasanreanssa 217

Plate 4.8 An Electric solar powered fence constructed in 1983 to separate
wildlife and agriculture development in Lemek group ranch. This is a more
effective deterrent than the conventional one but kills more wildlife ....... 217



xiii

LIST OF APPENDICES

PAGE

Appendix A. Scientific and Commeon names of Wild Animals
Mentioned inthe Text ........... Ceasenas Pt e e 319
Appendix B. Glossary of Terms ............ e etee e aaa ey 320

Appendix C. Interviewing Schedule UsedintheField ......................... 325



Xiv
ABBREVIATIONS USED IN BOTH TEXT AND REFERENCES

AFEW: African Foundation for Endangered Wildlife (international)

ADMADE: Administrative Design for Game Management Areas (Zambia)

AFW: African Wildlife Foundation (International)

ASAL: Arid and Semi-Arid Lands

CAMPFIRE: Communal Areas Management Program for Indigenous Resources (Zimbabwe)

CA'VM: College of African Wildlife Management (Tanzania)

CBS: Central Bureau of Statistics

CIDA: Canadian international Development Agency

DANIDA; Department of International Development Cooperation (Denmark)

DC: District Commissioner

EAWS: East Africa Wildlife Society

EEC: European Economic Community

ElA: Environmental Impact Assessment

ESA: Environmentally Sensitive Areas

FAO: Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations

FZS: Frankfurt Zoological Scociety

GIS: Geographic Information System

GTZ: Deutsche Gesellschaft fur Technische Zusammenarbeit, West Germany (Germany

Agency for Technical Cooperation)

IBRD: International Bank for Reconstruction and Development (Warld Bank)

HED: Internaticnal Institute for Enviranment and Development

IUCN: International Union for Conservation of Nature and Natural Resources; currently

called: The World Conservation Union (Switzerland)

KARI: Kenya Agricultural Research Institute

KREMU: Kenya Rangelands Ecological Monitoring Unit {currently Department of Resource

Surveys and Remote Sensing (DRSRS)}

KWS: Kenya Wildlife Services (Nairobi, Kenya)

MAB: Man-and-the-Biosphere (UNESCO)

MOTW: Ministry of Tourism (Republic of Kenya)

NCC: Narok County Council (Narok District, Kenya)

NGO: Non-governmental Organization

NORAD: Norwegian Agency for International Development

NMK: National Museums of Kenya

NYZS: New York Zoological Society

ODA: Overseas Development Administration (U.K. Government)

REP. OF KENYA: The Republic of Kenya Report (Nairobi, Kenya).

SIDA: Swedish International Development Agency

UNEP: United Nations Environment Programme (Nairobi, Kenya).

UNESCO: United Nations Education, Scientific and Cultural Organization (Paris, France)

USAID: United States Agency for International Development

WCED: World Commission on the Environment and Development

WCMD: Wildlife Conservation and Nianagement Department (Nairobi, Kenya)

WCS: World Conservation Strategy

WCI: Wildlife Conservation international (part of NYZS)

WWF: World Wildlife Fund (changed its name in 1988 to World Wide Fund for Nature. Still
World Wildlife Fund in Canada and U.S.A.). International headquarters at 1196 Gland,
Switzerland.



CHAPTER ONE




INTRODUCTION

In the savannas today pastoral herds and wildilfe coaxist, if less camtortably thon formerly, then at least,
still as the conterpleces of the acosystem, Changes, alrendy well advanced, nre undarway that will soon
transform the anclent subsistence pastoralists into commargial ranchers. In the transition, the inovitable
econamic yardstick of pragress will deny any place Icr wildlite and, unlike in the past, the tachnology is
widaly available to ensure [ta eradication. What prospects exiat, then, to bring about an orderly tranaition
and continued place for wildlife?

Western (1981:1}, ecologist

1.1  General Introduction

Wildlife' and indigenous peoples? in ditferent parts of the world have co-existed for
many years, usually with limited conflict (Goodland 1992; McNeely and Pitt 1985). In recent
years, conflict has increased, particularly in the developing countries, mainly due to
increasing human and livestock populations and changing socio-economic and land use
patterns. Recent conservation policy changes have emphasised the need to integrate soclo-
economic development with protection of wildlife ({UCN 1980, 1991; UN 1992; WCED 1987),
but with little success (Adams and McShane 1992; Wells and Brandon 1992; West and
Brechin 1991). Although the contlict and its implications {especially for wildlife) are now
widely recognized (Hannah 1992; McNeely and Miller 1984; Western and Pearl 1989),
effective integrative strategies are still rare, especially in African arid and semi-arid lands
{Bonner 1993; Kiss 1990; Lusigi 1892).

The purposes of this study are: (1) to examine the causes and nature of the wildlife-

human conflict in the Maasai® rangelands of Kenya, and (2) to determine how wildlife

' The term wildlife in this study refers only to wild animals, aa is common practice in East Africa. Sclentific
names of wild animals mentioned In the text are provided in Appendix A. Those of plants are Included In the text,
A glossary of definition of terms and concepts used [n the thesls Including some Kiswahill and Kimaasai words
ia provided In Appendix B.

2 |ndigencus peoples” &s used in this thesis, refer to those Individuals, familles, and communities - “traditional”
or "modern®, {In this case, the Maasai) - who occupy ancestral land. It is used in this thesis interchangeably with
"local people”, or "local residents”. No political connotation is intended in the use of the terms.

? The name Maasai has bean used with different spellings. One with double aa the other with one 2. In this thesis
both spallings are used. When referring to the protacted area, | use the one a, as In the official documants. | use
double aa when refarring to the Maasal psople.
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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 wildlife ecosystem’, located in a semi-arid zone
in Narok District, south-western Kenya (Map 1.1). About 18 per cent (1,368 sq. km) of the
region is a gazetted wildlife protected area known as the Masai Mara National Reserve. The
rest of the region, traditional Maasai rangeland, is composed of group ranches on private
land belonging to the local people. The study focuses on the group ranches adjacent to the
reserve. The ranches form imp:ortant wildlife dispersal areas®, not only for the wildlife in the
Masai Mara reserve, but also for those in the Serengeti National Park in Tanzania (Dublin
1986; Lamprey 1979; Sinclair and Norton-Griffiths 1979). Group ranches are areas inhabited
and owned by a group of local people ({the Maasal); through the groups the Maasai hold
pastures as collectivities, but herd in smali residentially-based work groups (Ayuke 1981;
Galaty 1980). Membership is based on kinship and traditional fand rights.

The Masai Mara region was chosen as the site for this study for three major reasons:
it is an important wildlife ecosystem and a tourist area; it represents one of the most critical
areas of wildlife-human conflict in Kenya and perhaps the whole of East Africa; and finally,
ampla baseline data on land use, human, livestock and wildlife statistics were available for
the study. Although much research has been undertaken on wildlife ecology in the region
(Dublin 1986; Lamprey 1984) and most other parts of Masailand of East Africa, especially

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

‘. The term “savannah wildlits ecosystem" is defined here as an area (of savannah vegetation) covering dry and
wet season dispersal areas, whose axtent is determined mainly by the migratory limits of its major wildlife species.
In the case of Masal Mara, the range is determined mainly by wildebeest migration. The region, as adopted in this
study, has been defined with both reserve and surrounding group ranches by various researchers (see for example,
Lamprey 1984; Douglas-Hamilton et al. 1988), But tha regional definition Is not official, only the protected area
portion is legal.

' Dispersal areas are sometimaes referred to as “surrounding areas” or "parks adjuncts" or "buffer zones”, These
tarms are used interchangeably in this study. Protected areas are not ecologically self-sufficlent ecosystems and
wildlife often disperse to surrounding areas for part of the year (Garatt 1984; Ramberg 1993). Maintaining the
present size and diversity of those wildlife populations depends on their having continued access to traditional
seasona) disparsal areas. In addition, the biogeagraphical island effect means that in isolation, not even the biggest
African natlonal parks are blg enough to maintain viable populations of the larger herbivores (Ramberg 1993),
Conservation efforts need therefore to be directed to the rural areas which surround the protected areas.
Contemporary conservation efforts concentrate mainly on protected areas.
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Map 1.1 The Study Area: The Masai Mara National Reserve and
The Surrounding Group Ranches
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Serengeti/Ngorongoro Conservation Area (Homewood and Rodgers 1931; Kruuk 1972;
Schaller 1972), little detail exists on the wildlife-human contlict in Masai Mara region.

The Masai Mara region has a unique land use profile. The lowland areas have low
agricultural potential lands, while those in the upland zene are of high potential. This thesis
explores how differences in the land potential (a result of high rainfall and good soils) have
influenced land uses, human, livestock and wildlife population densities, and how these in
turn, influence the types, spatial pattern and the degree of wildlife-human conflict in the
region. It considers how these conilicts vary seasonally and with distance from the
protected area, what opinions and attitudes the local people hold towards conservation and
government wildlife programs, and how these attitudes are influenced by their socio-
economic backgrounds and experiences, Understanding how the ditferences in land
potentials in the region and the resultant land uses influence wildlife-human conflict will
help in deciding on the best zonation for appropriate multiple land use programs that will
reduce the conflict. At the same time, understanding the cpinions and the attitudes of the
local people will help identify how the local communities can be encouraged to support and
participate in conservation activities and decision making. These details are crucial in
developing a program for integrating wildlite conservation with human development needs
in the region.

Only Integrating conservation needs with human development needs in the region
will ensure long-term sustainable protection of wildlife and the fragile rangeland ecosystem
while benefiting the local pecple. Instead of being an isolated island, the protecizd area
would be an Iintegral pari of the land use in the whole region, contributing to the socio-
economic development of the area. Only this will ensure the continued viability of the nature
reserve and its wildlife, especially the migratory species that spend part of their annual
migratory cycle with livestock in the inhabited dispersal zones. At the same time, loss of

property such as crops and livestock and the resultant poor attitudes towards wildlife and
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the protected area will be reduced and government expenditure on game control and wildlife
compensation will be bearable. In addition, rehabilitation of the region's degraded landscape
will be feasible.

This thesis is organized into five chapters. Following this general introduction, the
rest of Chapter 1 examines the situation in Masai Mara region, outiining the principal issues
involved in the wildlife-human contlict in the region. Specific study objectives, assumptions
and study organizing hypotheses are outlined. The chapter ends by describing the research
methods employed in this study. Chapter 2 reviews the literature on wildlife, protected
areas, and related development issues. Examples of areas where attempts are made to
integrate conservation with development from ditferent parts of the world in both developed
and developing countries, with a concentration on the latter, are outlined. The chapter also
describes the theoretical considerations upon which this study is based.

Chapter 3 presents the Kenyan context of the study problem, examining the rela-
tionship between wildlife and humans in Kenya from a historical perspective. It also
describes the study area to set the background for the empirical case study and detailed
examination and analysis of conflict in Masai Mara region. The five group ranches sampled
for the study are introduced. The physical characteristics of the area, its wildlife and history
of human use, demographic and socio-economic profiles of the inhabitants, existing land
uses and land potential are outlined. The history of the Masai Mara National Reserve is
described. The chapter also introduces the different interest groups involved in wildlife
conservation and management issues in Kenya and the Masai Mara region. A synthesis of
the environmental requirements for wildlife, humans and livestock in an ecological context
in the region is made. In addition, previous research concerning attempts to integrate
wildlife conservation with human needs in the region, including the Serengeti ecosystem
in Tanzania, are outlined.

Chapter 4 presents the study results and data analysis of the cauges and nature of
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wildlife-human conflict in Kenya's Masai Mara Region. The types, intensity, frequency,
spatlal and temporal patterns, causes, effects and suggested solutions to the conflict are
described both quantitatively and qualitatively. The chapter also explains the research
methods used in the field data collection and analysis of results, Factors atfecting, the (1)
degree of conflict, and (2) attitudes of loca! people towards wildlife conservation and
government wildlife programs are analyzed.

The final chapter is a summary of the study findings and presents the proposed
program for integrating wildlife conservation and human needs in the region. Implications
of the study findings, recommendations and conclusions are outlined and briefly discussed
in the context of current international conservation and development thinking. Areas
requiring further research are identified, and the implications of the study in Masai Mara

region and at a national and international leve! are briefly indicated.

1.2 The Situation and Principal 1ssues in Masai Mara

Over the past 30 years, considerable changes have occurred in the Masai Mara
region. In the past, like many parts of Kenya's arid and semi-arid areas, the region was less
populated; the main land uses were nomadic pastoralism and land belonged to the
community (Beaumont 1989; Campbeil and Migot-Adhola 1981; Pratt and Gwynne 1977).
Today, the land tenure system has changed from communal "free" open ranches to group
or individual ranches. Human population is rapidly increasing and permanent human
settiements, agriculture, and livestock production are expanding (Douglas-Hamilton et al.
1988; Lamp:rey 1984), As a result, areas hitherto oceupied by wildlife and/or used for semi-
nomadic pastoralism activities are being rapidly reduced. In some areas increased fencing
of privatized land blocks wildlife corriders between wet and drv-season ranges.
Encroachment on the Masal Mara national reserve by people living in the surrounding areas

is increasing (Douglas-Hamilton et al. 1988; Myers 1972; Glaesal 1992). Grazing pressure is
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also increasing in the surrounding areas as both wildlife and livestock are confined to
smaller areas due 1o expanding agriculture. This circumstance is common in Kenya and
many other countries where protected areas® are rapidly becoming "islands" as the
wildlands around them are converted to alternative, often incompatible uses (Ayieko 1977;
Lusigi 1981; Wells and Brandon 1992). Bonner (1993), a journalist/author, notes with

reference to the situation in Africa:

People were once an island in a sea of wildlife. Now wildlife survives in parks that
are islands in an ocean of people (Bonner 1993:8).

As the intensity of contact increases, wildlife depredation of crops and livestock,
human deaths or injuries, disease transmission to domestic stock and competition for
pasture and water also increase (Darkoh 1990; Njoka 1990). The estabiishment of protected
areas has often denied local people access to their traditional resource areas’. Wildlife is
often seen by the local people as belonging to the government; they see the government
alone as being responsible for its care (Berger 1989; Korfage 1985; Scott 1983). Moreover,
wildlife agencies emphasise law enforcement, administrative procedure, and education of
the local populations but often fail to control wildlife damage. The lacal people are hardly
compensated for the losses of praperty or human life incurred due to wildlife. It is not,
therefore, surprising that local people often support poaching and are indifferent or hostile
to wildlife conservation policies (Balakrishnan and Ndhlovu 1992; Berger 1989; Bonner

1993). To many local people, conservation authorities are more interested in the protecticon

* For purposes of conve~ience, parks or reserves will be referred to In this thesis as “protacted areas”,
Categories and conaervation objectives of the different protectsd areas as perceived by the JUCN is outlined in
chapter two. The diflerence between a national park and reserve is that in a park, the complete protection of fauna
and flora is the paramount purpose and the human utilization of the resource is preciuded, while in a raserve,
although the preservation of wildlife is tha primary purpose, human activities such as the grazing of livestack, ar
in the case of marine reserve, fishing by traditional methods, are sometimes allowed. Also parks ara often
administered by central governments while resarves ars administered by local authorities. The Masai Mara National
Reserve is managed by the Narok County Councll with technical advice fram the Kenya National Wildlife Service
(KWS), a national government parastatal agency responsible for wildlife all over the country. Although Masai Mara
is a National Reserve, use by human activities is completely prohibited.

! These wildlife sanctuaries normally include sources af dry season water and pasture which were traditionatly
available to domestic livestock owned by pastoralists (see, for example, Lindsay 1987; Lusigi 1978; Western 1982).
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of wildlife than the loss of human lives, bodily injury, and damage to crops and livestock.
Local people often claim that the government values wildlite more than it does human well-
being. One member of parliament, for example, stated his belief that government priorities
were arranged in the following order of decreasing importance: wildlife, tourists and citizens
(Daily Nation Newspaper 1984),

The conflict is most acute in areas close to the protected area where wildlife
densities are high, This may undermine wildlife-based tourism. Approximately 8 per cent of
Kenya's total land area has been set aside as national parks and reserves (Kioko 1992; KWS
1990). Outside the protected areas, wildlife receives partial protection through the
enforcement of conservation policy by law including the restriction of subsistence hunting
by the local people (GOK 1977; Myers 1972). This protection is required for viable wildlife
populations but exacerbates conflict.

Wildlife is the principal attraction of the tourism industry which is a most valuable
commodity to the country for the foreign exchange earned and the jobs provided®. Tourism
also provides markets for other economic sectors (Boo 19390; Milne 1990), and can broaden
the base of rural development, especially in the arid and semi-arid areas (Bachmann 1988;
Rajottee 1987). However, the local communities who share their limited resources and
space with wildlife rarely benefit from the tourism revenue (Ramberg 1993; Western 1981).
Most revenue goes to the central government and a small proportion to the local authorities
in cases of national reserves. Few local peaple are employed in wildlife related jobs or
protected area management. The majority of park/tourism employees are brought into the
areas, sometimes from urban centres, with the justification that they possess the level of

education and skills required that are not available among the local people.

*. Touriam is Ker.ya's leading foreign exchange earner, ahead of traditional export crops of cotfee and tea (Dleke
1691; KWS 1590). Currently, about 700,000 tourists visit Kenya per year (CBS 1991). [n 1990, it earned the country
US $18 milllon foreign exchange, a growth of 23.4% from about US $15 million in 1989. About 110,000 pecple, or
8.3% of wage earning population of 1.3 million are employed directly or indirectly in tourism (CBS 1991).
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Wildlife conservation also has other benelfits, such as the protection of water
catchment areas and genetic resources, cultural and natural heritage, and biological and
scientific values, But the negative value of wildlife to the local people can be enormous. The
value of the property destroyed or damaged by wild animals 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 documeniz such as the World Conser-
vation Strategy (IUCN 1980), Our Common Future (WCED 1987), and more recently, Caring
for the Earth {IUCN 1991) and Agenda 21 (UN 1992). A number of papers presented during
the 1V World Congress on National Parks and Protected Areas (I[UCN 1992) indicate this
trend, with some authors documenting failures of the attempts being made on the ground
(Sharma and Shaw 1992; Stevens and Sherpa 1992).

Previous studies on wildlife-land-human interactions have noted the existence of
conflict® (Berger 1989; Capone 1972; Korfage 1985; Mukhebi 1985). The emphasis has been
increasingly on the need to integrate conservation with sustainable development (IUCN
1991). Most studies propose that the public could become partners with conservation
authorities in managing wildlife (Berger 1989; Batisse 1982; Clark 1981; Lusigi 1978;
Western 1981).

A number of models have been put forward to help integrate wildlife conservation
with the development needs of the local people. Some of the better-known examples include
the Biosphere Reserve (UNESCO 1974), Conservation Unit approach (Lusigi 1978), buffer
zones (Shafer 1990), ecosystem management {Agee and Johnson 1988), wildlife corridor

(Newmark 1985), and what Wells and Brandon (1992) call integrated conservation

? Conflict In this study danotes both manifest fuccurring and causing cancern) and perceived competition for
space and resources such as land, water and pasture. Two types of conflict are considerad: (1) “place-based” - that
which is spatially defined; and (2) non-spatial types, such as, attitudes towards wildlife, by extension conflict.
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development projects. Recent studies, however, suggest that none of these models have
been successfully implemented (West and Brechin 1991; Wells and Brandon 1992). In a
recent world-wide evaluation study of the World Bank, the WWF, and USAID projects aimed
at integrating the needs of the local people with protected areas, Wells and Brandon (1992)
noted that:

It is apparent that many of the projects had began with only a very limited

understanding of the root causes of the threats to the protected areas that they were

attempting to conserve (Wells and Brandon 1992:ix).

Conflict still exists and has, in fact, increased even in areas where attempts are being made
to reduce it (Brower and Carol 1987; Bunting et al. 1991; Collett 1987; Sharma 1991).

One reason for this lack of success may be an inadequate understanding of the
processes involved in the wildlife-human conflict. The problems posed by wildlife damage
are difficult to investigate, and to quantify. Annual government and project consultancy
reports, and local people nften stress the severity and great frequency of the problems
caused by wildlife but these are mainly qualitative statemants. They tell little about the exact
magnitude of these problems, how often they occur and in which specific areas. To date,
specific problems caused by wildiife have not been adeguately defined, nor the specific
animals responsible identified. Crop and livestock loss has not been adequately quantified,
especially at a local regional level. We know very little as to whether contlicts vary with
seasons and time and what local people do to prevent wildlife damage to themselves and
their property. It is obviously difficult to obtain precise and reliable information concerning
damage done, but an indication of the degree can be gathered through interviews with local
pecple and supplemented with data collected by the wildlife conservation authorities. These

sources combined with anecdotal infoermation can provide fairly accurate analysis of the

dynamics 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 understanding of the processes involved in
wildlife-human conflict, thus aiding development of a program for integrating wildlife
conservation with human development needs designed to ensure sustainable utilization of
the resources considering future as well as present generations. It has five specific
objectives (Figure 1.1). The first is to examine other sites in different parts of the world
where attempts are being made to integrate conservation with development needs (Chapter
2).

The second is to examine and analyze the nature, intensity, frequency, and spatial
and temporal patterns of conflict between wildlife and humans in the Masai Mara region. The
nature of conflict is investigated by recording actual conflicts and identifying specific
species and human activities involved. The main forms of conflict are identified and the
most widespread types of damage by wildlife in the region are described. The relative
importance of problems with respect to crops, livestock, disease transmission and human
lives in the region are discussed. Intensity refers to the degree of significance of
consequences, while frequency is the number of times respondents encounter wildlife
prcblems. The spatial patlerns are examined to determine whether or not conflict varies
within the region and with distance from the protected area.

The third objective is to identify major determinants of conflict. Factors which may
influence the occurrence and perception of conflict are measured and correlated with the
intensity of conflict and attitudes towards conservation and government wildlife programs.
The views of the loca! people towards government wildlife programs are described. The
question of why the local people in Masai Mara region, and Kenya in general, do not support
conservation efforts as currentiy presented is addressed. Central to these programs are the
wildlife 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 Flow Chart Showing the Study Focus Areas'’
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education and the government wildlife damage programs {including control shooting and
game proof barriers) meant to protect local people are outlined to provide tha background
of the assessment of the views of the local people in chapter four.

The Kenyan government's wildlife conservation policies reflect the need for
balancing the conservation of wildlife with the development needs of the local people. The
policy focus includes "to .. protect people and their property from damage caused by
wildlife" (KWS 1990:ii). For this objective to be fulfilled, accurate data are needed. The need
to gather more information about the processes involved in the wildlife-human conflict has
been underscored in many government and private documents (Ayieko 1977; Berger 1989;
GOK 1989; Lusigi 1980). As Lusigi states:

.the present witdtife/human conflicts resulting from Increased pressures of humans

on wildlife habitats must be thoroughly investigated in order to give information as

a basis for a solution (Lusigi 1980:106).
1t is hoped that this study will contribute towards the provision of the required data.

The fourth objective is to assess the effects of conflict both on wildlife and on
humans. Effects on humans are measured as claims for losses and dissatisfaction with the
imposition of wildlife conservation regulations; effects on wildlife are measured as range
(habitat) reduction and disruption, population reduction and/or changes in wildlife
distribution and movement patterns. This requires quantifying how often the local people
encounter wildlife damage, and what the actual losses they incur are, for instance, the
number and monetary value of livestock killed, and the amount and monetary value of crops
destroyed. These estimates are collected from the local people through interview survey,
but are cross-checked with the district figures collected from the government records. Data
from the government records are presented in chapter three. Finally, wildlife damage
prevention techniques used by local people to protect themselves and their property from
wildlife are described. Some of these traditional tactics may prove useful in designing game

damage control programs which could reduce conflict, thus improve local attitudes towards
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wildlife conservation authority.

The final objective is to develop management and policy strategies aimed at
minimizing conflict and mitigating impacts while conserving wildlife and enhancing the well-
being of the local population. Views of both the local people, government officials and
wildlife experts are considered. In developing the program for integrating wildlife
conservation with human needs, issues outlined in the literature review {presented in
Chapter two) and the realities on the ground in the Masai Mara region (and within the

context of Kenya as outlined in Chapter three) are also considered.

1.2:2 Study Assumptions

The concept of "conflict" is diffuse, and not all aspects of what might be considered
as conflict can be examined. For the purposes of this study, an anthropocentric notion of
cantlict is accepted. Conflict can therefore be identitied by existing records of claims for
damages resulting from wildlife ana verbal accounts collected from residents of the Masai
Mara region. The intensity of human experience of conflict can be measured by frequency
of events, material losses arising from damage, and subjective verbal assessments of
intensity.

Conflict within wildlife resource management can arise in one of these five situations
(Figure 1.2):

1. where human activity impinges directly on wildlife well-being, for example, hunting
and poeching;

2. where wildlife activity impinges directly on human well-being such as attacks
leading to bodily injury or death, livestock or crop depredation;

3. where there is competition between humans and wildlife for limited resources,
notably: land (space), water, grazing, and shelter (natural landscape);

4, where the wildlife protection legis!ation or aspects of the wildlife-based tourist
industry impinges on local land users’ access to resources or freedom of land use;
and
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5. where the population perceives wildlife conservation in antagonistic ways, that is,
in the form of negative attitudes towards wildlife, protected area and wildlife
authorities.

Figure 1.2

Diagrammatic Representation of Wildlife-Human Conflict

Resources

Simplified diagram showing different conflict situations: direct conflict includes
hunting or poaching of wildlife, or attacks on people. Indirect conflict involving
competition for resources (space, pasture and water), inappropriate strategies such
as restrictive legislation {for instance, denying local people access to resources in
the park), or on the side of the local people, antagonistic attitudes to and
perceptions of wildlife.
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Traditional modes of land use were such that free ranging wildlife was not
incompatible with the long term survival of local culture (Dasmann 1984; Boyd 1968).
Modern urban or commercial land uses make cohabitation with wildlife impossible. A pericd
of transition in land use patterns or practices probably represents the time of greatest
conflict. A lack of conflict may indicate successful cohabitation but it may also indicate
exclusion of either human or viable wildlife populations from an area. Figure 1.3 illustrates
what appears to be temporal transition of the relationship between wildlife and human
populations. The existence of conflict spreads the transition to local exclusion of wildlife.

Effective management must aim to reduce the prabability of conflict.

Figure 1.3

Evolution of the Wildlife-Human Relationship

Probablility
of conflict

i
Natural open grazing Intensive grazing, cultivation, settlement

Intensity of land use

Conlflict is low or non-existent in the absence of humans (A) or wildlife (B). It may
be at its greatest during periods of land use change when new humans are most
likely to impinge existing wildlife resources or behaviour.
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1.2:3 Organizing Hypotheses

Two broad categories of hypotheses are developed to help operationalize the study
objectives and structure the research methodology. One set concerns the occurrence of
conflict, the other concerns perceptions of conflict. Table 1.1 shows the links between the
specific study objectives, the main survey questions, the hypotheses, the analytical
techniques employed and the expected results.

The first hypothesis is that there is a correlation between occurrence of wildlife-
human conflict in the Masai Mara region and human population density, livestock population
density, wildlife population density, percentage of land under cultivation, percentage of land
under permanent human settlements, distance from the protected area, and seasonal
variations. The general expectation is that the occurrence of conflict will increase with the
scarcity of vital resources for which the two compete, namely: waler, biomass (grazing
land), and space (natural landscape). If this is so, there will be spatial and seasonal variation
in conflict, with contlict being greatest when and where space, forage and water are scarce.
Conflict will increase with the intensity of the demand made on resources. Wildlife demands
will he proportional to wildlife population density, while intensity of human demands on
resources is proportional to human population and livestock densities. It is expected that
the compatibility of humans and wildlife is least when and where moditication of natural
tandscape through land use is greatest. The extent to which a ranch is developed and
managed (for example, number of permanent homesteads, percentage of land under
cultivation, and infrastructure), or has fixed assets {such as, crop cultivation, wheat,
paddock grazing) - as opposed to movable land uses (pastoralism) will determine the
occurrence of conflict.

The second category of hypotheses is that there is correlation between tic
perceptions, interpretations and responses to wildlife-human conflict in Masai Mara region

and various factors of background, economic status and experiences of wildlife issues.
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Table 1.1 Study Objectives, Hypotheses, Survey Questions, Analyses and Expected Results

OBJECTIVES HYPOTHESES/ SURVEY ANALYTICAL EXPECTED
QUESTIONS QUESTIONS TECHNIQUES RESULTS
*Examine and *Occurrence of conflict is spatially varied within What types of *Contingency «Common
analyze nature, the region conflict occur in tables and types of
intensity, the region? analysis of contlict
frequency, and *That conflict is a tunction of distance trom park significance
spatial patterns of *Rates of
conflict *Conflict varies occurrence of
with seasons *Mapping conflict
*In which areas are
conflicts *Sites and
occurring? spatial
configuralions
of conflict
«ldentify *That occurrence of conflict varies with human, *What is causing sContingency *Most
determinants of livestock and wildlife population densities, and the conflict? tables and significant
conflict levels of land use developments analysis of causes
significance
*That response to and perception ot conflict varies
with socio-economic factors and past experiences
of wildlife issues
*Assess effects of *Cantlict has effects on both wildlife and humans *How does conflict *Contingency *Most
conflict both on affect people and tables and important
wildlife and wildlife? analysis of effects
humans significance
«Develop «Contlict can be reduced through integrated sWhat should be +Contingency +Best
management and planning. done to reduce tables and integrative
policy sirategies conflict? analysis of aiternatives
tor reducing sLocal people may have the answers significance.

conflict

*Cross-tabulation
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Factors considered include benefils from wildlife-based tourism, knowledge of wildlife
conservation education, loss due to wildlife damage, lack of wildlife damage compensation,
age of respondents, level of education, wealth, ethnicity, occupation, land tenure system
and ownership of livestock. The wealth of an individual, for example, will infiuence the
relative interpretation of damage or loss from wildlife. Wealth is defined in terms of amoumt
of land owned and the number of livestock possessed. The extent to which tourism benefits
accrue to the local population and the extent to which local people are offered special
employment opportunities in the wildlife-based park tourism activities may influence their
attitudes towerds and perceptions of wildlife problems. It is also expected that those who
suffer loss due to wildlife damage, and those who have not received wildlife damage
compensation or have knowledge of wildlife conservation education may perceive wildlife,

and by extension conflict, differently.

1.3 Study Methods and Data Analysis

1.3:1 The Methodological Approach

Many studies of human-environment relationships, such as the present one, have
been criticized for concentrating on a single discipline, while the issues being studied are
often inherently interdisciplinary. Abel and Blaikie, referring to wildlife studies in Africa,

observe that:

... methods of anatyzing wildlife conservation problems in Africa are inadequate for
the analysis of complex issues of policy. Much of the analysis of conservation
policy attempts to be apolitical on issues charged with social conflict. Analyses are
too often ahistorical when history can say a great deal about the origins of present-
day ecological problems. Furthermore, problems are commonly analyzed with
narrow discipline frameworks which predetermine the nature of conclusions and
lead to professionally biased proposals (Abel and Blaikie 1986:735),

Furthermore, Castri and Hadley point out that:
Experience {rom many countries, ... has shown that three main groups of people

should be involved in research efforts to tackle complex land-use problems - the
decision-maker, the local populations and the scientist (Castri and Hadley (1983:372)
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The approach adopted in thic study theretore recognizes that it is not possible to
es.blish the nature and basic causes of wildlife-huinan conflict and generate integrative
strateg. »s within a monolithic framewark. It uses a "multi-data sources approach" (Anderson
1990; Cranu 1981). This has been called a triangulation approach'' for collecting and

analyzing data (C. mpbell 1963). The general methods for data collection are outlined below.

1:3.2 Data Collection

Data were collected in four w.'s. First, substantial secondary data were extracted
from various sources including: maps, ae.‘'al photagraphs and landsat images, and
government and private documents. Second, informa,, ‘n-depth discussions were held with
selected government officials and conservation experts. Thira, ~tructured interviews based
on a questionnaire guide sheet (see Appendix C) were used to coliect . *Simiation from a
sample of 500 heads of household. Fourth, anecdotal information was collected tru™ older
members of the community through open discussions. This included detailed information
on three case scenarios ¢i actual conflict in the study area. Further explanatiocns on

collection of specific data is provided here below.

1.3:2.1 Seccndary Data Collection

Secondary data were collected from both civil and private sources. Civil sources
include the Narok County Council planning documents, the Masat Mara National Reserve
Oftfices, the Kenya Wildlife Service (KWS) and Central Bureau of Statistics (CBS). The other
sources were: the Department of Resource Surveys and Remote Sensing {(DSRS, formeriy

KREMU), the Kenya Survey, ministry of Agriculture, ministry of Livestock, and the ministry

"' Triangulation is a reasonable methodological approach calling for the application of multiple data sources
{through the use of multiple indicators), all of which "home in" or triangulate on the central interests (Campbell
1963; Crano 1981). It is the uss of multiple indicators to assess the study problem.
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of Reclamation and Development of Arid and Semi-Arid Areas and Wastelands.
Generally, these sources provided details on the historical and physiographic factors
of the study area, human, wildlife and livestock statistics, wildlife migratory routes, habitat
types, tourist activities, infrastructure, land use (existing and potential), and the general
environment. They also provided records on wildlife damages, types of damage, person(s)
affected and the wild animat species responsible for the damage, especially at the nationa!
level. The data provided a good starting point for the detailed field survey, although
collection of this data continued throughout the period of field work. These data were
supplemented by notes recorded on various features during the field work. The information
has been reduced into maps, figures and tables for analysis of the patterns of land use, as

well as human, livestock and wildlife population densities in the study area.

1.3:2.2 Survey of Officials and Wildlife Experts

Twenty-six government officials and politicians were interviewed. They were
employed as Narok District administration officials, staff of the Kenya Wildlife Services,
Ministry of Agriculture, Ministry of Livestock, Chiefs and Councillors of the location= «nd
county councils, respectively'’. The selection of the agencies was Lased on their
involvement w..; ildlife issues. The choice of the offiriz!, 10 be interviewed was based on
their position as heads of the agencies. In case of the absence of the head the deputy or
next responsible person was approached. The purpose of the study was communicated to
the officials through administrative channels, from which permission had earlier bean
acquired. Appointments were made with the officials. They were mainly asked to comment

an the study problem and possihle solutions.

Y plthough the Masal Mara is divided into group ranches, thare are also the central government administrative
units, iocations and sub-locations, usuaily headed by chiefs and assistant chiefs raspectively. The boundaries of
such units may not necessarily ba the same as of group ranch. The regicn is also organized into county counclis
represented by councillors that make up the political structure headed oy the chalrman of the District county
council, based at Narok town.
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Eight wildlife scientists who had worked in the Masai Mara region or areas of similar
situation were also interviewed. Selection of such scientists was based on their past
records. The focus of the discussions was the process involved in the conflict and the

assessment of the alternative management and policy responses.

1.3:2.3 Field Data Collection

Contlict is not a strictly objective phenomenon. Perception and interpretation by the
people involved is an imporiant determinant of the nature of conflict. Therefore, in addition
to the quantitative results of a field survey, this analysis also includes anecdotal
information. Three methods were employed in collecting the field data. The first was a head
of household survey, the second, a survey of government officials and wildlife conservation
experts as described above, and finally, case scanarios and informal interviews with the
older members of the Masai Mara residents.

The field survey was carried out from March to September 1991, The first two weeks
were spent sorting out maps, aerial photographs and landsat images in Nairohi for the field
work, and seeking a research clearance permit from the office of the president. The next two
weeks were spent in the field on pre-survey. During field work, | lived within the Masai Mara
region in four ditferent locations. The main centre of operation was at the Sekenani Gate,
the main gate of the park (situated at the boundary of Koyaki and Siana group ranches), but
| spent time at Lemek, Lolgorian and Kirindani, local centres for Lemek, Angata Baragoi and
Kimentet group ranches, respectively {see Map 3.2). The field study methods are explained

below.

1.3:2.3:1 Head of Household Survey

The tive sampled group ranches and the 500 respondents were selected as follows.

First, a list of all group ranches was established (thirteen in total) from existing records,
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then five ranches were chosen to provide a range with respect to location (either on the
upland or lowland), predominant land uses (either cultivation or pastoralism), and distance
from park or wildlife migratory routes. Total number of settlements was determined and the
approximate number of households per settlement calculated. Sketch maps showing
locations of homesteads were produced during the pre-survey, forming a base for random
choice of respondents. In the field, the field worker selected individuals from non-
neighbouring homesteads. When a head of household was absent, another member, the
next most senior, was interviewed. Interviewing was guided by a questionnaire whose
purpose was to gather specific information but, perhaps more importantly, to stimulate
discussion. The sample group ranches were: (1) Angata Baragoi; (2) Kimentet; (3) Lemek;
(4) Koyaki; and (5) Siana (see Map 3.2 and Table 1.2). Details on the other group ranches

in the region are presented in chapter three.

Table 1.2 Group Ranches Sampled for Local People Interviews in Masal Mara Region, 1991

GRoOuP AREA DISTANCE | TOTAL NUMBER OF SAMPLE | % POP,

RANCH SQ.KM. | FROM POPULATION HOUSEHOLDS SIZE SAMPLED
RESERVE"

Angata

Baragoi g2 7 6500 908 91 10.2

Kimentet 368 20 9800 1382 98 7.09

Lemek 610 35 7000 795 11 13.96

Koyaki 876 17 6000 748 100 13.36

Slana 982 18 8600 1226 100 8.15

Tota) 2915 19 37,800 4,311 500 11.6 !

Source: Derived from 1979 National Population Census™

'? Distance from the protected area was measured from the boundary of the protectoed area to the central
position of the group ranch.

'3 At the time of the field work for this study, the results for the 1989 National Population census were not yot
available. | theretore used the 1979 tigures as a base for estimates. However, the Economic Survey: 1991 published
by the Central Bureau of Statistics, Nalrobi, contalna some provisional and unotficial statistics for the country and
districts. This document states that the total population for Narak District in 1979 was 210,000 and this had risen
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The population of the Masai Mara region was approximately 72,000 by 1991
estimated from the 1979 National Population Census of the region of about 35,000 (CBS
1980). The number of households was about 12,000 by 1991. The tive group ranches
selected for interviews constituted 53% of the total population and 35.9% of the households
of the region. Response rates for each group ranch was 100%. There were no reports of
refusal or termination of the interviews before completion.

Before interviews were conducted with the local people, they were informed about the
research and its objectives at public meetings (baraza), through chiefs, councillors and
group ranch officials. The main survey was conducted following an intensive two week
period of pre-testing of the interview schedule. Both closed and cpen-ended questions were
asked. Open-ended interviews were used because they can provide exhaustive coverage
of issues and are independent of literacy skills (Fowler 1993; Sheskin 1985). The interviews
occurred during both the wet (March to May) and dry {June to August) periods.

Six research assistants participated in the interviewing. They were selected for their
level of education. All of them were native to the study area. Four of them were Maasai and
were assigned to cover the predeminantly Maasal group ranches; Lemek, Koyakl and Siana.
The other two were non-Maasai and covered Angata Baragol and Kimentet group ranches,
dominated by non-Maasai communities. All of them spoke and wrote in English and
Kiswahill and one was female. They travelled on bicycles or were dropped off by me in a
teur-wheel drive vehicle. | was in the field full time and worked very closely with the
research assistants. One assistant was placed at each group ranch. Most of the interviews
were conducted in local languages and directly translated into English.

The research assistants met with me to discuss the purpose of the research and the

nature of the interview task. They were trained in two parts. The first was lecture, explaining

10 402,000 by the time of the 1989 Census. This gives Narck, the highast growth rate In the country of all the 42
districts, an annual growth rate of 5.5% over the ten year intercensa! period.
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each question in the questionnaire, why it was asked and what was expected ci it. To
minimize errors arising from misinterpretation of the questions or translation, questions
were again explained in Kimaasai. Names of the common wild animals species found in the
study area were also explained in Kimaasai, Kiswahili, as well as in English {See Appendix
A). The assistants were also advised on how to approach the respondents. The second part
of the training was testing the questionnaires with the assistants. Every assistant was taken
to the field and | interviewed at least two respondents with them before leaving them on
thelr own', All assistants met with me once a week or as necessary during the field work
to assess progress. The assistants were given note-books for additional information.

The survey instrument used was a questionnaire, administered through face-to-face
interviews, lts purpose was to gather specific information and stimulate discussions (Fowler
1990; Sheskin 1985). Initially, the interview was to be conducted in two visits. The first was
introductory, collecting information regarding the respondents’ household and making
appointments for the next interviews. The second visit was to ask specific questions on
wildlife-human conflict. During the pre-survey it was realized that interviewing would have
more success if the two visits were combined. Three reasons accounted for this change in
procedure: the first was that the respondents were consulting with others before the second
visit, thus possibly giving a group response on the wiidlife-human questions (see Plate 1.1).
Some of them were consulting with the officials of the group ranches. The secand reason
was that many of the respondents were willing to continue with the interviews during the
first visit or were giving appointments for the second visit later the same day. Finally,
Maasais homesteads are located far apart with difficult acces<ibility, making return visits

troublesome.

“ |t was feared that the female interviawer would have ditficulties with respondents not willing to talk to her due
to gender diference, especially asking questions about a generally a “male issue”. It was realized that bacause ot
her education, having introduced the exercise as being for purposes of education, some older respondents
voluntesred even mare educational response to her, This may reflect the increasing appreciation of education
(especially for females) amongst the rural society (Holland 1992).
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The questionnaire was organized into two parts divided further into several sections
{Appendix C). Part | sought information on wildlife-human conflict. Section A contained
introductory questions, name of group ranch, season and month the interview was
conducted, and distance of respondents from the protected area. Section B, pertained to
the nature, intensity, frequency, and spatial and temparal patterns of the conflict. Sections
C and D, were on the causes of the conflict, 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 Il of the questionnaire
asked questions pertaining te the demographic, social and economic characteristics of the
respondents such as age, sex, level of education and occupation. Additional questions were
asked about land ownership (for those living in group ranches, amount owned was
estimated by dividing the group ranch land by number of households per ranch), place of
origin, length of residency in the region and livestock owned.

Because the government (or Narok County Council) was taking measures to control
and manage wildlife inside as well as outside the protected areas, respondents were asked
what they thought about the measures taken by the government to help reduce conflict.
Questions on game-meat consumption, often raised in related studies {Balakrishanan and
Ndhlovu 1992; Infield 1988}, were not asked since previous information indicated that the
Maasal communities do not feed on game meat (Berger 1989; Simon 1962). The
questionnaire was deliberately simplified to minimize possible distortion due to interview
length. Most of the answers were recorded by a tick or a number. At the beginning of each
interview there was a briefing which included an outline and objectives of the survey and
a statement about confidentiality of the Information provided. The interview required 90 to
120 minutes to complete. Only one or two questionnaire(s) was/were administered in a day.

Throughout the interview, care was taken to avoid giving the impression that any benefit



27

. &::“--,p.r , mvp\ \mﬂ"l Rl

om————

Plate 1.1 A second visit during the pre-survey. Respondents often formed groups making
independent second interviews difficult.

Plate 1.2 An informal interview with an elder resident. The interviews were very friendly and
were conducted without time constraint.
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might accrue to the local people from the survey.

1.3:2.3:2 Anecdotal information

Three categories of cases were recorded to illustrate various real experiences of the
wildlife-human conflict in the region. These were cases of: {1) crop damage; (2) livestock
depredation; and (3) human death, representing the main sources of conflict occurring in
the region. The cases off sred insightiul illustrations of the study problem and were selected
in consultation with the game warden and the local people.

Oral histories were conducted with thirteen older people. They were selected on the
basis of their age (see Plate 1.2}, experience, and advice from the game warden and local
people. The purpose was to collect a narrative explanation of the historical evolution of the
study area, focusing on the relationship between wildlife and local communities. These
interviews were tape recorded with the respondents’ permission. In fact, many did not mind
being recorded and asked if at least part of their conversation could be played back to

them.

1.3:3 Data Treatment, Processing and Analysis

During the fieldwork qualitative and quantitative data were collected. Salient points
from the recorded interview are presented as quotes. Quantitative responses from the field
surveys were numerically coded and entered into QUATTRO PRO, a spread-sheet computer
package and then transferred to SYSTAT, a statistical package for analysis. To prepare data
for further analysis, percentage variables were arc-sine transformed to compensate for non-
normality near the extremes (0 and 100%). Relative frequencies are presented because of
unequal sampling fractions per group ranch. For questions on wildlife problems, relative
frequencies are presented based upon the number experiencing the specific problem rather

than upon the total number of people surveyed. For all other questions, relative frequencies
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are based upon the total number of people surveyed. Some continuous variables including
distarice from the park, age of respondents and number of livestock were broken into
categories for further analysis.

Approximate land-prices were available from the district offices. Livestock prices,
although provided by respondents during the interview, were calculated based on the loca!
livestock markets (details were provided by Narok district offices). The stock prices are
highly variable, depending on the age, type and sex of the animal, but as there was not
sufficient time to survey and estimate the value of each animal owned by each respondent
| estimated each individuals total loss by muitiplying the total number of animals lost by the
average price for that species. This also took into account the possible undervaluation of
the market prices, especially for calves, Shoats {(goats and sheep) were converted to the
rate of 4 for a cattle, but in case one lost less than four shoats, then half the price of cattle
was used. Wealth per household was calcutated by multiplying the total land-holdings and
number of livestock owned per household by average prices. The calculated figures were
in Kenya shillings at the then rate of Kshs. 25 = 1 US §. The values were: cattle (zebu) Kshs
2,000, goats Kshs. 500, sheep Kshs. 600, donkeys Kshs. 700, and chickens Kshs. 40. Custs
of crop damage was calculated by multiplying the estimated amount lost (measured in terms
of bags - sacks, 1 sack = 90kg) by prices per bag or kgs. The values were: maize Kshs. 220
per bag, wheat Kshs 480, beans Kshs 520. The statistical analysis was undertaken as

follows:

1.3:3.1 Data Analysis

One-way frequency (univariate) distributions and descriptive statistics for the
responses in each interview schedule were generated. Responses were summarized at the
level of group ranches, stratified into upland and lowland zones. ANOVA and Chi-square

tests were used to test the significant differences and relationships. Any Chi-squared
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results which had an expected all frequency of <5 were re-analyzed using either the Mann-
Witney "U" test in the case of independent variables with two classes, or the Kruskal-Wallis
"H" test in the case of independent variables with more than two classes (Fienberg 1980).
Levels of signiticance are indicated inside or at the bottom of the Tables by * symbols as
follows:

* gsignificant at 0.05 level,

** gignificant at 0.01 level, and
** gignificant at 0.001 level.
The group ranches were later aggregated intc two strata (upland and lowland) for further
comparison.

Continuous variables were examined by use of Pearson Product-Moment
correlations matrix, while ordinal and categorical data mainly on attitudes towards
conservation and government wildlife programs were analyzed using cross-tabulation
(Fiwiiburg 1980). Additional analyses and tests of significance were performed using ANOVA
and Chi-square. Cross-tabulations wer. used to establish any relationships between
respondents’ experiences and socio-economic factors with measures of attitudes towards
canservation and government wildlife programs. Attitudes towards conservation and
government wildlife programs were the explanatory variables and respondents’ socio-
economic factors and experiences were the response variables. Only statistically significant
correlations are discussed. The choice of various statistical techniques used in this study
was guided largely by (1) the type of the data, (2) the measurement levels of the variables,
and (3) the nature of the technique. More specilically, the techniques were chosen based

on the objectives of the analysis.

1.3:3.2 Interpretations of the Survey Results Tables

In ail Tables used to report field survey findings a standard format is used (See

Table 1.3). Thera are six columns. The first shows the variable name or response level. The
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Table 1.3 Sample of Format Results Table Showing how results are presented

Chi-squared: 45.050

VARIABLE NAME UPLAND ZONE LOWLAND ZONE MARA
REGION
ANGATA KIMENTET LEMEK KOYAKi SIANA
BARAGO!

Ethnicity of Respondents***

Maasai 4(4.4%) 10 ($0.2%) 104 (93.7%) 98 (98.0%) 96 (96.0%) 312 {62.4%)
14 ( 7.6%) 298 (95.8%)

Non-Maasal 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 (3100%) 311 (100%)

Chi-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 (1.7%) 14 {14.3%) 6 (5.5%) 11 {11.0%) 13 (13.0%)
21 (11.1%) 30 {9.8%) 51 (10.2%)

Total 91 (100%) 98 (1N0%) 111 (100.0%) 100 {100.0%) 100{100.%)
189 {100%) 311 (100%) 500 {100%:})

Chi-squared: 7.072

Level of Education of

Respondentg***

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%)

Secondary 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%) 0 (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.%) 500 (100%:)
189 (100%) 311 (100.0%)

]
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next five show numeric responses for each of the ranches, The last shows the total for the
sample. In some cases, an extra column is provided to show the prevailing knowledge about
the results largely to corroborate the findings. For instance, if the survey findings indicate
that wildlife transmit disease to livestock, established research on this is indicated. For each
numeric responses, a percentage value is shown in brackets. Between the Angata Baragoi
column and the Kimentet column is shown the average value for the upland zone, between
the Lemek column and the Koyaki column is shown the average value for the Lowland zone,

In the first cell in each row asterisks are used to show levels of the significance of
differences and the name of the test used to determine significance is given along with the
computed tests value {eg. "F", "x*", "U"). Test for significance is between the five individua!
group ranches not between upland and lowland zones. Levels of significance are indicated
by an asterisk on the variable in question. ANOVA results are on continuous not aggregate

data,
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Chapter 2

WILDLIFE CONSERVATION AND HUMANS:
INTEGRATING CONSERVATION WITH DEVELOPMENT

Increasingly we are drawing lines on the map, attempling to separate the wild from the tamed. We
designate lands as wilderness areas, nature reserves, national parks, and we say that these are no longer
places where people can live, or take from, or use in any way except the way of the visitor who comes
to ook, out not ta interfere. This is difficult for people who have always lived in wild country and consider
themsolves as a part of it

(Dasmann 1984: 342), ecologist

21 Introduction

The integration of wildlife conservation and human development needs has, in the
last two decades, become a topic of major concern amongst conservationists, development
agencies and researchers. This chapter reviews recent work on the topic. It places the study
problem within a global context. The evolution of the idea of integrating conservation with
development is traced. Origins of wildlife conservation and specific initiatives that deal with
integrating wildlife, protected areas and local communities in ditferent parts of the world are
outlined. The chapter also describes the theoretical context within which the study is based.
Two theories are considered: (1) Conflict and Conflict Resolution Theary, and (2) Firey's

(1960) Man-Mind-Land: A Theory of Resource Use.

2.2 Wildlife, Protected Areas and Local Populations

Conflict between wildlife, protected areas and local populations has received
considerable attention in recent years (McNeely and Miller 1984; West and Brechin 1991;
Western and Pearl 1989). Traditionally, conservation of wildlife primarily involved the
creation of national parks and other protected areas from which all human activities were

excluded, except those associated with reserve management and accommodation of
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tourists' (Howell 1987; Mackinnon et al. 1986; McCabe et al. 1992). Local populations that
traditionally used the park areas for subsistence or spiritual needs were often displaced
and/or denied access of resource use once the areas were declared parks (Calhoun 1991;
Clad 1985; Mishra 1984). In addition, the local people, especially those living adjacent to
parks, suffer losses in crops, livestock and human life due to wildlife interactions (Bell 1984;
Lewis et al. 1990; Parker 1972). At the same time, they benetit minimally from the wildlife-
based tourism revenue, nor are they compensated for property damage attributable to
wildlife (Aboud 1989; Borg 1977; Lindsay 1987). Traditionally, the benefits of wildlife
conservation and protected area management have been enjoyed nationally and
internationally while costs were burne locally.

Many researchers have challenged the idea that conservation of natural resources
can be achieved by excluding human activity from protected areas (Anderson and Grove
1987; Zube and Busch 1990; Homewood and Rodgers 1991; Kiss 1990). Similarly, the
assumption that traditional forms of land use, such as Maasal indigenous systems of
livestock management (nomadic pastoralism) are environmentally destructive, has heen
vigorously challenged (Brokensha and Riley 1989; Homewood and Rogers 1991; McCabe
et al. 1992).

Internationally, official bodies’' and individual researchers’ views of conservation
have changed over the years. Table 2.1 shows how the idea of conservation has evolved
since the late 19th century. Early conservation views represented the narrow ecclogical
focus of conservation with little concern for human interests (Adams 1962; Leopold 1933).
Conservation was synonymous with preservation and there was little tolerance for resource
utilization or exploitation. Many conservationists argued that nature had the right to exist

independently of human wants and needs (Leopald 1933; Ehrentield 1983) and discounted

* According to the internationally accepted “1968 New Delhl definition" a natlonal park is an area where the
highest competent authorlty of the country has taken steps to prevent or aliminate as soon as possible exploitation
or occupation In the whole area .. (IUCN 1985),
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Table 2.1 Changing Views of the Conservation Idea with reference to Wildlite™

APPROXIMATE
DATES

BASIC CONSERVATION IDEA

SELECTED REFERENCES

Late 19th to Early 20th
Century

*Strict wildlife protection, exclusionary protected areas, wilderness movement, especially in the
USA

Between 1960 and
1970

+ist World Parks Congress (1962): Awakening of environmenial movement. Early suggestions
for integration

Adaris 1962; Firey 1960

Beatween 1970 and
1980

v

*2nd World Parks Congress (1972): Concern for local people. Emphasis that economic use of
parks need not be at odds with cther goals of conservation (Dasmann 1972)

*MAB Biosphere Reserves (1974): Early attempts to integrate conservation with development,
protected areas with surrounding human uses. Research and monitoring emphasised.
Requiremaents of parks in Savanna Africa must be balanced against soclo-economic
constraints In thelr envircnment (Myers 1972}

Elliot 1974; Lusigi 1978;
Myers 1972; Olindo 1974;
UNESCO 1974; Western and
Henry 1979

Between 1980 and
1950

+ist World Conservation Strategy (1980): Emphasised need to balance conservation win
development. The aim Is to raconcile nature conservation with economic development. The
human dimensions. Kenyan conservation must be balanced against local human needs
{Lusigl 1981).

«3rd World Parks Congress (1982): Theme parks for sustainable scciety
+Bali Declaration: wildlife must pay its way 10 co-exist wilh local communities. Need for 1ncal
participation stressed.

*WECD Our Common Future (§987): need for sustainable development clarified and stressed

Anderson and Grove 1987;
IUCN 1980; Lusigi 1981;
Marks 1084; McNeely and
Miller 1984; McNeely and Pitt
1985; WECD 1987; Yeager
and Miller 1986; Brownrigg
1985; Dasmann 1984; Infield
1988;

1980s

+2nd World Conservation Strategy (1991): Caring for the Earth. Theme conserve to develop.
«4th World Parks Congress (1992): Theme "Parks for life”. Wildlife, protected areas to support
overall fabtic of socig-economic development. Wildlife conservation to be maichad with rural
development. Emphasis on empowerment and participalion of local people. Emphasis on
consumptive utilization of wildlile and conservation education.

*Agenda 21 (1992): continued emphasis on  sustainable development
*Hestoration Ecology: how to rehabilitate the degraded ecosyatems

Bonner 1993; Gray 1993;
Hannah 1992; IUCN 1991;
West and Brechin 1991;
Wells and Brandan 1892

" It should be noted, however, that even at the inilial stages of the conservation idea, some people advocated for integration. Zube and Busch (1990} report
that the lirst expression of the national park concept by George Catlin in 1832 (which was never adopted) did involve native Americans. Catlin proposed a creation
of “A National Park, containing man and beast, in all the wild and freshness of their nature’s beauty™ (Catlin 1968 quoted in Zube and Busch 1930:118)



36

the notion that undeveloped sites had actual or potential economic benefit to humans
(Frankel and Soule 1981)". This view had evolved by the 1970s, as illustrated by the
proceedings of the Second World Parks Congress (Elliot 1974), the UNESCO's Man and the
Biosphere Program (1974) and views of many individual researchers (Myers 1972; Dasmann
1972; Western and Henry 1978), to include discussions of conservation in relation to human
needs. The 1980s saw further changes in conservation thinking, punctuated by the
publication of . - World Conservation Strategy (JUCN 1980), the proceedings of the Third
World Parks Congress (McNeely and Miller 1984) and Our Common Future (WCED 1987).

Today, conservation is a much broader and more dynamic concept. It has evolved
from restriction of use to rational utilization (see Figure 2.1), welding resource utilization
and resource preservation firmly together into new concept of intelligent resource use
aimed at meeting society'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 considered in
social, economic and cultural contexts {Arhem 1885; Marks 1984; McNeely and Pitt 1985;
UN 1992).

Wildlife conservation and protected areas, are increasingly perceived as important
players in the issues of needs, bellefs and aspirations of people living in and around the
parks (Western and Pear 1989; Garratt 1984). It is now widely accepted that although the
preservation of world ecosystems, species, genetic diversity, and natural wonders is a noble
and important goal, the protection of local human cultures and the implementation of
appropriate rural economic development in the face of rural poverty is 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 did conservation begin? What

" There exists a long-running controversy over whether or not preservation of natural resources, for
preservation's saks, is 8 viable strategy, especially In developing countries. The zonservation ides, which involved
the davelopment of national parks wnd forests was influenced by a North American view that jed to the
establishment of the *irst world protected area, the Yellowstone National Park in 1872 in the USA. This vision was
inspired by such pc 2 as John Mulr, Gitford Pinchot and Theodores Roosevelt (Klee 1991; Udall 1963). The aim
was to preserve the areas as natural, separating them from daily human activities.
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Flgure 2.1
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Moving beyond protected areas’ boundaries to incorporate surrounding areas. The
alternative would be ex situ care (zoos), conservation or biotechnology which are
limited in conservation of biodiversity. These alternatives can be very expensive,
requiring continuous research, specialized training and equipment.
are the basic methods of conservation? And why conserve wildlife, anyway? The next
sections present some answers to these questions, highlighting the historical relationships

between wildlife and humans to show how the evolution of wildlife conservation philosophy

neglected local participation.
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2.2:1 Origins and Principles of Conservation

Conservation, as an influence on human activities, has a history reaching far into
the past. Small areas of 1and were designated to protect certain species valuable for hunting
or other purposes (for example by the Assyrian noblemen) as far back as 700 B.C". In
Lithuania a reserve for the European bison was established in 1541; while in Switzerland,
a reserve to protect the chamois was set up in 1569 {Boardman 1981; Dixon and Sherman
1990). Gilbert and Dodds (1992) have traced the history of wildlife management (Table 2.2),
updating Aldo Leopold (1933). They found that these early wildlife conservation and
management strategies, especially between 1200 and 1800 BC were primarily regulatory in

nature (Gilbert and Dodds 1992). Emphasis on regulatory measures has continued to-date.

Table 2.2 Early Wildlila ©rotaction Stratagles in Rolation to Peoploe

SOURCE APPROXIMATE QRIGINAL CONCERN TYPE OF ACTION CATEGORY OF
DATES MANAGEMENT
Solon About 600 BC People Forbada people to hunt Rogulntory
Marco Polo Late $13th century Animalg Rostricted hunting and Regulatary and
planted grain hnbltot
Edward, 141h contury,; Animal and privileged Cantrolled mothods, asasons, Roqulatory
Duke of recorded 1406- people sex & sgos taken
York 1413
Henry Vil 1455-1509 people Trespass protaction RAegulntory
Hanry Vil 1536+ Animals and privileged Closed seasona nnd areas Rogulatory
pecple
James | 1603-1625 Animals and privileged Treapass protection and Rogulatory and
peopla closed areas rosarvation of land
James | 1631 Animals Artlficial prapagation Stocking
Wiltiam and 1694 Anlmals Prohibited burning of cover Reguistory and
Mary habitat
Mulmesbury | 1789 Poople Cover control for officiency of | Regulatlory
harvasting

Source: Glibert and Dodds 1952 (Originally, part from Leopard 1933, Game Managament. Scribners, N.Y.)

** The precise date and place where conservation started, especially the practice of creating protected areas is
not clear. Mackinnon et al. 1986, for instance, refers to the earilest date as being 252 B.C. when the Emperor Ascks
of India passed an edict for the protection of animals, fish and forests, WCMC (1992) also refers to the existence
of protacted areas in the Pacific since 4th century B.C.
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As a publicly defined movement, sponsored and supported by government,
conservation had its origin in the United States (Dasmann 1984; Klee 1991; Hough 1988;
Zube and Busch 1930). The basic conventional principles and practices of wildlife
conservation have largely involved the creation of national parks and other protected areas
(Lusigi 1984; Machlis and Tichnell 1985; McNeely and Miller 1984), Outside the protected
areas wildlife is protected through various enforcement activities including restricting
people, for instance, from killing wildlife, even for the traditional subsistence hunting
(Adams and McShane 1992; Myers 1972; Western and Pearl 1989). But why should wildlife
be conserved?

There are several reasons for conserving wildlife (Table 2.3). One is the scientific
and educational value of wildlife and of natural ecosystems. Knowledge of the workings of
the natural savanna ecosystem, for instance, will be essential if the productivity of these
marginal lands is to be maximized in a sustainable manner. Scientific knowledge derived
from wildlife will be of great value not only in building human understanding of nature but
also increasing human wisdom (Filion et al. 1993; Kinoti 1980; Myers 1984). In addition,
natural products derived from wildlife may also be used for medical purposes (Myers 1984;
McNeely ot al. 1990).

The results of some experimental ranching schemes indicate that the ranching of
carefully selected species of wildlife may provide better returns than conventional domestic
stock in terms of protein per unit area (Blankenship et al. 1990; Eitringham 1984; Hopcraft
1990}. There is also the need t~ sonserve wildlife and wildlife habitat as part of biodiversity
(McNeely 1992; McNeely et al. 1990; Reid and Miller 1989). The world's biological diversity
is increasingly concentrates in wildlife protected areas that have remained more or less
unchanged by human activities (McNeely et al. 1990; Wilson 1988). With the increasing
threat of global warming, these natural areas wauld act as stabilizers and monitering

grounds for climatic changes.
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Wildtife is also conserved for its tourist value. Taurism, particularly in the developing
countries, has been one of the most important reasons for conserving wildlife, valued
primarily for its foreign exchange earning potential. Although a valid reason, it is not a
dependable source. A decline in economic fortunes or political changes can easily negate
the tourism motive (Mbithi and Buckens 1980; Boo 1990). If not properly planned, tourism
can also cause enormous negative impacts on the environment and society {Liu and Var
1986; Milne 1990; Wall 1993). Through ecotourism, wildlife/protected areas and humans
conflict can be resclved and local communities would have the opportunities to benefit and

participate in tourism pianning (Lindberg 1991; Richards 1980; Whelan 1991),

Table 2.3 Benefits of Wildlife Conservation and Establishment of Protacted Areas

Benefita of Wildlife Consarvation and Eatablishment of Protected Areas

1. Preservation of blodiversity for humankind as well as for national and local regions. Thess include
prolection of genetic resources, conservation of ranewable harvestable resourcas, stabilization of
hydrological functions, protection of soils, stability of climate (the global warming problem) and
maintenance of high quality living environment - the natural balance of environment

2. Aesthetic and recreational values: promotion of tourism {cften for state, little to the local people),

3. Scientiflc research and monitoring opportunities - medicine and ather products {for example protsins
and other future valuas) preservation of breeding stocks, population reservoira and biological diversity

4. Nstional/regianal pride and heritage - preservation of traditional cultural values

5, Sources of food and game trophies

6. Employment opportunities - auxiliary services, toutist and general iocal and reglonsl development, eg.
road improvements, etc.

Although conservation of wildlife is beneficial, it has a number oi costs often born

by the local people. These costs are outlined in section 2.3 below.

2.2:2 The Concept of Parks and Protected Areas

It is necessary here to introduce and explain the concept of parks and protected
areas, an understanding of which is essential in this study as they form the main strategy

tfor wildlife conservation. The national park or protected area concept originated in the
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United States with the establishment of the world's first national park, Yellowstone, in 1872,
Artificial boundaries were drawn around "special places" so they could be set aside from
the "ravages” of ardinary use (Carr 1988; Hales 1989; Hiscock 1986) for visitors’ inspiration
and enjoyment (Barnes et al. 1992; Luard 1985; Wells and Brandon 1992). Over the years,
this concept spread to different parts of the world, especially after 1962's first World Parks

Congress held in Seattle, USA. Since then, over 80% of the world’s pratected areas have

been established.

Today, there are 6,900 protected areas in more than 130 countries covering about
5% of the world land area (equivalent to twice the size of India) (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 Parks and Equivalent
Protected Areas
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A substantial proportion of protected areas are in the developing countries, where human
population is fast increasing and where the majority of people still depend on land
resources. In Africa, there are now 426 protected areas covering about 88 million hectares
or 4.4% of the land area {Hannah 1992; Kiss 1990; Omo-Fadaka; 1980; 1992). The goal of
IUCN and other world conservation bodies are to include a cross-section of all major
ecosystems in the protected area system, a task which calls for a total of 13 million sq.km.,
or some 8-10% of the earth’'s land surface (Western 1989).

The protected area system in different parts of the world faces numerous
inadequacies. First, the 6,900 protected areas are too small and widely scattered to avoid
massive biological discontinuities if disrupted by humanity (Shafer 1930; Western 1989). As

McNaugnion (1989) states:

It is impossible to set aside an area sufficiently large as to be self-contained; there

will always be spillover between reserve and surrounding areas (McNaughton
1989:110).

Second, few protected areas were designed biologically. Human enjoyment, in other words,
tourism, was the driving force behind their establishment rather than ecology (Barnes 1992;
Hough 1988; Western and Henry 1979). Parks and other protected areas were established,
particularly in Africa and Asia, to protect the larger mammals that attracted international
tourism (Hales 1989; Lusigi 1981; Anderson and Grove 1987). Finally, and most importantly,
the protectionism policy does not sit well with development, especially in developing
countries, where evicting people to save wildlife does more harm than good (Hales 1989;
Mishra 1982; Mordi 1989). Protected areas in developing countries will survive only in so
far as they address human concerns (Asibey 1990; McNeely 1989; Miller 1982}, Enforcement
activities alone will not protect wildlife and its protected habitats.

Studies have shown that the USA model may not always be relevant to other
economic, social, and cultural contexts, particularly in the developing countries (Ayensu

1984; Mishra 1984; West and Brechin 1891). The concept ignored the local people in the
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surrounding areas (Asibey 1988; Bell 1987; Lusigi 1984; Saharia 1984). As Lusigi puts it;

National Parks are a western idea - the outgrowths of western conservation needs,

fears and worrles - introduced to developing countries by colonial powers and later

copied by developing nations under pressure and encouragement from boin
internationat conservation organizations and conservationist members of local elite

groups {Lusigi 1984:137).

Hough (1988) notes that this generates three particular problems. First, the
institutions and agencies established to plan and manage national parks in non-western
countries have to wrestle with a concept of strict protection which is ill-suited to their needs
and problems. Second, conservation movements, especially in the developing countries, are
heavily influenced by the international conservation community which is only just starting
to promote alternatives to national parks (IUCN 1980; UNESCO 1974). Third, parks are bound
to taws and by-laws which reflect regulations that are often locally inappropriate western
concepts (Boshe 1986; Hough 1988). The establishment of national parks and other
protected areas is often initiated through support of international organizations such as
IUCN, UNESCO, WWF, NYZS. Rarely do local people themselves propose the establishment
of protected areas, wherever they do, such as Kakadu Natienal Park in Australia (Hill 1983),
the motive often s to protect themselves and their land from other powerful interests.

Today the conservation community has acknowledged that .ocal populations in the
vicinity of protected area boundaries frequently bear substantial costs as a resuit of lost
access, while receiving little in return (IUCN 1991; Kiss i990; Welis and Brandon 1992).
Local people living In arezs adjacent to parks, who tend to be comparatively poor and have
received little government attention than other societies, otten perceive wildlife and their
protected areas negatively (Wells and Brandon 1992; Berger 1989). Conservaticn policles
have led to considerahle conflict between conservation interests and local communities.
Preventing local people from exploiting or occupying protected areas has also denied them

access to traditionally-used resources (Bell 1984; Borg 1977), and often requires

resettiement. This in itself has potential for disastrous side-effects (Calhoun 1991;
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Bowender 1983; Hough 1988). Many local people have suffered livestock depredation, cron
damages, human bodily injuries or death and competition over resources (Bell 1984; Brown
1968; Mishra 1984; Pearse 1968; Pearson and Caroline 1981).

One other problem with the traditional wildlife conservation practice, as identified
in the literature, is its emphasis on tourism, particularly in developing countries, and the
consequent association of wildlife conservation through protected areas with benefits for
the national economy. As Hough (1988) notes, "wildiife conservation and protected area
management tends to focus on the requirements of tourists rather than on the requirements
of local people”, Wildlife is protected mainly for tourists to come and watch. Hotels and
camps are often situated within the parks rather than on the boundary. Even those
employed to work in the wildlife-based tourism are brought in from the towus and cities,
because they are better educated and trained than the local people. Often they live within
the protected areas and have little interaction with the local economy.

Although national parks following this agenda are perhaps the best known, there are
other types of protected areas (Table 2.4) established mainly to maintain biological diversity
and to allow for recreation. Some areas allow some degree of human use and controlled
exploitation while others do not. Some objectives have never been made use of, especially
those that allow human use. Despite the regulations, most of the protected areas are
experiencing dearadation as a result of expanding human populations and agricultural
frontiers, illegal hunting and various human pressures. If this trend continues, wildlife in and
around many protected areas in different parts of the world will diminish dramatically in the
next decades. In the next section, major factors influencing wildlife-human conflict and the

effects of the conflict on wildlife and on humans are outlined,
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Table 2.4 Pratected Aren categories' and management objectives

Category/Type Objectives

1. Sclentitlc reservelstrict  Protect nature and maintain natural processes in an undisturbed state.
natura reserve Emphasize sclentiflc study, environmental monitoring and education, and
maintenance of genetic resources in a dynamic and evolutionary state.

I1.National park Protect relatively large nhatura! and scenic areas of national or international
significance for scientific, educational, and recreational use.

I, Natural monument Prasarve nationally significant natural features and maintain their unique
nature charactaristics

1V Managed nature raserve/ Protect nationally significant specles, groups of species biotic
witdiife sanctuary communitias, or physical {eatures of the environment when these require
spacific human manipulation for their perpatuation,

V Protected landscapes  Maintain nationally significant natural landscapes characteristic of the
harmonious Interaction of people and land while providing opportunities for
public recreation and tourism within the norma. life-style and aconomic activity
o) these areas,

VI Resource raserve Protect natural resources for future use and prevent use or contain
development that could affect resources pending the establishment of
management cbjectives based on appropriate knowledge and planning.

Vil Natural biotic area/ Allow societies to live in harmony with tha anthropological reserve
anthropological reserve environment, undisturbed by modern technology.

VI Multiple-use Sustain production of water, timber, wildlife, pasture and area/managed

management resource area outdoor recreation. Conzervation of nature oriented to
supporting economic activities (althouqr. specific zor.es can also be designed
within these areas to achiave specific consesvation abjectives)

Source: International Union for Conservation of Nature and Natural Resources (IUCN 1985).

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

In the last 15 to 20 years, as human numbers have increased, conflict between
conservation and development needs have emerged. Many studies have shown an increase
in the occurrence of conflict in different parts of the world, especially in the developing
countrles (Marks 1984; Matzke 1975; UNEP 1988; Zube 1986). However, little detailed

documentation is available on the aature, and causes and effects of conflict, especially at

. ¥ The categories have been changed, and are sometimes classified into only five 4, cups (Hannah 1992), but
main types are basically the same.
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the local regional level. Table 2.5 summarizes major factors influencing wildlite and human

conflict according to most of the literature reviewed.

Table 2.5 Major Factors Influencing Wildlite-Human Conflict

Commonly Cited Possible Causal Factors

Selected Aeferences

PLACE-BASED/DEVELOPMENTAL FACTORS

sIncrease in human populatlon growth and densities into originally
wildlife areas

*Increase in livestock population and density leading to grazing
pressures

sincreasa in wildlife population dansitias

Lusigi 1978; McNealy and Mlller
1944; Martin 1984; Talbot 1984

+Growing demands, scarce resources, poverty, and the Inequality of
access to resources

Dixon .:nd Sharma 1990; Yoager
and Miller 1986; Aaibey 19590

«Changing land use patterns and increasad demands leading to
shortage of land, priviization of land, and economic pollcies that
favour agriculture. These cause loss of wildlite habitat

Bonner 1993; Sharma 1990;
Shaw 1978; Miller 1982;
Ecosystem Ltd. 1992; Yeager
and Miller 1986

PEACEPTUALATTITUDINAL FACTORS

sAntagonistic attitudes towards wildlife/protected areas and
consgervation authorities, These are generated by naglect of the local
people, espaclally sinca the establishment of colonlal powers

Abrahamson 1983: Aboud 1989;
Infleld 1988; Parry and
Campbell 1992; Mordi 1987

*Inappropriate policies and Ineffective law enforcement,
protective strategies that deny the local paopls access to park
resources

Boshe 1986; Qkoth-Ogando
1980; Llttte and Brokensha 1987

«Colonlal legacy, especially in daveloplng countries wheraby
indigenous communitias still perceive programs as being Imposed on
them

Lusigi 1978; Marks 1984; West
and Brachin 1991; Aslbey 1988

*Lack of wildlife conservation aducation and inetfective
educatlon programs

Ashby 1978; Barger 1989,
Nyahoza 1980

+Lack of economic benefits to local people. Lack of public
participation, involvemant of Incal people or use of traditional
knowledge

Arhem 1984; McNeely 1988;
UNEP 1988; Lucas 1984

2.2:3.1 Human population growth and density

One central and frequently mentioned cause of the wildlife-human conflict is
population growth and density (Lusigi 1978; Yeager and Miller 1986). Population growth
generates a demand for land in areas traditionally reserved for game. As a resuit, cultivation

extends into ecologically marginal zones, and new farms encroach on game areas.
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Ultimately, human and animals ciash (Miller 1982; Capone 1972). The human tide is also
pressing Into the wildlife buffer zones i.e; the traditional dispersal areas that game move
into and out of on a seasonal basis. In many developing countries, demogruphic pressure
forces landless peasants, whose only chance for survival lies in subsistence agriculture,
to occupy protected areas "illegally” {Halffter 1981). Talbot, a long time researcher on
African wildiife, summarized the causes as follows:

... the burgeoning human population, the increasing rate of developmeant activities,

and the even more rapidly increasing needs for effective development combined

with what is perceived as a preservationists’ approach to ccnservation, have created
increasing conflicts between those concerned with conservation and those wiii

development (1984:15).

lan Parker, a wildlife writer and researcher, referring to the situation in 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,

causing a great deal of social and political unrest, to the point that the government

will in all likelihcod have to back down from greater enforcement. Kenya will never
go to extreme measures to maintain the game. At some point, the system must

crash (quoted In Yeager & Miller 1986:72).

Matzke (1975) found that populations of large mammals are ztrongly afluenced by
the pattern of human settlement. Human settlement may restrict wildlife access to areas that
are especlally important to the maintenance of wildlife populations. An increase in the
human population can also lead to an increase Iin livestock numbers, which in turn can lead

to overgrazing and degradation of the range resource. Similarly, population increase can

lead to an increase in percentage of land under cultivation which reduces wildlife range

2.2:3.2 Atiitudes to and Perceptions of Wildlite

Studles have found a wide range of attitudes towards wildlife, its protected areas,
varicus conservation policies, and conservation authorities. The early studies by i{arroy
(1964) found that there was a broad understanding and support of the Mational Parks.

However, Abratamson (1983) found that the desire to protect wildlife, especially in
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communities see conservation as a "white", middle-class preserve (Abrahamson 1983;
Bonner 1993; Cowell 1984). For most of them, the pressure of feeding their families,
educating their children, getting adequate health care, and many other day-to-day needs,
takes precedence over what they perceive as the largely aesthetic considerations of rich
foreigners. Marham (1981) and Parry and Campbell {1992) found that resistance to
conservation areas was high and that rural Africa had little interest in wildlife conservation.
Yeager and Miller summarized the conflicting perception, attitudes and interests in the case
of Kenya as follows:
~rural dwellers are determined to defend their farming and grazing areas and to
protect themselves, crops and their livestock from wildlife. Poachers and other
wildlife exploiters treat game animals as an obvious and easily accessible source
of profit. National elites look to wildlife-related tourism as a major producer of
foreign exchange, which is badly needed both for economic development and for
acquiring imported food and luxury for the Kenyan elite class. International visitors
and wildlife advocates observe and preserve the animals, which they prize as
irreplaceable aesthetic and scientific treasures. Little agreement is ever reached

between those who contend with wildlife on a day-to-day basis and those who wish
to protect them for other purposes" {quoted in Matowanyika, 1989:36).

2.2:3.3 Other Factors

Several other factors ranging from lack of wildlife conservation education and public
participation to inappropriate policies are indicated as some of the causes of the conflict
(Adams and McShane 1992; Lusigi 1984; McNeely and Pitt 1985). The colonial legacy, for
example, affects local peoples’ attitudes and participation (West and Brechin 1991; Willock
1991). They believe wildlife conseivation was forced on them and maintained for the
whiteman and then the educated elites. The concept of protected areas (natlonal parks) is
an alien and unacceptable idea to local people. Dasmann {1976) has noted that conservation
was probably at its most effective before the words "nature conservation” were spoken.
Barbier (1990), Martin and Taylor (1983), and Marks (1984) have described how Africa

passed through a period of integrated and healthy soclal systems, where activities and
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decision making emerged from the environmental and cultural contexts within which
peoples lived, to intensive wildlife slaughter by Europeans in the early part of the century,
before the preservationist movement arose which demanded total protection through the

establishment of national parks.

2.2:3.4 Effects and Consequences of Conflict

A substantial bady of literature has documented the effects and consequences of
conflict, especialiy the effects on wildlife and its habitat (Bell 1984; Lusigi 1984; Talbot 1984;
Machlis & Tichnell 1985). Many species have become extinct due 1o either direct poaching
or habitat degradation (Myers 1985; Shafer 1990; WCMC 1992). Researchers agree that a
major long-term threat to wildlife is habitat degradation and over-exploitation of resources
{Table 2.6) (Anderson 1991; Talbot 1984; Western and Pearl 1989). This also threatens the
pastoral activities.

The decline of wildlife range is well documented (Carr 1988; Simon 1962; McNeely
1988). Currently, in most parts of the world, especially Africa, wildlife is mainly confired to
parks and their aj,acent areas (Fletcher 1990; Furnes 1982; Myers 1981). With increasing
reclamation of land for farming and demand for wood as fuel and building materials, wildlife
distribution has shrunk dramatically (McNeeley et al. 1990; Enghoff 1930). Mcgregor
summarized the situation in Africa as {ollows:

The decline of Africa's wildlife has as much to do with the competition for space

between human and the animals as it has with poaching and the international trade

in hides, ivory and rhine horn. Africa’s human population doubles every twenty
years, and the range land of elephants .. and of other wild animals is shrinking as

pressures on arable land increases (1989:201).

Cumming (1981), Martin and Taylor (1983}, and Myers (1972) also explain how the
movement of wildlife has been increasingly restricted to protected areas. The national parks

and rererves are becoming refuges into which animals concentrate, resulting in an

accelerated habitat destruction in most African parks.
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However, mention is rarely made ... the effects of conflict on humans, such as crop

destruction, livestock depredation, disease 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 thy environment.

Table 2.6 Effects of Wildlife-Huinan Conflict on Wildlife and on Humans

EFFECTS ON WILGLIFE

*Habitat loss or modification, often asscciated with habitat fragmentation. This occurs as n rasult of
encroachment into wildlife areas in the form of cultivation, pastoral development and permanent
sehlements, forestry operations and plantations, fire, and pollution.

*Extinction of species due to over-exploitation to meet commercial or subsistence demnnds including

poachinc and collection of live animals. There sre zlso diseases eq. rinderpest that could kill ungulates
etc

*Blockage of migratory routus

*Stress on protected area through encroachment

EFFECTS ON HUMANS

*Relocation: People physically moved to another location without consent. For example; in the Myika
National Park in Malawi, the Phoka pacple relocated. The Ik of Uganda were also moved when Kidepo
National Park was created.

*Land alienation: People continue to reside within protected areas but are strictly controlled in the praciice
of livelihood activities causing substantial etfects on their social and economic conditions

"
*Restriction of access to resource use: People “re barred from access to resources such as firewsud or
grazing and water areas, ritual sites, by nature of zoning or total exclusion from the protected area. Thare
is also the rastriction of personal pursuits and other aspirations

*Damage to property: crops, livesiock, sometimes human deaths or bodily injuries.
*Spread of diseases {o domestic stock.
+Competition for resources pasture and water

*Increased financial and administrative costs: for managing wildlife, eqg. fencing costs or hiring guards,
maintaining dogs to scare wildlife

The position of this study is that effects both on wildlife and humans must be

considered if wildlife protection and human needs are to be integrated. Conservation must

be sustainable just like development, that is conservation strategies must adopt a "give and

take system”, in order to be fair to local interests. In the section that follows, we look at the

attempts to integrate conservation with local deveiopment. We map out where they are
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located in different parts of the world and we summarize their aims.

2.2:4 The Need for an Integrated Approach to Wildlife 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 described as "living resource conservation for sustainable development". It
emphasizes a human-centred approach to conservation through three major conservation
goals: {1) to maintain essential ecological processes and systems, (2) to preserve genetic
diversity, and (3) to insure sustainable utilization of species and ecosystems. The
management of wildlite areas (parks), for example, can no longer ba restricted to problems
within the boundaries, but must actively seek to influence activities outside the boundaries.
That is, it must use an integrative or ecosystem management approach®. The goal of the
strategy is the integration of conservation and development to ensure that modifications to
the world environment are designed to secure the survival and well-being of all people.

Examples of attempts to integrate wildlife-protected area conservation with the well-
being of local populations are dotted all over the world, Specific conservation areas, the
countries in which they are found, and the programs being undertaken are summarized in
Table 2,7, The location of some areas are shown in Map 2.1, Examples of such attempts
include Kenya (Western 1984), Nepal (Mishra 1984), Australia {Hill 1983), Brazil, Costa Rica,
and the U.S.A. (Swem & Cahn, 1984). They aim to modify restrictive preservation strategies
to include indigenous people, their traditional forms of resource exploitation and
occupation, and to harmonize them with the environment (Cartwright 1985; Hough 1989).

One strategy is based on spreading the benefits of tourism to local people {Boo 1990; Child

* Conservation |8 therefora defined in this study as "specially planned management of a natural resource to
prevent over- exploitation, destruction or neglect“. It emphasises that development must be people-centred but
conservation-based (Korten and Klauss 1984; IUCN 1991). The traditional approaches based on controlled use and
preservation of wilderness, as “unspolit temples” can no longer work,
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Table 2.7 Examples of Attempts to Integrate Wildlife-Protecled Area Conservation with Local Population

COUNTRY PROTECTED AREA MAIN ACTIVITY/PROGRAM (Year of initiative) SELECTED REFERENCES
NIGER Alr-Tenere Nature Emphasise conservation, protection and rural development Newby 1990; We!ls and Brandon
HAeserve 1992; Brown 1991
CANADA Wood Butfalo National Co-management programs created to provide active involvement | East 1991; West and Brechin 1991
Park of native peoples (Innvialuit and Cree) (1985/1988)
USA Pinelands National Joint state and local land use planning and regulation, involving | Hales 1991; Dasmann 1983
HReserve local land users {(1381). Growth not prevented but effectively
controlled
KENYA Ambosell National Park Water-point, community services to compensate local people for | Western 1982:1984; Lindsay 1937;
loss of access to the park. Improve local participation Talbot and Olindo 1990
Tsavo National Park Focuses on resolving conflict between wildlife and local Berger 1989; Snelson and
communities Lembuya 1950
MADAGASCAR Beza Mahafuly and Promote local development and conservation programs Shafer 1990; Wells and Brandon
Andohahela Reserve 1992; Ghai 1994; Ghimire 1994
AUSTRALIA Kakadu National Promote local culture. Co-management involving government i1l 1983; Shafer 1990; Weaver
agencies and Aboriginal 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 Loliondo project (Neighbours as Partners’ Program) aima to Snelson and Lembuya 1990
establish partnership amongst conservation authorities, local
people and government agencies {(1987)
NEPAL Sagarmatha National Multiple local small scale operations (1976} Clad 1934; Sournia 1986; Weber
Park 1991
Annapurna Conservation | Mitigate the effects of tourism, promote local development Hough and Sherpa 1989
area
Royal Chitwan National Villagers permitted under control fo collect grass for house Lemkuhl et al 1988; Mishra 1984
Park construction and thatching from the park
BURKINA FASO Kazinga Game Ranch Protect wildlife, provide rural communities with benefit from Lungren 1990; Wells and Brandon
employment, hunting, tourism, and meat production | 1992;
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INDIA Gir Sanctuary Provision of monetary subsidies and health services Sahari 1984; West and Brechin
199
RWANDA Volcanoes National Park Protect the parks Gorillas and promote tourism Hannah 1992; Vedder and Weber
1990
ZAMEBIA Lupande Game Promote return of safari hunting to local communities, job Lewis et al. 1950; Lungu 1950;
Management Areas creation and anti-poaching in game management areas. Marks 199
{ADMADE)
ZIMBABWE CAMPFIRE Communal lands. Sharing monetary gains through hunting with Martin and Taylor 1983;
local people Murindagomo 1930
BURUND{ Bururi forest Promotes conservation and forestry activities Hannah 1992; Kiss 1990
MALAWI Michuru Mountain Co-management by government and local land owners, land use | Hough and Sherpa 1989, Hough
Conservation Area zoning (basic needs approach) (1980). 1991
THAILAND Kao Yai National Park Promote conservation through development Mackinnon et al. 1986; Welis and
Brandon 1392
COSTA RICA Talamanca Region Promote small-scale development activities emphasizing Kutay 1991; McNeely 1956, Wells
(Gondoca-Manzanillo sustainable development nractices. Supports income generating | and Brandon 1992
Wildlife Refuge) activities and local orgzaizational activities
MEXICO Sian Ka'an Biosphere Promote small-scale development and publicity Improvement of Shafer 1980; Wells and Brandon
forestry 1992
Miller 1992; Wells and Brandon
Mcnarch Butterfly Protects butterflies, promote tourism and education in local 1992
Overwintering refuge communities, reduce the high level illegal logging
INDONESIA Gunung Leuser National Reduction agriculture encroachment through buffer zones Shater 1990; Wells and Brandon
Park 1992
PERU Central Selva, Maximize sustained productivity of watershed and increase local | Wells and Brandon 1992
Yanachanga-Chemillen income
National Park

Sources: Dixon and Sherman 1990; Mackinnon et al. 1986; McNeely 1990; Rickinson 1993; WCMC 1952; Wells and Brandon 1992; West and Brechin 1991.

The examples shown in the table are some of the most popular cnes, those that have been described as most prominent and effective. Recent studies
{Welis and Brechin 1992}, however, have revealed that many of these projects were Initiated with only a very limited understanding of the root causes
of the threats to the wildlife-protected areas that they were attempting to rescive. In virtually all the projects, the critical linkage between development
and conservation is either missing or obscure.



Map 2.1
Areas of conflict between conservation and development
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1984; Croft 19u1). Western (1984) describes how economic benefits from Amboseli National
Park in Kenya were directed to the local Maasai economy. Collett (1987) notes, however, that
only a limited nuiaber of local peopie actually benetited and the program failed. In some
cases, he notes, economic incentive may generate new problems in society such as the
creation of conflict over biased distributions of the benefits. Mishra (1984) records how
increased tourism benefits in a region artifici.'- !nflated some prices beyond the reach of
the local people. Clearly, more than good intentions are required to successfuily integrate
conservation with development.

A number of alternatives to protected areas have been suggested and are actively
being promoted. Examples include the UNESCOQ Biosphere Reserve (Figure 2.3a) (UNESCO
1974) and the conservation unit approach (Figure 2.3b) (Lusigi 1981). Here, core areas,
possibly protected areas, are huffered by surrounding controlled areas where some forms
of utilization are allowed (Batisse 1982; Hough 1991; Shafer 1990). This follows the
realization that the traditional approaches to wildlife conservation, through {1) protected
area systems, and (2) enforcement activities, have been unable to integrate competing
objectives (Wells and Brandon 1992; Zube 1986). Enforcement alone will not preserve
wildlife and the protected areas {Asibey 1984; West and Brechin 1991). Conservation
requires a perspective that goes beyond park boundaries and must influence national policy
and the programs affecting rural communities.

Other integrative models being tried include buffer zones, wildlife corridor, and a
variety of other regional activities, such as provision of water, schools and other social
infrastructure. For example, Zimbabwe CAMPFIRE, and Zambia ADMADE and LIRDP wildlife
regions (Lewis et al. 1990; Martin and Tayior 1983), but they have various strength and
weaknesses. They are all advocating less strict protective strategies that allow some human
activities.

Nevertheless, these models fall short of being operational. Some of them such as
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Figure 2.3 Biosphere Reserves and Conservation Unit Approach
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Figure 2.3{a)(b) Simplifiec dlagrams suggesting the idealized modification of Protected Area concept. The two
modals are generally similar. The core is the least disturbed zone, whers no development Is permitted and

human activities are strictly controlied.
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the biosphere reserves are developed as general guidelines, initiated at the international
leve!, and may not easily be applied to specific sites. Others, such as the Conservation unit
approach advaocate adherence to ecological tenants, and the formation of concentric zones
for different land uses. This may not be practical. In the first place, establishment of most
parks was largely influenced by political situations in the areas they were established.
Almost none were established In completely unsettled areas. In most cases pecple had to
be evicted. It is therefore imperative that a model must start with the situation as it is and
manage it to maintain or improve it.

Success of these alternative strategies is yet to be proven. There appears to have
been little concerted etfort to apply the principles of conflict management to wildlife-park-
local people relationships. Parks are not self-contained islands and cannot be managed in
isolation from the surrounding areas (Lusigl 1978; Shafer 1990). Dasmann notes that:

In considering the relationships of people to protected areas, ... we must look well

beyond the boundaries of those areas and work with local people to create

ecologically sustainable systems of land and resource use. Nature reserves must
be seen as parts of those systems, not separate from them. Obviously, people must
see the opportunity for economic stability in & <»ntext of ecological sustainability
before they will take a serious interest in protecting the wild environments of

protected areas (1984:348).

The preservationist's view of wildlife and wilderness must give way to a broader
discussion linking canservation to the process of rural development and survival of the
agrarian societies (Anderson and Grove 1987). Dasmann again notes:

... the national parks, nature reserves, and other protected areas of the world

have most commonly been established without the advice or consent of the

people most likely to be diractly affected by their establishment. Without the

support or at worst acceptance by these people, the future of any protected

area cannot he considered secure, since in their search for the means for

their own survival, the temptation to take wildland resources from the area

or to encroach upon its boundaries will tend to be irresistible (1984:347).

A growing number of conservationists are now coming to believe thut the only way

to save wildlife, espaciaily in Africa, Is by making it pay for itself. The utilizatlon of wildlife

and the inclusion of the local people in planning and management of conservation areas are
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now actively encouraged {Adams and McShane 1992; Brownrigg 1985; Dasmann 1985;
Martin 1986; Mishra 1986).

Integrated land use management, including extension of tourism outside the
protected areas, provision of water, and prompt payment of compensation, are considered
strategies that may make the local | eople appreciate wildlife conservation efforts. A more
important strategy, however, may be local participation and effective conservation
education. The conventional conservation practices and policies hevs tcnded to be narrow,
dominated by western views of the neeu for nature conservation (Adams and McShane
1992; Anderson and Grove 1987; Mcgregor 1989). Lusigi summarizes the dilemma, referring

to the Kenyan situation:

.the idea of "national parks" as it is presently conceived is an alien and
unacceptable idea to the African population. Making that idea cuiturally and socially
acceptable to the people will require a transformation which has not yet taken

place, and which, in my opinion, may never take place if present trends cantinue
(1984:138).

Parks, protected areas and their wildlife must be seen to be relevant to the everyday
social and economic needs and pursuits of the communities that surround and interact with
them (UNEP 1988). The main message is that past conservation practices have negatively
affected native communities. This is partly because technic.l experts seldom invite
indigenous peoples to help formulate conservation projects. Native pecples have unique
grass-roots insi~hts acquired through decades of experiences with local habitats. Ignoring
these insights is likely to bring inappropriate projects with few benefits and high risks to
the habitat and the delicate balance that marks traditional resource use.

Further examples of integration have been presented. Martin (1986), drawing from
a case study of Chirisa Safari Area in Zimbabwe, explains how through the provision of a
pragmatic policy that views wildlife as a renewable resource, wildlife can be used for the
benefit of the local people. The local people darive direct income benefits from the sale of

wildlife products or hunting rights. Without such benefits, wildlife would have been
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eliminated, either intentior:ally to make way; ior agricuiiur= or throvgh the destruction of its
habitat. The local people wouid! iraturally turn to poaching - either directly or in combination
wiih outsiders who wriid share the meat with them. East (1991) describes the efforts to
provide native peonle who live in and arouind some of Canada’s northern national parks with
an opporiuni.y to influence and determine how the purks are to be managed. However, he
explains that joint management structures nre still hampered since the decision-making
continues to rest legally with the ministsr, z.nd thus no real power is transferred to the local
people.

In another study, Hough {1991) shows how an intagrated approach to land use on
which the conservation area was based could enable a degraded Michiru mountain in
Malawi to (1) retain its traditional preductivity; (2} increase its standing crop; (3) improve
on abundance and diversity of its wildlife; and (4) provide an educational and recreational
resource. Through proper management, a variety of demands both of the local community
and traditionally conflicting agricultural, forestry, wildlife and watershed interests can be
integrated. Hough has proposed approaches for managing relationships between wildlife,
parks and the local populations including: (1) improving communications and building trust;
{2) incorporating mechanisms for conflict management and local participation; and (3)
addressing structural barriers to such approaches. Hough argues that the parks authority
rather than the local people have the greater incentives and abilities to pursue improved
relationships.

In summary, although there are many studies on wildlife-human conflict {Capone 1972;
Ecodynamics 1982; Lusigl 1978; Mwenge 1980; Myers 1983; UNEP 1988; Western 1976),
most have not yet adequa‘ely considered the views of those involved in the day-to-day
consequences of the prablem. In addition, the discussion has not been infused with a
systemaltic inquity into the nature, causes and effects of the conflict. Many of the studies

have tended to derive from one discipline, and focus on end-product solutions rather than
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the processes, while ignoring other important factors that may render implementation
impossible.

Nonetheless, studies undertaken have noted a number of issues which need to be
resolved if wildlife and humans are to be integrated. First, the conservation of nature must
be seen as fundamentil to human existence and the concern of all people everywhere
{Dasmann 1984; McNeely 1988; Dixon and Sharma 1990). However, it is not to be
accomplished only by the setting aside of protected natural areas as has been the
traditional approach. "All areas must be protected, to some degree, since even the most
heavily urbanized areas provide suitable iiving spaces for many wild species" {Dasmann,
1884). The second issue to he resolved is that o ownership, tenure, and resource use. As
mentioned earlier, the establishment of a park is primarily a government responsibility, and
the rights of the local people have mcst often been neglected (Kiss 1990; Newby 1990; West
& Brechin 1991), It is now increasingly recognized that local people must be involved and
allowed their traditional rights of use of the protected area resources (Mishra, 1984).
Successful long-term wildlife canservation and management of its protected areas depend
on the cooperation and support of local people. It is neither politically feasible nor ethically
justifiadle to exclude the poor from parks’ resources without providing them alternative
means of livelihood (Wells and Brandon 1992, West and Brechin 1991).

The definition of wildlife conservation must be extended to encompass human
ecological problems. Emphasis should be placed on interdisciplinary approach to dealing
with problems. Past ~tudies, especially by biologists, have shown little empathy for and
understanding of social issues and the historical contexts of their programs. While this is
understandable it is regrettable, since wildlife survival is tied to diverse human interests and
concerns at many different levels. Today, wildlife is abundant primarily in marginal areas
or along development frontiers where its survival is challenged by interrelated economic

and political interests. The precarious conditions of life on the frontiers (rangelands) provide
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wildlife conservationists an opportunity for developing viable alternatives to their more
orthodox practices. Decisions affecting wildlife survival and the welfare of small-scale rural
socleties, often existing on the same terrain, are increasingly made in bureaucratic
institutions far removed from the consequences of their actions. Many of the studies state
that long-term success of wildlife conservation and its protected areas requires a shift in
management philosophy that combines resource management with a sensitive
understanding of the social and economic needs of the local people.

In developing countries, the essential needs are food, clothing, shelter, and
meaningful employment. It should aim at maintaining and managing natural resources for
sustainable devetopment, integrating socio-cultural land and economic activities in
surrounding areas wiu, land uses that complement rural development. Rural people have
not fully accepted wildlife conservation efforts because conservation is identified with the
protection of animals and habitats. Local people are usually seen as potential threats to
these exclusive areas. They in turn look upon protected areas as systems that "lock away"
resources by the powerful policy makers in society and look at wildlife as competitors with
their stock. Many conservationists now acknowledge that communities next to protected
area boundaries frequently bear substantial costs. The challenge is how to balance the

demands.

23 Thsoretical and Conceptual Considerations

The aims of this section are: (1) to describe the theoretical context upon which this
research is based, and (2) to outline the conceptual framework adopted in the study. Two
types of theories are utilized: conflict and conflict resalutions theories, and theories in
natural resource management, specificaily, Firey's {1960) theory of rescurce use. Conflict
theories provide room for examining causes and nature of wildlife-human conflict, while

theories in resource management provide base for considering how wildlife conservation
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and human development needs can be integrated.

2,311 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; Dennen an+ Folger 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 bacause
land resources are limited, wants are limitless.

Conflict studies have attracted scientists of various disciplines: hiologists {Dennen
and Falger 199C); sociologists (Coser 1967); management scientists (Bisno 1988; Rahim
1986); political scientists (Vayrynen 1991; Wallensteen 1991), among others. Geographers
and planners have traditionally been concerned with land use (spatial] conflict, and
locational conflict, both in urban 2nd rural areas (Cox and Johnston 1978; Gresch and
Smith 1985). Recent conflict studies hkave 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 this 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 calied "position” or stated interest, is compatible and they are not

engaged in a "struggle" of any sort, Brown terms 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 "unrealistic" (Kriesberg 1982) conflict. They should he contrasted with "realistic"
{Kriesberg 1982) or "real” {Brown 1983) conflicts where both interests and behaviours are
incompatible and the partias are engaged in a struggle of some kind.

Peperkamp (1986) quoting Staps (1983) explains how conflict arises from a situation
of tension: "tension related with the acquisition or maintenance of access to space can
accur when more than one user wants to occupy land for a certain period and for planned
activities (the same, similar, conilicting or dissimilar) on a certain location {the same,
overlapping, bordering or distant)". He explains that such tension can manifest itself in
various ways, usually termed as "competition or contlict”. Both terms refer to a situation
in which the potential users (actors) are aware of the existence of a certain amount of
disagreement over the use of, or access to, a particular piece of land (Peperkamp 1986).
Peperkamp differentiates between competition and conflict.

Competition is where one or more parties {actors) are being hindered while
converting their production needs in spatial terms by the other party (parties) without
fer'ing the need or having the will to take action against this. Conlflict is where one or more
parties (actors) are heing hindered while converting their production needs in spatial terms,
in such a way that one or more wish to take action at the cost of the other party. Conflict
is sometimes distinguished from competition, in that the latter is governed by a set of
shared goals or values, while the former is characterized by divergent goals and values
between 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 conflict or value divergence.

In this study, the two are treated as the same. The term conflict is used in two rather

different senses which should be distinguished. One is that of a "cenflict situation", which
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might also be called an overt or expressed conflict, and the other is a "conflict of interests”
or implicit conflict. It is important to establish the level of analysis of the conflict, and the
levels at which the conflict occurs. In the case of wildlife and human, the conflict occurs at
the local people's level. There could be conflict at the decision making leels, but in this
study, the focus is at the ground, that is, competition between wildlife and the landowners
who share their land resources with the wildlife,

A distinction may also be made between direct and indirect forms of conflict. The
object of the struggle for space may make it a land (spatial) conflict (land-use) or a damage
conflict. Moreover conflict can be deduced from causes which are located out.ide the area
where the contlict is occurring, Peperkamp calls this secondary or shifted conflict; from
causes primarily located within the same area (primary conflict), Conflict between actors (or
parties) who practice the same kind of activity can be called "internai" conflict while confiict
occurring between actors of different kinds of activity can be labelied "external” (Peperkamp
1986). Exampies of some of those forms of conflict may be found in the Masai Mara region.
This study, however, focuses on external conflict, that is, conflict between different parties
as opposed to conflict within the same party.

Conflict management theory draws a distinction between reality and perceptions of
reality. Though false conflict is based on mistaken perceptions of reality, such conflict is
real to their participants. They reflect social constructions in the minds of the participants
(Berger & Luckmann 1967). The methods used in examining the conflict between wildiife,
protected areas and local people must be sensitive to the subjective perspectives of the
participants (actors). In practice, conflicts are rarely pure, as most parties have some
common interests and behaviours in addition to those which are incompatible (Kriesberg
1982). Consequently, conflict is generaily "mixed" and there are areas of coexistence
between parties and areas of conflict. For instance, studies have shown that pastoraiism

and wildlife can coexist with limited conflict, as compared to cultivation and wildlife.
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Conflict can be regarded as functional as well as dysfunctional (Kriesberg 1982).
Under certain circumstances it can be beieticial for a party to be engaged in conflict;
however, a conflict which is functional for onz party may not be funr~tional for another. It
should be noted that the actors involved in the contlict do not form homogeneous groups
but are composed of individuals and coalitions of individuals within the larger social
systems of institutions and society as a whole (Mitchell 1980). Since interest varies, any
conflict actually consists of a series of crosscutting and overlapping contlicts (Fr.aman
1972). For instance, take the example of wildlife as consisting of ungulates and predators.
The conflict with the ungulates, for example, zebra, eland may be less than the contlict with
the predators, such as with lions, leopards or hyenas. Even within the ungulates, some
animals, such as buffaloes, elephants, are less compatible than others, such as eland and
zebra. Table 2.8 summarizes steps often followed in conflict resolution studies.

The term co~"ict, as used in this study, denotes both "actual" (occurring and
causing concern) and perceived competition for resources (space, land, water, pasture) and
the pursuit of mutually incompatible values and objectives. Two types of conflict are
autlined. First, are those which are "place-based", and are geographically expressed. These
are usually physical-biological relationships and are the subject of ecolagical studies,
examples being herbivore-plant processes. Tho second set refers to relationships which do
not necessarily have a spatial expression, and which can often only be inferred, for
example, the idealogy behind the policy ot protected areas or restricting hunting. This set

is typical subject matter for studies of political economy (Abel and Blaikie 1986). It is



Table 2.8 Steps Often Followed In Confllcts Studies

8 STEPS IN STUDYING CONFLICT SITUATIONS

* Know the characteristics of the parties In contlict (their values, their aspirations and objectives). In
this case the requirements of wildlife conservation and those of humans must be knawn, |

« Examine the history of the relationship, for instance, how tha loca! people used to coexist with
witdlife. The relationship changed with increasing human population, technology and the
establishment of protected area concept.

+ |dentity the issues around which interaction oceurs, including both conflict and cooperation; nature
of tha resources competed for,

* Determine the behaviours and interests of various parties that form around these issues,

» Determine the effacts and implications of the conflict for all parties (Carpenter and Kennedy 1985;
Bacow and Wheeler 1984; Hough 1889; Marcus 1981; Fisher and Ury 1981 Susskind and
Weinstain 1980; Deutsch 1973).

* Determine the institutions and policy restraints including the nature of social norms and lorms for
regutating conilict,

= Establish conflict survival technigues employed by the partles, what the loc. e do to avoid
conflict and what wildlife do to adjust to the changing environmental condition ..

* Propose solutions to reduce confiict.

Maln Sources: Hough 1988; Brown 1983

necessary to combine both sets of understanding of contlict. Exclusion of the first leaves
the analysis incapable of ecological explanation, while neglecting the second leaves the
analysis in the realm of academic ecological relations where the effects of people and their
institutions are unexplained and which assumes (wrongly) that the problems of Mara region,
for example, start and can be solved in Mara itself.

In applying the theory of conflict in the study of wildlifefhuman situations, there is
one factor complicating the analysis with respect to wildlife: what actors are involved in the
conflict? Whose interests or goals are being injured? Wildiife cannot be called an actor,
because it neither plans its own conservation, nor consciously claims its access to a given
area. Conflict involving wildlife is often debated in terms of people versus animals.

This does not mean that wildlife-human conflict cannot be viewed in the same way
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as human-human conflict. The basic underlying conflict situations are applicable in the
wildlife-human equation. In any conflict, individuals act and respond differently. In the case
of wildlife, the interface and effects of conflict differ from species to species. The species

wlll respond differently, but this study does not consider individual species.

2.3:2 Firey's Man, Mind and Land Theory

In the foregoing section, we have outlined conflict theory which provides room for
examining the processes involved in a conflictual situation. We now turn to outline the
natural-resource management model for integrating conservatinn with development.

Firey's (1960) rescurce use theory provides an opportunity to incorporate ecclogical,
historical, cultural, socic-economic and political aspects of wildlife resources into
management and development programs. Proposed thirty years ago, the model has been
found to be applicable in various wildlife management circumstances (Marks 1984; Saharia
1984; Zube and Busch 1990), Firey considers natural resources, including biological
resources, as types of landed capital which are different from other types of capital
primarily in the degree to which non-human factors have affected their evolution and
development. In this view, wildlife are not just biclogical entities, they are as much social
concepts as biological for they are the product of social and political processes that define
them initially as potentially useful things and provide the means by which they are
mt1aged. He identifies three compoenents that have to be addressed in developing and
implementing resource manageinent strategies (Figure 2.4).

First, the strategy must be ecologically possible, in other words, it must be in
equilibrium with the environment and should recognize and protect the resources and
identify reasons for which a natural resource conservation strategy (for example, a wildlife
reserve) was established. Second, it must be culturally adoptable, that is, it must be

compatible with local cultural vaiues and behaviourial patterns of the local population. In



68

Figure 2.4 Firey's (1960) Theory for Natural Resource Management

Ecologically
Possible

Economically
Gainful

ulturally
doptabie

Source: After Zube and Busch 1990

Firey's words, it must be "... valued by some population in terms of that population’s own
system of activities" (pp. 28). Third, it must be economically gainful, that is to say, it must
have some degree of productive efficiency that should result in real benefits to the local
population. For example, local people get some money from selling vegetables or crafis to
tourist lodges or are allowed to hunt one or two impala(s) per month.

Firey takes a major step towards a unique theory of natural rescurces, but as Clawson
{1986) noted, it is a beginning stiil awaiting completion. He sets a general theory to describe
the ways in which man makes use of resources. A resource process is defined as a space-

time coincidence of happenings in resource use which recurs in time with somewhat the
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same combination of human and biophysical factars, for example ploughing with oxen. A
natural resource is the biological or physical component of the processes, for example, the
cropping system, the soils that are cultivated, or a system which imposes a special kind of
constraint. The theory does not, however, give details of how the processes in resource
management conflict can be comprehensively examined. Firey's analysis, however, is a
landmark in the expanding terrain of thought about natural resources. Combined with the
conflict and conflict resclutions theories, Firey's model provides solid ground for examining
processes invelved in wildlife-human conflict and generating strategies for integrating

wildlife conservation and human development needs.

2.3:3 The Conceptual Framework

This section establishes a systematic framework for docume:iiing the processes
involved in the wildlife-human conflict and in designing how wildlite conservation and
human needs can be integrated. It has two purposes. First, it explains the main concepts
used in the thesis and their application to the study. Second, it pulls together the theoretical
considerations and relates them to the methodological approaches of the study.

Several concepts have been highlighted in the literature review and the theoretical
considerations which can set the conceptual approach in this study. First, although wildlife
is narrowly defined, basically as wild animals, they must be seen within the context of their
natural habitat and the wilderness concept. Therefore the appropriate conservation
approach should he ecosystem rather than species approach. However, the basic
conservation strategy of protected areas are rarely self-sustaining. Artificial boundaries are
often set around orotected areas that do not recognize the natural habitat requirements of
the majority of wildlite, especially the African migratory species (Lusigi 1978; Myers 1972).
Consequently, in this study, the contemporary protected area concept is assumed to be

narrow and the artificial boundaries are ecologically unacceptable. Fencing these areas is
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inappropriate and will not solve the conflict; if anything, the protected areas might still s
overrun by human developments even if they were to be fenced. in addition, tences interfere
with migratory patterns of wildlife. Moreover, some species such as elephants and baboons
cannot effectively be stopped by fencing.

The protected area management must go beyond the boundaries; wildlife must
migrate freely to meet their natural requirements - food and breeding, but human interests
must also be considered. Wildlife and its protected habitat, therefore, must "pay for their
survival" {McNeely and Miller 1984; Myers 1981). Sustainable use of wildlife and its habitat
is here seen as the effective means to conservation. Public participation in conservation
matters arid appropriate conservation education are essential and so is the sharing of the
wildlife generated revenue. Effective wildlife-damage-control is a prerequisite if the
compromise strategies of economic incentives and conservation education have to succeed.
Limited population and development controls should inevitably be undertaken, but with local
support.

Second, humans as used in the study refer to both people and their activities:
cultivation, livestock husbandry, and other activities. The people here refers to the lacal
population, those individuals, families, and communities, "traditional" or "modern", that
occupy, reside in, or otherwise use, on a regular or repeated basis, a wildlife ecosystem
(West and Brechin 1991}, Humans and their societies are seen as part of the ecosystem, not
separate from it. It is assumed that long-term human survivai in the rangelands ecosystem
is compatible with the survival of wildlife and the entire environment of the region. To
realize the compatibitity, the two must be integrated through sustainable conservation and
sustainable development strategies.

Conservation is seen as the conscious planning and management of the resources
for the long-term maintenance and development of the communities of the ecosystem, it has

tc he human-centred. Sustainable development, although a precise definition remains
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elusive (see Tisdell 1988} generally means improving the quality of human life while living
within the carrying capacity of supporting ecosystems {IUCN 1991). It means development
activities that are sensitive to and integrated with environment and natural processes
(Brechin and West 1990). It assumes that development cannot be sustained unless local
people, communities, and organizations are actively involved and committed to the
development activity. Ecodevelopment purports to integrate economic development with
resource conservation. its rationale is that development cannot be sustained without the
proper management of natural resources and the environment for future as well as present
generations. As Brechin and West {(1990) note, few people would dispute the wisdom of this,
but it is also true that without the promise and realization of the immediate economic
development of local pecple, they cannot identify with the needs to conserve resources.
Herein lies the difficulty that has to be compromised without illusion (Adams and McShane
1992). It is often easler to suggest proper courses of action than to implement them, and
this appears quite common with conservation-based proposals.

Conservation therefore must be sustainable, being less restrictive to local interests.
A troubling but fundamental question Is: whose wildlife is it? Does wildlife belong to the
p>rson on whose land it is found, or to the state? Or does it belong to humankind as
common property requiring global and state control (Hardin 1968)7 Of whose interests is
conservation? In Kenya for instance, a few wealthy individuals own rhino and elephants in
their own game parks. In Zimbabwe, the much popularized CAMPFIRE program provides tor
private ownership (Bonner 1933; Hill 1991). But this approach makes wildlife vulnerable to
the whims of individuals. While in general the state clearly has jurisdiction over wildlife
resources, the interpretation adopted in this study is that wildlife belongs to the world, to
humankind, but must be conserved and managed to benefit the local people on whose land
it is found. The principle is that the local people must be involved and their support

acquired for long-term wildlife conservation. Conservation acuvities need to be in the hands
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of local peoples and organizations and should provide sufficient direct benefit to them.
Although the current situations create serious challenges for conservationists, it offers the
best opportunities for long-term successful conservation strategies. A number of local
organizations, international bodies, bilateral agencies, and national governments are now
aware of the need to properly manage natural resources. These organizations should co-
ordinate for the welfare of both humans and conservation. Table 2.9 shows the relationships
between conflict and conilict resolutions approaches and its application in this study.

Studies involving humans and nature seem to fall into three categories (Brookfield
1983). First, those where humans are perceived as biological organisms and natural com-
ponents of the system. This is a natural scientist's model which ignores the social and
psychological dimensions of human existence and is what has been applied in looking at
the human-wildlife relationship in most previous studies. Second are those studies where
emphasis is placed on the impact of humans on natural systems. Such studies are
unidirectional and ignore the fact that the ecosystem also impinges on humans. The third
approach taken incorporates human perceptions and behaviour from the outset into a
conceptual framework along with physical and biological parameters. This study adopts the
third approach and assumes that the perceptions and support of local people who have a
long history of use of the ecosystems are crucial to facilitate conservation and avoid
conflict. Support is strengthened when wildlife conservation generates a flow of benefits to
local people. Legislation, management policy and practices for wildlife conservation must

also provide appropriate support for local needs (Boshe 1981; McNeely 1992; Okoth-Ogendo

1980).
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Tabte 2.9 Relationship Batwean Conflict Theories and the Study Approaches

STEPS USUALLY FOLLOWED IN CONFLICT
STUDIES

APPROACHES FOLLOWED IN THIS STUDY

sKnow the characteristics of the parties in
the conflict (their values, their aspirations
and objectives).

*Requirements of both wildlife and local people are
identitled. Requirements of wildlife are also cutlined in
terms of conservationist interests rather than wild animals
{see Chapter 2)

«Examine the history of the relationship of
the parties In conflict

*The historical relationship between wildlife and human is
outlined. Local people coexisted with wildtife. The
relationship changed with increasing human population,
technology and the ~stablishment of protected area
concept (see Chapter 3)

sIdentify the issues around which
jnteraction occury, including both conflict
and cooperation; nature of the resources
competed for.

*Hesources upon which wildlife and human compete, eqg.
pasture, water, and space. There is also the direct ¢conflict
{see Figure 1.2). Cooperation is posaible with wildlife
conservation authorities, There could also be cooperation
betwaen herbivores and pastoralism

«Detarmine the bahaviours and interests of
various parties that form arotind these
issues,

*Interest of local people determined
s|nterest of wildlife animals and of conservationist are
identified {see Table 3.6)

*Determine tha elfects and implications of
the conllict for the parties.

«Effects of conflict on wildlife and on human assessed.
The implications ef the situation to wildlife, protected area
and tourism explained, and so is to human interests.

«Determine the institutions, policy restraints
including the nature of social norms and
forms for regulating canflict.

*Wildlife conservation pollcies outlined
«Local development strateqies, traditional and modern
outlined

+Establish conflict survival tochniques
empioyed by the parties

*Traditional local people strategies for preventing wildlife
damages identified,

sAttempts made to analyze how wildlife adapt to changing
situations, how they adjust to the changing environmental
conditions.

*Propose solutions to reduce conflict.

+Strategies for reducing conflict in the region are proposed

This study uses a multidisciplinary approach which promotes the inclusion of both

social and physical perspectives in the analysis of environmental and developmental issues.

In this vein resource management is seen as social phenomena which need to be explained

in terms of political and socio-economic factors as well as physical ecological factors

operating within the local area. Humans are treated as part of the environment. Next, a

strong historical analysis is made of the study problem. The basis for this is that many

problems of resource management are not simply contemporary phenomena but have

origins in earlier stages of societal developrient characterized by ditferent 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 ta include the antecedents of modern conditions.

Most importantly, the approach emphasises the inclusion of the perceptions of local
people (through surveys). To answer the guestions from the perspectives of the resource
users, researchers gather information from the local people. Conservation approaches are
for most part, exclusively top-down. Conservation strategies such as park creation are often
imposed on the national governments of the developing countries (especially since 1960s),
who in turn impose them on local people {Abel and Blaikie 1986; Blaikie and Brookiield
1987; Brechin and West 1990). Local people have not traditionally been consulted to help
in the implementation of these strategies. They have been ignored or feared as the principal
sources of anti-conservation behaviour. The position of this study is that a top-down
approach to conservation remains a necessary but not sufficient condition for success. The
earth and its natural resources are at risk and its destruction will affect everybody.
Individual aspirations and economic greed wi be difticult to control it the top is not strong.
However, no action should be pursued or sustained without the consent and support of the
local people.

Finally, the wildlife managers must use a flexible and interlinked set of biological,
economic, social, political, and culturai models to fashion management rationales and
techniques appropriate for given situations. The ultimate goal becomes the encouragement
of local-level initiatives in conservation programs. The aim is to foster local participation in
wildlife conservation. Conservation programs built upon local ecological conditions and

sustained by local socio-economic processes are likely to become the most effective

methods in the long run,

2.3:4 Geography and Wildlife: Placing the Work_in Context

Human-nature questions are not the unique prerogative of any single discipline. As
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Macgill says:

No one discipline provides a uniquely appropriate epistemology for the study of the

interface between man and nature, nor can any single discipline be said to have

devoted itselt specifically to that end [but each discipline draws upon its own lines
of enquiry, with obvious additional scope for cross- and interdisciplinary study]

{Macgill 1986:357).

This study falls within the field of natural resource management which inherently
requires an interdisciplinary approach. Many geographers and anthropologists (amongst the
soclial scientists) have addressed issues of wildlife-human interaction within the context of
the human-environment tradition (Barrows 1923; Bennet 1976; 1984; 1990; Blaikie and
Brookfield 1987; Butzer 1990; Grossman 1977; Mitchell 1889: 1991; Ouma 1972; Saarinen

1974; Sauer 1963); Simmons 1989; White 1961). Perhaps the first "great" work was produced

in 1864 when Marsh published The Earth as Modified by Human Action_{Marsh 1864).
Although some geographers have specifically looked at the land-wildlife-competition
(Capone 1972:; Matzke 1975), few studies have focused on analyzing processes involved
{nature and causes) in the coiflict to facilitate specific programs far the integration of
wildlife conservation with hum{.a needs. More recently, many geographers have stressed
the need to integrate conservation and development for long-term conservation and for the
weil-being of local people (Burton and Kates 1965; Kolars and Nystuen 1974; Turner et al
1990). Environmental integrity has increased emphasising that human activity be assessed
as part of an ecosystern (Brookfield 1983; Meredith 1991), and that perception of local
communities about conservation be included in analyzing natural resource management
issues (Hills 1974; Manners and Mikesell 1974; Saarinen 1974; Mitchell 1989). This study
contributes to some cf these geographical requirements focusing on the processes involved
in conflict over resources in the context ¢f conservation and development. Based on a local
area, it documents the geographical patterns of contiict, and how conflict impacts on
resource management and human interests. Finally, it then develops policies and

management guidelines for wildlife conservation and development.
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Chapter Three

CONSERVATION IN KENYA: HISTORY AND CONTEXT

31 Introduction

This chapter has two main objectives. The first is to introduce the study area within
the context of Kenya, focusing on the rangeland ecosystems and Narok District. Physical
characteristics and wildlife resources, as well as the demographic and socio-economic
profiles of the region are outlined, The second is to trace the history of wildlife canservation
and management in Kenya with particular attention to the impact on human needs. Issues
relating to relationships between wildlife and local people are outlined as are government
wildlife programs in Kenya. The Maasai community, their history, territory and relationships
with wildlife are described. Previous wildlite-related research in Kenya and in the Masai
Marz-Serengeti ecosystem of Kenya and Tanzania is summarized. This information provides

the basis for the empirical study of wildlife-human conflict in the Masai Mara region.

3.2 The Study Area

3.2:1 The National and Regional Context

The Masai Mara region, which covers 5,668 sq. km,, is located in the arid and semi-
arid areas (rangelands) of the Narok District in south-western Kenya. Ecologicaliy, Kenya
can be divided into six zones based on a moisture index (Pratt and Gwyne 1977). Map 3.1
shows the geographical configuration of the zones while Table 3.1 shows their relative
proportions in terms of the country's total area. Rangelands fall in the Eco-climatic zones

IV, V and VI and are principally inbabited by pastoralists', although semi-pastoral and

' The pastoralists in Kenya Include the: (1) Pokomo, (2) Orma, (3) Somali, {4) Samburu, (5) Gabbra, (6) Boran,
(7) Rendille, {8) Turkana, (3) Pokot and {10) Maasai. The Kitul Kamba could also be included in the group. The Nandi
and other livestock-keeping peoples who do not live in the arid and semi-arid lands are excluded from this
classification (Odegi-Awuondo 1982).
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Map 3.1 Kenya's Eco-climalic Zones: Rangelands fall within zones IV, V and VI.
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farming communities do exist. An important distinguishing feature of the rangeland is the
low and variable rainfall, rarely exceeding B00 mm, with most areas receiving as little as
200-350 mm annually. Rangelands are considered to be of low agricultural potential
(assuming irrigation is not feasible). Despite low and erratic rainfall, rangelands have
increasingly come under cultivation due to population pressures, and the consequent

misuse of land has resulted in widespread environmental degradation {(Lamprey 1979).

3.2:2 The Masai Mara Region

The Masai Mara region is composed of a gazetted wildlife protection area and the
adjacent group ranches which also act as wildlife dispersal areas (Map 3.2). Jurisdiction
over the Masai Mara Game Reserve (the protected area) has been a topic of contflict. The
reserve has changed in size at least four times since its formation in 1948, Tha Masai Mara
Game Reserve was re-gazetted in 1974 (legal Notice 271) as 1,530° sq. km. The area was
originally established as a wildiife sanctuary when it was declared a National Reserve in
1948 (WPU 1983), but at the time, enclosed a smaller area of 250 square miles (647 sq. km.)
with an undefined boundary (Sessional Paper No. 7 of 1957/58) (quoted in Douglas-Hamilton
et al. 1988). In 1984, three partions totalling 162 sq. km. were de-gazetted, following an
agreement in 1976 between the Kenya Government and the Narok County Council to carry
out the excision. Today, the rjazetted protected area is approximately 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 of the Kenya-Tanzania Mara-
Serengeti ecosystem (a proposed world heritage site). The Mara-Serengeti ecosystem (an
area of about 30,000 sq. km.) supports one of the richest assembledges of wildlife in the

world including over 1 million wildebeest, 200 thousand zebra, many species of grazers (i.e

? Data on the total area of the Reserve is conllicting, The Central Bureau of Statistics (1974) documents the
original date of gazettement as 1961 and the area as 1,968 sq. km. Migot-Adholla et al. (1979) quote the area as
1,673 8q. Km.
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eland, gazelles), browsers (including elephants, giraffes, rhinoceros) and predators (lions,

Map 3.2 Masai Mara Region: The Protected Area and the Group Ranches
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leopards, wild dogs, cheetah). The limit of the Mara-Serengsti ecosystem is defined as an
area covering the wet and dry season wildlife dispersal areas, and this is determined mainly
by the migratory limits of its major wildlife species (Dublin 1986; Lamprey 1984; Sinclair and

Norton-Grififths 1979). In Kenya, the migration limits fall within 1,368 sq. km. of the Masai
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Mara National Reserve and up to about 4,000 sq. km. of adjacent group ranch land,

The Masai Mara region has been described as critical to the entire Mara-Serengeti
ecosystem. Its high rainfall, permanent water sources and high grassland productivity make
it a vitally important dry season refuge for the majority of the Serengeti migrants for up to
four months every year (Adams and McShane 1992; Dublin 1986; Dougtas-Hamilton et al.,
1988). The Reserve is administered by the Narok County Council, with technical advice from
the Kenya Wildliie Services (KWS).

The outer Iimit of the wildlife dispersal areas was used to spatially define and
confine study area. The area is thus bounded to the east by the rift valley and to the south-
west by the Kenya-Tanzania border. The southern border of the study area is marked by the
Nguruman escarpment which attains an altitude of up to 1400 metres. The area has been
defined as a wildlife ecosystem in a number of studies (Dublin 1986; Douglas-Hamilton et

al. 1988) and is so used in the present study.

3.3 The Physical Environment

This section describes the physical environment of the study area in terms of
topography, geology, soil types and fertility, climate, vegetation and water resources. These
anvironmental attributes have significant refationships to the patterns of both resource
distribution and land use, and hence influence wildlife and human behaviour. in
addition, the physical characteristics create a spectacular landscape which in itself forms

the base for tourism and international conservation interests in Masai Mara region.

3.3.1 Topography, Geoloay and Soils

The general physical characteristics of the Masal Mara region have been widely
documented (Dublin 1986; Lamprey 1984; Sinclair and Norton-Gritfiths 1979). The region

consists primarily of plains and open woodland interspersed with riverine forests and hilly
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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 in 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 bills which are of Archaean Age and sedimentary origin, and offer additional tourist

attraction (Map 3.3). The central part of the area is predominantly plains such as

Map 3.2 Major Land Units of Masai Mara Region
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Koyaki, lower Lemek and the western part of Siana and is home to the majority of the
ecosystem’s wildlife. Finally, in south-east corner of the study area lies the northern tip of
the Siana hill range. This topography influences the distribution of wildlife creating
boundaries and corridors of movement. Plains game, for example, such as wildebessts and
zebra do not frequent the hilly escarpment areas, although many pass over the upland
through Tanzania.

The geology of the area has been described in detail by Willlams (1964) and an
exploratory map has been prepared by Glover (1966). Soils are shallow, sandy and rocky.
Soil classification of the area is based on the Kenyan soil survey map of the Narok district.
Various soil types, within different localities of the study area, are identified. Generally, most
of the region is of poor soil quality (shallow, sandy and rocky) that cannot support
agriculture. The Loita plains are dominated by volcanic deposits. River-beds and water
courses have deposits of sand, grave! and silt. The upland on the escarpment can sustain
some cultivation. In the lowlands, although marginal, farming is possible and small plots
have already started spreading in these areas. Expanding agriculture in this area would

directly compete with wildlife and livestock and be a potential source of escalating conflict.

3.3:2 Climate

Existing resource practices in the region are dependent on seasonal climatic
changes, which also influence the migration of both wildlife and pastoralists. Major climatic
factors considered include rainfall, temperature and climatic zones. The most important
climatic aspect in this region, as in all other arid and semi-arid areas, s rainfall. Rainfall
governs vegetation production and the availability of water. Since access to pasture and
water are critical survival factors for both wildlife and domestic stock, climate dictates their
ability to use the region. In Masai Mara region, long rains begin in March and may continue

until May. The rainfall distribution is bimodal. There is a marked dry season from June till
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October, lesser dry season In January and February. This ditferential rainfall within the
study area, and the entire Serenget! ecosystem, influences the northward movement of the
migratory herbivores in the dry season as they seek fresh herbaceous growth and general
resource use in the region.

Rainfall differs substantially within the study area. The Loita Plains to the east
receive approximately 700-800 mm per annum. The western areas, more strongly influenced
by the Lake Victoria weather system and the orographic effect of the Siria Escarpment,
receive about 1000 mm per annum. Isohyet maps for the area have been produced by Epp
and Agatsiva (1980), Glover (1966), and Norton-Griffiths et al (1975), although the position

of the isohyets varies from cne map to the other (Map 3.4). Rainfall in the area, as

Map 3.4 The Climate of Masai Mara Region
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is common in tropical savanna regions, is erratic both in its amount and timing. The group
ranches Angata Baragoi and Kimentet are within the high potential areas that support
agriculture. This is the higher precipitation zone of up to 1,500 millirnetres.

Like other arid and semi-arid areas, there are cycles of drier and wetter periods
stretching over a number of years. Dry seasons longer than six months represent droughts
and are often accompanied by famine, as occurred in 1960-61, 1973-74 and 1983-84. These
reriods appear on a cycle of approximately ten years. Intermittent dry years were 1968-69
and 1976. Survival under these erratic and heterogenecus climatic conditions requires
adaptation by all who live in the region, allowing for temporal and spatial flexibiity and
mobility over long distances. There is a need for behavioral strategies that minimize risk,
as well as resilience to periodic disasters.

Reliable temperature data is not available for the region. The nearest weather station
for which figures are published is Narok, which is at a rather higher elevation (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 being the warmest period with daily temperatures
reaching 30° C. Temperatures in the colder months fall to just above freezing and cold winds

occur during July and September. The average temperature is 18 degrees centigrade.

3.3:3 Water Besources in Mara Region

The drainage follows the topographical condition of the study area. From the Lemek
Hills, the study arca slopes gently downwards to the south-west. As a resui!, most of the
study area is drained in a south-easterly direction. All the water-ceurses of the Mara plains
eventually join the Mara River. This river rises in the Mau Hills and flows south-west along
the foot of the Siria Escarpment, then south through Masai Mara National Reserve before
turning west to discharge eventually into Lake Victoria. The largest ributary of the Mara

River is the Talek, which drains the northern Siana Hills and western Loita plains through
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two tributaries, the Kaimurunya and O! Sabukiai.

Availability of water has heen a major factor in determining the distribution of Maasai
in the region, All the water courses described above hold water throughout most years, but
in the Ololorok, Jagartiek, Kaimurunya and Ol Sabukiai rivers, water is confined to stagnant
poacls in the dry season, These tributaries dry up completely in drought years. Besides the
Mara and Talek Rivers, other important source of permanent water in the study area has
been a series of springs, flowing out the base of the Lemek Hills. Surface water is present
in a few permanent and many seasonal rivers and streams. Mara, the major permanent river
supplying the area, has most part of it, situated within the reserve. It is important tu wildlife
as well as to the Maasai and their livestock, particularly in the dry season. Seasonal water
sources are significant in influencing the distribution of wildlife, people and their livestock.
During the rains, water collects in natural depressions and forms seasonal rivers, forming
major water sources for many species and reducing migration. Dams and bareholes have
also been constructed to provide some watzr in the region.

Water distribution influences that of wildlife. During dry seasons zebra and
wildebeest concentrate around ravines and other permanent water, whereas during the wet
season they disperse to use the forage and temporary water on the outlying plains
(Douglas-Ham:lton et al. 1988). In the past and to a limited extent today, the Maasai
pastoralists and their livestock mirrored this movement pattern. The behaviour of wildiife
underlines the importance ot movement and flexibility as pertains to resource use in this
particular scosystem. The adaptive resource use strategies practised by the pastoral Maasai
- before parts of their range were excised for agriculture and wildlife conservation - followed

the same patterns as migratory wildlite.

3.3:4 Vegetation

This section presents a brief description of the main vegetation and habitat types
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in Masai Mara region, their appearance, composition and distribution. The importance ot
vegetation to wildlife and pastoralists, as well as their aesthetic value, is outined. Speclic
habitat types and their dynamics are described. The vegetation of the Masal Mara region
and other parts of the Mara-Serengeti ecosystem has been described in detail (Dublin 1986:
Lamprey 1984). The Masai Mara region consists of plains and open woodland interspersed
with riverine foreste and hilly bush or woodland areas. Generally, the study area lies within
Eco-climatic Zone IV, the semi-arid to sub-humid zone of Pratt and Gwynne's (1977)
rangelands classification, and the vegetation closely matches their description for this zone.
A vegetation map for Narok District based on this rangelands classification system was
prepared by Trump (1972) and a revised version as compiled by Lamprey (1984) is shown
in Map 3.5.

According to this classification, grassland comprises over 40 percent of the area.

The Loita Plains support a dwarf shrub grassland community with Pennisetum mezianum

and Eragrostis spp. representing the most important perennial and annual grass species,

respectively. Achyropsis greenwayi and Justicia elliotii are dwart shrubs frequently

associated with old termitaria scattered over the plains {Glover et al. 1964), while Sida

tenuifolia and Becium obavatum are more regularly scattered over the grassland.

Moving westwards, Themeda triandra ("red oat grass") becoames the dominant grass

species of the Mara grasslands. The species, usually thought to be promoted by fire (Msafiri
1984; Mwichabe 1986), is considered one of the most desirable components of grassland
in southern Africa because of its high productivity and palatability. In areas of localized high

grazing pressure Themeda is replaced by Pennisetum mezianum, a species that forms

"tussocks’ of coarse and almost woody yrowth which is palatable only when sprouting
(Heady 1966).
Glover and Trump (1970} state that all the plains in this region are tire-induced.

However, much of the area consists of 'edaphic’ grassiands where the growth of trees is
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Map 3.5 Vegetation of Masai Mara Region (After Lamprey 1984).
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inhibited by poor drainage, low infiltration rates and the presence of a "hard pan" beneath

the soil surface. With the impeded drainage of the Mara Plains, Acacia drepanoclobium

{whistling thorn) is the only bush species that can take hold often forming impenetratle

thickets.

There are four distinct bushland or woode 3-grassland communities in the Lemek-

Mara region (Table 3.2). The first is Tarchenanihus camphoratus ("leleshwa’) community

which covers the Aitong and Bardamat hills and large areas of the Lemek Valley floar. This
species, unpalatable to goats, is derived from Euclea forest cleared by fire over the past
hundred years. Glover and Trump {1970) assert that much of the country colonized by

Tarchonanthus is of little agricultural ar pastoral potential, not because of the presence of

this plant but because of the shallowness of the soil and the maltreatment these areas have
received from humankind and their stock. The most common woody species associated

with Tarchonanthus are Rhus natalensis and Combretum molle, both of which are very

palatable to livestock, as well as Euclea divinerum. The second bushland type is the croton-

dichogamus community, in the past referred to as 'lion-bush’ (Darling 1950). This bush
species forms dense and distinctive clumps on shallow hill rises and tops. Fire and
elephants have recently reduced theze clumps in many areas (Dublin 1986; Lamprey 1984).

The Acacia-commiphora community, once extensive in the WMara and providing an

excellent habitat for tsetse flies, has been almost eradicated, with the exception of a few
small relic patches. With an increase in the frequency of fires in the late 1950s and early
1960s, and with the immigration of elephants into the Mara area, most of this vegetation
type was destroyed by the early 1960s. However, in some areas, there has been a
recolonisation of former bushland by the fourth bushland community, dominated by Acacia
gerrardii (Dublin 1986; Lamprey 1984).

The only true forest occurring in the Loita-Mara area lies along the Mara River in the

Masai Mara National Reserve and along the banks of the Amala River north of Lemek. The
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Table 3.2 Habitat type summaries in Masai Mara Area

HABITAT TYPE AREA IN | LOCATION MAIN CHARACTERISTICS
SQ. KM

Dwart-shrub 1769 Loita Plains Woody cover 1m tali, cancpy 20% and

grassland {DSG) herbaceous cover 20%

Shrubland (SL) 155 Siana area to Keekorok & west of Keekorok Mostly shrubs and trees 1-6m tall, canopy

20%

Shrubby grassland (SG}) 1487 Siana area, Keekorok & west of Keekorok; Shrubs & trees 1-6m tall, canopy 20%,
also in south Bardamat Hills, east of Mara woody vegetation 710m tafl, herbaceous
bridge, west of Mara Serena Lodge, in cover 20%, dwarf shrubs 1m tall form main
association with Gl, WG, & DSG ground cover

Pure grassland 650 Found between Talek river and Bardament Woody cover 20%, herbaceous cover 20%,
Hills; small units scattered throughout the main, herbaceous vegetation
area

Thicket shrubland (TS} 21 Siana area, on tops and sides of hills Shrubland with 80% canopy

cover; shrubs & trees 1-6m tall
187 Habitat within 50m of stream in form of thin Woody vegetation 1-6m tall predominates

Shrubby riverine (SR) bands along drainage lines

Wooded riverine (WR) 126 Along Mara river: a few small units scattered Acacia and other trees within 50m of river

out the area throughoul the area

Wooded grassland (WG) 397 Found only in Mara Triangle & west of Mara Scattered or grouped trees (205 cover) with
Serena Lodge trees less than 200m apant

Bushy grassland (BG), 1098 Scattered in small units throughout the area, 8G (wooded vegetation §-10m tall, canopy

Grassy shrubland (GS),
Dwarf shrubland (DS},
Woodland

DS found in semi-desert areas with basement
soils and places like Loita Plains

20%), GS (wooded vegetation 1 6m tall,
canopy cover 20%), WL (trees 10m tall,
canopy cover 20%)

Source: KREMU Reports (1983) and Ecodynamics (1982)
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dominant upper story trees are Euclea divinorum and Dlospyros abyssinica, while the shrub

understorey is composed chiefly of Teclea trichocarpa, T. nobilis, Croton dichogamus and

Grewia trichocarpa. Where the upper sterey has been eliminated by elephants, the

understorey remains to form a distinctive riparian community along the Talek and Mara

rivers.

3.3:4.1 Vegetation Dynamics in Masai Mara Region

Lamprey (1984) and Dublin {.9886) have studied changes in vegetation covering the
study area and found that the vegetation of the region is adjusting to four major and
relatively recent ecological perturbations. The first was the eradication of rinderpest, an
endemic disease in the wildebeest population since the 1890s. Since the eradication of the
disease in 1963, wildebeest numbers in the Serengeti have increased six-fold, from 250,000
to the present 1.4 million. In 1969, this increase in population resuited in an expansion of
the wildebeest's northern dry-season range into the Mara of Kenya (Pennychick 1975). The
Mara area has a separate population of wildebeest, which also increased five-fold during the
1960s and 1970s to approximately 100,000 in 1979 (Darling, 1960; Stewart & Talbot 1962;
Stelfox et al. 1980). Second, there was an increase in frequency and intensity of fires over
the period 1959-1963. Until 1959, the Mara region was covered by a dense Acacia-
commiphora bushland, harbouring tsetse. The Maasai inhabiting the Lemek area were
unable to take their stock into the Mara because of a high prelavance of the disease
trypanosomiasis (carried by tsetse fly). However, over the period 1959-1963, rainfail was
high over the whole of Narok District, allowing biennial or triennial burning by the Maasai.
The bush, and with it the tsetse, were eliminated over a four-year period (Langridge et al.
1970; Lamprey 1984; Dublin 1986).

The third change is the immigration of Maasai pastoralists into the Mara plains.
Following the elimination of tsetse from the Mara region, the Maasai of the Purko section

from the Mau and Loita regions migrated into the Mara area to make use of newly available
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grazing. This led to high-grazing pressure and the reduction of fire frequency which in turn
has resuited in bush encroachment and, in some cases, a return of tsetse {Lamprey 1984).
Another factor contributing to Maasai immigration has been the loss of grazing on the Loita
plains, as an increasing proportion of this seasonal grazing reserve has since the 1970s
been turned over to commercial wheat farming. In the Lemek Valley continued Maasai
immigration has resulted in a scarcity of grazing, to the extent that the ratio of numbers of
livestock to people has begun to decline {Lamprey 1984). Many peoplc in this area have
started to grow maize ‘o supplement their diet, a practice not recorded for the Lemek Valley
before 1974 (Lamprey 1984). Most of those cultivating are, however, non-Maasai, mostly
those working in the neighbouring wheat farms. Finally, further ecolagical change was
brought about by the immigration of elephants into the ecosystem in the early 1960s.
Widespread agricuitural expansion in the areas to the north and west of the Serengeti and
Mara, forced large numbers of elephants into the ecosystem (Norton-Griffiths 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 grazing
pressure, conflicts in land-use in the Loita-Mara area have escalated. Agricultural
development, pastoral livestock production and wildlife conservation in the same area are

incompatible without careful planning.

3.3:5 Agro-Climatic Zones

The agro-climatic zones of the area are shown in Map 3.6 and Table 3.3. The region
can be divided into two broad ecological zones: upland high potential and lowland marginal
potential. Topographically, the upland zone is flat plateau in the west and hilly in the north,
with altitude ranging from 1463m to 1829m; lowland ranches are generally flat plains with

scattered hills, rising to about 700m. The upland area is the main water catchment zone of
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Table 3.3 Ditferances Batween Upland and Lowland Ranchos

CHARACYERISTICS UPLAND LOWLAND
Physical Factors
Physiography Hilly/ploteau: elavation 1,463-1,828m. Flatland/undulating plains: elovatlon 1,000-
Vegetation: forested land and bushland. 1,200m.
History of Vogetation: grassiand and modeestely
sottloment Group ranch adjudicaticn began 1970; woodland Fiat plains Interposed with riverine
Sedantary settiements around 1954; Maasal forasis
sami-nomadic 18008
Ecological Factora Solls: grey-brown, or red-brown, clay or joams, Solls: brawn to grey-brown;
Rainfall; 1200mm, per snuisum. Raintall: 750-1000mm.;
High agricultural potantia) Low agricultural potentiat
Land uses Subsistence dryland farming; some commarclal | Subalistence pastorallsm, wildlifa
farming, decreasing pastoralism; land tenure: conservation; limited subsistence dryland or
most land owned privately irrlgated tarming.




93

the region. Most of the streams within and beyord the region drain from the upland.
Vegetation in the upland is farest and bush, but is rapidly decreasing due to the expanding
human activities, Lowland area is primarily open grassiand with riverine bush.

The land in the upland is coocler and wetter and more productive than the lowland areas, and
consequently more amenable to settlement (see Table 3.3}. Most of immigrants into the
region {(many of with an agrarian background) settled in the upland zone. Traditionally, the
upland zone acted as drought grazing reserve ( "osupuko”) for the Maasai within the region.
This has been increasingly curtailed by expanding agriculture and open range livestock,
causing wildlife grazing to be restricted to the lowland. The development of the region lies

mainly in the raising livestock, tourism and scme limited farming.

3.4 Wildlife Resources

This section describes wildlife resources in Masai Mara region within the context of
Kenya, rangelands ecosystem and Narok District, The types, density and migratory patterns
of the various specles are explained. Kenya's varied environments support an incredible
variety of wild animals. Although wildlife populations have been substantially reduced in
modern times, game can stiil be seen in spectacular abundance in some areas, especially
in the rangelands ecosystems. According to Capone (1972), there are 57 prominent mammal
species in Kenya. He categorized the species into: {1) horned animals; including buffalo,
kudu, gazelles, and other antelopes; (2) large carnivores including lion, leopard, cheetah,
hyena, wilddog and aardwolf; (3} other important large mammals such as rhinoceros,
elephant, and giraffe. In addition to these large mammals, there are (4) small mammals, and
(5) bird lite {Petrides 1955).

A second level of classification is by tood preference. Herbivores, the most
numerous of Kenya's wild animals, depend cn vegetation. Some species such as the

buftalo, zebra, wildebeest, and Thomson's gazelle are entirely or almost entirely grazers.
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Other species such as giraffe, kudu, bushback, and black rhinoceros are entirely or almost
entirely browsers. Some species are mixed feeders, consuming grass and shrubs. Among
these are the impala, reedbuck, and sable and roan antelopes {see Table 3.4}. Within these
very broad groupings each species differs in precise food requirements and preference of
plant species or growth <tage of the same plant. Specific habitat requirements of the
different species tend to limit most species to particular vegetation types that provide the
tood and other resources necessary for survival. Three distinct wildlife vegetation types can
be distinguished in Kenya: (1) bushland, (2) savanna and grassland, and (3) forest. The
savanna and grassland vegetation type is the most productive of Kenya's wildlife habitats,
supporting large herds of zebra, wildebeest, Kongoni, topi, and gazelle and this is found
almost entirely in the rangelands. The forest areas, especiaily the montane forests, provide
habitats for some cf the less common species like the rare bongo, forest hog, mountain

reedbuck, duicker, and monkey, to name a few. As mentioned earlier, rangelands over much

Table 3:4 Distary habits of wild unqulates in the study area

Grazers Browsers Mixed feeders
Waterbuck Giraffe G. gazelle
Wildeboest Elephant Impala
Zabra Rhino Eland
Buffalo Bushback Reedbuck
Kongoni Kudu Sable and roan
Topl Antslope
T. gazelle
Warthog

of Africa have been important wildiife zones. In Kenya over 80% of wildlife, protected areas, and
associated tourism are concentrated in the rangelands. Many wildlife howaver Is stlll roaming outside
the protected areas (Njoka 1950; Rajottee 1983; Western 1989) (Table 3.5). Narok district Is part of the
large number of home range for wildlife mainly found in the bush and grasslands. Animals include
elephant, buffalo, giratfe, lion, zebra, cheetah, wiidebeest and many others. Scientific findings in Masal
Mara region indicate that the study area supports a varied and abundant population of wild animals

(both ungulates and predators) (Darling 1960; Sinclair and Norton-Griffifths 1979; Talti 1974; Talbot
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Table 3.5 Distribution of Wlld!ife in and Ouiside Parks and Reserves Within Kenya's Rangelands

SPECIES RANGELANDS (Total INSIDE PARKS % OUTSIDE PARKS
wildilfe)
Browsers
Geranuk QOstrich 55,600 1,909 3
Glratta Lesser 39,700 3,037 8
Kudu 77,600 8,499 1
Rhina 19,200 3,637 19
350 189 54
Mixod Fesdora
Grant's Gazeile 331,100 40,394 12
Eland 51,300 7,847 15
Impala 253,700 72,11 28
Thomson's 244,200 88,109 a6
Gazelle 30,000 17,500 58
Elephant
Grazars
Gravy's Zebra 7,900 1 1
Water Buck 18,200 1,958 11
Hunter's 7,500 1,500 20
Hartebeoast 138,600 31,897 23
Topl 74,800 20,357 27
Oryx 85,600 25,953 29
Buffalo 59,300 19,834 34
Kongonl 182,500 73,216 40
Burchell'a Zehra 207,400 112,605 54
Wildebeoost
Total 1,8884,558 529,788

Source: Westarn 1989 (quoted from Andere st ¢l. 1980). Grevy's zebra numbers are low in parks because the
population ranges widely In arld northern Kenya, where there are few protected areas. Heavy poaching has
increasad the ralative number of elephants and rhinos within parks.

and Stewart 1962) and recently KREMU aerial surveys (1970-1988) and Dublin (1986). Some
of the common wildlife found in the region are listed in Appendix A. The principal wild
ungulates are wildebeest, zebra, topi, buffalo, kongoni, impala, eland, elephant, waterbuck,
Thomsor's and Grant’s gazelles, as well as isolated populations of hippo, crocodile, rhino,
dik-dik and klipspringer. Hippo and crocodile are found in the Mara river. The carnivores
found in the region include lion, leopard, hyena, cheetah, hunting cdog and bat-eared fox.
Table 3.6 summarizes the individual species counts. Over the last three decades,
there has been a general increase in the number of mast species of plains game. The

increases have been observed in zebra, topi, kongoni, buffalo, wildebeest and eland
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populations, since 1961 (Stelfox et al. 1980}, Lions are also believed to have increased. The
rhino population in the region has declined drasticaily, mainly due to poaching’. Stelfox et
al. (1980) give some of the reasons for increases in wild ungulate populations. The elephant
population, for example has increased within the region due to excessive poaching and
other human activities in other parts of the ecosystem (Douglas-Hamilton et al. 1988). These
increases, if allowed to continue at the present rate, will have major consequences for the

already diminishing wildlife habitat and breeding grounds.

Table 3.6 Population Estimates of Wild Harbivores tor the Mara and Loita Plains, 1958, 1961, 1974, 1977 and 1979

SPECIES 1958+ 1961* 1974 1977 1979* 1979+ AV.INSTANTAN

{Oct.-Nov.) (May} {May) {May) (May) {July) EOUS3 RATE
OF INCREASE

Wildebeest 15,000 14,817 84,710 84,700 101,700 | 819,500 .09%

Zebra 12,000 20,867 20,412 34,600 65,200 107,800 047

Topl 4,000 4,111 5,082 17,800 31,500 25,500 .098

Buftalo 4,000 5,934 10,832 34,200 30,000 31,500 083

Kongoni 1,000 71 850 5,300 8,900 5,00 123

T.Gazelle 12,000 . 11,936 63,300 106,500 | 90,500 (.447)

G.Gazelle - - 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 -

Rhincceros 100 54 84 100 0 0 -

Totals1 37,100 50,709 124,200 | 182,700 | 246,500 | 1,277,700

Total2 - . 150,032 | 308,700 | 432,100 ; 1,438,500

+ Darling (1960)

* Stewart, D.R.M. & Talbot, L.M. (1962)

** KREMU Aerial Surveys end Taiti, S. (1974)
1 does not Include gazella and Impala

2 includes gazelle and impala

3. Av. instantaneous rats of increase (r) calculated by fitting an exponential equation {NizNoe} for the years 1961
to 1979.

3.4.2 Distribution and Movement Patterns

The principal wild ungulate species found in the Masai Mara region outlined above,

3 Rhino and elephants have suffered from haavy poaching In the past few years. Masal Mara and a few other
parks [n the country have besn identified for special rhino protaction. Such a move, that [s restricting conservation
to only one spacies, has been criticized by a number of conservationists as being dangerous move as it Ignores
other species and the overall acosystem.
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can be grouped into migratory’ and resident species. Data are also available on the
distribution and density of predominant species from scientific sources (Ecodynamics 1982;
Taiti 1974). These have been shown in Table 3.7. Animal movements and distribution are of
particular significance with regard to the Maasai Mara-Serengeti-Loita and Siana Plains
ecosystems. The distribution and movement of wild ungulates must be viewed in the
context of habitat utilization and resource exploitation within the Masal Mara region, and the

entire Mara-Serengeti ecosystem.

Table 3.7 Density of wildlife species for each of the Masai Mara Reglon and Neighbouring Areas

Species Mara Loita Slana Nguruman
Wlldebeest 70.2 223 11.9 0.84
Zebra 16.2 8.6 6.2 133
Buffalo 8.3 0.2 2.8 0.89
Kongonl 1.2 0.3 1.2 -
Tapl 13.2 0.2 0.6 -
Thomson's g. 19.3 13.3 56 -
Warthog 1.4 0.1 0.6 -
Giratle 0.8 0.6 0.8 a.08
Elephant 0.3 0.0 0.2 0.16
Ahlno 0.005 0.0 0.0 0.02
Grant's g. 1.2 5.6 1.3 0.46
Impala 1.4 3.9 12.2 -
Eland 0.8 0.9 6.3 -

Source; Ecodynamics 1982

3.4:2.1 Migratory Herbivore Species

Included in this group are such wild herbivores as the wildebeest, zebra and
Thomson's gazelle. These herbivores follow two migration patterns which are best studied
in terms of occupancy, grazing patterns and movement in and out of the Masai Mara

National Game Reserve, Loita Plains and northern Serengeti ecosystems. Apart from the

* Migration of wildlifa Is a natural process and must ba mat by all mobile species. The movement is necessary
for forage and breeding purposes. The animals rely on mobility to overcome their vulnerability (Pratt and Gwyneas,
1577). Mobility has ssveral implications and is an essential feature of animal ecology.



98

Map 3.7 Wildebeests and Zebras Migratory Routes in Masai Mara Reglon
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spectacular annual migrations, migratory patterns are localized within each part of the study
area (Sinclair and Norton-Griffith 1979). The movement patterns are dependent upon diet or
available torage, and the climatic conditions in the Masai Mara region, Loita Plains and
Serengeti ecosystems. Map 3.7 shows the migration routes of the wildebeest and zebra
within the region.

The wildebeest is numerically the most important ot all the migratory species.
Virtually all wildebeest move out of the Masai Mara National Reserve during the rains,
moving northwards to Loita Plains as well as southwards tc the Serengeti. The area south
of Aitong and Loita Plains is the main breeding ground. Large numbers concentrate in the
reserve during the dry season {June, July, August). During late August, September and early
October the large herds of the migratory species start to filter back across the Kenya-
Tanzania border into the Serengeti ecosystems. The animals follow various routes or

corridors as demonstrated in Map 3.7.

3.4:2.2 Resident Species of Wild Herbivores

Among the less migratory species are buffaloe, topi, kongoni and elephant. Map 3.8
shows the migratory patterns of elephant and buffaloe. Their migrations are not as
spectacular as those described above for the migratory species. They are however similarly
dictated by, among other things, forage availability and climatic conditions. They also follow
the pattern of the Mara-Serengeti ecosystem. Unlike the wildebeest, the topi population is
resident in the Mara game park all the year round, Like the kongoni, small groups of topi
move northwards to Ngorkorri. Their calving grounds are around the Olorukoti-Olkiloriti
Plains outside the Reserve, as well as in the Mara Triangle within the Reserve.

In summary, Masai Mara region has long been recognized for its abur: dant wildlife
(Simon 1862). There is regular wildlife movement out of the protected area onto the group

ranches (Lamprey 1984; Dublin 1986; Dougias-Hamilton et al. 1988). Wildlife makes up 30%
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Map 3.8 Elephants and Butfalos Migratory Routes in Masai Mara Region
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of the herbivore biomass In the District (Croze 1978). At least 50 herbiverous species are
recorded for Narok District. Twenty-two large mammals are found in Mara region (Sinclair
& Norton-Gritfiths 1979). Masai Mara region also contains attractive scenery and marvellous
bird life (roughly 300 species). These diverse characteristics indicate that the Masai Mara

region should be conserved.

3.5 The Human Environment

This section examines the human factor of Masai Mara region. It begins by looking
at the history of the area, the events that have influenced the human as well as wildlite
populations in the region up to the point where wildlife-human confiict began to escalate.
it then outlines the demographic and socio-economic profiles of the region within the
context of Kenya and Narok District, and ends with a description of the existing land uses

in the region.

3.5:1 History of the area

The study area has experienced dramatic changes. Table 3.8 provides a chronology
of historical development that has occurred within Masai Mara region (including Serengeti
area) between 1880 up to 1991 when the field work for this study was carried out. This
historical analysis shows us how the populations of wildlife and hwmans together with the
environment, have changed to date.

In the 1880s, an epidemic of the exoctic viral disease rinderpest, destroyed over 90%
of Maasai catile and also many ungulate species, especially buffalo and wildebheest. This
was followed by famine since the Maasai depend on livestock. As a result of the famine,
human epidemics, including small pox occurred and many Maasai lives were lost. During
the same time, elephant numbers were being greatly reduced by incursions of Arab slave

and ivory traders from the coast. As drought struck the area, domestic stock concentrated
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at watering points, thus facilitating the spread of contiguous Bavine pleuro-pneumonia
{CBPP). By 1900 the region had few people, few major herbivores and few elephants. As »a
result, there was less grazing and browsing pressure. Annual fires were set by the Maasai
leading to bush and woodland recovery. By 1930, the woody vegetation provided habitats
for tsetse flies harboured by the remaining wildiife species. Tsetse flies carry the parasitic
blood disease, Trypanosomiasis, which rendered the region largeiy uninhabitable for cattle.
During this period the Serengeti and the Mara were set aside as protected areas for the
purpose of wildlife preservation and they remained largely uninhabited by pastoral Maasai
for the next two decades.

In the late 1950s, the situation changed because of a combination of (1) changing
climate, ) wildlife distribution, and (3) an attempt by the ceolonial administration te reduce
tsetse fly habitat. Bush and woodland losses began in the Masai Mara region. Rainfall
increased, grazing animals were still relatively few. and grass grew to a high biomass in the
dry season. The Maasai returned to their traditional pattern of grass burning to improve
pasture. Hot fire helps to destroy tsetse infested bush, and kill various parasites. By early
and mid-1960s, the decline in woodland was well underway and the area had become
sufficiently bush-free to allow Maasai settlement on a permanent basis. Since this time, the
Maasai have continuously inhabited the area surrounding the entire Maasai Mara Nationa)
Reserve.

In the last 30 years human beings, wildlife, cattle, and agriculture have all increased
in number. Wildebeest and elephants numbers have hoth increased and the pastoralists,
wheat fields and tourism have expanded tremendously as a result of the expansion of
agriculture, especially on the high potential areas, less land becomes available for grazing
both for wildlife and livestock. The seasonal movement of livestock to other grazing areas

is now limited. This situation has escalated the conflict.
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Table 3.8 Chronology of Historical Events in Masal Mara Reglon (1880 1991

APPRCXIMATE DATES

MAJOR EVENTS

1880S

The Period of Destruction “"enkidaaroto”

«Droughtfemine

sRinderpest epidemic: and exotic viral dlsease decimated wild and domestic
ungulates in the entire Mara-Serengstl area

*Starvatlon of Maasai following the death of many stock due to rinderpest. Eating of
game meat was possible

*Human gpidemics: local pastoralists succumbed to diseases and starvation. Smali
pox outbreak

*Hunting for ivory reduces elephant population

1900 - 19308 & 40s

*Reduced herbivores including elephants following the disease

*Number of people alac decreased

«Bush and woodland recovered as effects of heavy browsing and annual fires by the
Maasai decreased

+Increase in tsetse flies® as a result of the increase in bush and also harboured by the
remaining wildlite species,

sIncreased hunting due to ivory trade

sAttempts by the Colonial government to reduce tsetse flies

*Both Serangeti and Mara Natlonal reserves created

19503-19608 Period of Increase of trees and the invasion of the tsetse {ly
+Increase in rainfall
*Dense woodland coverage

1961-1967 +Dacline of vegetation due to tires, high grass productivity, unusually high rainfall
*Elephants caused damage to vegetation

1967-1991 Return of the Maasai and an Increase in the wildlife populations

*Period of rapid population growth

*Changes in [and tenure, land vse and the general environment

increase of permanent settlement, iImmigration of non-Maasai communities of agrarian
background

sExpansion of cultivation both commaercial {by telephone farmers} and for subsistence
by the immigrants

«Increase in tourism and tourist faclilities (lodges etc and continued restriction in
wildlife reserve

sIncrease in conflict {land use and antagonistic attitudes)

Source: Douglas-Hamilton et al. 1988 and Robertshaw 1830

3.5.1 Demographic Profile

Human populations and permanent settlements have expanded rapidly over the past

three decades and this has had a profound influence upon the ecalogy of the study area.

| have made use of nationa! 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

' Taotas flies carry the parasitic blood diseass, trypanosomiasis which rendered the area largely unhabitable

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 District and Mara Area Population Growth 1948-1589

YEAR KENYA Estimated Average Narok Estimated Avernge
{Total Average Density (per | District and Average Donsity
Paopulation) Annual sq.km.) Maaai Mara Annual {por so.km.)
Growth Region’ Growth rate
rate(%)
1948 5,405,866 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)
1869 10,942,705 2.8 19,2 125,219 a5 6
(22,000) (2.8) %
1979 15,322,000 .7 26.9 210,306 6.8 12
(35,000} (6.0) {7)
1989/1950 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 densities within the region by group
ranches. The Masai Mara National Reserve is today surrounded by group ranches, all of
which are well-settled with a combined human populaticn of over 35,000 in 1979 (CBS 1980).
In 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 to be over 65,000 by 1987.

* Population ¢ensus resuits and estimates in Narck District or amongst the Maasai are subjact te dobata. They
may not reflect the actual figures, as the local inhabitants have certain cultural beliefs regarding the counting of
people and livestock. There are very strong beliefs that children and livestock are not to be counted because
malevolent forces may strike them, Children are known by their birth names, affiliation and sex, while livestock are
known by colours or other characteristics. Gross counts are belisved ta inspire malevolent forces resulting in
frequent deaths and serious family troubles.

! Figures for Masai Mara region are shown in brackets,
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Map 3.9 Human Population Density of Masai Mara Region
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Tabio 3.10 Group Ranch Aroas and Human Population

GROUP RANCHES AREA SQ. KM, POPULATION DENSITY SQ. KM,
ANGATA BARAGO! 78.82 3,588 45.5
OLOSAKWANA,INTULELE ,OLONRGOILIIN,CHE | 445.00 18,856 424
PALUNGA 264.94 4,333 16.4
MOYOl J68.00 5,082 13.8
KIMENTET 265.52 3,620 13.6
OLORIEN, KERINKANI 9682.00 5972 6.1
SIANA 2162.00 12,238 57
LEMEK,OLKINYELKOYAKI 1388.00 4,590 3.4
MASAI MARA RESERVE*

5834.28
TOTAL 58,279 9.8

* The population in the reserve are emplayeaes in the tourist [odges and park administration. Spatial areas of the
group ranches are derived from adjudication map, The area of Kimentat was estimated by Douglas-Hamilton et al.
(1988).
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Assuming the same growth rate, the population at the time of the field work for this study
(1991) was approximately 72,000. In some high potential agricultural areas such as Kimentet
and Angata Baragoi, populations have increased dramatically.

Within the region, human population has intensified and expanded in four main
areas: Angata Baragoi, Kimentet and Lemek. In Angata Baragoi, the area of 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 of accelerating population growth and widening
distribution throughout the study area. Wildlife-human conflict has also increased with the
increasing human population. The effects of this growth have Eeen to hem in the Maasai

and their livestock and to provide a barrier to wildlife migratory movements.

3.5:2 Socio-Economic Profile

The Masai Mara region has been home to the pastoral Maasai, their herds of cattle
and flocks of sheep, goats and donkeys since 800 BC (Robertshow 1980). Although a
predominantly Maasai pastoralist area up until 30 years ago, Mara (like other parts of the
Maasai rangelands) is now increasingly occupied by people from many other ethnic groups,
most of whom are agricuituralists. The ethnic groups in the study area can be listed as
follows: Maasai, Kikuyu, Kipsigis, Nandi, Kisii, Luo, Abaluhya, Kuria, Ndorobo (Table 3.11).
The majority of the inhabitants are pastoralists, although agro-pastoral and farming
communities do exist.

These people come from as many as 15 ditferent Kenyan ethnic groups, and
possibly some from Tanzania. From the surrounding districts these include Kikuyu, Kisil,
Luyha and Luo, coming from the surrounding districts. For the purposes of this study they

are collectively referred to as non-Maasal.
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Table 2.11 Ethnic Composition and Annual Rates of Population Increase

-
ETHNIC GRCUP 1969 1979 INCREASE (%)
Maasai 83243 118091 4.2
Kalenjin Jz2078 59921 8.7
Kikuyu 4578 1738 728.0
Ndorobo 1024 1528 4.9
Luo 834 2812 23.7
Kisil 816 4525 45,5
Abaluhya 682 1831 16.9
Kuria 429 1426 23,2
Kamba 187 618 23.0

Saource: Calculated from 1969 and 1979 Kenya Population Censuses

3.5.3 Land Tenure System and L.and Use

During the 1970s and 1980s, the status of land ownership was changed throughout
the southern rangelands (The Land (Group) Representatives Act, Chapter 287, 1968).
Formerly, cattle were privately owned, but the land was "crownland"” held by the crown on
behaif of the Maasai. It was adjudicated by section, each of which held its land portion. As
land was adjudicated, it was registered as freehold, in private or group holdings. These
large tracts of land were further broken down in the high potential areas into individual
properties, which could be sold or leased. In the Mau Forest, Ngong hills and the Loitokitok
area at the base of Mount Kilimanjaro, much land was sold or leased to agriculturalists
growing subsistence and cash crops. Some Maasai began to plant small plots of maize and
millet within their compounds. Houses, fences and cropfields sprang up in areas which
hitherto were rangeland. This trend towards cuitivation is widely viewed as a major
deviation from Maasai tradition. Map 3.10 shows a simplificd land use Map of the region.
Upland area is more intensively culitivated and settled. Cultivation is spreading towards the
lowland and the reserve,

There are four main land use activities in the Masai Mara region: (1) livestock
production; (2) agriculture; (3) tourism/wildlife conservation; and (4) human settlement,.

Other lesser activities include market centres, roads, boreholes, and schools. Studies
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Map 3.10 A Simplified Land Use Map of Masai Mara Region
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indicate that the mast profitable land use returns in the region would be a combination of
wildlife/tourism and livestack production (Douglas-Hamilton et al. 1988). Table 3.12 shows
cattle density in the Masal Mara region. Generally, Maasai land-use is based on a flexible

concept of territoriality which has been adapted to tit changing circumstances (Kituyi 1990).
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Flexible patterns of movement and opportunistic management sirategies are needed in

order to gain access to pasture and water (Galaty and Johnson 1980).

Tahle 3.12 Group Ranch Areas and Cattle Populatian

GROUP RANCH AREA S0O. 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 437 12000 24
KOYAKI a77 18700 21
OLKINYEI 788 10700 14
MASA| MARA 1368 0 0
RESERVE '

5224 9
TOTAL 238800

Source: Dougtas-Hamilton et al. 1988

Cattle numbers, no doubt, correlate with the increase in human population and the
number of manyatias and temporary livestock bomas. Owing to improved veterinary
services in the area there has been a general increase in herd sizes for cattle, sheep and
goats. The Narok District has at present 800,000 cattle, 1,300,000 sheep, 970,000 goats and
160,000 donkeys (LMC Annual 1990). Douglas-Hamilton, et al. (1988) estimated livestock
numbers in 1987 in the Mara Area at 250,000 cattle and 150,000 sheep and goats (with sheep
probably outnumbering goats 3 to 2).

Renid expansion has also occurred in cereal farming. According to Douglas-
Hamilton et al (1988}, there were only two farmers growing wheat in the region by 1980.
Today, at least 35 companies are involved in growing wheat on land purchased or leased
from the Maasai group ranches. Pockets of smallholder farms have also developed along
the Mara River and the Siria Escarpment (Map 3.10). The principal cereal crop in the region

is wheat, although maize is grown in much smaller acreage. It is unclear how much acreage
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in the region is under cuitivation. No relevant map exists and not much is documented in
the literature. The District Development Plan 89/93 gives figures of 23,000 hectares in 1984
and 43,000 hectares in 1987 far 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 of maize had heen cultivated. Wheatland is usually let on three-

year [ease agreements.

3.6 Wildlife Conservation and Management in Kenya

This section traces the history of wildlife conservation and management in the Masai
Mara region within the context of Kenya. This shows how conservation practices in the pat
have ignored the local population, contributing to poor public attitudes towards wildlife and
hence, increased wildlifeshuman conflict. This has undermined etforts to protect wildlife and
maintain the sanctity of parks, reserves and wildlife outside the protected areas. Issues in
wildlife-human relationships are outlined and government wildlife programs being
undertaken to reduce the conflict in Masai Mara region and in the rest of the country are

described.

3.6:1 History of Wildlife Conservation

The history of wildlife conservation and management in Kenya can be evaluated
under three main pericds: (1) pre-colonial; (2) colonial; and (3) post-colonial. Dates may
overlap but some themes can be identified as specific to the different periods. Table 3.13
presents the chronology of historical events of wildlife conservation and management in

Kenya.

3.6.1:1 Wildlife in Pre-colonial Kenya {Before 1880)

Before colonial rule in Kenya (1880), 'acal people had close contact with wild



animals. They saw wildlife as natural wonders and sources of food. In some societies, like
the Maasal, wild animals were almost never eaten, the eland being an exception because
it resembles the cow. Maasai boys could kill a tion as a "proof” of bravery or as an initiation
into manhood. By-products of wildlife were worn by elders and used as signs or symbols

(Aboud 1989; Deihl 1985). Zebra skins were used by Maasai for clothing and ornamental

tools.
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Table 3,13 Chronology of Wildlife Conservatlon and Management in Kenya

PERIODS/APPROX.
DATE

CONDITIONS, KEY ACTIONS, WILDLIFE-HUMAN RELATIONSHIPS

Pre-Colonlal
(Before 1895)

» Relative harmonious co-existence, small human poputation, large wildlife
population, communal land ownership, less intansive land use, antagonistic
attitudes, no protected areas, no game control.

= Beginning of Arab slave trade into interior, rise of Kenyan ivory trade

Colonial Era
{1893-1963)

{1930s)

{1945-)

«Beginning of colonial influence, no game control, indiscriminate hunting and
shooting for sport, also to give way for settlers agriculture.

*Ploneering Protection - colonial Governmaent responsible: introduction of
game control, game and forest reserves with sport hunting licences 1940's

*Preservation through parks - national parks were managed by Trustees, Game
control and sport hunting outside parks under Game Department, First national
park, Nairobi park established 1946.

+ Anti-poaching against subsistence hunters

Post-Colonial Era
{19608-1977)

(1990-91-92)

«Parks managed by Trustees until amalgamation with Game Department
Consarvation and Management Department In 1976. Utilization without
management, Hunting Ban in 1977 Compensation to farmers for crop and
livestock depredation

Mining the parks (1977-1990)

= Miniatry of Wildlife and Tourism in charge of wilalife
* Tourism in parks and reserves promoted

* No benefit to local people

= poaching and anti-poaching

Contemporary Challenges:

* Establishment of The Kenya Wildlife Services (KWS) {1990)

* No compensation to farmers for crop and livestock depredation,
compensation for human deaths/injuries retained. Alternative system of
compensation required

s Mounting pressures on parks and wildlife outside the reserves

= Challenges for community participation

+ Need for practical measures to reduce conflict
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3.6:1.2 Wildlife Resources Under Colonial Administration (1880-1963)

Wildlite resources were greatly reduced upon the arrival of explorers, adventurers
and missionaries in East Africa during the 19th century and with the eventual European
settlement. Large numbers of wildlife were killed by bhunters (Cranworth 1919;
Meinertzhagen 1957). As Capone notes:

There were no limits on the number of animais that could be shot and it became

common practice to shoot large numbers of each species in hopes of getting one

good trophy head. The size of each hunter's bag was aiso a source of pride and

many animals were shot simply to add to the tally (Capone 1972:28),

In the meantime, traditional African hunting for subsistence was denounced as
barbarous and unfair (Adams and McShane 1992). By the late nineteenth century, explorers
roundly condemned African hunters (Adams and McShane 1992). By 1894 concern for the
disappearance of wild animals, partiicularly "big game", was expressed by some early
colonial administrators (Jechnson 1902). The Commissioner of Uganda noted the decline in
wildlife and proposed measures to protect some species {(Simon 1962).

The conservation idea in East Africa received its official expression in British East
Africa Company's "Sporting Licenses Regulation of 5th September, 1894, "which proposed
hunting restrictions and bag limits, regulating the number of kills that might be made on
each license" (Capone 1972). Meanwhile, the European settler farmers introduced modern
agriculture, which had a devastating effect on much of the wildlife. The incompatibility of
wildlife, particularly large species, with agricuilture drove wildlife out of settled areas. As
farming and population increased, so did conflict with wildlife. These agricultural activities
are today expanding into the rangelands.

In response to the growing destruction of wildlife in Africa, an international
conference was convened in London in 1800 which was attended by re;sresentatives of the
colonial powers having African dependencies. All the "governments” concerned shared an

interest in the large-scale implementation of the conservation idea (Capone 1972}, During

the same period, interest in Africa's wildlife was mounting in other parts of the world and
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people began to travel to see wild animails rather than to hunt them (Berger 1989; Capone
1972). The idea for national parks, pioneered in America, was also gaining support in
Europe. These conditions led directly to the consolidation of the creation of protected areas
in Kenya.

The first game reserves were established in 1906 in areas that were considered to
have little economic potential (Map 3.11). Only a few parks were subsequently created in
the relatively economically high potential areas such as the Aberdares and Mt. Kenya areas;
all of them today are partially fenced. There was increased concern to protect wildlife and
demands that restrictions be placed on human settlement in wildlife conservation areas. But
no consideration was given to issues such as the space requirements of truly viable
ecclogical units. No concern was given to local peoples whose lands were being considered
as desirable areas for the creation of wildlife sanctuaries, The local people were treated as
a threat to wildlife, even though use of wildlife for subsistence was probably not a major
factor in its decline, in comparison to the effect of sport hunting and agriculture. It was
believed that wildlife could only be protected by eliminating all human interference.
Interference with local hunting rights on traditional hunting grounds, the interruption of
ancient nomadic migration routes, and the restriction of settlement to one side of a line
demarcated on the ground, were all consequences of the estaklishment of game sanctuaries
(Capone 1972).

It became increasingly clear that while complete protection of wildlife could be
accomplished in some reserves, there were other areas in which animals had to share the
land with the human population. As a result, some people expressed alternative views. For
example, Von Wissmann, an early administrator in German East Africa suggested
cooperation with the Africans in order to draw from their expertise and wisely use and
protect wildlife (Simon 1962). it is interesting to note, as reported in chapter two, that even

in North America, some conservationists suggested cooperation with 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 of Wildlife Protected Areas.(1945-1964)

The establishment of the first parks in Kenya followed the passing of the Royal
National Parks Ordinance in 1945. National rescrves were created to cover areas where
human activity could not be excluded. A National Parks Administration was set up under
the Trustees of the National Parks, a para-governmental organization. The first areas
receiving special protection were in, or adjacent to, the Maasailand (rangelands): Nairobi
National Park (established 1946}, Amboseli National Reserve (1948), and Tsavo National Park
{1948). The Masai Mara National Reserve, the area for the present study was established in
1974. We will now examine how the concept of protected areas evoived during the colonial
peried in Kenya.

The Kenya National Park Service took responsibility for protecting wildlife and its
habitat. This task was carried out through legislation enforced by conservation and
government officials. Many of Kenya's major parks were created during this era. The Game
Department, as a separate organization from the parks service, was responsible for wildiife
outside the parks. It controlled and licensed sport hunting and carried out game control in
agricultural sreas, The Game Department cooperated with farmers because of its role in the
control of wild animals in order to protect African crops, especially from elephants (Berger
1989; Kinloch 1972}. The Department, together with county councils, was responsible for
administering game reserves, where indigenous human use continued with relatively little
conilict (with the exception of subsistence hunting). Most of the people using game
reserves were pastoralists who seasonally grazed their cattle in reserves. An example of
collaboration between wardens and pastoralists in reserves is told in the story of Amboseli
Park (Western 1982},

The "imported" concept of conservation, however, provided the public with little
motivation to cherish and protect wildlife, and no opportunity to benefit from it. Insensitivity

to local needs was exemplified by the anti-poaching campaign in Tsavo, which allegedly



11l

destroyed completely the Wallangulu society and culture that was dependent on elephant
hunting for their livelihood (Berger 1989). At one time, about one-third of the adult male
Waliangulu were in prison for poaching {Lusigi 1978). African resistance tended to entrench
the European view that the people living near parks could not be trusted or given any
responsibility for protecting wildlife. Mistrust of the public has coloured official conservation
thinking up until the present era. This contributed to the "island" and territorial attitude of
many park wardens, who tended to work as though parks were completely separate and
unrelated to life cutside park boundaries. Creation of parks may also have fueiled the notion
that the land outside protected areas could be modified entirely for agriculture or other
human uses (with the exception of areas designated for hunting, which were generally
remote, arid and not attractive for farming).

Areas outside the protected reserves were also open to modern land and resource
use practices which tended to emphasize maximum exploitation, not sustainable
management, Modern farming practices have tended to reduce the variables {diversity} in
the ecosystem and to develop monocultural systems with artificially high production. These
strategies have led to environmental depletion and te the elimination and extinction of wild
animal species (Berger 1989), By the time Kenya attained independence in 1963, there were
four national parks and six game reserves. There are presently 23 national parks and 29
national reserves (Map 3.12) {Kioko 1992), but it is becoming increasingly difficult to acquire
new areas for protection as human activities expand. In fact, status of some of the new

parks/reserve is being repealed’,

' Three areas that were originally declared and gezetted as prolected areas including Nders Island, Tana River
and Ruma have been degazetted. A number of protacted areas have had portions excised. Masai Mara Game
Reserve has been reduced three times since it was gazatted, It is increasingly argued that areas that oo not contain
wildlife or significant natural resources should be open for human use. As inhabitants of these areas becoms
politically vocal, such proposals are hound to increase,



3.6:1 Post-colonial period {1963-1991}

The post-independence Kenya had meant a ditferent approach to wildlife
management issues. Conservation policy and programs had to complement the new
aspirations and national strategies for econemic and social development. The National
Parks Service (under the 1964 National Parks of Kenya Act (cap. 377 of the Laws of Kenya)
and the Government Game Department (Wild Anima! 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 two organizations. It was governed by
new legislation, the Wildlife (Conservation and Management) Act. Important modifications
in Wildlife conservation policy began to occur. The Wildlife Act contained policy that
aliowed for "utilization" as part of conservation management. The Act had been preceded
by a sessional paper (No. 3, 1975} on the future of wildlife management, not only in parks
and reserves, but also in the dispersal areas around parks. As a legitimate form of land use,
it proposed that landowners supporting wildlife should receive sufficient enumeration to
enable wildlife utilization to be sustained, and it suggested ways for sharing economic
benefits from wildlife.

The need to link planning and management of 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 coordinating
park planning with development in surrounding land. He suggested a "conservation unit
approach” for planning the Nairobi National Park Ecosystein (Lusigi 1978). The proposed
coordinated 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 boundaries into account, Although this model has received enormous
international recognition, there is no evidence to that it has been tested for implementation,

even in the context of the Nairobi National Park ecosystem where it was developed.
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Map 3.12 National Parks and Equivalent Reserves of Kenya
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Another approach has been to manage wildlife as an alternative source of protein.
During the 1960’'s, there had been a growing interest in the potential for wildlife as a source
of protein to feed Africa’s fast-growing population (Food and Agriculture Organization [FAQ]
1967; Talbot 1967; Tinley 1979). The Government's intention to legalize and develop
controlled sale of game meat was reflected in the 1970-74 National Development Plan (1969).
This shift from preservation to rational exploitation was also an aspect of the next plan
(1975-78). Research on wildlife meat production and the characteristics that made wildlife
physiologically and ecologically superior to domestic stock was encecuraged (Darling 1960;
Ledger 1967; Quartrup 1974; Talbot et al. 1965).

The growth rate in the establishment of the protected areas in Kenya increased
immediately after independence but has slowed down in the 1980s and 1990s. It is
becoming increasingly difticult to acquire and declare new lands as parks and reserves,
hasically because of demands for land and human population growth. The major objectives
of wildlife conservation in Kenya (through the protected areas concept) and the economic
justification for wildlife conservation are as listed below.

Wildlife is ulilized in two main ways in Kenya: (1) consumptive, and (2) non-
consumptive. Non-consumptive is mainly through game viewing in parks and reserves,
sclentitic advancement (research), cultural naming in fotklore and songs. Consumptive uses
include (1) sport hunting, (2) capture for export, (3} game cropping for meat and trophies,
and (4) game ranching alone or in combination with livestock. Processing and marketing
of wildlife products is also encouraged as a means of achieving higher net contribution to
the economy. For consumptive utilization to benefit the iocal people it is necessary to direct
it cutside the reserves. Such consumptive utilization should also be managed to reduce the
number of species causing damage. Wildlife should remain in these community areas only

as long as they provide direct benefits to local people.
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3.6:2 WildlifeLocal People Issues in Kenya

This section outlines the main issues involved in the wildlife-protection area and the
way that the local people of Kenya are affected. These include (1) wildlife policy, {2) wildlife
damage control, (3) compensation for loss due to wildlife, (4) disease transmission from
wildlife to livestock, (5) distribution of tourism revenue that neglects locat people, and (6)
wildlife conservation education and extension services. These issues underlie the wildlife-
human conflict in the Masai Mara region and other parts of Kenya and are presented here
to provide the background for analysis of the views of the local people towards the

pragrams in the next chapter.

3.6:2.1 Wildlife Policy

The Kenhya government's commitment to wildlife protection is demonstrated by its
land reservation and strict wildlife conservation legislation and policies. The main objective
of the protected areas is "to preserve in a reasonably natural state examples of the main
types of habitat which are found in Kenya for aesthetic, scientific and cultural purposes”
(WCMD 1986). The Government’'s present policy towards wildlife was first described in

Sessional Paper No. 3 of 1975, Statement on Future Wildlife Management Policy. The

Sessional paper was an attempt to move away from policing and towards conservation and
management of wildlife resources. It suggested that returns to wildlife should be optimized
through (1) conserving it when that is the best form of land use (or can be productive in
combination with other uses); (2) ensuring implementation of those uses, and (3) ensuring
an equitable distribution of benefits of those uses. The paper states that:

...(thhe main future emphasis of wildlife poticy will be upon finding means to secure
optimum returns from the wildlife resource, and upon implementation of those
means for the benefit of landowners and the nation generally ... If wildlife is to
continue to use seme of this carrying capacity, which is now being brought under
direct, explicit, and conscious management for the first time, it must yield returns
to the ranchers, which are the least equal to the returns from the livestock, which
could replace it.
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This policy gives room for integrating wildlife conservation with local communities
but its operation is unclear. The Sessional Paper established framework for the subsequent
Wildlife (Conservation and Management) Act, Cap 376 of the Laws of Kenya. The Act is the
principal legislation dealing with wildlife. It was amended in 1989 and is now the Wildlife
(Conservation and Management) (Amendment) Act. The amended Acts established the
Kenya Wildlife Services (KWS), a parastotal crganization and was put in charge of wildlife
conservation and management. The major functions of KWS range from the formulation of
policies regarding wildlife conservation, management and utilization to conduct and co-
ordinate research activities in the field of wildlife conservation and management and the
administration and co-ordination of the international protocols, conventions and treaties
regarding wildlife matters. Mention and pledge are made with regard to wildlife damage
control and integrating wildlife conservation with local communities through extension
services, creation of awareness and provision of tangible economic benefits to local people,
but these are, to say the least, "paper programs"”. We will now outline the specific programs

being undertaken in wildlife areas, outlining their strength and shortcomings.

3.6:2:2 Wildlife Damage Control

Wildlife damage control is one of the major programs that the government
undertakes in its attempts to reduce wildlife-human conflict; traditionally called "game
control*, it has been an important responsibility of the Kenya wildlife authority since the
beginning of wildlife protection. Ritchie (1968} defines "Game control” in Kenya as:

the sum total of measures that must be taken to prevent any animals, desired to

preserve from coming into serious conflict with man and his legitimate activities.

While game preservation means in effect the shielding of game from man and his

instinct to kill, game control means the shielding of man from the depredations of

game.. (Ritchie quoted in Brown 1868:2089).

Wildlife damage control in Kenya today, is carried out primarily by the KWS. Before

the amalgamation it was ine responsibility of the Game Department. The former national
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parks and Forest Department had also been engaged in control activities. The government's
position on the control of wild animals was stated in a sessional paper, published in 1959,

The government does recognize a responsibility, arising from its declared game
preservation policy, to assist in the control of schedule game animals as far as it is
practicable to do so. Control is an important function of the game Department and
the Government intends that, within the limits of finance available, such control shall
be as effective as is practicable (GOK - Sessional Paper no. 1 of 1959/60:5).

This position was once more consolidated in a new sessional paper, published in

1975:

The government accepts a general responsibility to assist with control of behaviour
of wildlife, which is adverse to other activities or to human life, within the limits of
available finance, manpower, and techniques and subject to co-operation by the
relevant landowners and other members of the public.

The paper continues with:

The techniques used by the Service or recommended to landowners for particular
game control problems depend upon the circumstances of the case, and specifically
upon the likely benefits to be secured, relative to the costs of achieving them. The
range of available techniques includes deterrence (through use of thunderflashes,
night fires, dogs, shoating of cne or two numbers of a herd), erection of game proof
barriers (which is very expensive and can only be countenanced where game
damage is likely to be large and whete it is in the intarest of sound land use
management, that wildlife be excluded from the area), translocation or extermination
{via poisoning, shooting, or destruction of habitat) (GOK - Sessional Paper No. 3 of
1975, sections 77, 78 and 79: 16-17).

These statements reflect the intensions of the government but mean more on paper
than in reality. Wildlife contro! indicates the steps that the government as the owner of
wildlife takes to reduce or resolve the conflict. Wildlite control in the Masai Mara region

means, in essence, the controlling of wildlife where they conflict with livestock and crops.

3.6:2.3 Compensation for Loss

As early as the late 1350s a kind of wildlife damage compensation existed through

Kenya. Hunting was partially regulated through a Controlled Area system'?, which covered

' The Controlled Area Systam was 8 managemant regulation of the Game department, attempting 1o spread
hunting pressure and preventing overcrowding of areas by limiting the numbaer of hunters In any hunting block at
the same time. A hunting block is a controlled area that is open to hunting.
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game areas outside the national parks and game reserves (except for private land). This
Controlled Area system also served to bring some of the economic benefits of wildlife
explaitation directly to the people. Hunters had to pay fees to the District Councils for the
use of a controlled area. District Councils were encouraged to use at least part of the money
received from controlled area fees to compensate pecple for damage or personal injuries
caused by wild animals (Capone 1972). This system ended with the banning of hunting in
1977.

The current compensation scheme was established in late 1975. In this scheme,
those who suffered property damage, human death or injury because of wildlife would
receive monetary compensation from the government. However, no compensation would
be paid in cases where the loss of life or injury occurred in the course of illegatl activities,
as in the case of poaching wild animals. Indirect damage such as the loss of livestock due
to disease transmitted by wildlife or competition for resources was not been included in the
scheme because it is difficult to quantity or confirm such losses,

The procedure of 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 assists the claimant in filling out a
compensation form. Officers from the District Agricultural Office visit the scene and they
determine the extent of damage in monetary terms on the tevel of local values and
productivity levels. Claims for personal injury/death must be accompanied by a medical or
post mortem certificate. Next, the claim goes to the District Wildlife Compensation
Committee (gazetted in 1978), consisting of a number of interested parties and two members
of the public. This committee discusses the claim and either defers it for re-assessment at
the tocal level or approves it with a recommended amount of compensation before sending
the claim to the KWS in Nairobi. KWS once again makes a recommendation on the required

compensation and this recommendation is forwarded to the Ministry of Tourism and Wildlife
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for payment.

Figure 3.1 Stages in Wildlife Compensation Procedures
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The Ministry reduces the recommended amount to fit within the overall available budget.
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Finally, payment is made to the District Commissioner, who eventually pays the
compensation to the claimant. If the claimant is not satisfied with amount received, he has
the right to appeal within 60 days,

Over the years claims for compensation have increased in response to increasing
wildlife damage. During 1986, for instance, compensation claims fr the Narok District
totalled Kshs. 47 million (Table 3.14). The accuracy of the claims is difficult to police. From
the local people's perspective the scheme has failed to meet the costs of sustaining wildlife
on their land (Douglas-Hamilton et al. 1988). The administration of the scheme is

burdensome as the claims procedure is too long.

Table 3.14 Narck District Wildlife Damage and Compensation Claims and Payments 1979-86

YEAR AMOUNT CTLAIMED | AMOUNT PAID TYPES OF CLAIMS (% of Total Claim

(K.SHS) (K.SHS) Value)

Crop Livestock Personal

1979 721,955 721,955 100 0 0
1980 852,198 852,198 N/A N/A N/A
1981 no data no data N/A N/A N/A
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 Wildlife Disease Transmission to Livestock

Table 3.15 shows the general diseases believed to originate from wildlife to domestic

cattle. The common wildlite cited as disease carriers were butfalo, elephants and
wi'debeests. Apart from the diseases listed, wildlife also carry all the four common types

of ticks known in East Africa: brown, blue, bont and red (Odegi-Awuondo 1982). The ticks
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transmit various stock diseases including East Coast Fever, anaplasmosis, redwater
(babesiosis), and headwater. Wildlife have developed immunity to most of the diseases, thus
acting as healthy carriers. One of the factors in wildlife damage in the Masai Mara region
is the transmission of disease from wildlife {wildebeests and buffalo) to livestock. There is
a need to investigate the disease cycle between wildlife and domestic livestack. The result
of such research should then be used to assist planning of off-take quotas for individual

species with the aim of reducing the level of disease transmission.

Table 3.15 Livestock and Wildlife Diseases

WILDLIFE AFFECTED DOMESTIC STOCK

DISEASE AFFECTED

East Coast Fever Buffalo Cattle

Anthrax Cattle

Rinderpest Buffalo (all warm-blooded Cattle, camels, sheep,
animals) goats, pigs

Foot and mouth Ruminants (nearly all Cattle, pigs, sheep
others

Malignant Catarrh Wildebeests Cattle, sheep

Trypanosomiasis {nearly all) Cattle, sheep, goats,

camels

Source: Pratt and Gwynne 1977.

3.6:2.5 Distribution of Tourism Revenue

One of the main justifications for protecting wildlife in Masai Mara and Kenya at
large, is tourism. This section examines the role of wildlifa (through the protected area) in
tourism in the Masai Mara region within the Kenyan context. It shows that the local people
do not benefit, and that this is one reason why they might hold negative attitudes towards

wildlife conservation.
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The Masai Mara region, through tourism, is one of Kenya's chief foreign exchange
earning areas. In 1987, for example, the Reserve absorbed 18% of all visits to national parks
or reserves In the country and generated 8% of gross tourist revenues for Kenya (Douglas-
Hamilton et al. 1988). Tourism is Kenya's primary forelgn exchange earner. In the last two

decades, visitor numbers to Kenya have escalated three-fold (Table 3.16). There have been

Table 3,16 Kanya Tourlsm Arrivals and Earnings {1967.1990)

YEAR ARRIVALS5* | CHANGE CURRENT CONSTANT | VALUE OF TOURISM AS PROPORTION
(1000'S (%) EARNINGS K EARNINGS DOMESTIC {EXPORTS + TOURISM
EXPORTS EARNINGS %}
1987 225 - NA - 53.5 -
1968 262 18.4 17.3(2) 488 578 22.0
1969 29 e 18.7 43.7 633 201
1970 34 17 19.%5 472 78 20.5
1971 an 07 3.9 583 72 246
1972 345 -18.1 7.3 60.8 20.6 232
1973 318 -2.0 24.3(3) 55.9 122, 16.5
1974 316 -8.5 28.5 §1.3 162.9 14.0
1975 324 25 33.4 §5.8 168.9 16.5
1978 448 a7 42.9(2) 60.8 260.8 138
1977 s -22.4 48,3 5B.5 480.2 9.2
1978 361 43 60.0 70.4 3669 14.0
1979 383 6.1 62.0 68.4 385.5 13.¢
1880 389 18 82.5 a5 4818 14.5
1881 366 5.8 80.0 81.4 5139 149
1002 302 71 118.0 968.2 545.7 17.8
1981 | 272 -51 1220 921 6331 16.2
1984 462 242 152.0 103.8 754.8 16.8
1085 541 171 197.0 1251 778.0 20.2
1988 814 13.§ 247.0 147.0 NA -
1967 665 8.3 275.0{4) 154.0 NA -
NOTES:

Over 75% of arrivals are hollday visitors (others are business and tranalt); average length of atay is 16 days {18 for
holldsy and 2 for business visltors),

v Includes tourlsm, business and translt (Source: (CBS)

o CBS calcutations

Sources:

1) 1943 sarnings were K#7.9m (Development Plan 1934-1088)

2) Davelopment Plan: 1979-1987

3) Sesslonal Paper No. 3 of 1975

4) *Financial Times,” March 15, 1988, quoting the Ministry of Tourlsm and Wildlife

5} Delfator obtalnad from World Bank “International Financial Statistica® Supplement of Price Statistics 1888, Deflator for

19068 and 1987 estimated.
All other data from "Economic Survey” for varlous years {CBS).

three distinct periods of tourism growth in Kenya: the late 1960°s, 197F . .. the mid- 1980's.
Tourist growth has been 5.7% per annum, while earning has increased 15% per annum.

Wildlife plays a remarkable role in the industry with the visitors numbers to parks steaaily
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Increasing''. Currently, Kenya receives about 700,000 tourists per year. Tourlsm is now the
leading foreign currency earner after the traditional export crops of coffee, tea and

horticultural produce (see Figure 3.2). Foreign exchange earnings were US $18 million

Figure 3.2 Role of Tourism in Kenyan Economy {1964-1988)
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Source: Sinclair 1991

" Experts, howaver, warn that many tourist will turn to coast as wildiifs population dwindle. With Tanzanian
tourlam gaining popularity, more of wildlife viewing tourists will probably prefer Tanzania.
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in 1990, a growth of 23.4 per cent from about US $15 million recorded in 1989.
Approximately 110,000 people, or 8.3% of the wage earning population of 1.3 million people
are employed directly or indirectly in tourism. Kenya's highest tourism growth rates
occurred during the 1960s with the advent of charter tours. The number of tourists
increased by 227% between 1960 and 1967, and by 131% between 1968 and 1972 (Rajotte
1987). World economic and political conditions led to a general downward trend in tourism
numbers in the 1970s and early 1980s. The government projects that about 1 miilion will be
visiting the country in coming years and the KWS believes that with better management
techniques, better infrastructure, and a wider range of reserves made available, Kenya can
absorb as many as 10 million tourists per year (KWS 1990).

The Masai Mara reglon has always been an important attraction for tourists. Downey
of Ker and Downey, began escorting tourist cllents to the Mara in 1929 simply because it
was one place in Kenya where the clients were guaranteed to see large quantities of a wide
variety of wildlife. Before the 1960's, the Mara Area was not a tourist destination as there
were no facilities and very poor roads. Keekorok Lodge opened in 1965 with 48 beds. [n
1975, there were 264 beds in the Mara and by 1980 there were 548 available. By 1991 there
were over one thousand beds and at least 180,000 visitors going to the Reserve and the
surrounding wildlife dispersal areas each year. Map 3.13 shows the distribution of tourism
facilities in the Masai Mara region.

The Mara area has attracted tourists more rapidly than any other park or reserve in
the country with visitor entries rising by 9%, and bed nights by 12% annually. There have
been significant benefits from tourism for the people of the district. Over the last decade,
the Narok County Council (NCC} has earned over Kshs 75 million (CAD $3) in revenues from
vigitor taritfs from lodges set up in the reserve (Douglias-Hamilton et al 1988). Much of this
has gone to health, education, and animal husbandry projects throughout the district. The

critical issue is that the adjacent group ranches in the wildlife dispersal area received, in
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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 their way to the Maasal people of the group ranches where the
wildlife spends much of its time (Douglas-Hamiiton et al. 1988). Table 3.17 and Figure 3.3

show the probable distribution of the gross earnings of the Masai Mara region.
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Figure 3.3 Distributions of tourism Earnings in Masai Mara Region (1987)
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Table 3.18 Direct Distribution of Earnings {1987}
N )
I BeENEFTS AMOUNT (Kshs. m) PROPORTION (%) !
|
| Hotel OperatorsiOwners 155.69 35.00 i
Il Gavernment Taxes 20.10 450 i
| Travel Agenta/Tour Organizers 2.4 5.00 l!

Tour Companies 37.53 8.40 i

Salari Companies (Tented) 7S 8.40

Massai Group Ranchas 2.78 0.60

Balloon Operators 53.60 12.10

Narok Caunty Council 23.07 5.20

Employses - Nerok 7.54 1.80

Employses - Other 1226 2.80

Alr Charter Operators 490.94 11.20

Lodge/Camp Shops 21.82 490

Total: 444 65 99.90

Source: Douglas-Hamilton st 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
supplied from Nairobi) and other minor services. About Kshs, 20 million (5%) was paid
directly to the government in the form of taxes and levies {hotel accommodation tax and
catering levy} in 19687. These estimates confirm that little benelits accruing from protected
area-based tourism goes to the local people of the Masai Mara reglon,

Potentiaily, the pastoralism/wildlife tourism combination in the Masal Mara is so
lucrative that there should be ample revenues to allow for tull local benefits for the Maasai
who share the land with the wildlife. It is these people who deserve the credit for its very
existence. For tourism to continue to tlourish, the industry must make a greater economic
contribution to the improvement of living conditions in the wildlife dispersal areas.
Protected areas play a significant role in attracting tourists. More than u half of the tourists
that come to Kenya visit the protected areas. Kenya currently has 23 national parks and 29
game reserves, occupying about 8% of the country’'s land surface. Most of the protected
areas are located in the arid and semi arid lands. Hotel bed-night occupancy by foreign
residents in Game reserves and national parks rose by 15.2 per cent in 1990 compared to
8.3 per cent growth in 1989. The most commonly visited protected areas with over one
thousand visitors in 1990 inciude Amboseli, Nairobi, Lake Nakuru, Tsavo East National parks
and the Masai Mara National Reserve (Table 3.18). Generally, protected area-based touriam
has become an important source of revenue for the country and is one of the main forces

behind the government's interests in wildlife conservation.
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Table 3.18. Annual Visitors to National Parks and Game Reserves, 1986-1990 {100,000)

PROTECTED AREAS 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990
Ambhoseli 157.0 1485 137.7 140.4 237.2
National Park

Animal Orphanage 73.0 821 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 9.6 99.8 125.5 155.2 152.8
Tsavo (East) 75.3 89.6 87.3 1011 127.7
Total visits to all Park 925.5 996.0 1,095.8 1,255.0 1,532.2

Source: EIU 1991

The question, however, is who benefits from the tourism revenue generated from the
protected areas. Although tourism’s benefit to developing countries is in itself debatable (for
exaniple, de Kadt 1979; Britton 1983; Marsh 1987; Rajotte 1987), the concern here is to
establish how it is distributed within the country. Quite often aimosi a! the revenue earned
goes directly to the national treasury, while very little is ploughed back into local regions
that sustain the protected area tourism. Often the local people are treated as tiweats to the
protected areas and this has created antagonistic attitudes towards wildlife and the

protected area by the locai people.

3.6:2.6 Wildlife Conservation Education and Extension Services

Wildlife conservation education of Kenyan people is becoming increasingly
important as human population increases, land pressure mounts and people’s familiarity
with wildlife through daily experience decreases. There are two main purposes to wildlife
conservation education: {1) to increase the Kenyan peoples’ understanding of their
country's wildlife and ecosystems and the value they place upon them, and thus create an

atmosphere of concern and support for wildlife conservation, and (2) to offer all visitors to
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Kenya's wiidlife areas information about wildlife while enhancing their commitment to its
conservation.

By 1991, there were educational facilities at Nairobi, Nakuru, Voi and Meru run by
KWS. There were also NGO-run facilities at Nakuru, Hell’s Gate, Langata and Nanyuki. In
addition, awareness of the value of wildlife is achieved through participation in popular
Provincial Agricultural shows, The education staff were few and were trained primarily in
wildlife management, rather than in communication or other skills. The main questions to
be addressed with regard to wildlife education are: (1) who are the target groups and what
are their aims (interests) regarding resource use in relation to wildlife conservation in Masai
Mara, (2) what are the "messages” to get across to them, and (3) what are the available
educational channels and techniques? Often the local people are treated as uninformed.
There is need first to establish exactly what the local people know and want, then to flil in
the gaps regarding wildlife conservation. It is also important to establish the role of wildlife
conservation education in relation to other education and extension services, such as in
agriculture, NGOs, and other interest groups in environmental conservation education. Table
3.19 outlines various interest groups in wildlife conservation in Masai Mara region and in
Kenya in general. The main target group, however, should be communities living in park

adjuncts.

3.6:2.7 Other Government Activities

There are other government wildlife programs that affect local people directly or
indirectly. Primary amongst these are the anti-poaching activities. The anti-poaching unit
of KWS has the dual purpose of fighting poachers and controlling problem wildlife,
especially dangerous animals including vermin. The game stations were basically concerned
with abatement of depredation and control of predation on domestic animais. The Wildlife

Conservation and management Act, Cap. 376, Sec. 31, states the circumstances under
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Table 3.19 Major Interest Groups in Wildlife Conservation issues

INTEREST GROUPS

ABILITY OF EACH GROUP

AIMS (Interests)

Rural Dwellers {semi-nomadic
pastoralists and settled cultivators)

Limited power to enforce their interests,

Use local councils and NGOs

*To defend their farming and grazing areas and
to protect themselves, their crops and their
livestock from wildlife damage.

*To increase access to land and wildlife

resources (eg. game meat} and gain
employment within parks authorities and
tourist companies

Wildlife Tour Operators

Commercial influence {often foreign-
owned, small exclusive companies)
giving funds and clout for lobbying.
*Also some links to conservation
groups

To maintain accessible and attractive
conservation areas with impressive wildlife for
tourism

Wildlife Tourists

*Spending power (well off international
visitors}

To recreate and enjoy

State W.\dlife/Tourism Departments,
Government officials, policy-makers,
politicians, adminisi ators, technocrats
Conservatiosiists (i1z.2ya Wildlife services

Political, administrative and through
control cf wildlife products (directly
and indirectly)

To earn foreign exchange

Enhance national status in international opinion
Sometimes to benefit individual from an
agreement conserve wildlife preserve for
natural heritage, tourism

Wildlife Lobby Groups. Scientists
{biologists, educators, wildliferes,
planners)

*International status and backing, often
have connections to national agencies,
most members are expatriate and
influential

To preserve wildlife for scientific, aesthetic
purposes

Wild Animals

*Ecological ability

sAdvocated for by wildlife lobby
groups, International and national
conservation community

To meet ecological requirements eq. “birth-
right” to migrate seasonally in and out of
reserve area for food and breeding

Sources: Information adapted from Yeager and Miller 1986; Matowanyika 1989; Bonner 1993; Abel and Blaikie 1986; Rickinson 1993.
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which game may be destroyed. Poaching is one of the major problems facing Kenya witdlife

Service,

3.6:3 The Maasai of Kenya: A historical Overview

The Maasai of Kenya and Tanzania, their history, tratuilonal utilization of the
environment and their relationships with wildlife have been widely described (Berger 1989;
Galaty 1992; Homewood and Rodgers 1991; Jacobs 1975; Western 1982). They are an
“Eastern Nilotic" people, living in wie Great Rift Valley region of Southern Kenya and
Northern Tanzania'? (Berger 1989). Today they number about 350,000 people (1989
estimates). In 1975, Jacobs estimated that there were about 64,000 pastceral Maasai in Kenya
occupying 16,000 sq. miles. Although there are other Maa-speaking peoples, only those who
are semi-nomadic'® pastoratists are referred to as the Maasai proper. They and other
pastoralist groups, such as the Samburu, Rendille, Turkana, Borana, Orma and Somall
constituted about one milllon people in Kenya by 1989 (Berger 1989). They Inhabit the arid
and semi-arid rangelands which cover three-quarters of Kenya's land area, and where most
of Kenya's wildlife is found.

Uptill the ¢ ming of the Europeans to East Africa, the Maasai people were made up
of diverse, autonomous, and geographically separate groups or "sections" (oloshon),
sharing a common language and cuiture (Berger 1989; Galaty 1981; 1992, 1993). Berger
{1989), Fosbrocke (1948) and Jacobs (1975) have described the structures of the sectlons.

First, each section had its own territory and autonomous political structure, based

on a division of society into age-sets. The sections were divided into localities (ankutoto),

'? Maasalland refers to that land which is primarily occupied by the Maasal people of Kenya and Tanzanla. But
here, we concentrate only on the Kenya's Maasailand. Today, this Includes Narok and Kajiado Districts.

? Nomadic Pastoralism refers to a way of life based on herding. It is dependent on mobt'ity in areas where the
condition of the environment |s characterized by marked seasonality. This means that there are Insufficient
resources far the people and their livestock to stay in ona place throughout the year.
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with their own permanent water supplies for dry season grazing and clearly defined
boundaries for wet season pasture, within which famifies moved. Each locality was a self-
contained ecological and social unit, which largely managed its own local alfairs. People
were prohibited from using one anothers’ territories without permission, although during
drought there was institutional sharing of resources (Bekure and Pasha 1990; Galaty and
Johnson 1990). Senior elders of a section formed the governing body within a section, and
consulted and made decisions as a group.

Secondly, within each section, the principle unit of livestock management was a
“kraal camp" (enkang), consisting of several independent polygamous families with
common interests and friendship. The traditional herding system involved herd and family
movements from high-potential, dry-season pasture based at permanent water sources, to
temporary low-potential wet-season grazing near temporary water supplies. Their resource
management technigues tended to conserve pastures and promote ecological sustainability
(Berger 1989; Galaty 1992). As Berger (1989) explains; the Maasai traditionally made
systemalic reconnaissance of, and movement lo, wet season grazing flushes, which atlowed
conservation of standing hay in dry-season pastures; they used donkeys to carry water to
expand grazing areas and to permit camps to stay away as long as possible; they made
moderate burns of grasslands to get rid of ticks and other diseases and to promote the
growth of nutritious grasses; they directed the novement of cattle and sheep tc .void
damage to grass at critical periods and to control bush encicachment. Members who failed
to adhere to these practises were subjected to sccial rebuke. This system of management,
controlied livestock population over a long period of time, thus ensured protection of the
environment (Berger 1989).

However, during times of hardship, the Maasai would also depend on their
relationships with nearby agricultural communities (Kjaerby 1980; Parkipuny 1989; 1991).

The Maasal have been known to disdain those who till their soil, "/imeek” (who are
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considered poor). However, historical studies of Maasai relationships with neighbours
suggest that there must have always been Maasai-speaking agricultural settlements in the
better watered parts of their land. These places provided refuge during famines and
droughts. Those who became destitute in times of disaster could find a source of livelihood
by turning to agriculture (Galaty 198%; Parkipuny and Berger 1993). These llkurrman
communities occurred at the intersection of pastoralists, foreign agriculturalists, and trade
caravans (Galaty 1981). Recent studies have highlighted the dynamic aspects of the Maasai

communities and how the Maasai established various innovations for survival (Kituyi 1990).

3.6:3.1 Post-Colonial History of the Maasai

At the time of Europeans arrival in East Africa in the middle of the la<: century, the
Maasai occupied the largest amount of territory of any ethnic group. By the middle of the
last century, they occupied land from northern Kenya to Southern Tanzania. They are said
to have been at the height of their territoriality just before their devastation by drought,
famine and disease in the 1880s (Fosbrooke 1948; Jacobs 1975, Tignor 1976). However, with
the establishment of a British colonial government and its program of White settlement at
the beginning of this century, the Maasai !ost some of their best dry-season grazing land
{Tignor 1976).

Various treaties were signed between a few Maasai leaders and the colonial settlers
(Sindiga 1984). The first treaty in 1904, removed the Maasai from the Nakuru-Naivasha area
of the Rift Valley. A second treaty in 1911 moved them from the Laikipia highlands. In
exchange, their southern land was extended to include what is now the northwest part of
Narok District to form a Southern Reserve (Cranworth 1919). The colonial image of the
Maasai as unproductive and warsome was the justification for taking their land for Eurcpean
settlement (Berger 1989; Collett 1987). The Maasai probably lost more land to the British

than any other ethnic group (Tignor 1976; Sarone 1988). They were never able to reclaim the
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land taken by the British, which since independence, has been largely taken by their old
competitors, the Kikuyu.

Today, the Maasai occupy Kajiado and Narok Districts. During colonial times and to
some extent today, the Maasai continued to practise pastoralism, in spite of etforts by the
colonial (and the independent Kenyan) governments to get them to reduce stock and to use
modern livastock management (Berger 1989). Various Government activities such as
veterinary services were introduced in the 1920s to encourage the production of beef and
to increase the participation by the Maasal in the national economy. The African Livestock
Development (Aldev) (1962) program increased watering points by constructing boreholes
and dams in the 1940s and 1950s. This reduced scme of the ecological restrictions on
livestock (Western 1973), and the Maasai were perceived by the Government to be
overstocking. Herd size increase and overgrazing were considered to be the major cause

of rangeland degradation and desertification (Brown 1963; Lamprey 1983).

3.6:3.2 Maasai Relationship to Wildlife Canservation

This section looks at how the aforementioned transformations affect the traditionally
harmonious relationship between the Maasai, the wildlife, and the entire environment. The
Maasai's success in conserving their environment without threatening the existence of the
region’s wildlife can be attributed to pastoralism itself. There seems to have always been
a close and relatively harmonious association betwevn the Maasai and wildlife. As Western
(1976) states:

Seasonal migration patterns and foraging strategies of Maasali livestock and wildlife

species are so similar that their niches are intermingled and inseparable {Quoted in

Berger 1989:55).

Jacobs (1975) quoting Bell (1969) comments:

Heavy pastoral grazing of medium to tall grassland is both a necessary and

beneficial condition for the development and maintenance of the vast herds of wild
ungulates that are found in these areas today (Quoted in Berger 1989:55}.
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Before the establishment of parks and the proliferation of agriculture, wildlife and
livestock shared the rangeland ecosystem. Both grazed lowland grassiand during rainy
season and migrated to wetter highlands during dry periods when lowlands cease to
provide adequate pasture (Deihi 1985). It is beileved that a combination of wildtife and
livestock at certain population levels can help increase carrying capacity (Berger 1989;
Croze 1978). Historical records suggest there were people raising cattle for milk in
Maasailand about 3,000 years ago (Collett 1987; Waller 1976; Bower 1973; Odner 1972). At
the same time, wildiife were occurring in Maasailand at the time of European contact, after
more than 2,500 years of pastoralism. Research show that wi.dlife/pastoralist systems are
ecclogically more productive than either modern cattle ranching o- wildlife alone (Western
1982; Western and Gichohi 1993). The Maasal and other pastoralists can be seen as
"ecosystem people" (Dasmann 1984), in the sense that they have evoived a way of life
integral to the surrounding ecosystem and became adapted to and influenced their
environment without destroying its sustainability (Berger 1989; Galaty 1992). Their survival
dep:nded on its continuing productivity. As Dasmann (1984) says, their culture contrasts
with modern "biosphere cultures”, which take resources from many ecosystems but do not
depend cn any one.

Traditionally, the Maasai are trained through the experience of living in their
surroundings to become good observers of natural processes such as seasonal change,
weather and wildlife habitants. Survival strategies require an initial and intimate knowledge
of their environment. As Berger {1989) and Western & Dunne (1979), say, the Maasai are
natural "ecologists”. Many aspects of their culture are connected with the natural world
around them. This experience is reflected in their ideology and legitimized by participation
in their ceremonies, rituals and social institutions (Mol 1978). The recognition of an
interdependence between humans and other forms of life is expressed through cultural

practices and beliefs. Many animal species have special significance. The lion hunt,
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"glamayoi*, is assoclated with honour and bravery; the hedgehog, antbear and mole are
considered good luck; the duiker, jackal and cape are bringers of bad fortune. Ostrich
feathers are worn at the Eunoto ceremony (Berger 1989; Sarone & Hazel 1985). Maasai do
not seem to regard "God" as having given them dominion over nature. Their view of some
other forms of life is shown in their names for smaller plains game: "inkinefi e nka" (the
goats of God), and "inkishu in nka" (the cattle of God) (Mol 1978}. Learning about wildlife
and (he natural world was part of traditional education. This is well described by a Maasai
warrior.

Many writers have noted that the Maasai do not normally kill wildlife, although there
are reports of hunts, and of taming wildebeests 1ar milk for human consumption and calf
rearing to survive famine (Aboud 1989; Beger 1989; Deihl 1985). Berger notes that although
the Maasai use many of the products of wildlife, they acquire them by collection or
purchase from neighbours. She suggests that the Maasal coexisted peacetully with wildlife
because most species were not a threat to their livelihood. In times of plenty the Maasai
would celebrate the abundance and variety of life in their surroundings, and, tccause of
their close connection to the natural world, would appreciate and value many species of
wild animals. However, with the formation of parks in Maasailand, prohibiting Maasai use
of important forage and water sources, it is not surprising that they increasingly view
wildlife as competing for grazing and water, The changing relationship between the Maasai
and wildlife is iliustrated by the situation in the rangelands of Maasai Mara region, where

this study was carried out. This will be discussed further in the chapters that follow.

3.6:3.3 Changes in Maasailand

Many of the Maasai now have their livelihcod ir settled agriculture and semi-
pastoralism. A section of the Maasai community is increasingly involved in the national

moiiey-based economy rather than in subsistence economy. This is changing cultural
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values, reducing community cohesiveness, and undermining conventions and social
patterns governing economy, traditional practices and social life. Besides modern range and
livestock programs, the growth of centralized power and nationalism, the privatlzation of
land, the spread of agriculture, permanent settlement, and provision of social services are
now altering the Maasai way of life (Figure 3.4). Maasailand, like other less developed
economic "peripheries”, has become dependent on and is increasingly manipulated by
national rather than local interests (Berger 1989; Hedlund 1979; Kituyi 1990).

The growth of national influence in Masai Mara region Is evident through both the
work of the civil service and through the activities of the local politicians. One of the most
important policies associated with rural dc vzlopment in Kenya is the District Focus for Rural
Development (GOK. 1984). The objectives of the District Focus {DF) are laudable:
decentralization of development planning, a system of local representation and participation
in identifying needs and priorities, and coordination and teamwork within Government and
between government and NGOs. In practice, hawever, the policy is increasingly becoming
an instrument of control. The limited allocation of development resources at the district
level suggests that the Government is committed to overall national control in deciding
priorities and allocating resources. This limits the extent to which the central bureaucracy
can be expected to bring the interests of local areas and minorities, such as the Maasai into
consideration.

The Central Government exercises control and authority through its representatives.
The District Commissioner is the key administrator of Government policy at the local level.
As chairman of the District Development Committee, he can dominate other Ministries and
agencies. Through his office he and his officers (District Officers and Chlefs, known
collectively as "the Administration") have access to and control the hierarchy of the
development committee, which reach sub-locational levels. As such, the DC has

considerable political as well as administrative power. The involvement of the
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Figure 3.4 Changes in Maasailand Leading to Conflict and Environmental Destruction

Socio-political

) factors
Demographic

{natural and immigraticn} F—/

Growth of centralized
power/nationalism

Increased need for
land and resources

privatization of land
setttlement, social services
& infrastructures

Increased conflict and
competition of resources

Environmental destruction

administration in trying to "sell" subdivision of group ranches, and in trying to abolish the
Maasai tradition of the warrior age-set living and traditional group education in "Emanyatta”,
are two examples of how national ideologies and political interests are penetrating into local
development and conservation issues. Related to the above consolidation of power is the
increasing presence of political practices at the local level. Parties can influence divisions,
especially as they cooperate with administrations - chiefs, The Maasai have been limited in

their participation In the modern political and development process by their relative lack of
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formal education. There has been little understanding practice of modern methods of
democratic forms. There is little understanding of modern law, civil rights and cooperative
rights and the official ways to appeal injustice.

In the past few Maasai have had access 1o higher education {King 1970; Sarone
1986), compared to other Kenyan communities, so they are not well represented in the civil
service and at the national policy-making level. Maasai who have taken on political
leadership have adopted the ideclogies and approach to development espoused by national
leadership, which is dominated by people from settled agricultural groups and infiuenced
by foreign value systems. This group constitutes a group of weallhy Maasai whose
interests tend to be served by the top-down approaches of Government programs (Hedlund
1970). These interests have more in common with other sccial groups in Kenya than with
the majority of Maasai and are tied in with the priorities of the state rather than with local
conditions and needs (Berger 1989; Hedlund 1970).

Today, many Maasai are educated and are gaining influence over the community
(Holland 1992). Some elders have used their status to consolidate power and resources
through the modern politics, but many, perhaps hampered by illiteracy, are ill equipped o
deal with modern circumstances. There are differences in wealth among the Maasai, mostly
in terms of cattle ownership (Grandin 1986). Modernization is destroying past forms of
social support. Women, who have even less formal education than men (Sarone 1986) and
still marry in their early teens, play no partial role.

The Maasai Mara region and other parts of Maasailand are seen as relatively
uaproductive areas of the nation that must be modernized to contribute to the natiorial
economy. This attitude inadvertently encourages the immigration of agriculturalists seeking
iand Into the region and has further reduced land and resources available (Campbell 1579).
There has been an expansion of Government and Non-Government technical agencies into

the region.
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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 amenities such as schools, health services and roads and
by the support of the growth of small trading centres (e.g. county councils issue permits
for plots). The opportunities for earning income in trading centres have been taken up by
entrepreneurs of both Maasai and other origins. Population centres, often associated with
irrigation schemes, are creating an ever-growing zone of denuded land around the
settlements. With increased population, the demand for firewood and trees will also increase
thus leading to devegetation. Settlement and shop-keeping have introduced a new system
of values based on commercialism and individual ownership, which conflict with Maasai
pastoralist culture. Social problems such as excessive and illegal liquor brewing are
reported to be on the increase. Changing roles and responsibilities of different age groups
and sex are a striking feature of these centres. Women engage in independent economic
activities, children are geing to school rather than herding.

Since colonial times, school education has been seen as a means to modernize the
Maasal {Sarone 1986}, Maasal cultural forms of education and communication have not been
recognized or understood by governments and have been ignored, underrated or actively
opposed by official policy and programs. Maasai culture has been viewed as a threat to
modernization, and, as a result, the aspects that might contribute to modern education have
been overlooked so that there is little iikelinood for schools to draw from Maasai culture.
Modern education is centred on a standard, centrally determined school curriculum, usually
taught by people of a different culture (King 1970; Sarone 1986).

A form of education relevant tc conservation is that acquired during junior
warriorhood. Young men of the warriors age-set living together in special encampments
(emanyatta) train and pass through specific 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 recognized as a traini~g in social moves and in strategies to survive in a particularly
harsh eavironment: the practical application of the Maasai understanding of ecology, range
and livestock management. The abolition of warriors will destroy ar. opportunity for young
Maasai men to develop a respect for and wisdom about the land they live in (Berger 1989).
It is also likely that if warriorhood is not replaced with an alternative that will meet its
diverse functions, social problems will arise. A generation of young people will be
uneducat=d in both traditional and modern forms. The nation will be losing an important
cultural resource.

Modern education tends to encourage values and aspirations that alienate and
remove a Maasai from the home setting (Nkinyangi 1980, Sarone 1986). Educuted Maasai
seeking employment usuaily have to leave home. Mcdern administration and education are
also changing modes of communication and hence effect the quality of interaction between
people and leaders. The chief's "baraza", a community meeting to execute officiai policy and
orders, is reolacing the elders gathering. Decisior making, communication and expression
of authority are changing. Authority is now dependent on seniority, an official hierarchy
dependent on not only seniority, but formal education. Modern e‘iucation is replacing the
oral tradition with a written mode of communication: the ear with the eye. It is concluded
that there has been a reduction in harmonious relationships, hence an increase in conflict,
Maasai fivelihood is increasingly becoming dependant on the national rather than the local
economy. These changes are contributing to conflict and to an increase in environmenta)
destruction which threatens the survival of wildlife and the future of the protected arear. In

the Maasailand (see Figure 3.4).

3.6:4 Wildl'fe-Related Research and Planning Activities

Research and planning activities are widely undertaken on wildlife-related issues,

although past research activities un wildlife issues in Kenya have not significantly
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contributed to proper wildlife management. Most of the research has been oriented towards
single species of plants and animals in isolation, with little consideration given to the
totality of the wildlife environment. In a survey of 210 wildlife-related research projects
initiated in east Africa between 1868 and 1981, Miller (1982) reveals that there is little
integration of research efforts. The vast majority of wildlife researchers are zoological, either
species-criented or focused on a specific ecosystem. They cover seven main areas:
herbivores; predators; bird ecology; land use and range ecosystems; management and
planning issues; aerial survey and range monitoring results; and wildlife disease and
veterinary research. According to Miller, out of the first 137 research projects in East Africa

unti 1972 only one: The Utitization of Wildlife in_East Africa, has dealt with human

ecological concerns. Overall, only 4 out of 210 were so criented. Very little research touches
on the broad-ranging political, economic and educational issues that form the most needed
data. As Lusigi (1980 observes
The first and most important (wildlife research priority) is the realisation and
appreciation of the role msan will have played and will continue to play in wildlife
conservation. The long standing tie between man and wildlife in Africa and how they
co-existed in the past must be thoroughly understood. It is this which will form the
basis of our understarding of the present (Lusigi 1980:106).

Institutions that undertake wildlife research and form the wildlife establishment in Kenya
apart from KWS, include: (1} the National Museums of Kenya {NMK), {2) the Institute of
Primate Research {IPR,, (3) ihe Department of Resources Surveys and Remote Sensing
{DRSAS, previously KREMU), (4) the local universities, and (5) various non-governmental,
private and international organizations such as UNEP, UNESCO, WWF, IUCN, UNDP and
many others (Figure 3.5). In addition to research, these organizations also support
conservation projects including parksftourism development, equipment for anti-poaching
units and a wildlife training program. Most of the organizations appear to operate

independently, and although they cooperate on specific projects, they often conflict {Miller

1982). In orde: lo realize effective sustainable wildlife conservation, it is necessary that
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these organizations work together.

Figure 3.5 Institutions Involved in Wildlife Issues in Kenya
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3.6:4:1 Wildlife Related Research at Masai Mara Region
In the Masai Mara region, a review of research and management plans drawn up for
the region since 1960 reveals that the reserve boundaries were made without input from

applied research (Douglas-Hamilton et al 1988). Much research has been conducted, yet no
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specific success has been registered in the way of integrating wildlife conservation and
human development needs. The first research began in 1960, but its focus was upon the
quantification of animal ranges and populations rather than upon suggestions for
management and conservation.

The most significant plans were made in 1988 by EEC on behalt of WCMD and in
1983 on behalt of NCC by the Wildlife Planning Unit of WCMD. No original plan justifying the
creation of the Masal Mara National Reserve was found. Consequently, no clear basis for
choosing the boundaries exist. It is therefore not surprising that the reserve boundary has
been changed three times. Placing the reserve on the Kenya-Tanzania border is justified on
the basis of its relationship with the Serengeti ecosystem. Yhe exclusion of the Maasai from
the park has caused much grievance and is the main reason for suspicion of any further
attempts to define "conservation zones". There has been limited coasultation of the local
people and this is one of the main reasons why previous attempts to integrate wildlife
conservation with human needs in the area have failed (Douglas-Hamiltaon et al. 1988,
Ecodynamics 1982). This study aims to fill the gap on the human dimensions of wildlite

consarvation.
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Chapter Four

WILDLIFE-HUMAN CONFLICT IN MASAI MARA REGION:
RESULTS AND DATA ANALYLIS

4.1 Introduction

The previous chapters introduced the study area and presented a broad background
to the issues involved in the wildlife-human interfaces. This chapter presents the resuits and
data analysis based on the five sampled group ranches. The ranches have been grouped
into two strata - uptand and lowland zones, for a more consolidated comparative analysis.
The chapter is divided into six sections: (1) the setting for conflict, (2) perception of conflict,
(3) yiantification of conflict, (4) factors influencing conflict, (5) conservation attitudes and
experiences of government wildlife programs, and (6) respondents recommendations on
how the conflict can be resclved, Tests for significance, regarding differences in responses
amongst the group ranches, are presented and discussed. These findings form the basis
for the development of a program for integrating wildlife conservation with human needs,

as presented in the succeeding chapter.

4.2 The Setting for Conflict

Humans, livestock and wildlife have historically shared the Masai Mara-Serengeti
ecosystam with limited conflict. In the last thirty years, however, their population growth has
caused increased wildlife-human conflict in the region (Chapter 3). This section reports on
the socio-economic characteristics of the local people, their livestock, length of residency,
history of migration, resource use patterns and problems, and wildlife sighting in the region.
These findings together with the material presented in Chapter 3 provide the setting for
conflict. The following sections will assess the local people’s perception of the conflict and

offer a quantification of wildlife damage.
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4.2:1 The People: Socio-Economic Factors

A myriad of socio-economic and demographic factors concerning local people,
directly or indirectly influence the perception of and attitudes towards wildlife-human
contlict. These factors include ethnicity, age, level of education, occupation and land
ownership systems (Table 4.1).

Within the sample, the majority (62.4%) of the household heads were Maasai, and
37.6% were non-Maasai. The non-Maasai percentage was higher than the census reports,
indicating a possible increase in immigrants population in recent years in the region. The
majority of these immigrants have an agrarian background: landless and relatively poor,
they have been displaced from the agricuiturally potential parts of the country where the
land distribution favours the rich. When these new settlers arrive in the rangelands, they
often prefer areas with high agricultural notential. Narok and Kajiado districts are among
the most preferred areas since they have some marginal areas available for cultivation. Over
the last thirty years or so, people from ditferent parts of the country have migrated into the
Masai Mara region.

There are considerable variations between group ranches as regards the distribution
ot Maasai and non-Maasai within the region. Most of the non-Maasai ware settled mostly in
the agriculturally rich upland zone of Angata Baragol and Kimentet group ranches, while
Maasai were predominantly in the lowland zone greup ranches of Lemek, Koyaki and Siana.
Variations in ethnic background (as well as age, level of education and occupation) may
influence perceptions of and response to wildlife-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 Baragoi, they ranged from 23 to 83, while
in Koyaki, the youngest was 19 and oldest was 80 years. There was no significant difference
in the ages of respondents between group ranches. Residents of upland ranches were as

old as residents in the lowland ranches. The majority (89.8%) of those interviewed were
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men, because men often are the heads of a household. There was insignificant variation of
female respondents between group ranches. Average household size for the region was 7,
and varied little between the ranches.

The level of education, or lack of education, may influence an individual's knowledge
and perception of resources. Among the 500 respondents, 360 (72%) had no formal
education at all; 87 (17.4%) had some primary education, 44 (8.8%) had secondaty 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
community, but may demand more action to protect the loca! people or provide direct
benefits from wildlife conservation. In the past, few Maasai have had access to schooling
as compared to residents of other Kenyan communities (Sarone 1986), but recent trends
indicate an increasing number of educated members of the society and general support to
schooling (Holland 1992).

Similarly, the main occupation of the heads of the household may determine the land
use practices and resource perceptions, and by extension the presence of wiidlife. The
majority (64%) cited pastoralism as a main occupation, 35.8% stated farming, while only
0.4% stated other activities. It is clear why many local residents indicated pastoralism: the
Maasai see themselves as herdsmen by tradition and sacred mandate, and thus the majority
are still pastoralists (Arhem 1985). They are "pecple of cattle" (iltung’ana loo ngishu)(Galaty
1981). Farming is conceived of as desecration of the land upon which cattle feed. Since the
majority of region’s residents are Maasai, the region is still basically a pastoral area. Other
categories of employment include cattle trading, the selling of orpnaments (mainly to
tourists), and those work in either the Masal Mara Game Reserve or the tourist lodges. The
majority of those stating cultivation as their main occupation were residents of the Angata
Baragoi and Kimentet areas, the agriculturally viable areas, while most pastoralists lived in

the lowland zone of the Lemek, Koyaki and Siana group ranches. It should be noted that



Table 4.1 Socioeconomic Factors by Group Ranch and Zone in Masai Mara Region {1991}

SOCIO-ECONOMIC FACTORS UPLAND ZONE LOWLAND ZONE MARA
AEGION
ANGATA KIMENTET LEMEK KOYAKS SIANA
BARAGOI
Ethnicity of Respondents***
Maasaj
4 (4.4%) 10 {10.2%) 104 (93.7%) 98 (98.0%) 96 (96.0%) 312 (62.4%)
Non-Maasaj 14 (7.6%) 298 {55.8%)
87 (95.6%) B8 (89.8%) 7 (6.2%) 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 (100.0%) | 500 (100%)
Chi-squared 459.063 189 (100%) 311 (100%)
Sex of the Respondents®
Male
84 (92.3%) B4 (85.7%) 105 (94.5%) B89 (89.0%) B7 (87.0%) 443 (89.8%)
168 (88.9%) 287 (90.3%})
Female 6 (5.5%) 11 (31.0%) 13 (13.0%) 51 (10.2%)
7 (7.7%) 14 (14.3%) 30 (3.8%)
21 (11.1%)
Total
91 (100%) 98 (100%) 111 (100.0%) 100 (100.0%) 100 {(100.0%) | 500 (100%)
Chi-squared: 7.072 189 {100%) 311 (100%)
Mean Household Size*
-6
17 {15.3%) 16 {*7.0%) 13 (13.0%) 91 (18.7%)
7-12 26 {28.6%) 19 (19.4%) 45 (14.8%)
45 (22.5%) 53 (47.7%) 56 (56.0%) 51 (51%) 264 (53.2%)
13-+ 48 (52.7%) 56 (57.1%) 160 {51.9%)
104 {54.4%) 41 (36.9%) 28 (26.0%) 35 (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 "F" 2732 189 (100%) 311 (100%)
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Age of dent
18-25
13 (14.3%) 16 (17.6%) 11 (9.9%) 10 (10.0%) 13 (13.0%) 63 {13.5%)
2645 29 (16%) 34 (10.9%)
43 (47.3%) 27 (29.7%) 37 {33.3%) 30 (30.0%) 26 (26.0%) 163 (22.9%)
45-60 70 {38%) 93 (29.8%)
25 (27.5%) 41 {(451%) 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%)
ANOVA “F" 0.838
Leve! of Education of Reapondents***
None
Primary 61 (6T%) 58 (59.2%) 78 (70.0%) 87 (87.0%) 76 ;76.0%) 360 (72.0%)
119 (63%) 241 (77.6%)
Sevandary 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%) 44 (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 (D.0%} 7 (2.3%)
0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%) 2 (3.8%) 0 {0.0%) 0 (0.0%) 3 (0.6%)
0 {0.0%) 2 (0.6%)
Total 111 {100.0%) 100 (100.0%) 10 (100.0%) | 500 (100%}
311 (100.0%)
Chi-squared: 45.090 91 {100%) 98 {100%)

189 (100%)
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Length of Residency™
015
16 (16%) 24 (25%) 3 (3.0%) 0 (1.0%) 2 (2.0%) 45 (9.0%)
16-30 40 (21.2%) 6 (13%)
45 (50%) 56 (58%) 7 (16%) 3 (3.6%) 5 (5.0%) 131 (262%)
31+ 101 (53A4%) 25 (2.0%)
30 (34%) 18 {18.0%) 91 (B1%) 92 (32.0%) 53 (33.0%) 324 (64.8%)
43 (254%) 276 (BB.T%)
Total 111 {100%) 100 {100%) 100 (100%) 500 (100%)
91 (100%) S8 (100%) 311 (100%)
189 (100%)
ANOVA “F" 122.7¢
Main Occupation of Responderts™
Pastoralists
7 {@.1%) 12 (12.2%) | 104 {34%}) 9 (39%) S3 (33%) 320 {64.0%)
Farmer 19 (95%) 301 77.0%)
84 (P23%) 26 (33.0%) 3 27T%) 1 {1.0%}) 2 (2.0%) 176 (35.3%)
Cattie traders 170 (®85%) 6
0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%) 4 (35%) 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0R) 4 (0.8%)
0 {2.0%) 4 (1.2%)
Others
Total 91 (100%) S8 (100%) 111 (100%) 100 {100%) 100 {§00%) 500 (100%)
189 (100%) 311 (100%)
LW: 618753
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those reporting farming as their main subsistence also kept livestock. In addition, although
only a few people indicated that they were employees in Masai Mara National Reserve, a
substantial number of residents have been able to earn a living from the reserve, Cattle
trekking or trade which invalves moving cattle to Nairobi in exchange for money has been

a popular business amongst the Maasai.

4,2:2 Livestock Population

Traditionally, the pastoral Maasai have viewed cattle as a valuable commodity. Small
stock are largely seen as a substitute for cattle (Arhem 1985; Galaty 1981; Ndagala 1992)',
An overwhelming majority (87.4%) of respondents own livestock (Table 4.2), including:
native cattle, grade cattle, shoats (goats and sheep), donkeys and dogs. Cattle are not
commonly killed except for ritual or life-cycle related ceremonies. Meat is obtained on a
more regular basis from goats and sheep. Cattle are primarily producers of milk, Donkeys
are used for transporting water, gocds to and from market, and perscnai effects during
family movements from one residential area to a new one. Although less considered, dogs
are common and very important in pastoral resou*ce management and protection. They
prevent livestock from straying and are helpful in tracking down missing animals during the
day. At night they raise alarm when there are strangers or wild animals in the vicinity. Their
basic role entails ensuring the security of the people and herds.

The family livestock holdings varied remarkably and often determined the status of
the family or individual in society. As regards native cattle, ownership ranged from 0 to 950
with a mean of 112 per family. Most of the respendents indicated a reduction in the number

of livestock they owned. This means that the Maasai have recently become less wealthy

' Maasai anct their livestock structure has been widely studied (Evangelou 1985; Grandin 1986 Homewood 1992),
Pasat atudies have indicated how difficult It is to establish the exact humber of livestock owned, especially per
household. Ditterant methods have baen applled including undertaking gata counts of tha animals per manyatta
(Homeawood 1992).
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Table 4.2 Family Livestock Holdings by Group Ranch and Zone
LIVESTOCK UPLAND ZONE LOYYLAND ZONE MARA
HOLDINGS & WEALTH REGION
ANGATA KIMENTET tEMEK KOYAKS SIANA
BARAGO!

Keep Livestock™

Yes 76 {98.0%) 84 (96.0%) 98 (88%) ag (89%) 28 (88%) 434 (87.0%)
169 (97%) 275 (88.3%)

No 16 (2.2%) 14 (4.1%) 13 (1L.7%) 11 (11%) 12 (12%) 66 (13.0%}
30 (3.1%%) 36 (11.6%)

Total 91 (100%) 98 (100%) 111 (100%) 100 {100%) 100 (100%) 500 (100%)
189 (100%) 311 {100%)

Chi-squared 12.396

Native cattle owned®*

Poor

Nonhe 0 16 (18.0%) 14 (16.0%) 13 (13%) 11 (11%) 12 {12%) &% 13.2%
30 {11.3%) 36 (12.0%)

Poor 1-10 20 {22.0%} 24 (23.0%) 16 (25%) 14 (24%)} 12 (14%) 86 (172%)
44 {15.0%) 64 (21.0%)

1120 10 (11.0%) 12 {(11.0%) 15 (44%) 24 (18%) 32 [32%) 93 (18.6%)

22 {7.3%) 95 (31.3%)

Medium 2150 13 (14%} 8 (9.0%) 37 (36%) 26 (27%) 11 {11%) 95 {19.0%)
21 (1.5%) 76 (24.7%)

§1-100 11 (12%) 15 (16%) 1 {11%) 12 (11%) 13 (13%) 62 (128%)

26 (9.3%) 36 (12.0%)

Rich  101-351 14 {15%) 10 {10%) 9 (3%) 7 (14%) 15 (5%) 55 (11.%)
24 (12.5%) 29 (9.7%)

Very Rich 3514+ 7 (8%} 15 {16%) 10 {10%) 6 (10%) 5 (3.0%) 41 (14%)
23 (12.0%) 22 (7.3%)

Total 91 (100%) 98 (100%)} 111 (100%) 100 100% 100 (100%) 500 (100%)
189 (100%) 311(100)

ANOVA "F" 1.405

! The designation of the local people into poor, well-off or rich was based on livestock owned and was made in the field by the help of Ole Nasuako {a Maasai) and
is comparable to previous studies amongst the Maasai.
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Goals owned”
Poor
MNone ] 11 (12%} 15 {15.3%) 16 (H.4%) 11 {(11%) 12 {(12%) &5 (13.0%)
% (13.8%) 39 {12.5%)
1-10 25 TH6%) 32 (316%} 38 (Z7.0%) Z3 (23%) 30 (10%) 120 24.0%)
57 (30.2%) 63 (20.3%)
1120 21 (3. 1%) 16 (16.3%) 18 (17.1%) 21 21%) 15 (15%) 92 (18.4%)
37 {198%) 55 (17.7%)
Madiam 2180 9 (3.9%) 16 {18.3%}) 18 (16.2%) 9 (%) 10 (19.0%) §2 {124%)
25 (13.2%) 37 (11.9%)
51-100 10 {11%) 9 (3.2%) 10 (%) 11 (11%) 10 (10.0%) 50 {10.0%)
19 (10.0%}) 31 (30.0%)
Rich 1091351 g (3.8%) 6 (5.1%) 8 [T.2%) 11 {11%) 10 (10.0%) 43 (B.6%)
H ([TA%) 29 (9.3%)
Vesy Rich 3514+ 7 (@T.TR) 4 (4.1%) 10 (%) £ (14%) 13 (13%) 51 {10.2%)
11 (58%) 37 (11.3%)
Total
91 {100%) 8 (100%) 111 (100%) 100 (100%) 108 (100%%) 500 {100%)
1898 (100%) 311 (100%)
ANOVA “F" 2748
Sheep owned”
Poor
None [ ] 11 {(12.0%) 2 (2.0%) 4 (3.5%) 6 (6.0%) § (5.0%) 26 (52%)
13 (8.%) 15 (4.3%)
Poor 1-10 21 (22%) 50 (51%) 50 (45.0%) 45 (45%) 44 [a%) 210 (42.0%)
71 {3TH6%) 139 {(#4.7%})
11-20 29 (31.9%) 24 {14.5%) 34 (30.6%) 25 (150%) 34 (M%) HHE (292%)
53 (20.0%) 93 (29.5%)
Mediien 2150 13 (H4.1%) 8 (32%) 10 (3.0%) 9 {9.0%) 7 ({7.0%) 47 (3A%)
21 (11.5%) 26 (3A%) 35 (7.0%)
51-100 11 (12.0%) 6 (6.1%) 7 (6.3%) 5 (5%) 6 (&%) 22 (hA%)
17 (9.0%) 18 (58%) 12 (24%)
Rich 101351 & (6.6%) 7 ({71%) 3 (2.T%h) 4 (4%) Z (2%)
13 (6.9%) 9 (23%)
Very Rich 351+ 0 {0.0%) 1 (1.0%) I @A) 6 (%) 2 (%)
1 {0.5%) 11 (3.5%)
Total 31 (100%) 38 (100%)
189 (100%) 111 (100%) 100 (100%) 100 (100%) 500 (100%)
ANOVA “F~ 1.041 311(100%)
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than in the past, a trend supported by recent studies among the community {(Homewood
1992). Only a few people owned grade cattle 20 in Kimentet, 6 in Angata Baragoi, and 3 in
Lemek, although many expressed a desire to increase their holdings. Grade cattle as
opposed to open range pastoralism, requires paddock fencing which reduces the land
available for both wildlife and livestock grazing (see Plates 4.2 and 4.3). Whereas about 46%
planned to increase their livestock holdings, 22% planned to reduce their holdings, citing
the anticipated deciine in grazing space as the reason. Despite efforts by the Government
to introeduce other cattle breeds, the short-horn humped zebu are still the mainstay of
Maasai cattle, as they have a high resistance to stock disease{s) and can trek long
distances. Although majority of livestock holders live in the lowland ranches, none of the

lowland residents owned grade cattle,

4.2:3 Major Problems in the Region

This section examines the perceived problems as regards resource use in the
region. People's rasponses to certain activities may be dictated by the general difficulties
they face. When asked to state what they thought were the major problems they faced, 32%
cited water shortage, while only 18% cited wildlife menace® (Table 4.3), Another 18% cited
other problems including poor roads, the lack of transportation facilities, livestock diseases,
poor veterinary services, poor livestock marketing and school services, and even stock theft
(or stock raiding). Water is the number one problem in both the upland and lowland areas.
This may relate to land use requirements for cultivators and pastoralists. Surprisingly,
health and food shortages werz seen as a major problem more in the upland areas than in
the plains. The reason for this could be the difference in expeciations between the

immigrants and the Maasai.

 Tha response of wildlife menace as one of the major problems could have been ancouraged by the
wording of the study questions. Wster shortage and other problems are equalily, not more, Important as
regards the threat to human life in the region.
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Tabie 4.3 Perceived Major Problems in Masai Mara Region by Group Ranch
MAJOR UPLAND ZONE LOWLAND ZONE MARA
PROBLEMS™ REGION
ANGATA KIMENTET LEMEK KOYAKI SIANA
BARAGOI

tand shortage 17 (18.7%) 8 (8.2%) 2 (1.8%) 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 (32.7.4)
38 (20.1%) 124 (39.7%)

Poor health 17 (18.7%) 18 (18.4%) 20 (18.0%) 10 {10.0%) 7 (7.0%) 72 (14.4%)

services 25 (18.5%) 7 (11.7%)

Food 15 {16.5%) 17 (17.3%) 11 (9.9%) 7 (7.0%) 4 (4.0%) 54 10.8%

Supply/shortage 32 (16.9%) 22 (6.9%)

Wildiife 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%)

Total 91 (100.0%) 9B (100%) 111 {100%) 100 (100%) 100 (100%) 500 (100%)
189 (100%) 311 (100%)

Chi-squared:

84.010
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4.2:4 Immigration in the Masai Mara region

Although traditionally a Maasai territory, the Masal Mara region is increasingly being
occupied by non-Maasal immigrants. In addition, there are movements among the Maasai
themselves, from Kajiado* (the other Maasai District in the country)} and/or from other parts
of Narok District, into the region. This immigration contributes substantially to the Increase
in the human poputation of the study area. When asked to state how long they have been
living in the area of land they occupled, just over haif (267) of respondents said since birth;
the rest having migrated into the area. Most of the immigrants had been in the area for more
than 30 years, some of them having moved in as early as 1954. About 176 came from
outside the Mara region, Narok or Kajlado and were of non-Maasal origins. The most
common reasons for migrating into the region revolved around land availability (82.7%), and
the reuniting ot families (14.3%). Another reasons .ited was the search for employment
(3%). Concerning whether they would consider moving out of the present location, the
majority (89.2%} said no, while 10.8% would consider moving but only if they got better land
elsewhere. Land is the main reason for rural to rural migration in Kenya. Those who stated
that they might consider moving out, may have been recent immigrants who had not fulfilled
their expectations,

One important result of immigration is land encroachment, especially onto good
potential, dry-season grazing areas. These areas to which Maasai would normally resort for
dry-season grazing pasture usually have goocl rainfali patterns, and are therefore recognized
as being suitable for agricultural crops as well. In discussing the degree of conflict in the
two zones, two issues are crucial. First, the actual human, livestock and wildlife carrying
capacity of the areas both during the wet and dry seascns; and second, the existing and
projected populations of humans, livestock and wildlife which will be supported by the

given land (zone).

! There la no clear avidence that some Maasal moved from Kajiado to settie In Narok District (Masal Mara raglon). Therc
are movements of Maasal betwesn the two districts but mostly for |obs.
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4.2:5 Wildlife Seen in the Region

Respondents were asked to state what animals they saw or encountered in their land
use areas. The land use areas "vere defined as extending in an approximately 3 km radius
around the "Manyatta". This included the homestead and the immediate surroundings. While
Maasal graze over a wide area, especially during drought, the current trend of
sedentarization restricts them to specific areas most of the year. This was meant to give
specific locational information which could be correlated with conflict areas. In Angata
Baragoi and Kimentet, for example, the animals reportedly seen were small mammals, large
ones such as elephants and butfaloes were only seen during extended droughts. The large
wildebeest populations may have contributed strongly to the increased sightings of the
animal in the area, Wildlife occur throughout the region, except fewer and fewer were found
in the upland areas where agriculture was expanding.

There is a striking difference in the density of wildlife populations in the five sample
areas. The northern part of Lemek is increasingly falling under intensive cultivation and the
wildlife density has declined tremendously over the years. Seasonal trends of conflict are
likely influenced hy two points. Firstly, since wildebeest migrate in large numbers, the
attitudes of the local human population may be influenced by the sheer multitudes and
biased views of the wildebeest may emerge. | have been unable to differentiate this bias.
Saecondly, wildebeest wan.'er around and may therefore be easily observed out in the open

plains feeding and compating at watering areas.

4.2:6 Relationships of the Socio-economic Factars

Socio-economic and demographic characteristics of the sample of residents in Masai
Mara region suggests that the population varied, but was also similar in a number ways.
Most Maasai were involved predominantly in pastoralism, while many of the non-Maasai
were cultivators. The Maasai had lived in the area longer than the non-Maasai, and they

encountered more wildlife probhlems on average than the non-Maasai. More livestock
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depredation was reported by the Maasal than the non-Maasai. In contrast, the non-Maasai
encountered more crop destruction and dealt more with the high cost of crop loss due to
wildlife than did the Maasai.

Respondents with less or no formal education were older. The Maasai were not
significantly different in terms of level of education from the non-Maasai. Perhaps it children
were included then the survey could produce significant differences in the level of
education. The focus of the study, however, was on the heads of the households. Those
involved in other occupations such as cattle trading, were comparatively younger than
those involved only in pasteralism. No significant difference between Maasal and non-
Maasai, in terms of whether or not they actually owned any livestock. Older residents had
more stock than younger ones. The wealthier, however, were not necessarily the most
educated. Level of education did not necessarily translate into greater livestock or land
ownership. Most of those indicating individual land ownership were non-Maasai. Long-term

residency was significantly correlated with ethnic groups and livestock ownership.

4.3 Experience of Conflict

The conflict between wildlife and humans had increased ove: the years but there
was variation in the intensity and frequency within the region. This section presents an
overview of how the local people perceived conflict. Perception was examined with
reference to the: (1) occurrence of wildlife damage, (2) types of damage, (3) overall
destructive significance of wildlife species, (4) species responsible for damage, and (5)
changes in the intensity of conflict over recent years. The overwhelming majority (96%), said
they were aware of problems® with wildlife (Table 4.4). The 4% who said they had not

personally experienced trouble, stated that they were aware that other people did encounter

. ® This question salicited the respondents percelved awareness or familiarity with wildlife problems in the area not thair
actual loases dus to wildlifc . ~torfere;ice. Quantification of such losses, prasented in the next sectlon (etfects of conflict on
humans), tested respondents’ actual encounter with wlildlife problems.
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problems. One local resident of Kimentet expressed his experience as follows:

Wildlife cause a lot of problems in this area. They eat our livestock, crops and finish

grass for cattle. In this place, one cannot think of growing crops. You cannot risk

walking out at night. We are a prisoner to wildlife and yet the government protects

them (L.R® 01).

This was a common view held by many of the local people. Wildlife is seen as
competing with livestock over pasture and water. Many local people of the Masai Mara
region believed that wildiife received more attention from the government than they did.
Pecple felt that the government was puiting little effort toward controiling wildlife probtems.
The responses varied significantly’ be‘ween group ranches. In Angata Baragoi and
Kimentet areas, the predominantly agricu!.ural zones, a total of nearly 10% said they did not
encounter wildlife problems, whereas in Koyaki and Siana, all respondents encountered
problems. The explanation for this difference could be that agriculture had displaced wildlife
(especially, the larger species). As agriculture and the number of people with attendant
infrastructure increase, wildlife become completely displaced. But the general circumstance
was clear: the local people were significantly affected by wildlife and were aware of
difficulties of living in wildlife areas.

Of the 26 government officials interviewed®, all stated that conflict was occurring

and was causing concern. All 8 wildlife conservation experts interviewed also said that the

conflict had increased and this posed a major long-term threat to wildlife conservation, not

* Symbols are used to represent individual reaspondents quated in the text in order to preserve their anonymity. For
exampls, L.A. = Local Rasident, GO, = Governmant Ctficial, and W.E. = Wildlife Expert. The numbers, {for example, 01 indicate
the number of the anonymous individual.

" Results of the statistical significance tests of the distribution of variables are indicated in the first columns of the tables.
Two categories of tests of significance are run. The first aru the tests for the verigtions of the resulla amongst group ranches,
datermining whathar the obs+rvations differed amongst the sampled group ranch. The second are tests of the correlations
amongst variables. The procedure |3 the same on all subsequent tables.

* The Government officials and wildlife conservation experts were asked four general questions. These ware: (1) Is the
conflict really there? How serious Is it?; {2) What are the causes?, (3) How does the competition atfect wildlife and the
humans?; and (4) How can it be resclved? The discussion was very informal and the flow could often be influenced by the
respondenta. Their responses were recorded.
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Table 4.4 Are You Aware of any Problems with wildlife?*

AWARENESS UPLAND ZONE LOWLAND ZONE MARA
OF WILDUIFE HEGIO
PROBLEMS** | ANGATA KIMENTET | LEMEK KOYAKI SIANA N
BARAGOI
Yes 81 (89.0%) 90 (91.8%) | 109 (98.2%) 100 (100%) 10 480
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 {8.6%) (0.0%) (4.0%)
2 {0.6%)
Total 91 (100%) 98 {100%) | 111 (100%) 100 (100%) 100 500
189 (100%) {100%) | (100%)
Mann- 211 (100%)
Whitney" “U*
25123

only in Kenya but also in most otlier African countries. The informal interviews with the 13
local elders supported the view that problems were substantial and that virtually all
residenis experienced some form of difficulty with wildlife. Many elders aiso felt that today
the needs of wildlife were put before those of the local people, while at the same time the
local people were more restricted from protecting themselves from wildlife damage. Instead,
the government gave anti-poaching activities a high priority to the point of harassing local

people.

4.3:1 Types of Conflict Experienced

The interface betvieen wildiife and humans in the Masai Mara region was manifest
i. a variety of ways. Each respondent was asked to list types of conflict in order of
importance. Of the respondents encountering problems, 45.6% cited livestock depredation

as the greatest problem followed, in a descending order, by crop destruction, human deaths

' A number of format procedures have besn used in many of the tables and should ba noted in order to facilitate an
understending of thesa results: (1) the percentages in brackets in the third row of each finding indicate the tolal responses
. by zone - upland or lowland zone, The firat rows ars responses by individual sampled group ranches.

" Bacause the chl-squared results had an expected all fraquency of <5, the result was re-analyzed using Mann-Whitney
"U’ test.



166

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 believed that the government should do something about the wildiife
menace. The problem entered other categories including wildlife damage to infrastructural
development, such as fences, water pipes an« granaries, and prevention of local residents,

particularly children and mothers from going out of bomas'".

Table 4.5 Wildlife Problems Cited as Most Important by Group Ranch
WILDLIFE UPLAND ZONE LOWLAND ZONE MARA
PROBLEMS™ = REGION
ANGATA KIMENTET | LEMEX KOYAK] SIANA
BARAGO!

Livestock 18 (2.2%) 21 (23.3%) | 3 (57.3%) 61 (§1.9%) 57 218

predation s (22.8%) (5T%) | (45.6%)
181 (58.8%)

Crop 41 (518%) 42 (18.T%) | 12 (11.0%) 7 (T.0%) 10 114

Destruction of 5 (499) (10%) | (238%}

trampling
29 (9.3%)

K zman deaths | 9 (9.9%) 10 (11.1%) 11 (10.1%) 10 (10.0%) 13 51

or injuries 19 {10.0) (1) | (10.6%)
34 (11.0%)

Transmission | 8 7A%) 9 (10.0%) 12 (11.0%) 11 (11.0%) 12 50

of discases 15 (0.8%) {(12%) (10.4%)
36 (11.6%)

Competition 6§ (8.2%) 7 (72%) 2 (2.1%) 11 (11.0%) 8 (2.0%) “

for space, 12 7.0%) 28 (9A%) (8.5%)

pasture &

water

Others 2 (26%) 1{1.1%) 2 {1.4%) 0 (0.0%) 0 5 (1.0%)

3 (1.8%) {0.0%)

2 {0.6%)

Total 81 (100%) 90 (100%) | 108 (100%) 100 {100%) 100 430

171 {100%) (100%) | (100%)
Chi-squared 308 (100%)
HEATA

The problems experienced varied significantly among the group ranches. Livestock

", Bomas are homesteads dweiling for one or more family units. In some cases children going to school may have to
be escorled through a known dangerous portion of their route, such as, a thick bush of river crossing known to be
preferred by dangerous animals.
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depredation was the most commonly cited as a problem, in Siana, Lemek and Koyaki group
ranches, areas that were still predominantly occupied by the pastoral Maasai and where
pastoralism was the dominant form of land use. Crop destruction, the eating and trampling
of crops, was experienced more in Angata Baragoi and Kimentet, areas wheaie agricultural
activity was expanding. These are the areas being occupied by the immigrants who come
from agrarian communities. Complaints about the transmission of diseases and competition
for pasture were also made mostly in the pastcral lands. Human deaths or injuries were
cited almost uniformly throughout the group ranches. Generally, with the exception of

human personal injuries, major wildlife damage varied according to the predominant form

land use.

4.3:2 Degree of Destructiveness of the Wildlife Species

Wildlife species vary in their degree of destructiveness. Respondents were asked
to rate the destructive significance of species. Lions (Panthera leo), wildebeests
(Connochaetes taurinus), elephants (Loxodonta africana), buffaloes (Syncerus caffer), and
leopards (Panthera pardus}we "2 considered very destructive. Many local residents of Masai
Mara region felt that large mammals were most problematic, but a substantial percentage
also cited primates as. Only 1% said zebras (Equus burchelli) could be very destructive
(Table, 4.6).

The responses on the degree of destructiveness of the different species varied
significantly amongst the group ranches. Wildebeests were percaived as very destructive
mostly in the pastoral areas of Lemek, Koyaki and Siana, probably because of their
damaging effect on pasture and the transmission of disease to livestock. It is not clear why
residents in Angata Baragol and Kimentet perceived elepharts, lions and leopards as very
destructive since these are basically agricultural areas where most wildlife, especially, the
larger ones had been 'dlsplaced. This may be a reflect.on of the general kruwledge people

have of the destructive significance of the species. It may also mean that although
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Table 4.6 Degree of Destructiveness of Selecled Wiidlife by Group Ranch (Numbers and Percentage)

ANIMAL/DEGREE OF UPLAND ZONE LOWLAND ZONE MARA REMARKS"
TROUBLESOME REGION
ANGATA KIMENTET LEMEK KOYAK! SIANA
BARAGOI
Wildebeest™* Damage crops,
Very Destructive 33 (36.3%) 32 (32.7%) 98 (88.3%) 87 (87.0%) 95 (95.0%) | 345 (TI%) | pasture and water.
€6 (34.5%) 280 (96%) Carrier of malignant
Destructive 28 (30.8%) 26 (26.3%) 7 {6.3%) 13 (13.04) 5 {5.0%) 75 (25%) catarrh disease.
54 (28.6%) 25 (8.3%) Generally disliked by
Less Destructive 30 (33.0%) 40 (40.8%) 6 (6.4'4) 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%) 76 {2%) local pecple
70 (36.3%) 6 (2%}
Total
91 {(100%) 98 (100%) 111 {100%) 100 (100%} 100 500
Chi-squared: 146.537 189 (100%) {100%) {100%)
311 (100%)
Elephant™ Damage crops, trees
Very Destructive 73 (80.2%) 67 (68.4%) 87 (78.4%) 55 (55.0%) 75 (75.0%) | 357 (72%) | and fences.
140 {70°A) 217 (71%) Dangefous to
Cestructive 17 (18.7%) 28 (28.6%) 24 (21.6%) 45 (45.0%) 23 {23.0%) 137 {(2T%R) human. Occasionally
45 (22.5%) 92 (46%) fights cattle.
Less Destructive 1(1.1%) 2 (3.0%) 0 {0.0%) 0 (0.0%) 2 {2.0%) 6 (1%)
4 (2.0%) 2 {0.6%)
Total
91 (100%) 88 (100%) 111 (100%) 100 {100%) 100 500
Chi.squared: 30,818 189 {100%) {100%) (100%)
311 (100%)
Zebra* Can damage crops.
Very Destructive 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%} 1 (1.0%) 3 {3.0%) 0 {0.0%) 4 {1%) Compete for pasture.
0 (0.0%} 4 {1.3%) No known disease
Destructive 26 (28.6'4) 13 (13.3%) 36 (31.5%) 13 (13.0%) 16 (16.0%) 93 (19%) carrier. Generally
38 (20.9%) 84 (21.3%) seen as
Less Destructive 65 (71.4%) 85 (86.7%) 76 (67.5%) 84 (84.0%) 84 (84.0%) | 403 (80%) | Harmless.
143 (74.5%) 243 (B1%)
Total 81 (100%) 98 (100%) 111 (100%) 100 (100%) 100 500
189 {100%) {100%) {100%)

Chi-squared 27.580

311 (100%)

" 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 (54.9%) 67 (67.0%) 54 (54.0%) | 309 (62%) Dangerous to
127 (67.1%) 182 (60.6%) human. Attacks on
Destructive 28 (30.7%) 27 (28.6%) 40 (36.0%) 25 {25.0%) 38 (38.0%) 93 (20%) sight. Extremely
65 (29.6%) 103 (34.3%) feared. Carrier of
Less Destructive 2 (3.3%) 6 {5.1%) 10 {9.1%) 8 {8.0%) B (8.0%) 8 (8%) tsetse fly,
7 (3.5%) 26 (8.6%}) Sometimes fights
cattle.
Total 81 (100'%) 98 {100%) 111 (100%) 100 {100%) 100 500
189 (100%) (100%) (100%)
Chi-squared 14.443 311 {100%)
Other Ungulates™* Some such as
Very Destructive 65 (73.5%) 62 (53.0%) 12 (10.8%) 2 (2.0%) 1(1.C%) 58 (32%) | impala, warthog,
118 (69%) 15 (5.9%) eland generally
Destructive 22 (24.3°4) 43 (43.9%) | 14 {12.6%]) 29 (29.0%) 9 (9.0%) considered less
65 {32.5%) 52 (17.3%) 33 T%) damaging. No
Less Destructive 3 (2.2%) 3 {3.1%) 85 (76.6%) 69 (69.0%) 90 (90.0%) known diseases.
6 (3.0'%%) 244 (81.3%) 309 (61%) Use little pasture
and water.
Total 91 (100%) 98 (100%) 111 (100%) 100 (300%) 100
189 (100%) (100%) 500
Chi-squared: 407.069 311 {100%} {100%)
Lion® Preys on Livestock,
Very Destructive 79 {86.8%) 84 {85.7%) 77 (69.4%) 80 (80.0%) 74 (7T4.0%) 395 (79%) especially cattle.
163 (B1.5%) 231 (77T%) Dangerous te human
Destructive 12 (13.2%) 14 (14.3%) 34 (30.6%) 20 {20.0%) 26 (26.0%) 105 (21%) | - often attacks
26 (13.0%) 80 {26.5%) people, especially
Less Destructive 0 (0.0%) 0 {0.0%) 0 (0.0%} 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%) 0 (0%) while on kill.
0 (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
Leopard Preys on livestock
Very Destructive 57 (52.6%) 61 (62.2%) 76 (68.5%) 69 (69.0%) 73 (73.0%) | 337 (67%) | especially goats.
118 (59%) 218 {72.6%) Attacks peaple
Destructive 33 {36.3%) 37 (37.8%) 35 (31.5%) 31 (31.0%) 27 (27.0%) | 183 (33%) | during the KilL
70 (35%) 91 (30.3%)
Less Destructive 1 (1.1%) 0 {0.0%) 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%) o (0%)
1 (0.5%) 0 (0.0%)
Total 91 [100%) 98 (100%) 111 (100%) 100 (100%) 100 500
189 {100%) {100%) {100%)
Chi-squared: 3.803 311 (100%)
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Other Predators™* Some such as wild
Very Destructive 5 (5.5%) 14 (14.3%) 5 {4.6%) 9 (9.0%) 64 (64%) 97 (19%) dogs, jackals -
19 (9.5%) 78 (26%} considered
Destructive 32 {35.2%) 52 (53.0%) 81 (72.9%} €1 (61.0%) 33 (33.0%) | 258 (52%) less dangerous to
84 (42%) 175 (55%) both livestock and
Less Destructive 54 (69.2%} 32 (32.7T%) 25 (22.5%) 30 (30.0%) 3 {3.0%) 145 (29%}) people.
86 (43%) 58 {19.3%)
Total 91 (100%) 98 (100%) 111 (100%) 100 (100%) 100 500
189 (100%) {100%) (100%}
Chi-squared: 149.875 311 (100%)
Baboons™ Damage crops. Can
Very Destructive 61 (67.1%}) 63 (64.3%) 71 (63.8%) 53 (53.0%) 49 (49.0%) | 257 (59%) prey on goat calves.
124 {62°%) 173 (67.6%) Crops and goals
Destructive 30 (32.9%) 36 (35.7%) 39 (35.1%) 44 (44.0%} 51 (51.0%)
76 (37.6%) 134 (43%) 199 (40%}
Lass Destructive 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%) 1 (1.0%) 3 (3.0%) 0 (0.0%)
0 {0.0%) 4 {1.3%) 4 (1%)
Total 81 (100%) 98 (100%}) 111 {100%) 100 {100%) 100
189 {100%) (100%) 5§00
Chi-squared: 17.463 319 (100%) {100%)
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elephants visited the areas only occasionally, their impact was significant. Although other
species - zebra, buftalo, hartebeest, kudu {Tragelaphus strepsiceros), porcupines (Hystrix
cristata) and bush pig damage crops, elephants were the most widely feared because of
their ability to eat and trample huge quantities of crops in a single night, the difficulty of
stopping them with any harrier, and the danger they posed to human life. it is possible that
a substantial population of lions and leopards still existed In the upland forests.

Clearly, some differences in the degree of destructiveness of species can be
e<plained by the character of human land use. For example, whereas the wildebeest is most
destructive in nastoraily used lands, animals grouped under other ungulates seem to be
most destructive in agriculturally used lands. The one animal perceived as very destructive
in alt group ranches, was the lion (between 74.0% and 85.7%). Primates were more likely to

he cited as very destructive in the upland zone, the predominantly cropland areas.

4.3:3 Wildilife Species Involved in Conflict

Different wildlife species cause different problems. Respondents were asked to state
which of the species inflict maximum damage regarding: (1) livestock depredation, (2) crop
destruction {3) humans deaths and injuries, (4) transmission of disease to livestock, and (5)
competition with livestock for resource use. Regarding livestock depredation, the majority
cited lions (52%), followed by leopards and baboons (Table 4.7).

As to which wildlife caused maximum damage to crops in the region, 26% sald
elephant, 10% mentioned wildebeests, 42% cited "others". The "others" category included:
bushpigs, baboons, monkeys, porcupines and hippopotami (Hippopotamus amphibius). As
one local resident of Angata Baragol observed:

Some of the most destructive wildlife here are the smaller mammals, porcupines,

bushpigs and dikdik. Although their damages are small and often neglected, they

are so frequent that by the time you harvesi they have consumed at least a quarter

of your crops. Yet the government does not consider them as dangerous (L.R. 02).

On the question as to which animals were primarily responsible for human deaths

or injuries, 32.8% said buffalo. a ~''bstantial percentage mentioned elephant, a total of
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Table 4.7 Wildlife Species Inflicting Maximum Darmage in Various Problems by Group Ranch

Chi-squared: 303.766

WILDLIFE UPLAND ZONE LOWLAND ZONE | MARA REMARKS
SPECIES/PROBLEMS REGION
I anGATA KIMENTET LEMEK KOYAK| SIANA
BARAGOI “
Livestock
Depredation’* 46 (50.5%) 465 (47.0%) 42 (38%} 66 (66.0%) 63 (63.0%) 263 (52%) | Livestock
Lion 82 (46%) 171 (55.3%) affected: caille,
14 {16.4%) 25 {26.0'%4) 27 (24%) 12 (12.0%) 15 (15.0%) 93 (15%) goats and sheep.
Leopard 39 (19.5%) 54 {17.0%) Chicken excluded
8 (8.8%) 11 {11.0%) 11 (10°4) 12 (12.0%) 7 (1.0%) 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%) §6 {(1B.3%)
91 (100%) 98 (100%) 111 (100%) 100 {100%) 100 (100%) 500 (100%)
Total 189 (100%) 311 (100%)
Chi-squared: 36.378
Crop Destruction™ Crops affected:
Wildebeests 5 (5.5%) 8 (8.0%) 11 {3%) 21 {21.0%) 7 {7.0%) 50 {10%) maize, sorghum,
13 (6.5%) 39 {13%) vegelables,
Efephant 26 (28.6%R) 23 (24.0%) 15 (14%) 32 (32.0%) 36 (36.0%) 132 (26%) cassava, beans,
49 (24.5%) 83 (27.6%) wheat
Buffalo 4 (8.4%) 2 (2.0%) 72 (65%) 25 (25.0%) B (8.0%) 111 (22%)
6 (3.0%) 105 (35%)
Others 56 (65.5%) 67 (66.0%) 13 (12%) 22 (22.0%) 49 (49.0%) 207 {(42%)
123 (61.5%) 84 (28%)
Total 91 (100%) 98 (100%) 111 {100%) 100 (100%) 100 (100%) 500 (100%)
189 (100%) 311 (100%)




Chi-squared: 43.998

311 (100%)
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Human
i Occur when
Buffalo 46 (50.5%) 22 (23.0%) 37 {33%) 24 (24.0%) 31 {31.0%) 160 (32%) fighting off the
68 (34.0%) 92 (30.6%) 138 (28%) predator(s), or
Elephant 14 (15.4%) 37 {38.0%) 34 (31%) 26 (26.0%) 27 (27.0%) T4 (15%) when walking out
61 {25.5%) 87 (29%) 125 (25%) at night
Lion 8 (B.8%) 20 (20.0%) 10 (3%) 17 {(17.0%) 18 {18.0%)
28 {14.0%) 45 (15%) 500 (100%)
Others 23 (25.3%) 19 {19.0%) 20 (20%) 33 (33.0%) 24 (24.0%)
42 (21.0%) 77 (25.6%)
91 {100%) 98 {100%) 111 {100%) 100 (100%) 100 {100%)
Total 189 (100%) 311 (100%)
Chi-squared: 43.837
i Disease Trypanosomiasis,
Transrission™ 98 (88%) 76 (76.0%) 64 (64.0%) 342 (68%) anthrax, malignant
Wildebeest 42 (46.1%) 62 (63.3%]} 238 (79.3%) catarrh (believed
104 (52.0%} 13 (12'%5) 16 (16.0%) 18 {18.0%) 112 {23%) to be transmitted
Buffalo 31 (34.1%) M (34.7%) 47 (15.6%) through grazing
66 (32.5%) ¢ (0.0%) 5 (5.0%) 13 (13.0%) s 7%)
Elephant 15 {16.5%) 2 (2.0%) 18 (6.0%)
17 (8.5%) 0 (0%) 3 (3.0%) 5 (5.0%) 11 (2%)
Others 3{73%) 0 {0.0%) 8 {2.6%)
3 (1.6%)
111 (100%) 100 {100%) 100 {100%) 500 (100%)
Total 91 (100'%4) 98 (100%) 311 (100%)
189 {100%)
Chi-squared: 77.525
Resource
c i 24 (26.4%) 46 (46.9%) 59 (53%) 68 {68.0%) 68 (68.0%) 265 (54°A4) Resources
Wildebeests 70 {35.0%) 127 (42.5%) competed for:
“ 41 (45.0%) 43 (42.9%) 34 {31%) 24 (24.0%) 27 (27.0%) 169 (34%4) pasture, water and
Zebra B4 {42.0%) 85 (28.3%) space
9 (9.9%) 7 {7.1%) 6 (5.0%} 5 {5.0%) 2 (2.0%) 35 (3%)
Elephants 16 {B.0%) 12 (4.0%)
17 (18.7%) 2 (2.0%) 12 (11%) 3 {3.0%) 3 {3.0%) 31 (6%)
Others 19 (9.5%) 18 (6.0%)
91 {(100%) 98 {100%)
Total 189 (100%} 111 (100%) 100 (100%) 100 (100%) 500 (100°%)
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nearly 40% cited the predators (lion, leopard, cheetah and hyaena), 'wvhile only a few
mentioned "others". Species grouped under the latter category included crocodiles and
hippopotami. When asked as to which animal was principally responsible for transmitting
diseases to livestock, the majority {68%) said wildebeests, many said buffalo and only a tew
cited elephants. Disease transmission does occur from wildlife to domestic stock and vice
versa (Karstad, et al. 1980). Many local livestock owners were concerned about wildlife
diseases, in particular, Malignant Catarrhal Fever (MCF). Cattle are believed to contract MCF
from wildebeest in the calving areas, through contact with parturient, newborn and very
young wildebeest (Mushi et al. 1980). The issue of MCF in Masai Mara rugion, is however,
debatable. For example, although there are a few resident wildebeest, the region is primarily
a dry season grazing ground for the migratory wildebeest and not a primary calving area.
Cattle and sheep can contract parasitic conditions from wildlife, such as strongyles and bot
fly larvae (Douglas-Hamilton et al. 1988).

Species which competed most with livestock for pasture and water included, in
ascending order, wildebeests, zebra and elephants (Table 4.5). Wildebeests and zebra were
most frequently cited as the major culprits probably because of the abundance of the two
species. Over the years, the number of wildebeest and other ungulates have increased
considerably. These hich wildlife populations have led to drastic declines in vegetative
cover. From the informa! interviews, residents talked of crocodiles killing livestock and
sometimes humans in the Mara River. This occurred when the stock were taken for
watering. The local pecple also classified the types of livestock the predators prefer,
Leopards, for instance, kill goats, while lions attack cattle and hyaenas often prefer sheep.

Generally, the local people were aware that wildlife competed for space, and clear
pasture that could otherwise be used by their livestock. It is notable that there was a
diversity of opinion regarding the major impact of various species. It also became clear that

there can be several important points of conflict for each speciles.
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4.3:4 Changes in Intensity of Conflict

Respondents were asked to comment on their perception of change regarding the
intensity of conflict over the past 30 years, and their expectations for the future. The
majority, 84%, believed that conflict had increased over the past 30 years, 9% felt it had
remained the same, while only 7% said it was becoming less acute (Table 4.8). livestock
depredation and crop destruction appeared to have increased most.

There were notable variations between group ranches. Nearly all of the respondents
who stated that conflict had decreased lived in the Angata Baragoi and Kimentet areas. All
(100%) of the respondents in Koyaki and Siana felt that the intensity had increased. This
supports the view that wildlife were displaced in areas that were increasingly 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
from seeing their area as an area with signiticant wildlife potential.

Overall, 60% said conflict would increase over the next 10 years with major concerns
being livestock depredation (37%), crop destruction (29%), transmission of diseases (9%)
and compstition for pasture (15%). In contrast, the informal interview and in-depth
discussions suggested that the conflict would subside when more intensive land uses tock
hold of the area, especially in group ranches already under increasing pressure such as

Angata Baragoi and Kimentet.
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PROBLEMS! UPLAND ZONE LOWLAND ZONE MARA GENERAL
INTENSITY REGION REMARKS
ANGATA KIMENTET | LEMEK KOYAKI SIANA
BARAGO!
General conflict™”
Increasing 10 12% 1t 12%
21 (12.0%) 104 (95%) 97 (97%) 100 {100%) 401(84%) All wildlife
Same 3 4% 0 0.0% 301 (100.2%) r:oblems
3 (2%) 4 (4%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 43(9.0%)
Decreasing 4 {1.3%)
68 84% 79 88% 1 (1) 3 (3%) 0 (0%) I6(7.0%)
147 (86%) 4 (1.3%)
109 (100%) 100 {100%) 100 (100%) 480 (100%)
Total 81 100% 98 100% 309 (100%)
171 (100%)
Chi-squared: 60.479
Livestock
predation™
Increasing 16 20% 27 17% 68 (62%) 57 (57%) 45 {45%) 403 (B4%) Killing and
43 {18.5%) 170 (54.7%) injuring
Same 12 15% 55 75% 16 {15%) 29 (29%) 22 (22%) 53 (11%)
67 [45.0%}) 67 (22.0%)
Decreasing 53 65% 8 8.0% 25 (23%) 14 (14%) 33 (33%) 24 (5%)
61 (36.5%) 72 {23.2%)
109 (100%} 100 {100%) 100 (100%) 480 {100%)
Total 81 100% 90 {100%) 309 {100%)
171 (100%)
| Chi-squared: 54.856
Crop Destruction™
Increasing
8 (10%) 12 {13%) 27 (28%) 19 (19%) 6 (6%} IS5(7T4%) Mostly in
Same 20 {11.5%) 52 {17.7%) the farms
29 (36%) 30 (33%) 45 (41%) 39 (39%) 4 (4%) T2{15%}
Decreasing 59 (J4.£%) g8 (28.0%)
44 (54%) 48 (54%) 37 (31%) 42 (42%) 90 {30%) 5311%)
Total 92 (54.0%) 169 (54.3%)
81 (100%) 90 {100%) 109 (100%) 100 (100%) 100 (100%) 480 (100%)
171 (100%) 309 (100%)
Chi-squared:

352,688
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’ Human Deaths
Aniies™
Increasing 12 (15%) 18 (20%) 20 (22%) 24 (24%) 17 (17%) 110(23%) Occurs
30 {17.5%) 61 (21.0%) ostly at
“ Same 35 {43%) 41 (46%) 54 (50%) 47 (AT%) 61 (61%) J22(67%) night
76 (44.5%) 162 (52.7%)
Decreasing 4 (42%) 31 (34%) 36 (28%) 29 {29%) 22 (22%) 48(10%)
65 (38.0%) 86 (26.3%)
Totat 81 {100%) 90 {100%) 109 (100%) 100 {100%) 100 (100%} 480 {100%)
171 (100%) 309 (100%)
Chi-squared:; 25.716
Others" Mainly
increasing 13 (16%) 16 (17%) 10 (3%) 26 (26%} 22 (22%) 187(39%) during
28 {16.5%) 58 (19.0%) drought
Same 41 (51%4) 43 (48%) 69 (54'%) 49 (49%} 55 (65%) 247(51%)
B84 (49.5%) 163 (52.3%)
Decreasing 27 (33%) 32 (35%) 40 (37%) 25 (25%) 23 (23%) 45(20%)
59 (34.0%) 88 (28.3%)
Total 81 (100%) 90 {100%) 109 (100%) 100 (100%) 1r3 (100%) 480 (100%)

Chi-squared; 12.472

171 (100%)

309 (100%)
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4.3:5 Association Analysis of Perception of Conflict

Those who perceived crop destruction to be the main type of conflict felt that
elephants were the most destructive species, while those who cited competition for pasture
and water and the transmission of diseases listed wildebeests as the most destructive
species. The destructive species also varied significantly with problems inflicted, and with
predominant land use. Large mammals were reported mora destructive in the lowland, while
small and nocturnal animals were reported so in the upland. Therefore, in general, larger
animals were more problematic in areas with low human density, whereas small animals,
especially nocturnal ones such as porcupines, bushpigs were more destructive in areas of

high human density and land development, such as in the upland regions.

4.4 Quantifying the Conflict

The previous section presented a general overview of how the local people viewed
wildlife-human conflict in the Masai Mara region. This section presents a quantification of
the conflict findings on the: (1) frequency of the type of conflict, (2) measures of losses the
local people incurred due to wildlife damage, and (3) analysis of the correiations among
measures of the degree of conflict in the Masai Mara region. Quantification of the conflict
is important so as to establish the extent of the conflict in different areas so that one can

determine whether coexistence is possible, and at what cost.

4.4:1 Frequency of Type of Contlict

Respondents were asked to state how many times they enccountered wildlife
problems per year'>. On average, local people encountered wildlife problems 3.5 times per
year (median = 3) (Table 4.9). The highest mean rate of general conflict occurred in Koyaki

(5 times) and Siana (4.5 times) group ranches and the lowest mean rate occurred in Angata

3 Respondents werae first asked if they encountered problems last month, and if they did how many times, then, last year,
in the past two ysars, the past five years and the past ten years. The responses were recorded In Table (See interview
schedula). | have decided to use the last one year because beyond one year, there was evidence of guessing and generalitles.
One month proved too short as some of the common areas of contlict, for example, crop production are annual.
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Baragoi and Kimentet group ranches. The most frequently experienced damage was
livestock depredation, 2.1 times per year. Human deaths appeared uniform throughout the
region. The other categories included transmission of diseases and competition for space,

pasture and water or destruction of property such as fences and water pipes.

Table 4.9 Mean Frequency of Occurrence of Conflict Per Year by Group Ranches

PROBLEMS UPLAND ZONE LOWLAND MARA “F" SIG.
ZONE REGION LEVEL
ANGATA KIMENTET LEMEK KOYAKI SIANA
BARAGOI
General 21 23 2.8 5.0 4.5 a5 63.520°*
conflict™ 22 4.1
Crop 2.3 2.7 1.3 0.1 0.3 1.3 150.977¢
destruction 25 0.6
Livestock 1.7 1.7 1.7 25 2.7 21 33.319%
Depredation 1.7 23
Human deatha/ | 2.1 2.0 2.0 2.4 2.0 21 4,893
injuries 205 21
Others 1.8 1.8 1.9 2.0 2.2 1.9 3.852*
1.8 20

The frequency of the conflict varied significantly spatially among the group ranches.
It is important to note that even within the group ranches, there were specific locations
where conflict was most likely. The lowland ranches, Koyaki and Siana, experienced a
higher over-all occurrence of conflict than the upland ones, Angata Baragoi and Kimentet,
probahly because they had a higher wildlife population density being located within the
major wildlife migratory routes and bordering the reserve. Angata Baragoi and Kimentet
experienced the highest crop destruction, while Koyaki and Siana experienced most of the

livestock depredation.

" General conflict refers to all the problems local people encountered with wildlife. For instance, from the results, it can
be said that wlldlife damages is expe;lenced in Masal Mara region an average of 3.5 times per year.
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4.4:2 Measuring the Consequences of conflict

Measuring loss duz to wildlife is essential to accurately assess the specific
consequences of conflict on locai people and on the local economy, This section examines
the specific losses incurred by the local people including the type of loss covering
livestock, crops, and personal deaths or injuries due to wildlife attacks on people, as welt
as other losses. The other losses included damage to property (public and private) such as,
fences, water pipes, the cost of employing guards to protect property, and inconveniences
such as preventing people (especially children and mothers) from going outside the bomas,
as well as the restrictions to various personal aspirations and pursuits. Measuring the
damage will help reveal the magnitude of the conflict which may explain why certain
attitudes were held by the local people towards wildlife and wildlife conservation authorities.

The damage was assessed as perceived by the "victims's".

4.4:2.1 Types of Losses

When asked if they had suffered any losses due to wildlife damage in the last one
year, and if so, of what nature and with what material consequences, 66.5% of respondents
said they had, while 33.5% had not (Table 4.10). The most common losses experienced were
livestock depredation (57.0% of those who suffered losses), crop destruction (31.0%), and
human injuries or deaths (that is, households which had members of the family injured).

Experiences of loss differed significantly between the group ranches. For example,
tewer people suffered losses in Angata Baragol, while more encountered wildlite problems
in the other ranches. Livestock depredation occurred more frequently in Lemek, Koyaki and
Siana group ranches but less in Angata Baragoi and Kimentet. In contrast crop destruction

was more pronounced in Angata Baragoi and Kimentet ranches than Lemek, Koyaki and

¥ Damage by wildlife as reported in government records was also collected from officiai records covering the wildiife
compensation of the claims for the damage (at the District lavel). Collecting data from guvernment records permitied cross-
checking. Often local perceptions of damage tend 10 exceed the value of the damage recorded by government for a variety
of reasons. There is a strong feeling among locals that the government compensation acheme far undereatimates damage
costs,
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ecotones, agriculture in the upland zone and pastoralism in the towland areas.

Table 4.10 Losses Due to Wildlife Per Year by Group Ranches

TYPES OF LCSS UPLAND ZONE LOWLAND ZONE MARA
REGION
ANGATA KIMENTET LEMEK KOYAKI SIANA
BARAGOI
Suffered Loss"
Yes 37 (46%) 70 (78%) 71(65%) 72 (72%) 69 (69%) 319 {66.5%)
107 {53.5%) 212 (70.3% 161 (32.5%)
No 44 (54%) 20 {22%) 33({35%) 28 (28%) 31 (32*%)
64 (32.0%) 97 (32.6%) 480 (100%)
81 (100%) 890 {100%) 109(100%) 100 (100%) 100 (100%)
Tolal 171 (25.5%) 303 (100%)
Chi-squared: 7.29)
Type of Loss™
Livestock
Depredation 11 (29%) 19 (27%) 43 (60%) 54 (TT%) 42 (62%) 169 (§7%)
30 (15%) 14D (48.6%)
Crop Destruction 14 (38%) 34 (49%) 13 (18%) 2 (3%) 10 (13%) 73 (31%)
43 (24%) 24 (%)
Htrman Deaths 12 (33%) 17 (24%) 16 (22%) 15 (20%) 17 (26%) 77 (12%)
and Others 29 14.5%) 47 {(18.3%)
37 {100%) 70 {100%) 71 (100%) 72 (100%) 68 (100%) 319 (100%)
Total 127 (100%) 212 (100%)
Chl-syuared
16.562

4.4:2.2 Loss of Livestock

The most common type of conflict within the region was livestock depredation. As
Case No. 4.1 (see Box) illustrates despite the efforts of lacal people incidents of livestock
depredation often occurred, and in some cases, especially where it involved leopard and

goats 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. Wamchamniji is a \eacher in a local primary school and a livestock keeper.
He has a number of goats and because he earns some money from his
teaching job, he has been able to put up a special structure for the goats.
One night, in July 1991, a leopard attacked Mr. Wamchamnji's boma. It killed
48 goats. Mr. Wamchamniji had checked the goats around 2.00 a.m. that night
and there was no problem. When he same out to check again at around 4.00
cr 5.00 a.m, after suspecting a problem, he found a lecpard was inside the
coiral. As usual, he raised an alarm, and men came within minutes to halp.
The leopard was then surrounded in the den and on attack was initiated. The
beast was eventually killed, but only after it injured a total of six villagers,
some very badly while others only slightly. Mr. Wamchamnji would have been
compensated but since livestock depredation is no longer covered he will get
nothing. He has no choice but to hold a grudge against the authority for
protecting wildlife,

The livestock most commonly lost were goats (56% of all the respondents who lost
livestock), while cattle accounted for 27%, and sheep a lesser 17% (Table 4.1}, It is not
clear why goats were the most depredated stock. It could be because of the leopards
behaviour of killing en-mass or because in the Masai Mara region leopards preferred goats
to natural prey. Goats appeared to be one of the most protected stock in the region. It
should, however, be noted that there wore other causes of livestock death such as disease,
drought and natural causes. Again many of the diseases were claimed to be caused by
wildlife.

Concerning the cost of the loss of livestock, 23% incurred between Kshs. 20,000-
30,000 for the twelve month period. The majority lost between Kshs. 10,000-20,000. The loss
of stock was a bitter experience for many families in the region, insidious, as it could occur
at any time, especially at night. The figures suggest that 1 out of 25 households in Masal
Mara region suffered livestock loss due to wildlife depredation per year. This included the
killing of cattle by lions, goats by leocpards and sheep by hyenas. It would be interesting to
establish in monetary terms, how much loss each species caused to the local people and
compare this with the income from tourism that each specles provides. The problem with
such analysis, however, is that the natural values of the species cannot be realistically

measured. In many ways, loss of livestock caused significant difviculty to the local people
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most of whom were small-scale pastoralists and farmers.

Tabie 4.11 Livestock Loss Due 1o Wildlife by Group Ranch

LIVESTOCK UPLAND ZONE LOWLAND ZONE MARA
REGION
ANGATA KIMENTET | LEMEK KOYAK] SIAN
BARAGOI A
Types of
Livestock™"
Goats 7 (63.6%) 10 (52.6%) | 21 (48.8%) 31 (564%) 26 (61.9%) | 94 (36%)
17 (57%) 78 (39.4%)
Cattie 3 (27.3%) § (26.3%) 12 (27.9%) 15 (27.3%)11 (26.1%) 46 (2T%)
8 (26% 3t (27.1%)
Sheep 1 (9.1%) 4 (21.1%) 10 (23.3%) 9 (16.3%) 5 (120%) 29 (17%)
5 (17%) 24 (17.0%)
Total 11 {100%) 19 (100%) | 43 (100%) 55 (100%) 42 {100%) 169 (100%)
30 (100%) 140 (100%)
Chi-squared
141490
Nusmber
Killed"
0-10 6 (53.5%) 4 (21.1%) 11 (25.6%) 13 (3.7%) 10 {23.8%) 43 (26%)
10 (37.3%) 34 (244%)
10-20 4 (38.3%) B (A2.1%) 18 37.2%) 23 (41.B%)1T (40.5%) 6% {40%)
12 (39.2%) 56 (39.5%)
20-30 1 (10.2%) 5 (28.3%) 8 (20.9%) 11 (20.0%)8 (19.0%) 34 (20%)
& (12.3%) 39 (19.9%)
30- 0 {0.0%) 2 (10.5%) 7 (18.3%) B (14.5%)7 (16.7%)} 24{14%)
2 (5.2%) 22 (16.5%)
Total 11 (100%) 13 (100%) | 43 (100%) 55 (100%) 42 (100%) 169 (100%)
30 (100%) 140 (100%)
ANOVA "F~
4121
Cost* of
Stock
Killed”
0- 10,000 7 (63.5%) 5 (283%) | 10 (Da%) 10 (18.0%)9 (214%) 41 (243%)
12 (44.9%) 29 (20.9%)
10,000- I 212%) 7 (38.9%) 20 (46.5%) 26 [47.3%) 18 (42.9%) T3 {438%)
20,000 10 (32.0%) B4 (45.8%)
1(102%) § (26.3%) 7 (16.3%) 10 (18.0%) 9 (21.4%) 32 {18.9%)
20,0014+ 6 (13.0) 26 (15.9%)
0 (0%) 2 (10.5%) £ (13.9%) 9 (16.7%) & (14.3%) 23 (13.0%)
2 (5.1%) 21 (14.8%)
11 (100%) 18 (100%) 43 (100%) 55 (100%) 42 169 (100%)
Total 30 (100%) (100%
)
ANOVA “F" 140 (100%)
2781

Cases such as that of Wamchmnii were common in the region. Effective protection

" The costs were calculated in Kenya shillings, Exchange rate at the time of field work was US $ 1 equals Kshs.26.
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for goats are specially built structures, wiich not many of the people could atford. For those
who do not have special fences, the best aiternative was to live with the goats inside the
hut. But this becomes very difficult when one has a la;ge herd given that the huts were
usually very small. Mr. Wamchamiji's home is located hardly 4 kilometres from a semi-
permanent river (River Sand). He maintains his livestock with some of his earnings from

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 of conflict was crop destruction. The following case study
(Case No. 4.2) illustrates an example of crop destruction. Often the amount destroyed and
how long the destruction lasts depends on the species involved. Crop destruction occurred
in all regions but mostly in the upland areas, aithough it was most severe on farms closer
to the reserve boundaries. Many lacal people mentioned that crops grown near river banks
could hardly survive game destruction, especially from the hippotatainus. As in the cited
case, elephants can destroy a large area in just a matter of minutes. The case also shows
the difficulties faced by the local people in getting prompt assistance from the rangers and
the problems of the frustrating compensation process. Crop destruction takes place over
most of the year but was most intense when crops were close to being harvested, usually
in June/July. Early in the season wildlife destroy young shoots. Cattle also destroyed crops.
Crops were destroyed both at night and during the day. Assessing the direct economic
costs of crop raiding is difficult, because one has to calculate the projected crop vield in
the absence of wildlife. it also depends on when the crop is harvested. In the arid areas, a
substantial portion, if not the entire crop farm, may die or wither before harvest, so damage

done early in the season by wildlife may have no impact on the final harvest.
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Case Study No. 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
heing 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 some parts. As he is a comparatively wealthy individual, he
is able to employ a guard. Fis 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 like. Mr. Kamaindi
stands to lose all 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, quantity'’, 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. $6-150}, 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 aver bags (Table 4.12). It is also
important tc; 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

' Before evaluating crop damage by wildlife, a method was developed ta give at least a sami-quantitative index of the
amount of damage. Ascessments were made on wheat, maize and beans which were the main crops grown in some parts
of the study area, Barley, vegetables, cassava and other crops are grown, but were not assessed since they are not primary,
However, the same evaluation method could be modified for any crop. First, the area of the field damaged was given by
the respondents. There could be over-astimation and this was assessed with care, gxcond, the quality of crop was assumed
to be the same in different areas. This is certalnly not true but was accepted for the sake of simpllicity. The estimation was
based on the quality of crop before damage. Finally, a mean production figure of bags of wheat, maize and beans per
hectare was given by the agricultural office, Narok and is estimated to yield 18 bags of maize per hectare. One bag of maize
was about Kshs. 250 (Cad. $10).
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Table 4.12 Crop Loss Due to Wikitife by Group Ranch Por Yoar

TYPE 3 UPLAND ZONE LOWLAND ZONE MARA
AMOUNT REGION
LOST ANGATA KIMENTET LEMEK KOYAK SIANA
BARAGO!
Acreage of
Crop
Damage™ 9 (64.3%) 11 (324%) 1(7.7%) 1{50.0%) & {56.6%) 27 [31.0%)
03 20 (48A4%) 7 {(37.5%)
4 (ZB.6%) 1B (52.9%) 4{30.8%) 1 (50.0%) 3 (33.3%) 30 (41.1%)
316 22 {(40.8% o [38.0%)
1 {74%) 5 (14.7%) 8 {61.5%) D (0.0%) 1 (11.1%) 16 (20.5%)
6.1-++ 6 (10.4%) 9 (24.2%}
14 {100%) 34 (100%, 13 (100%) 2(100%) 9 (100%) 73 (100%)
Total 48 (100%) 24 (100%)
ANCVA “F*
9333
Type
Damaged™ 11 (T25%; 22 (64.7%) 6 {46.17%) 2 (100.0%) 6 (56.7%) 48 (55.8%)
Maize 33 (68.8%) 14 (T0.9%)
3 (17.1%) 9 (26.5%) 2{154%) 0 (0.0%) 3(333%) 17
Baans 12 (21.8%) 5{16.2%) {23.2%)
0 (0%) 3 (B8%) 5(38.5%) 0{0.0%) 0 (0.0%)
Wheat 5 (128%) a (11.0%)
Others 14 (100%) 34 (100%) 13 (100%) 2 (100%) 9 (100%)
48 (100%) 24 {100%) 73 {100%)
Total
Chi-squared
16.562
Quantity 2 (18.6%) 4 (11.8%) T(G3B%) Z(100%] 4 (444%) 19 (T2%)
[bags[™ 5 (152%) 13 (66.0%)
03 10 (T1A%) 24 (T0.6%) 3 (23.1%) 0 (0.0%) 2 {222%) 39 (15%)
34 (T1.0%) 5 (16.1%)
316 2 (10.0%) 6 (17.6%) 3(23.1%) 0(0.0%) 3(333%) 16 (24%)
8 (13.8%) 6 (16.57%)
64+
14 (100%) 34 (100%) 13 (190%) 2 (100%) 9 (100%) T3 (100%)
Total 48 (100%) 24 {100%)
ANOVA "F*
14.062
Cost {KSHS) of
Crop
Damage™= 4 (20.8%) 3 (8.8%) 4 (30.8%) 1{50.0%) & (444%) 17 (54%})
0-10,000 T (18.7%) 9 {(41.7%)
9 (64.5%) 23 (67.7%) 8 (§1.5%) 1(50.0%)} & (65.6%) 48 (A4%)
10,001-20,000 32 (68.0%) 14 (56.7%)
1 [71%) B (23.5%) 1 (7.7T%) 0{0.0%) 0(0.0%) 10 (2%)
20,001- 9 (163%) 1(25%)
14 (100%) 34 (100%) 13 (100%) 2(100%) 9 (100%) 3 (100%)
Total 48 (100%) 24 (100%)
ANCVA “F*
16.100

! Estimates were based on the prevalling prices given at the District Office - Narok (see section 4.2 for more detalls).
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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 after
harvest; they broke storage bins, especially during extensive droughts.

However, considerable variation exists between group ranches as regards the cost
of crop damage. Maize is the staple crop, and damage to maize accounted for over haif of
all crop damage. Other major crops subjected to damage and destruction included beans
(12%), as well 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 Injuries 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 Koyaki group ranch.
Many local residents of the Maasai Mara region believed that the number of people killed

or injured by wildlife in the region had increased in 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 Koyaki group ranch was
playing with other children in front of their hut. 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 evening hunt. Apparently the noise of the children drew its attention
and it pounced on the child and escaped back into the bush killing the boy
instantly. An alarm was raised and immediately the local people chased and
eventually killed the lion. In the meantime, the incident was reported to the
park warden. The local people, however, rarely wait for assistance from the
authorities . As previously stated, the stidy results suggested that the
authorities, such as wardens, are slow to respond to the needs and concerns
of the local human populations.

Twelve percent of respondents had experienced either loss of the family member,
or personal bodily injury, or injury to one or more family member due to wildlife. Such

attacks occurred mainly in the evenings or during the night, and mostly in homesteads
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closer to the park or river valleys. Often, they occurred unexpectedly and the Maasal would
take revenge by tracking the animal responsible. Game wardens are usually expected to
come to assist the local people but this rarely happens in time. Due to the lack of tacilities
and vehicles, a common problem all over Africa (Bonner 1993; Olindo 1991), wildlife
conservation authorities often fail to assist the local people in their attempts to reduce game
damage. These cases illustrate the losses the local people incurred due to wildlife and how

they responded to the problems. They also indicate how ineffective "the authorities" can

be in assisting local people in real situations.

4.4:2.4 Other Losses

There were other seemingly more indirect losses incurred due to wildlife problems.
These include time spent scaring wildlife (sleep-less nights while waiting to defend personal
property from raiding animals), the cost of employing someone to safeguard property, and
both the time and cost of constructing stronger structures or fences to protect the property.
In some cases children were unable to go ta school because of the risk invelved in walking
from their homes to school or because their parents required their assistance in chasing
off animals. When respondents were asked it they employed a guard, only 21% said yes,
meaning that the majority (79.0%) provided their own security. On the question of what
property they guarded, 56.0% of those who employed guards said livestock, 44% said
crops/farms. Most guards were males, largely because of the nature of the work. On the
question of how much they paid 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 period of time the guards were engaged, 21% said for about 2 hours a day, Some of
those who employed guards hired them only when their services were most needed. When
asked to specify the period/time of the day that guards were employed, 67.4% said night-
time.

Wildlife, especially elephants that also destroy fencing and water pipes, pose
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physical hazard to stock and herders, Yet, somehow the local people learn to live with the
wildlife. Crops grown in irrigation schemes, especially in the lowland, seemed to provide
an attraction for wildlife and were often destroyed. Livestock were protected by herders in
the day and corralled at night. There is also a conflict issue over access to water. The Mara
river is the only permanent water source and although many temporary pocis may farm
during the rains, they eventually dry up. The main possible consequence of cattle and
wildlife using the same pool is the spread of disease. Elephant and buffaloes some times
chase away cattle and kill them. 1t is difficult to establish how many cattle get killed by

elephants in such encounters, since there is no compensation.

4.4:3 Carrelation Analysis of Measures of the Degree of Conflict

The previous sections have revealed findings as regards the degree and intensity
of the conflict within the Masai Mara region. This section aims to establish correlations
between the degrees of intensity in order to determine the strength and direction of their
relatlonships (Table 4.13). First, areas with intensive human settlement and cultivation,
experienced less conflict, while those where agriculture was stiil low, encountered more
conilict. This suggests that with intensification of agriculture and human settlement,
especially in the upland zone, wildlife does become displaced (although small-bodied and
nocturnal species such as porcupines are still present) and wildlife-human competition
declines. The relative frequency of reported conflict with wildlife was significantly and
inversely related to crop damage, monetary value of crop loss and land under cultivation.
These were malnly in the upland zone where cuitivation was rapidly expanding. In contrast,
the frequency of reported conflict was significantly and positively related to the number and
monetary value of lost livestock and losses per capita.

The results further show that human personal injuries or deaths, livestock predation
and total wildlife damage were positively correlated with each other but inversely with crop

damage. Reduction of personal injuries is associated with intensification of human



Table 4.13 Pearson Correlation Matrix for Measures of Degree of Conflict
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AGERE
COCRO
coLL
DISAP
FREQC
FREOH
FREOL
FREQU
GRACA

GOATS

LEOST
NATIC
NULIL

SHEEP

AGERE
1.000
0.016
-0.030
0.017
0.047
-0.058
-0.013
-0.044
0.045
0.051
-0.601**
0.420***
0.018
-0.013
0.039

0.010

COCRO couL

1.000

-0.228* 1.000
-0.250** -0.034
0.410" -0.010
0034  0.009
0.233** -0.050
-0.259** 0.055
0.003 0.0
-0.068 0.012
0.043 -0.023
-0.403* -0.061
0.026 0.062
0.248" 0.084*
0.006 0.073

0.061

DISAP FREOC FREOH FRECL FREQU GRACA GOATS LEDUC LEOST NATIC NULL SHEEP WEALT

1.000
-0.075
-0.035
-0.008
0.020
-0.068
0.080
0.025
0.313*
0.067
-0.047
0.056

0.014

1.000

0123 1.000
-0.338** 0.096
-0.432*** 0.095
0.090 0.046
0.143  -0.018
0.061 0.013
-0.484*** 0.012
0.066 0.055
0.043 -0.010
-0.048 -0.056
-0.010  -0.070

1.000

0249

-0.072

0.019

-0.053

0228

0.058

-0.056

0.036

0.023

1.000

-0.022

-0.005

0.073

0.254

0.023

0.023

-0.044

0.015

1.000

-0.057
-0.032
0.119
-0.024
0.052

-0.049

-0.016

1.000
0.012 1.000
0.140 -0.336"
0377 0.040
-0.011 -0.020
0.153 -0.000

0.364* 0.056

1.600

0.077

-0.103

0.116

2.007

1.000

0.100

0.190

0.981

1.000
0.047 1.000
0.102 0.19% 1.000

AGERE = Age of respondents; COCRO = Cost of crop destroyed; COLIL = Cost of livestock killed; DISAP = Distance from park; FREOC = Frequency of crop
destruction; FREOH = Frequency of Human injuries; FREOL = Frequency of Livestock Depredation; FREQU = Frequency of all wildlife problems; GRACA = Grade
cattie owned; GOATS = Goats owned; LEDUC = Level of education; LEOST = Length of stay; NATIC = Number of native cattie; NULIL = Number of Livestock killed;
SHEEP = Sheep owned; WEALTH = Wealth of respondent
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settlement and cultivation. Recent residents of the Masai Mara region have experlenced less
canflict than those who have lived in the region for along time because they tend to become
highland cultivators. The Maasai remain lowland pastoralists, but are less likely than new
arrivals to acquire grade cattle. Crop damage declined with distance from the reserve

boundaries.

4.5 Factors Influencing Conflict

The previous section has presented a quantification of how often the local people
encountered wildlife problems and how much losses they incurred due to wildlife damage.
This section examines factors Influencing wildlife-human conflict in Masal Mara region
under the five headings: (1) overall causes of conflict, (2) population factors, (3) land
use/environmental factors, (4) spatial and temporal factors, and (5) conflict management
methods by the local people. Identification of the factors influencing conflict will help in the
development of effective preventative management and policy strategies that can help in

reducing the conflict.

4.5:1 Ovarview of Causes of Conflict

Respondents were asked about overall determinants of the conflict in the region.
Their responses are classified in terms of population factors {increasing human, livestock
or wildlife papulations), land use issues (individualization of land, expanding cultivation and
changing land use patterns) and wildlife-damage control. The largest number of the
respondents (32.8%) cited increasing human population as the major cause of conflict, while
11.5% stated ineffective game contro] and restrictive conservation policies which had
effectively excluded the local psople from their traditional resources (Table 4.14). Overall,
about 50% considered population change as the major cause, 38% indicated land use
change and 13% indicated ineffective game control. Increased human numbers and changes

in human activity are clearly seen as the major cause of conflict.
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Table 4.14 Dominant Causes of Conflict in Masai Mara Region by Group Ranch

Chi-squared = 50.735

CAUSES OF CONFLICT** UPLAND ZONE LOWLAND ZONE MARA
REGION
ANGATA KIMENTET LEMEK KOYAK! SIANA
BARAGOI
Population Changes
Increasing human population 37 (40%) 45 (46.9%) 48 (43%) 54 (54.0%) 52 (52%) 237 (49%)
83 (43.5%) 154 (29.7%)
24 (26%) 25 {25.5%)
Increasing 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%)
Increasing wildlife numbers 7(7.7%) 15 {15.3%}) B (7.2%) 6 (6.0%) 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 77(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%)
Changing land use patterns 13 (14%) 10 (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 cultivation 29 (15.2%) 28 (8.0%)
Game Control
Inetfective game control 4 (4.7%) 7 (71%) 27 (18%) 12 (12.0%) 13 (13.0%) 53 (13%)
11 (5.5%) 52 {14.3%)
Total 81 (100%) 90 (100%) 109 (100%) 100 (100%) 100 (100% 480 (10C%)
171 {100%) 309 (100%)
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There was considerable variation between group ranches as to the major
determinants of the conflict. For instance, many residents of the upland ranches (43.5%)
helieved that over-all population change was the most important factor, while 29.7% of the
lowland ranches feit 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
50,

The interviews with government officials showed that 53.8% said increasing human
population was the main cause of conflict but, in contrast, the majority (62.5%) of the

wildlife conservation experts cited inappropriate polizy as the main source (Table 4.15).

Table 4.15 Government Officiala and Wildlifa Conservation Expert Responaas on Causes of Conflict

CAUSES/RESPONSES GOVERNMENT WILDLIFE
OFFICIALS EXPERTS
Increasing human population 14 (53.8%) 2 (25%)
Changing land tenure system and land use patterna 7 (26.9%) 1 (12.0%)
Inappropriate conservation practices and policy 3 (11.5%) 5 (62.5%)
Others 2 (23.0%) 0 (0.0%)
Total 26 (100.0%) 8 (100.0%)

The experts’ viewpoint is interesting as it reflects a recognition of the need to
include the local people in wildlife conservation policy. Without local support, conservation
efforts can not succeed. Government officials maintained the preservationists attitudes of
blaming the local people. Thus from the government perspective the issue to be resolved

is increasing human population.

4.5:2 Population Factors

The Masal Mara National Reserve is increasingly becoming an island of natural
environment surrounded by a sea of man-altered environment. The open range for wildlife
and pastoral uses is rapidly shrinking. This section examines the changing mosaic of

human, livestock and wildlife populations’ use of the land; as well as the general



194

environment and land use trends (including changes in agricultural practices). Background
details on the demography and land use practices of the region, together with its physical
characteristics, have been explained in chapter three. This information is essential in
supporting decision on how to integrate wildlife conservation with human needs in the
region. The changes are explored from the spatial and temporal perspectives. Data used
emanated from KREMU and various reports on land uses, livestock, and wildlite populations

of the region in the last 30 years.

4.5:3.2 Wildlife Population Changes

The populations of many wildlife species have changed a great deal in recent years
{chapter 3) and residents are well aware of these changes: 87% of the respondents stated
that the number of wildebeests had increased (Table 4.16) and 65% said that the elephant
population had increased. According to wildlife experts, elephants have been driven
northwards tc the Mara region because of increased human activities and poaching in the

northern regions of the Tanzanian Serengeti National Park (Dublin 1986; Lamprey 1984).

4,5:3 Land use/environmental changes

The future of Masai Mara region and the protected area will be determined to a large
extent by changes in the patterns of land use. Findings documented in ihis section include
perceived changes in the general environment and in land use. It is essential to understand
the changes in land use and the issues of land tenure in order to put the nature and causes
of the wildlife-human conflict in perspective. These are critical in designing integrated

conservation projects for the region.
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Table 4.16 Perceived Population Change of Sighted Wildlife by Group Ranch

WILDLIFE UPLAND ZONE LOWLAND ZONE MARA REMARKS™
POPULATION REGION
CHANGE ANGATA KIMENTET LEMEK KOYAKI SIANA
BARAGOL
Wildeheest™ Increasing
Increasing 70 (TT%} 44 (44.9%) 79 (66%) 70 (70%) 60 {60%) 323 (68.2%) | since 1360s
114 (60.3%} 209 (65.3%)
Decreasing 6 (7%) 19 (19.4%) 22 (20%) 2 {2%) 4 [4%) 53 (23%)
25 (13.2.9%) 28 (8.7%)
Same (stable) 15 (16%) 35 (35.7%) 10 (9%) 28 (28%) 36 (36%) 124 (12%)
§0 (26.5%) 74 (24.3%)
Total 91 {100%) 98 (100%) 111 (100%) 100 (100%) 100 (100%) 500 (100%)
189 {100%)
Chi-squared 71.956 311 {100%)
Increasing 23 (26%) 11 (11%) 27 (24.3%) 25 (25%) 16 (15%) 91 (18%) Increasing
34 (18.5%) 67 (21.5%)
Decreasing 55 (61'%) 74 (76%) 82 (73.9%) 70 (T0%) 75 151 (70%)
129 (68.5%) {75%)
Same {stable) 13 (12%) 13 (12%) 227 (73.0%) 58 (12%)
26 (12.0%) 2 (9.0%) 5 {6%) 10 {10.0%)
Total a1t (100%) 98 (100%} 17 (8.0%) 500 (100%)
189 (100%) 111 (100%) 100 (100%) 100 (100%)
Chi-squared 23.767
311 (100%)

" Studies of wildlife, especially ungulates in the Mara-Serengeti ecosystem have provided one of the fongest time series of population data beginning in 1958 with
Grzmek and Grzimek (1950), Darling (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 chapter three and match relatively well 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 aclivities in northern and

western Serengeti.
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Zebea™
Increasing 21 (23%) 1 (1%} 62 (66%) 67 (57%) §5 {65%) 310 (62%) Stable
43 (27.0%) 174 {55.9%)
Decreasing 62 (68%) 75 (76%) 18 (16%) 9 (9%) 4 (%) 137 (27%)
127 (72.0%) 31 (10.0%)
Same {stable) B {9%) 12 {12%}) 31 (28%} 34 (34%) 41 (41%) 83 (11%)
20 (10.6%) 106 (34.0%)
Total 91 (100%) 98 (100%) 111 (100%) 100 (100%]) 100 (100%) 500 (100%)
189 (100%)
Chi-squared 311 (100%)
169.049
Buftaloes™
Increasing 41 (46%) 43 (44%) 64 (58%) 79 {79%) 82 (82%) 207 (41%) Stable
84 (45.0%) 225 (72.3%) Increasing
Decreasing 39 (43%) 51 (52'%) 44 (40%) 3 (3%) 10 (0.0%) 167 (33%)
90 (47.6%) 57 (18.3%)
Same (stable) 11 (115%) 4 (4%) 3 (3%) 18 (18%) 8 (0.0%) 126 (25%)
15 (7.5%) 29 (3.3%)
Total 111 (100%) 100 {(100%) 100 {100%) 500 (100%)
91 (100%) 98 (100%)
Chi-squared 189 (100%) 311 (100%)
231.456
Other Unguiates™" Stable
Increasing 13 (13%) 14 (14%) 34 (31%) 60 (60%) 66 (56%) 176 (35%)
27 (13.5%) 150 (48.2%)
Decreasing 60 (67%) 63 (54%) 16 {14%) 3 (3%) 4 (&%) 146 (29%)
123 {T0.5%) 23 (T.4%)
Same (stable) 18 (20%) 21 (21%) 61 (55%) 37 (37%) 40 (40%) 178 (36%)
39 (20.5%) 138 (44.4%)
Total 91 {140%) 98 {100%) 111 {100%} 100 (100%) 100 (100%) 500 (100%)
189 (100%)
Chi-squared 311 (100%)
227.348
Lion
Increasing 39 (43%) 51 (52%) 47 (42%) 40 (40%) 40 (40'%) 224 (45%) Increasing
90 (42.5%) 127 40.8%)
Decreasing 41 (44%) 34 (35%) A9 (44%) 4D (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.E%) 56 (18.0%)
Total 91 (100%) 98 (100%) 111 (100%) 100 (100%) 100 (100%) 500 (100%)
189 (100%)
Chi-squared 4.193 314 (100%)
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Leopard ™ 53 (48%) 70 (T0%) 56 (56%) 250 (51%) | Stable

Increasing A5 (39%) 38 (3%%) 179 (57.6%)
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%)

Same (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

Other Predators™

Increasing 13 {14%) 16 {16%) 44 (40%) 57 {57%) 62 (52%) 182 (36%} Increasing
29 (16.0%) 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 {3.5%) 54 (17.4%)

Total 91 {100%) 98 (100%) 191 (100%) 100 (100%) 100 (100%) 500 (100%)
189 {100'%)

Chi-squared 311 (100%)

110.066

Baboons™

increasing 68 (76%) £9 (60%) 58 {52%) 45 (45%) 48 (48%) 278 (56%) Stable
127 (68.0%) 151 (48.6%)

Decreasing 8 (8%) 10 (10%) 24 (24%) 25 {26%) 22 (22%) 90 (18%)
18 (6.0%) 71 (22.8%)

Same (stable) 15 (17%) 29 (30%) 28 {26%) 30 (30%) 30 {30%) 132 {26%)
44 (283.6%) 88 (28.3%)

Totaj 91 (100%) 98 {100'%) 111 (100%) 100 {100%) 100 {100%) 500 {100%)
189 (100%)

Chi.squared 29.980 311 {100%)
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4.5:3.1 Perceived changes in the qeneral environment

The environment of this place has changed a great deal. When | first came here in

1958, we could horse ride all the way to Kericho, then there were numerous wildlife,

rhino, elephant, the vegetation was dense. Today, just a handful of wild animals,

instead all you see are mushrooming permanent human settlements (Wildlife
consultant to Narok County Council (which includes the study area), Dr. David

Roundturner (W.E 01).

Human astions are substantially altering the natural landscape of the Masai Mara
regicn. Respondents were asked to comment on changes in the nature of vegetation cover
change, on their own land use ownership and use and on changes in the number of
homesteads. The majority report vegetation as less dense (97%) now than in 1960, and

virtually everyone expects much lower density in the future (Table 4.17).

4.5:3.2 Changes in Land Use and Tenure System

The land tenure system has changed in the Masai Mara region in a number of ways
and this has influenced the use cf the land and, therefore, wildlife conservation. During the
colonial times most of the Masai Mara land was used communally although with defined
sections (Galaty 1992). Through various treatles the Maasai land was greatly reduced
{Arhem 15885; Sindiga 1984). With the introduction of the group ranch concept in 1969, much
of the region was organized into group and individual ranches. Initially many of the
individual ranches were confined to the areas of high agricultural potential but with an
increasing human population, more arid regions were being settled even though the ranches
had not formally been subdivided.

Significant differences are evident in land use and tenure between upland and
lowland ranches: in the lowland virtually all fand was held as group ranches while in the
highlands almost 80% was private. The majority of people in the lowland practised very little
cultivation and human densities were as low as 6-10 persons per 8q. km., compared with
25-45 people per sq. km. in the upland high agricultural areas (Douglas-Hamilton 1988). With
individual private ownership, more land is fenced limiting cornmunal grazing (See Plates 4.1

and 4.2). As a resuit, livestock have limited grazing areas and compete more severely with
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Plate 4.1 Traditional range grazing system - unfenced

Plate 4.2 Fenced range for cattle grazing in Kimentet Group Ranch, especially for grade
cattle
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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®™. All the respondents believed

that the number of homesteads had increased.

Table 4.17 Perceived Chanqes in the General Environmental by Group ranch_and Zone

CHANGES IN UPLAND ZONE LOWLAND 20NE MARA
THE REGION
ENVIRONMENT ANGATA KIMENTET | LEMEK KOYAKI SIANA
BARAGOI
1960 Vegetation 87 (85%) 83 (83%) 85 (86%)
Very Dense 67 (76%) 76 (77%) 265 (81.9%) 400 (30%)
143 (78.7%) 24 (26%) 17 (17%} 15 (15%)
Dense 23 (26%) 22 (23%) 86 {18.1%) 89
45 (23.8%) 0 {0.0%) 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%) {198.8%)
Less Dense 1 (1%) 0 (0%) 0 (0.0%)
1 {0.5%) 1 (0.2%)
Total 91 (100%) 98 (100%) 111 {100%) 100 (100%)100
189 (100%) (100%) 500
Chi.squared 311 (100%) {100%)
3.777
1991: Vegetation
Very Dense 13 (3.0%)
0 (0.0%) 0 | 0(0.0%) 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%)
Dense {0. 0 {0.0%) 0 (0.0%)
0 0 (0.0%) 6 (6.0%) 1 (1.0%)
Less Dense %) 7 (2.3%) 487 (97%)
0 (0.0%) 111 (100%) 94 (94%)
3 (2%) 3 (3.0%) 80 (88%) | S00
Total 6 (3.2%) 304 (97.7%) (100%)
B8 (98%) 95 (97%)
Chi-squared 183 (96.8%) 111 {100%) 100 (100%) 100
4.515 91 (100%) 88 (100%) (100%)
189 (100%) 311 {100%)
2021: Vegetation 0 {0.0%)
Very Dense 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%} 0 (0.0%)
0 {0.0%) 0 (0.0%) 10 (2%)
Dense 0 {0.0%) 0 (0.0%) 3 (2%} 2 (2.0%) 6§ (6.0%)
0 {0.0%) 10 (3.24) 490 (98%)
Less Dense 81 (100%) 88 (100%) 108 (97%) 98 (98%) 95 (96%)
189 (100%) 301 (96.8%)
Total
91 (100%) 88 (100%) 111 (100%) 100 (100%) 100 500
Chi-squared 189 (100%) {100%) {(100%)
1.877 311 (100%)

* Previous studies have explained how group ranches, especlally those under private title are being
subdivided into unequal individual family holdings (Galaty 1892; Kituyu 1881), The individual land hoiders sell
portions of their land in the open market usually to immigrants. Galaty (1892) found that over 40% of individualized
land in two areas had been lost by sale to non-Maasai. Even pressures to subdivide group ranches are promoted
by non-Maasai who have acquired ailthough without title deeds and fearing they may loose fight for the
subdivision to receive the deeds.Most land bought are hardly developed and are held fargely for speculation and
collateral. Researchers (Galaty 1992) and Maasal alike have called upon the Government to revoke the group ranch
Representative legislation under which individualization occurs encouraging subdivision. These calls may be late
as during the field work of this study pressures were mounting and survey for subdivisions were in process in

some ranches.
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Sub-division of land into private individual ownership was increasing, although a
number of pecple, especially elderly members were against it. 'Many believe that subdivision
will reduce land available for grazing which will also affect wildlife. As one resident of
Kimentet noted:

With the sub-division, there will be fencing and wildlife wiil have no room. Even our

cattle will not have enough space to move around. It is good for everyone to have

his/her piece of land, but in this place, it wili really restrict grazing {L.R. 03).

Human settlement patterns have changed a great deal in many parts of rangeland
Kenya, More permanent homesteads have been constructed. Traditionally, there were mainly
temporary settlements under the semi-nomadic pastoralism. Then, the Maasai lived in
temporary villages, "bomas". Today, although the majority of hcmesteads are still of the
traditional type (see Plate 4.3), increasingly modern parmanent settlements are being
constructed as people becomse sedentary (Plate 4.4). This trend changes the equation of
range use by wildlife and humans.

Respondents were asked to state whether the number of permanent settlements had
increased in the area where they lived (for immigrants since they first came to the area). The
overwhelming majority (94.4%) said yes, only 5.6% said no, meaning it had remained the
same. Almost all of those saying the population had remained the same were in Lemek,
Koyaki and Siana areas. The traditional boma consists of a clrcular fence made of thorn
bushes surrounding a serles of huts made of wattle, mud, and dung. The livestock are
driven inside the boma fence each evening and herded out to graze each day. The thorn
{ence keeps the livestock from straying and, provides protection against wildlife. The sites
of villages were determined primarily by the availability of water and grazing and wildlife
predation (Talbot 1990; Western 1976). Two or more times a year, when the rains start the
Maasal move to the wet-season grazing grounds, and in the dry seascn they return to their
permanent sources of water. Bomas may be reused for many years or may be abandoned,
in which case the new one is usually built nearby. In the past there were no fences - the

requirements for nomadic grazing precluded them - but each group of Maasai had
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Plate 4.3 Common Maasai manyatta. Most are fenced with twigs but some are nol.
One of the reasons for fencing is to provide protection from wildlife to both humans
and livestock, especially at night.

Plate 4.7 Modern homesteads with green corrugated roots that blend with the
environment.
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recognized grazing areas and established dry-season water sources (Galaty 1981).

4.5:4 Spatial and Temporal Factors

This section examines temporal variations at seasonal and daily time scales, and
geographic influences upon conflict including: (1) variations of conflict intensity according
to season, and (2) time of day, and (3) variation of conflict according to distance from the
resarve, and (4) geographical area. Understanding the temporal and geographic dimensions
of the conflicts is essentlal to designing time and area specific conflict preventative and

mitigative measures.

4.5:4.1 Seasonality and Time of Occurrence of Conflict

The intensity of conflict varies with season {wet ar dry). When asked to indicate
during which seasons the conflict was most severe, 76% indicated dry season when pasture
and water were scarce. This was true for ail forms of conflict except crop damage which
was more evenly spread throughout the year, but reportedly more intense in the wet season
(Table 4.18). Drought conditions could resuilt from wildlife staying in well-watered areas
close to human settlements or where cattle graze. Contact between wildlife and humans
(and livestock as well) probably becomes more frequent during droughts therefore and
increases the probability of conflict. At the same time, it is during droughts that wildebeest
and other cattle migratory species move into Masai Mara region from Tanzania (Figure 4.1).
As one local resident of Koyaki observed:

During drought, there is not enough pasture and water down here (lowland) and

competition becomes very severs. So we take our cattle up the escarpment. Also

when the wildebeests move in we move out. They clear all the pasture and spread

diseases 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. With the expanding development, this

practice was becoming impossible. Wildiife movement is also seasonal with ditferent

species appearing in different areas at different times of year. For example, the most
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Figure 4.1 Schematic Representation of the Resource Use Cycle in Masai Mara Region
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destructive speties, elephant and lion, are much more likely to be encountered in the wet
season. For most species the distribution is less seasonal in Koyaki and Siana than in the
other ranches. This suggests that proximity to the reserve, less extensive land uses, or the
basic physical differences in habitat, make the lower ranch areas more open to wildlife
throughout the year. Respondents were asked to state the kind of animals they see within®
3 km of the homesteads. The majority saw wildebeests and zebras. In Kimentet and Angata
Baragoi (basically agricultural areas), animals seen were mostly smaller mammals, dik dik,

porcupine, bush-pig, baboons and monkeys. Large mammals wera seen only occasionally,

7! The area of land used most was defined as about 3 km radlus around the homestaada, While Maasal move
ovar a wide area, especially during drought, current trend of sedsntarization restricts them to specific areas for
most of the year.
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Table 4.18 Seasaonal Variations of Conflict Intensity by Group Ranch and Zone

Chi-squared: 7.164

CONFLICT SEASONALITY UPLAND ZONE LOWLAND ZONE MARA
REGION
ANGATA KIMENTET LEMEK KOYAKi SIANA
BARAGOI
General Conflict**
Dry 46 (57%) 60 (67%) 62 57% 70 70% 55 55% 293 76%
106 {62%) 187 (60.7%)
Wet 8 (10%) 13 (14%) 17 16% 14 14% 1313% 122 242,
21 (12%) 44 (14.3%)
Both 27 {33%) 17 (19%) a0 27% 16 16% 33 33% 65 6%
44 (26%) 79 (25.3%)
Total 81 (100%) 90 (100%) 480 100%
171 {100%) 109 (100%) 100 160% 100 100%
Chi-squared 13.413 309 {100%)
Livestock Predation***
Dry 52 64% 54 (60%} 60 55% 49 49% 49 49% 260 52%
106 (62%) 158 (51.0%) 48 14%
Wet 27 33% 26 29% 22 21% 43 43% 45 45% 172 34%
53 (31%) 110 {36.3%)
Both 2 3% 10 11% 27 24% 8 8% 6 6% 450 100%
12 (7%} 41 (12.7%)
Total 81 100% 90 100% 109 100% 100 100% 100 100%
171 (100%) 309 (100%)
Chi-squared 35.678
Crop Destruction**
Dry 26 32% 31 34% 36 3% 38 38% 27 27% 157 31%
57 {33%) 101 (13.7%) 222 4a%,
Wet 40 49% 40 45% 45 1% 41 41% 56 56% 101 20%
80 (47%) 142 (46.0%)
Both 15 19% 19 21% 28 26% 21 21% 17 17% 480 100%
34 (20%) 66 (22.0%)
109 100% 100 100% 100 100%
Total 81 100% 90 100% 309 (100%)
171 {100%)
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Human Deaths/Anjuries***

Dry 38 47% 59 65% 67 61% M 7% T272% 337 67%
97 (56%) 210 (68.0%) 29 6%
Wet 16 20% 10 11% 12 11% 8 8.0% 14 14% 114 23%
36 (15.5%) 34 (11.0%)
Both 27 33% 21 24% 30 2B% 21 21% 14 14%
48 (28.5%) 65 (21.0%) 480 100%
Total
81 100% 90 100% 109 100% 100 100% 100 100%
Chi-squared 32.939 171 (100%)
309 (100%)
ommll
Dry 46 57% 47 52% 60 55% 52 52% 66 66% 110 22%
93 {54.5%) 178 (57.8%)
Weat 15 19% 1517% 23 21% 12 12% 24 24% 261 52%
30 (18%) 59 (19.0%)
Both 20 25% 28 31% 26 24% 36 36% 10 10% 40 8%
48 (28%) 72 (23.3%)
109 100% 160 100% 100 100%
Total 81 100% 90 100% 309 (100%) 480 100%
171 (100%)

Chi-squared 8.521 14.028
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especially during severe droughts. Lion, lecpard and hyaena, however, occurred in riverine
and isclated bushes. In Lemek, Koyaki and Siana, mainly wildebeest, zebra and other plains
game (impalas, Grant’'s and Thompson's gazelles) were seen. Elephant, buffalo, lion, leopard
and hyaena were also sighted frequently. Responses on seasonality of conflict varied
significantly among group ranches.

The intensity of conflict also varied with time of day. Sixty-three percent of
respondents said most conflict accurred at night (Table 4.19). Night-time conflict involved
crop damage, livastock depredation and attacks on humans. Crop destruction along river
valleys, for instance, by hippopotamus, occurred mostly at night when the hippes come out
of the water. Competition for pasture occurred both during the day and night. However,
many attacks on humans occurred when trying to fight-off predators from livestock or when
walking outside the "bomas". As one resident of Siana observed:

At night, few people would risk walking out of the "bomas". You are likely to be

attacked by the wild animals. But if you have to, you must be at least two people

and be fully armed....sometimes it is inevitable that one has to go out at night like
when somebody is sick. You see, there are so many inconveniences caused to us
by wildlife in this area which the government does not consider as problems

(L.R.05).

The finding that wildlife damage most occurs at night implies that the incidents
occurred inside the "boma". Most predators (lions, spotted hyenas} are narmally nocturnal
(Kruuk 1972; Schaller 1976). Although no information was collected, other circumstances
during which people have been killed or injured by wildlife include the herding of livestock,
harvesting crops in daylight, collecting firewood, walking through the bush or riding a bike.
In rare cases some victims have lost their lives to wildlife by spending the nighis out,
especially after drinking and being unable to return home, No information was collected on

the sex of the different wildlife species responsible for the various damage. For instance,

is it the lion or the lioness that attacks the most, or the bull elephants that destroy crops
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Table 4.19 Time of Occurrence of Conflict by Group Ranch
TIME OF CONFLICT UPLAND ZONE LOWLAND ZONE MARA
REGION
ANGATA KIMENTET LEMEK KOYAKI SIANA
BARAGOI
General confiict™
Night 40 44% 60 61% 77 69% BD 80% 73 73% 330 63%
100 (58.5%) 230 {74.0%)
Day 29 32% 21 21% 26 23% 14 14% 20 20% 110 30%
50 (29.2%) 50 {19.0%)
Both 12 12% 99% 6 5% 6 6% 78% 40 7%
21 (12.3%) 20 {7.0%)
480 100%
Total 81 100% S0 100% 109 100% 160 100% 100 100%
171 (100%} 309 (100%)
Chi-squared 20.928
Livestock 57 51% 52 52% 56 56% 232 46%
predation*** 165 (53.4%)
37 41% 45 46% 36 32% 20 20% 10 10% 188 37%
Night 82 (48.0%) 66 {21.3%)
20 22% 24 25% 16 14% 28 28% 35 35% 60 12%
Day 44 (25.8%) 79 (25.6%)
24 25% 21 21%
Both 480 100%
109 100% 100 100% 100 100%
Total 81 100% 90 100% 309 (100%)
171 (100%)
Chi-squared: 90.167
Crop Destruction***
Night 64 71% 74 76% 96 87% 76 76% 73 72% 382 76%
138 (80.7%) 234 {75.7%)
Day 1 1% 11% 328% 24 24% 29 29% 87 17%
2 {1.2%) 56 (18.1%)
Both 16 18% 15 15% 10 9% 00% 0 0% 1 2%
31 {18.1%) 10 (3.2%)
480 100%
Total 81 100% 90 100% 109 100% 100 100% 100 100%
171 (100%) 309 (100%)
Chi-squared:57.882




Human Deaths***

37 42%

47 48%

Night 59 532 58 58% 53 53% 254 51%
84 (49.1%) 170 (55.0%)
Day 16 17% 19 19% 18 16% 12 12% 20 20% 169 34%
35 (20.5%) 50 {16.2%)
Both 28 31% 24 25% 32 29% 30 30% 28 28% 57 11%
52 (30.4%) 90 (29.1%)
Total
81 100% 90 100% 109 100% 100 100% 100 100% 480 100%
Chi-squared 77.837 171 (100%) 309 {100%)
Others
Night 45 48% 52 53% 62 56% 67 67% 7272% 321 66%
97 (56.7%) 201 (65.0%)
Day 13 14% 10 10% 23 z1% 8 8% 4 4% 135 28%
23 (13.5%) 35 (11.3%)
Both 23 38% 28 29% 24 23% 25 25% 24 24% 24 5%
51 (29.9%) 73 (23.6%)
480 100%
Total 81 100% 30 100% 109 100% 100 100% 100 100%
171 (100%) 309 (100%)

Chi-squared: 63.123
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often. Sometimes livestock depredation or attacks on humans may be attributed to
individual animals at a given geographical area. Such knowledge is crucial for specific
management strategies. It is known for instance that female elephants with calves or lone
buffaloes will charge on sight. One getting into a herd of eiephants can hardly escape an
attack if the elephants have calves. Local people also have enormous survival skills. For
instance, they know elephants have poor visibility and smell, and can easily dodge possible

death.

4.5:4.2 Locational Factors

The degree of wildlife-human competition varies geographically redundant
depending largely upon resource distribution and distance from major wildlife
concentrations. When asked to indicate areas where conflict was most likely to occur, 48%
of the respondents identified areas closer to the protected area, 23% stated areas around
sources of water (Table 4.20). One local resident of Lemek observed:

There are some areas where you go prepared for anything, because they are

preferred by species like buffalo or lion. For instance, in some bushy areas, the

chances of being attacked are very high (L.R. 06).

It is clear that proximity to the park (or migratory routes) influences the frequency

of conflict. Disease transmission and competition for resources are less affected by

distance.
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Table 4.20 Spotial Patterns of Conflict by Group Ranch
SPATIAL PATTERN OF UPLAND ZONE LOWLAND ZONE MARA
CONFLICT REGION
ANGATA KIMENTET LEMEK KOYAKI} SIANA
BARAGOI
Genersal conflict™*
Closa to reserve 39 43% 38 39% 43 39% 44 44.0% 50 50.0% 237 48.0%
77 {41.0%) 137 {(44.3%)
Water sources 23 26% 22 22% 34 31% 31 31.0% 28 28.0% 110 23.0%
45 (24.0%) 93 (30.1%)
Wildiife routes 11 12% 20 20% 22 20% 17 17.0% 12 12.0% 83 17.0%
31 {16.0%) 51 (16.5%)
Forested areas 8 8% 910% 9 8% 8 8.0% 10 10.0% 43 9.0%
17 {5.0%) 27 (B.7%%)
Other places 0 0% 11% 1 1% 00.0% 00.0% 14 3.0%
1 {0.5%) 1 (0.3%)
Total 480 100%
81 100% 90 100% 109 100% 100 100% 100 100%
Chi-aquared: 228.471 171 (100%}
309 {(100%)
Livestock predation*
Closa to reserve 12 13% 20 20% 31 28% 32 32.0% 22 22.0% 202 42°%,
32 (11.5%) 8BS (27.5%) 141 292
Water gources 25 28% 36 38% 33% 33.0% 47 47.0% 72 15%
61 (33.0%) 53 (17.2%) 54 12%
Wildlife routes 54% 32 34% 44 40% 40 40.0% 29 29.0% 1 2%
37 (19.0%) 113 (36.6%)
Forested areas 38 42% 22% 31 28% 25 25.0% 2 2.0% 480 100%
40 (22.0%) 58 (18.8%)
Other places 0 0% 00.0% 0 0.0%
1 1% 0 0% 0 (0.0%)
Total 1 (0.5%)
109 100% 100 100% 100 100%
81 100% 90 100% 309 (100%)
171 (100%)
Chi-squared: 164.062
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Crop Destruction®
Close to reserve 24 27% 35 36% 53 48% 34 34.0% 48 48.0% 197 41%
49 (31.5%) 135 (43.7%)
Water sources 38 46% 47 48% 45 41% 33 33.0% 51 51.0% 114 24%
85 (47.0%) 129 (41,7%})
wildlife routes 15 17% 55% 9 8% 19 19.0% 11.0% B7 18%
20 {11.0%) 29 (9.4%)
Forested areas 4 4% 33% 22% 14 14% 0 0.0% 67 14%
7 (2.5%) 16 (5.2%)
Other places 0 0% 0 0%
0 (0.0%) 109 100% 100 100% 100 100% 480 100%
309 (100%)
Total 81 100% 90 100%
171 (100%)
Chi-squared: 15.783
Human Deathsfnjuries** 194 40%
Close 1o reserve 34 38% 22 22% 47 42% 38 38.0% 40 40.0%
56 (30.0%) 125 (40.4%) 102 21%
Water sources 4 4% 26 27% 13 12% 19 19.0% 21 21.0%
30 (15.5%) 53 {17.2%) 89 18%
Wildlife routes 33 38% 34 35% 47 42% 35 35.0% 32 32.0%
67 (36.5%) 114 {36.9%) 52 1%
Forested areas 10 11% 8 8% 23% 8 B.0% 7 7.0%
8 (4.0%) 17 (5.5%) 43 10%
Other places
109 100% 100 100% 100 100% 480 100%
81 100% 90 100% 309 (100%:0
Total 171 (100%)
Chi-squared:41.997
Others*™
Close to reserve 7 8% 15 15% 32 33% 13 13.0% 4 4.0% 173 36%
22 (11.5%) 49 (15.9%)
Waler sources 16 18% 39 43% 23 24% 43 43.0% 50 50.0% 95 20%
55 (25.%%) 117 (37.9%)
Wildlife routes 22 24% 32 33% 28 29% 11 11.0% 24 24.0% 71 15%
54 {28.5%) 63 (20.3%)
Forested areas 35 39% 45% 26 27% 33 33.0% 22 22 0% 43 9%
39 (22.0%) 81 (26.2%)
Other places 1 1% 0 0% 98 20%
1 (0.5%)
108 100% 100 100% 100 100% 480 100%
Total 81 100% 90 100°%, 309 (100%)
171 (100%)
Chi-squared 57.882
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4.5:4.2:1 Distance From Protected Area

Wildlife-human conflict varies with distance from the wiidlife concentration area. The
mean perceived distance of respondents from the protected area was about 19.7 km. (a
median of 15 Km, minimum 1 km, maximum 55 km.} (Table 4.21). In fact, from field
observations, it appeared that some residents were within the park boundary as there were

no clear cut marks.

Table 4.21 Distance {km) of Respondents from Pratected Area by Group ranch

DISTANCE*** UPLAND ZONE LOWLAND ZONE MARA
REGION
ANGATA KIMENTET LEMEK KOYAK! SIANA
BARAGOI!
Minimum 2 2 6 1 1 1
2 2.7
Maximum 18 45 55 51 47 55
26.5 51
Mean 8 17 32.6 18 19 19.7
225 23.2
Standard Dev. 3.5 9.4 12.4 15.3 14.2 14.1
.5 10,8

N = 500, "F" = 54.877

4.5:5 Management of Conflict
This section examines how local people managed or prevented conflict and how
etfective they believed their actions were. Knowledge of the (ocal peoples’ wildlife-damage

control tactics could be usetul in designing appropriate programs for reducing the conflict.

4.5:5.1 Present Conflict Control Actions

Forty-six percent of Masai Mara residents fenced their property to protect them from
wildlife depredation, some reported to the government, while others scared the animals
away (Table 4.22). Local residents of the Masai Mara region employed a wide variety of
methods to control wildlife including canstruction of twigs and barbed wire fences (Plate

4.5), erecting scarecrows (sometimes human effigies), chasing wildlife with degs and/or
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posting guards, contacting wildlife ofiicers, hanging tin cans, making noise, beating drums
and using fires and spotlights. Many complained that wildlife officers do not come In time
to help. The posting guards was employed primarily in the upland ranches amongst the
agricultural areas, the non-Maasai communities. This may mean that Maasal provided their
own guards. For livestock, especially for goats and cattle, special fences were constructed
whereby tall poles which could not easily be climbed by wildlife (lion and leopards) were
used (Plates 4.6). Fencing was also used for newly cultivated areas (Plate 4.7) and to
separate wildlife areas and spread of cultivation (Plate 4.8). Surprisingly, not very many
residents of Masai Mara reported to the wildlife officers for help. This may be a reflection

of the little help they get from from wildlife authorities while in danger.

Table 4.22 Measures Taken to Pravent or Control Wlldlife Problems by Group Ranch

CONTROL UPLANRD ZONE LOWLAND ZONE MARA
MEASURES** REGION
ANGATA KIMENTET LEMEK KOYAKI SIANA
BARAGOI
Fencing 48 52.2% 33 33.7% 51 45.9% 3030% 46 46% 208
81 (47.4%) 127 (41.1%) 46.0%
Killing 33.9% 14 14.4% 54.5% 1919% 16 16% (4l
17 (9.9%) 40 (12.9%) 14.2%
Scaring the TT1.7% 15 15.3% 218% 1616% 11 11% 51
animals 22 {12.9%) 29 (9.4%) 10.2
Reporting to 21 25.3% 24 24,5% 26 23.4% 19 19% 14 14% 106
Authority 45 (26.3%) 59 (19.1%) 21.2%
Others 22.4% 4 4.1% 25 24.3% 16 16% 13 13% 64
6 (3.5%) 54 (17.5%) 12.8%
Total 81 100.0% 90 100% 108 100% 100 00% 100 100% 480
171 (100%) 309 (100%) 100%
Chi-squared:
108.034, P<.001

Fencing was the most common action taken by the local people against wildlife
problems. These included fencing homesteads, farms, and livestock "bomas”. Considerable
variation exists between group ranches as to the type of action taken in controlling wildlife.

Whereas fencing was common in both the pastoral and farming areas, scaring of wildlife
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Plate 4.5 Barbed wire fence around a wheat farm in Lemek group ranch with white strip of
cloth on top. The piece of cloth is believed to scare wildlife a way but sometimes
may attract them. The fence is made of twigs and local poles.

i

Piate 4.6 A Cattle corral made of tall poles often imported into the region. They are
constructed inside or outside the bomas and often communally used.
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was done primarily in agricultural ranches, while night-guarding was common in the
predominantly pastoral areas. The actions grouped under other categories included killing
wild animals, separation or avoiding, self-arming against animals, home structure
arrangements whereby the livestock corral is located at the central position of the manyatta
to ensure effective guarding, and the sighting of homestead jocations in areas less
frequented by wildlife. Separation or avoidance was practised mostly by the pastoralists
who often removed their livestock from wildebeests areas to avoid contracting disease. It
is widely believed among the pastoralists that wildebeests spread malignant catarrh to
livestock.

Most of these actions, for example, fencing off the farms or homesteads, scaring
wildlife away and killing them, either displace wildlife, block their migratory routes or
eliminate them. The actions taken depend on the wildlife problem. Some peaple report
maintaining a 24-hour guard in their manyattas against wildlife. Special structures are

constructed to prevent leopards from attacking goats (Plate 4.3).

4.5:5.2 Etfectiveness of the Local Wildlife-Damage Control Actions

Usually effectiveness of the method depended on the property fenced and the
wildlife species excluded. Smaller species such as monkeys, dik dik proved difficult to
effectively exclude through fencing. When respondents were asked to state whether the
action they had undertaken was effective, 42% indicated that they were effective (Table
4,23). Concerning fencing, 46% said fencing could be very effective. The success of local
people in controlling wildlife damage was mixed. Many of the local people reported having
problems with wildlife, almost all tried to deter wildlife in some way. Although some
methods were effective in deterring some wildlife, none worked in preventing elephants
from destroying crops. Game rangers could scare elephant by firing shots in the air or by
firing with shot guns at their rumps, but this usually just resulted in the elephants moving

to neighbouring farms.
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Plate 4.7 Conventional fence of twigs used to protect corn field in Lemek group ranch.

Plate 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 conventional ones but more lethal to wildlife.
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Effectiveness UPLAND Z0NE LOWLAND ZONE MARA
REGION
ANGATA KIMENTET LEMEK KOYAKI SIANA
BARAGO!
Are they Effective?™™
Yes A7 46.7% 44 45% 41 40°% 42 42% 47 47% 211 42%
81 (47.4%) 130 {43.0%)
No 44 54.3% 45 48% 68 61% 58 58% 53 53% 269 58%
91 (53.2%} 179 {67.3%)
Total 81 100% 90 100% 109 100% 400 100% 100 480
171 (100%) 100% (100%)
Chi-squared: 3.306, P=508 309 (100%)
Fencing™
Not Effective 4 6.2% 11 1% 29 26% 3 3% 11% 19 5%
16 {8.8%) 33 (10.0%)
Less effective 21 25.9% 29 30% B4 49% 34 34% 2T 27% 158 32%
50 (29.2%} 116 (38,7%)
Effective 36 44.4% 41 42% 24 22% 651561% 54 54% 229 45%
77 (45.0%) 129 (42.3%)
Very effeclive 20 24.7% 10 10% 2 2% 1212% 99% 74 14%
30 (17.5%) 23 (1.7%)
Total 81 100% 30 100% 109 100% 100 100% 100 480 100%
171 {100%) 100%
Chi-squared: 167.054, P=.000 309 (100%)
Scaring Wadlife Away™
Not Effective
39 48.1% 24 25% 36 32% 36 35.0% 36 36.0% 171 34%
Less effective €3 (36.3%) 108 (34.7%)
18 22.2% 25 26% 19 17% 21 21.0% 24 24.0% 107 21%
Effective 43 (25.1%) 64 (20.7%)
16 19.8% 33 4% 42 38% 34 34.0% 36 36.0% 159 32'%
Very eftectlive 49 {28.7%) 112 (36.0%)
8 9.9% 9 9% 1211% 99.0% 560% 43 9%
17 (9.9%) 26 (8.3%)
Total
81 100% 50 100% 109 100% 100 100% 100 480 100%
Chi-squared: 19.858, P=.070 171 (100%) 100%

309 {100%)
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Reporting to Authority™
Not Effective
il 52 68% 48 49% 63 57% 56 56.0% 53 53.0% 272 54.0%
Less effective 100 (58.6%) 173 (54.7%)
16 18% 19 19% 13 12% 18 18.0% 20 20.0% 86 17.0%
Effective 35 (20.5%) 51 (17.7%)
11 12% 24 25% 33 30% 26 26.0% 28 28.0% 122 24.0%
Very effective 38 {20.5%) 87 (28.0%)
0 0% 0 0% G 0% 000% 00.0% 0 0%
0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%)
Total
81 100% 90 100% 109 100% 100 100% 100
Chi-squared: 11.165, P=,193 171 (100°%) 100% 480 100%
309 (100%)
Othess™
Not EHective 31 34% 21 21% 27 24% 26 26.0% 32 32.0% 127 27.0%
52 (30.4%) 86 (27.3%)
Less effective 17 19% 26 27% 30 27% 26 26.0% 17 17.0% 116 23.0%
43 (25.1%) 73 {23.3%)
Effective 19 21% 30 31% I7 3% 34 0% 39 19.0% 159 32.0%
49 (28.7%) 100 (35.3%)
Very effective 12 13% 14 14% 15 14% 14 14.0% 13 13.0% 68 14.0%
26 (15.2%} 42 (12.7%)
Total 81 100% S0 100% 109 100% 100 100% 100
171 (100%) 100% 480 100%
Chi-squared:12.438, P=411 309 {100%}
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Perception of the effectiveness of the actions varied significantly between ranches.
However, considerable variations exist between group ranchey as to the success of locat
people in controlling wildlife. This variation is a function of the predominant land use in a
given area. Local residents of lowland ranches were not successful in controlling wildlife
damage. Upland residents were equally unsuccessful in their attempts to controlling wildlife
damage. This lack of effective control is most likefly due to the presence of larger mammals
in the lowland and smaller ones on the upland. Both large and small species are difficult
to control through the conventional local control tactics.

While some respondents felt satisfied with the effectiveness of their actions, many
were dissatisfied. When asked what they would do if the problems of wildlife persisted, the
majority indicated that they would continue with fencing, others said they would Lill the
troublesome wild animals, while some said they would employ watchmen. Saeme already
employed guards, but the majority acted as guards themseives often in groups rotating
responsibility with others in their “manyattas”,

Employment of guards varied significantly by group ranch. Most of those who
employed guards were residents of Kimentet. Few residents of Lemek, Koyaki and Siana,
which are predominantly Maasai, employed guards Implying that the majority of Maasail
provide their own protection. Immigrants were able to employ guards but they had
significantly higher incomes.

Local people were generally less effective in controlling small-bodied species than
large-bodied ones. Some of the large-bodied species also proved difficuit to control.
Reported success in controlling wildlife varied significantly between the ranches. Upland
ranches with high population densities and greater levels of development were significantly
less effective. This may be because most species of these areas were small-bodled or
climbers auch as baboons. Porcupines were sometimes difficuit to control even to trap.
Reports of the use of poison and snares were mainly in the upland areas. Such methods

not only kill wildlife but can injure them. As local people increase and agriculture expands,
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such activities may increase. It is also likely that snaring wildlife, such as antelope, will also
increase with the expanding population of game-eating communities in the region and with
increasing food shortages.

The degree of effectiveness of control measures can be compared with the type of
control used by the respondents, Respondents who stated they were ineffective were more
llkely to erect scarecrows or hang up tins or contact wildlife officers. In contrast,
respondents who stated they were effective were more likely to post guards or have special
fences (54%). In general, local people who provided fences and those who posted guards
were more effective. Special fences were more effective among the pastoral communities,
but less so in the agricultural areas. It was also reported that control measures can be
species-specific. Almost no method was effective in dealing with smaller species in the
agricultural areas such as porcupines. Some respondents reported using traps, but some
stated that some species like bushpigs often cut the traps, so it depends on the type of trap
used. Respondents who reported that they were effective in controlling wildlife were less
likely to cite wildebeest or elephants as very destructive (32%, 5%, 10% and 2% of all
responses, raspectively} than people who reported that they were ineffective. Conversely,
local people who reported that they were ineffective in controlling wildlife were more likely
to report other animals, including porcupines, bushpigs, that are nocturnal (34%; 7% and
4% of all responses, respectively) than people who reported that they were effective. In
general, local people were less effective in controlling smaller mammals than in controlling
megafauna. There were, however, exceptions to this trend. Those who employed guards
were more effective in their control efforts than those who did not. Similarly, those who
fenced stated effectiveness. Many local residents of the Masai Mara region feit that wildlife
officers could be effective if they reported in time and if there were more regular patrols.
Many feit that the rangers were too far from them and difficult to reach. Many wildlife

ofticers do not have access to a vehicle and, therefore, cannot respond quickly.
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4.6 Attitudes Towards Conservation and Government Wildlife Programs

The findings presented in this section are divided into two broad categories:
attitudes towards wildlife conservation, and attitudes towards government wildlife

conservation programs.

4.6.1 Attitudes towards Wildlife Conservation

Successtul wildlife management will succeed or tail depending upon the involvement
of the iocal people. Understanding local conservation attitudes is therefore essential to the
formulation of appropriate local management and policy strategies. Findings reported in this
section include (1) how the local people understand wildlife, {2) the value they attribute to
wildlife (including benefits from the reserve), (3) why wildlife should be conserved (including
whether conservation is necessary to the nation or the local people of Masai Mara region
or the individual respondent), {4) the importance of the protected area (again whether it is
important for the nation or the local people or the individual respondent), and (5} what the
local people think of the role of wildlife conservation authorities, especially in terms of

wildlife-damage control (including what the respondents would like the autherities to do).

4.6:1.1 Knowledqge of Wildlifo

Respondents were asked to express what they meant and understood by the term
“wildlife". The majority (61.4%) gave definitions which emphasized the ecology of the
species, that is, untamed animals living in the natural landscape, but almost one third gave
answers that emphasized the administrative status of the animals, that is, animals protected
by the government for tourism. In Kenya, all wildlife belong to the state (GOK 1989). Many
local communities are therefore likely to see wildlife as government protected property.
About four percent provided other definitions, for example, animals to be hunted {Table
4.24). When respondents named wildlife species, wildebeests, lions, leopards, elephants and

buffaloes were most commonly mentioned, Generally, predators and large ungulates
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dominated the discussion, and only occasionally were zebra mentioned even though it is
one of the species most numerous and visible. This lack of attention to zebra could be due
to its being a less destructive species. Apart from its competition for pasture and water,
zebras, unlike wildebeests, are not known (to the local people) to spread disease to

livestiock nor do they fight or chase cattle from watering areas like elephants and buffaloes.

Table 4.24 Respondents First Ansawer In Datining Wildlife by Group Ranch and by Zone

WHAT IS WILDLUIFE? UPLAND ZONE LOWLAND ZONE MARA
REGION
ANGATA KIMENTET LEMEK KOYAKI SIANA
BARAGOI
Undomesticated 53 (58.2%) 58 {59.2%) 68 {61.3%) 63 (63.0%) 63 (63%) 308
Animals llving In the 111 (58.7%) 194 (62.4%) (61.4%)
bush
Animals protected 34 (37.4%) 36 (36.7%) 33 (33.3%) 33 (33.0%) 32 (32.0%) 172
by the government 70 (35.0%) 58 (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%) 98 (100%) 111 (100%) 100 (100%) 100 {100%) 500
189 (100%) 311 (100%) {100%)
Chl-aquarad: 1.877,
P=0.985

Comparatively little variation existed in knowledgo of wildlife between the group
ranches. About as many residents of the upland ranches -Angata Baragoi and Kimentet
expressed their understanding of wildlife as untamed animals (58.7%) or animals protected
by the government (35.0%) as as residents of the lowland ranches - Lemek, Koyaki and
Angata Baragol (62.4% and 31.5%, respectively). This tack of variation in the understanding

of wildlife is probably a reflection of the uniformity of perceptions of wildlife.

4.6:1.2 Valuation of Wildlife

Respondents were then asked to state how they valued wildlife. Just over half,
(52.6%), described wildlife as a nuisance to human interests, 29.2% described it as useful

far tourism that brings in foreign exchange for the government, while 18.2% gave "any other
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values" which included: natural heritage, education and research, and wildlife as a source
of food and cultural products (Table 4.25). Many residents of Masai Mara considered wildlife
as an awesome burden to them given that they do not benefit from its conservation. Many
felt that the government was putting the needs of wildlife before thelrs. In general, it was
clear that wildlife was increasingly being devalued not only because the local people do not

gain from its conservation but also because of the changes in population, land use and

socio-economic framework within the region.

Table 4.25 Firs.c Response of Respondents to Question of Value of Wildllfe by Group Ranches

VALUATION OF UPLAND ZONE LOWLAND ZONE MARA
WILDLIFE** REGION
ANGATA KIMENTET LEMEK KOYAKI SIANA
BARAGOI
Nuisance to human | 47 {51.6%} 55 (56.1%) 62 {56.1%) 52 (52%) 58 264
102 {54.0%) (58%) | (52.6%)
172 {55.3%)

Tourist attraction;
brings forelgn

exchange earnings 26 (28.6%) 19 (18.4%) 43 (38.7%) 33 (33%) 25
create jobs 45 (23.8%) {25%) | 148
101 {32.5%) (29.2%)
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%)
Chi-squared = 311 {100%)
12.805

Again almost as many residents of upland ranches perceived wildlife as a nuisance
to humans as resic 5 of lowland ranches. However, there was significant variation
between upland and lowland ranches residents in terms of their perception of wildlife as
tourist attractions. This variation is probably a reflection of the location of the residonts in
relation to the main tourists routes to the reserve and the distributions of tourism benefits.
Lowland residents see more of the tourists fleets going to the reserve, and probably interact
more with tourists in their cultural manyattas most of which were located in the lowland

amongst the Maasal, than the residents of upland ranches of Angata Baragoi and Kimentet
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ranches. Most tourism facilities outside the reserve such as tented camps have also heen

established in the lowland where wildlife is plentiful.

4.6:1.3 Why Should Wildlife be Protected?

Understanding why wildlife should be conserved is essential if the {ocal people are
to support conservation strategies. Asked why wildlife should be protected, slightly over
half (51.6%) mentioned tourism. It was indicated by 36% that natural heritage was a primary
reason for conserving wildlife, while 12.4% of respondents mentioned other reasons which
included material benefits from animal products and education opportunities (Table 4.26).
Material benefits included wildlife byproducts such as feathers, skins, wigs, and many
others. A few residents of Masai Mara region felt that wildlife was protected for future
generations and that it was beauty of nature and a reminder of the past.

Surprisingly, there was absolute uniformity in the belief that wildlife held value for
humankind as well as for Kenya, but it is important to note that local people talk of the
government when referring to Kenya rather than Kenyan people. Few people saw wildlife
conservation as a necessity for the region (local people of Maasai Mara region), and even
fewer believed that it was a necessity to them as a person or individual (Table 4.27). Many
cited the dangers of wildlife as the spreading of disease and eating of their livestock, crops
and sometimes their family members.

Given the recognition of a value for wildlife, the question of local compensation for
losses incurred as a consequence of wildlife protection arises. If there is a value, locals
should share in the benefits not least. Many people benefit directly or indirectly from wildlife
resources, including tour and hotel operators, as well as tourists and commercial game
ranchers. Many other workers and businesses derive their livelihood from wildlife-related
activities, and the public indirectly benefits from wildlife through government subsidies
generated from wildlife revenues. However, the local people who live among the wildlife and

whoce cooperation is necessary for maintaining wildlife benefit little.
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Table 4.26 Firat Response of Respondents to Question of Value of Wildlite by Group Ranches

Reasons for UPLAND ZONE LOWLAND 2Z0ONE MARA
wiidlife protection REGION
ANGATA KIMENTET LEMEK KOYAKI SIANA
BARAGOI
Ethical values 31 (34.1%) 34 (34.7%) | 43(3B.7%) 136 (36%) 36 (36%) | 180
naturat heritage 65 (38.0%) 115 (37.2%) (36.0%)
Tourism revenus 42 (57.1%) 43 (52.0%) | 54 (48.6%) 51 (51%) 50 {50%) | 258
foreign exchange 85 (49.7%) 155 (50.2%) {51.6%)
Others 8 (8.8%) 13 (13.0%) 12 (12.6%) 13 (13%) 14 (14%) 62
21 (12.3%) 39 (12.6%) {12.4%}
Total 81 {100.0%) 90 (100%) 109 (100%) 100 (100%) 100 480
171 {100%) (100%) (100%)
Chi-squared: 309 (100%)
10.651

There were considerable variations between the group ranches as to why wildlife
should be conserved. This result is comparable to other studies on local attitudes to
conservation in Africa. In Swaziland for example, Hackel {1990) found that 90% of the local
people support the protection of wildlife. In general, while local residents of Masai Mara
region view wildlife protection as a worthwhile goal, they did not support its taking
precedence over people. Local people have not realistically reconciled their views about the
use of sesources and economic benefits and wildlife preservation, nor have they recognized
the link between wild animals and their habitat. Many local residents hold views that are
conflicting. As expressed by one [ocal resident of Koyaki:

It is good to preserve an area for wildlife but not to deny the local people their rights

to graze within the reserve or allow wildlife to destroy people’s property. Otherwise
they should confine the wildlife inside the reserve (L.R. 07).

4.6:1.4 Importance of Protected Area

Although people support wildlife conservation in general, they do not support land
being taken from them for the absolute protection of wildlife. However, when asked whether
the creation of the protected area was a good idea, 53% said yes, stating that it was
important to keep a place for wild animals, while 47% said 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 wildlife should not be
allowed to interfere in peoples’ interests. Many felt that the interests of the local people
should be considered before animals in any conflict over resources. Many residents did not
like the idea of locking land for the absclute use of wildlife. They saw that as (acking away
resources that they could otherwise use. As one local resident from Koyaki said:

The protected area Is a waste of land. All the pasture is left for animals. It would be

good to allow people to graze inside the park, especially during the droughts. [L.R.

08].

A number of local people also saw protected areas as useful only to wealthy foreign
tourists, but not to themselves. Local people were divided almost into haif on the issue.
Even those indicating favourable attitudes towards protected areas, during discussions, had
conditions, that is, "be allowed to graze within the reserve". Restriction of access to the
reserve was of critical concern to niany local residents of Masai Mara region. As one local
resident of Angata Baragoi noted:

Whether we are allowed or not, we (the local people of Masai Mara region) will

always graze within the reserve especially during the droughts for we have no

alternative. What does the government want us to do? It is unfair to deny people the
right to graze within the reserve, while wildlife often come out here and eat our
livestock, yet we are required by law not to kilt them. The only thing we are allowed
to do is "scare" them away, unless our lives are in danger. The reserve land was
originally ours. Today, when we happen to enter the boundary of the reserve, we are
arrested and sometimes shot at by game rangers. These regulations are unfair and
only show us that the government cares more about the wildlife than it does about
us. The reserve does riot necessarily have to be degazzetted, all we need is to be
allowed to graze inside the reserve as wildlife graze on our land and that is what

used to happen before it was taken from us (L.R. 09).

Recently, following the much publicized security problems just months before the
survey of this study in Masai Mara, when the British lady, Ward, was mysteriously
murdered, and poaching problems accelerated, the government ordered (presidential
decree) that anybody found walking within the reserve be shot on sight, without question.
Local people are often forced to enter the reserve not only to collect firewocod but also
merely to cross to the other side to visit relatives and friends. it is obviously difficult to

deny people the ability to even cross through the reserve. These conditions also heighten

the conflict.
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Table 4.27 Necessity of Wildlile Conservation by Group Ranch
VALUE OF WILDLIFE UPLAND ZONE LOWLAND ZONE MARA
CONSERVATION REGION
ANGATA KIMENTET LEMEK KOYAKI S1ANA
BARAGO!
To Kenya (National
BHencfils)
Yes
41 100% 9D 100%
No 171 {100%) 103 {100%) 100 (100%) 100 {100%) 480 (100%)
0 0.0% 0 0.0% 309 {100%)
0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%) G (0.0%) 0 (0.0%)
0 (0.0%)
Total 81 100% 90 100°%
480 (100%)
Chi-squared: 6,806 171 (100%) 109 (100%) 100 (100%) 100 {100%)
309 (100%)
To Mara people (Regional
Benefits)
Yes 40 49.4% 39 33.3% 36 (33.2%) 49 (49%) 62 {62%) 223 (45%)
79 (41.9%) 149 (48.4%)
No 41 50.6% §9 66.7% 73 (67.8%) 41 (59%) 38 (38%) 257 (55%)
110 {56.1%) 152 (64.3%)
Tolal 480 (100%)
81 100% 90 100% 1038 {100%) 100 (100%) 100 (100%)
| Chi-squared: 7.123 171 {100%) 309 (100%)
To respondent
(Personal benedits) 12 14.8% 22 23% 26 {23.89%) 27 127%) 20 (20%) 99 (29.8%)
Yes 44 {23.0%) 103 (AT} 81 {70.2%)
69 85.2% 76 78% 83 (76.6%) 73 (73%) BO (80%)
No 145 {77.4%) 208 {55.5%) 430 (100%)
81 100% 90 100% 109 (100%) 100 {100%} 100 {100%)
Total 309 (100%)
171 (100%)

Chi-squared 14.718
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At the same time, conservation of wildlife in most of the developing countries has
a lot to do with tourism, yet the local people who share their land resources with the
wildlife, hardly benefit from the tourism revenue. The revenue generated often goes almost
entirely to the national treasury and may not necessarily be ploughed back to develop the
region wildlife inhabits. When asked whether they received any benefits from park tourism
revenue, the overwhelming majority, (76.4%) said no, while only 23.6% said yes (Table 4.28).
One local resident of Lemek group ranch cbserved that:

Wildlife conservation is beneficial only to the government. We don't get anything.

Some people benefit but not us {me). The animals are kept for tourists and we are

not allowed to go inside the reserve even for cur daily livelihoods [L.R. 10]

The benefits include (1) employment, (2) infrastructure, (3) others. Wildlife and park
management Issues are often treated largely as government responsibilities. Without the
support of the local people the future of wildlife and their protected areas are insecure.
Involvement of the [ocal people in the making of conservation pelicy and its management
through employment could influence their attitudes towards wildlife. The msjority of those
employed often come from outside the local region. When asked if there was 2 member of
their family working with the reserve or wildlife authority, 21% of the interviewed
households responded affirmatively, whereas 79% did not (Table 4.28). Local residents see
people from other areas working among them and that causes additional antagonism
towards conservation and the conservation authority. Even though they may not have the
skills required for some of the jobs (especially the managerial positions), it is important to
encourage thelr employment in less skilled positions.

In order to keep room for wildlife, it must provide some assistance to the local

people with whom it shares land resources. Merely educating the local people and

talking about tourism value of wildlife is not enough. Talking about cultural heritage

can not appeal to the local people. What is at stake is their immediate needs (W.E.
02).



Chi-squared 17.490

230
Table 4.28 Benefits from Lhe Protected Area Tourism by Group Ranch
BENEFITS UPLAND ZONE LOWLAND ZONE MARA
REGION
ANGATA KIMENTET LEMEK KOYAK] SIANA
BARAGOI
Benefit fom Towrism?™
Yes
19 23.5% 20 22.2% 25 22.9% 25 25.0% 27 27.0% 116 {23.6%)
No g (22.8%) 77 (24.9%)
62 76.8% 70 77.8% 84 77.1% 75 75.0% 73 73.0% 364 (76.4%)
132 (77.2%) 232 (76.1%)
Total 81 100% 90 100% 109 100% 100 100% 100 100%
174 (100%) 309 100% 480 (100%)
Chi-squared 24.162
is Family Member Employed
in Wikiiife/Tourism?™™
Yes 16 19.8% 19 21.1% 23 21.1% o 103 (21%)
No 35 (17.5% 30.0
65 (80.2% 71 {78.9%) % 7T (T9%)
Total 136 (76.5%) 78 (26.2%)
86 78.9% 75 75% 70
81 100% a0 100% 70.0
171 (100%) 4 480 (100%)
231 74.8%
Chi-squared 66.325
109 100% 100 100% 100 100%
309 100%
Benelit from Park
Protection?
Yes 18 22.2% 13 14.4% 28 25.2% 27 2T 0% 33 13.0% 129 (26.9%4)
No 31 {16.7%) 98 (26.4%)
€1 77.8% 77 85.6% B 74.8% 13 712.0% 67 63.0% 351 (73.1%)
158 (B3.4%) 223 (70.3%)
309 100% 480 (100%)
Total 81 100% 90 100%
171 (100%)
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Forms of Park Protection
Benefits™
Security
Transporiation 68 24.0% 76 B83.2% 83 (B3.8%) 79 (75%) 70 (70.0%) 384 77.3%
Others 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
Total 11.2% 3 L% %) 30 6.3%
4 (24%) 43 (14%)
5 [4.5%) 11 (0.0%) 10 480 (100%)
Chi-squared 53, 086 81 100% 30 100% {10.0
171 {100%) %)
26 (B.4%)
309 100%
Benefils from Rangers 7
Yes
15 17% 15 15.3% 18 (16.2%) 30 (30.0%) 36 (36.0%)} 114 23.8%
No 30 {16.2%) B4 (17.4%)
76 84% 83 B4.7T% 93 (83.8%) 70 (70.0%) 64 (64.0%) 366 76.2%
Total 159 {B4.4%) 227 {(72.6%)
81 100% 50 {100%) 109 (100%) 100 {100%) 100 (100%) 480 (100%)
171 100% 309 100%
Chi-squared 20.204
Forms of Benefits from
Rangen™
Security
Help with transport 63 13.2% 71 8.0% 79 (72.8%) 69 (69.0%) 68 350 72.9%
Others 134 (78.4%) (68.0
14 156% 13 14% %) 92 19.2%
Totat 27 (15.8%) 216 (69.8%)
4 23% 6 10.2% 16 (14.7%) 26 (26.0%) 23 38 7.9%
10 (5.8%) (23.0
Chi-squared 33.104 %)
81 100% 90 100% 65 (21.0%) 480 100%
171 {(100%) 14 (12.8%) §5.0% 9 (9.0%)
28 (9.1%)
109 (100%) 100 (100%) 100 (100%)

309 (100%)
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Some experts urge caution:

increasing consumptive utitization and encouraging local participation, may in itself
lead to rapid depletion of the resource. It should be noted that this is the same
wildlife viewed by tourists within the reserve, and opening the reserve or introducing
consumptive use may lead to wildlife extermination (W.E. 03).

The survey results revealed that negative feelings and percept..ns are widespread
amongst the local pecple as regards siate policies and wildlife programs.

Wildlife is a major problem to us farmers. Probably the Maasai down there don't
mind them. If you look around, every home has fenced their farms and even with the
fence, smaller species such as porcupines know no fence. We need government
assistance, But their office is very far, and when you call them they say there is no
vehicle. | think the best thing is for them to fence in their animals inside the reserve
and leave us alone (L.R. 11).

| lost all my goats many years ago to wildlife. We called the rangers but they did not
come in time so we killed the beast. | reported the loss and they recorded the details
(showing the over ten year old paper). The game officials came and took the skin.
| am still waiting fur the money. Where is the money?. Have you brought it?. When
you go back tell them | want the money. | am told they no longer pay for the losses,
how about us we lost long time ago and have not been paid (L.R. 12).

There is signiticant variation between group ranches as to whether or not the
protected area is a good thing. Many said it is good for humankind or for Kenya but not so

much for them as individuals (Table 4.29).

4.6:1.5 Role of Wildlife Conservation Authority

When asked to state what they thought the wildlife conservation authority does the
majority, 52%, stated that the government was doing nothing, 33% said they control wildlife,
while 12% answered that they were inadequate and that the government needed to do more
to save people from wildlife damage (Table 4.30). Further asked to suggest what they would
like the authority to do to reduce wildlife-human conflict, 72% said that they (the authority)
should provide effective game control measures, confine wildlife inside the park and patrol
more frequently. Twenty-three percent said that they should be paid compensation promptly
and generously, while 5% had nothing to suggest. It is clear that local people hold less than

positive attitudes towards the wildlife conservation authority.
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Table 4.29 Value of Protected Area by Group Ranch
" VALUE OF PROTECTED AREA UPLAND ZONE LOWLAND ZONE MARA
REGION
ANGATA KIMENTET LEMEK KOYAK! SIANA
BARAGOI
To Kenya (National Benefits) 109 (100%) 100 (100%} 100 (100%) 480 (100%)
Yes 81 100% 90 100% 309 {100%)
171 (100%) 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%)
No 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
0 (0.0%)
Total 109 100% 100 100% 100 100% 480 100%
81 100% 91 100%
Chi-squared 4.312 171 (100%) 309 {100%)
To Mara people {(Regional Benefits)™ §3 48.6% 42 42'4 28 28% 159 33.1%
16 19.8% 21 23.3% 123 (39.8%)
Yes 36 (21.0%) 56 51.4% 53 658% 7272% 321 66.9%
66 80.2% 83 77.7% 1B6 (60.2%)
No 134 (78.4%)
“ Tolal 81 (100%) 90 (100%) 108 100% 100 100% 100 100% 4B0 100%
171 (100%)
Ghi-squared 18.300 309 (100%)
To respondert (Personal Benefits)™ 9 11.1% 16 17.8% 38 34.9% 15 15% 19 19% 87 20.2%
Yes 26 (14.6%} 72 (23.3%)
72 88.9% 74 82.2% 71 65.1% 85 85% 81 81.0% 383 79.8%
No 146 (85.3%) 237 (76.7%)
Total 108 100% 100 100% 100 100% 430 100%
81 100% 90 100%
Chi-squared 19.550 171 (100%) 309 (100%)
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The tinding of a lack of support for the wildlife/protected area authority is consistent
with the reported attitudes of local people towards wildlife/protected area authorities in
many areas. In Tanzania, Newmark et al. (1993) found that 47% of alt people interviewed,
stated that authorities do nothing, and when the no response answers were combined in
the Newmark et al. study, 71% of all people living in the vicinity of the six protected areas
probabiy held either neutral or negative feelings about wildlife authorities. Infield (1988)
found that 68% of those residing close to the Umfolozi/Hluhluwe/Corridor Conservation
Complex heid either negative or neutral feelings towards the Natal Park Board.

Some stated that the authorities simply followed people to ensure that they do not
kili wildlife, poach or support poachers. Other people however, noted that wildlite authorities
sometimes provide medical assistance and transportation to them. This cont ‘adic!s a recent
study finding by Newmark, that the local people appear not to associate the positive
attributes of adjacent protected area or protection: of wildlife as being derived from the
management activities of the employees.

Conservation authorities are operating "anti-people preservation strategles" which

fail to recognize the link between indigenous culture and the survival of wildlife.

Without involving the local people, no room should be expected for wildlife (W.E.

04).

Wiidlife authority do not want us. They see us as poachers or protectors of

poachers. We never poach. We have lived with wildlife for years — although they

cause problems to us we can still live with them, but the government must not

intervene. Why take our land and refuse us to graze it (L.R. 15).

The response on whether protected areas are a good thing varies. Many said it is

good for humankind or for Kenya but not so much for them as individuals (Table 4.30).
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Table 4.30 Role of Wildlife Authorty by Group Ranch
AUTHORITY UPLAND ZONE LOWLAND ZONE MARA
REGION
ANGATA KIMENTET LEMEK KOYAKI SIANA
BARAGOI
What do Do? 163 33%
Protect Game 30 33% 25 25% A8 34% 37 37% 33 Y%
IJ 55 (29.0%) 108 (36.0%) 259 52%
Nething 41 46% 53 54% 53 48% 52 53% 58 59%
84 (50.0%) 165 (53.3%) 58 12%
Others 10 10% 13 13% 18 16% 10 10% 8 8%
21 {(11.5%) 36 (11.3%)
480 (100%)
Total 108 100% 100 100% 100 100%
81 (100%) 90 (100%) 308 {100%)
171 {100%}
Chi-squared 5421
What Should Do?
Provide effective game control 56 69.2% 68 75.6% 79 72.5% 75 75% 65 65% 343 71.5%
measures 124 (72.5%) 219 (10.8%)
21 26.9% 17 18.9% 26 23.9% 19 19% 29 29% 112 23.2%
Pay compensation promptly 38 (22.2%) 74 (23.9%)
4 4.9% 5 5.5% 4 3.6% 66.0% ¢€6.0%
I don't know 9 (5.3%) 16 {5.2%) 25 5.2%
109 100% 100 100% 100 100% 480 (100%)
Total 81 100% 80 100% 309 {100%)
171 (100%)

GChi-squared 10.023
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4.6:1.6 Summary of Analysis of Conservation Attitudes

There is a high correlation between the conservation attitudes examined. Those who
held negative attitudes towards the value of wildlife were more likely to hold negative
attitudes towards the importance of the protected area. Those who held positive attitudes
towards wildlife conservation authorities were more likely to suggest more positive
solutions to the wildlife problems. Similarly, local people who considered the cause of
conflict as ineffective game control were more likely to see wildlife negatively. Households
who valued wildlife as a tourist attraction were more likely to suggest that the protected
area was important as a tourist attraction and that the wildlife coriservation authority was
keeping wildiite xwzy.

Results further reveal that (1) those who indicated that they indirectly benefit from
wildlife-tourism valued wildlife more positively than those who did not, (2) that they
perceived wildlife protection as a necessary and worthwhile course, (3) they perceived the
role of the protected area as for the conservation of wildlife, and (4) conaidered the witdlite
conservation authority as undertaking useful work than those who indicated they do not
benefit. Direct benefits included employment in the reserve or receiving income from
wildlife-based tourism. The results imply that if many of the local people are employed in
the sector, there would be more support for conservation, Although some people, especially
in Lemek and Koyaki, were generally aware of the benefits of wildlife, such as building
schools, and a health centre, they were concerned that the destruction (costs) by wildlife
to "wananchi”, could outweigh those benefits.

Establishing factors that are crucial in the formulation of the attitudes of local people
towards wildlife is essential in designing a model for integrating wildlife conservation with
human development needs. Households who had had problems with wildlife in the past held
more negative attitudes towards wildlife conservation than those who had not. Most of them
felt that wildlife was a nuisance to humans, while only a few of those who had not felt so.

Additionally, those who had experienced wildlife problems were more likely to hold negative
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attitudes towards the wildlife conservation authority than those who had not. Seventy-six
of them felt that the wildlife conservation authorities did nothing, while only 23% of those
who had not had problems felt simifarly. At the same time, they viewed the importance of
the protected area more negatively and perceived the dominant causes of conflict more
negatively, that is, as increased wildlife population or ineffective game control than those
who had not encountered problems. Similarly, they were more likely to recommend that
wildlife be completely fenced in or killed than those whe had not experienced conflict.

This finding is comparable with recent studies in other countries in Africa and
elsewhere. In a study of local people living adjacert to five protected areas in Tanzania,
Newmark et al. (1993) found that 22% of the local people who expressed support for the
abalishment of the adjacent protected area cited the elimination of problems with wildlife
as their main reason. Oli et al. (1994) in a study of snow leopard (Panthera uncia) in Nepal
found that those who had experienced losses were more negative towards snow leopard
than thosa who had not, Experiences of wildlife problems causes a very permanem {=eling,
especially where it invoives loss of human life or an entire source of liveiihood. In
communities with subsistence economies even small losses can be of greai. economic
importance and can generate negative attitudes towards wildiife and conservation in general
{Mishra 1982; Oli et al. 1994; Upreti 1986).

Raspondents who had not received compensation for loss{es) due to wildlife also
held more negative attitudes towards wildlife than those who had received compensation.
Those who received compensation showed more understanding of wildlife as a government
protected property for tourists than those households who had received compensation.
Those households who indicated benefiting frorn wildlife/tourism held more positive towards
wildlife protection than non-benefited households. Attitudes towards the importance of the
protected area were also affected by the experience of benefits, although less significantly.
Many of the benefited household thought that protected area plays a crucial role in wildlife

protection compared with the non-benefited. Benefited households held positive attitudes
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towards the wildlife conservation authority. The most common benefit to households were
employment in the Masai Mara National Reserve and schools built for the communities. [t
is generally considered that direct benefits from wildlife-based industry, such as working
in the park, improve local peopie’s attitude to wildlife {Western, 1982; Mackinnon et al. 1086;
Infield, 1986, Lewis et al. 1988; Parry and Camphbell, 1992). The problem, however, is that few
individual households have direct benefits from wildlife-based tourism.

Respondents who had knowledge of wildlife conservation priorities showed
significantly more support for the value of wildlife than those who had not. Those who did
not know of priorities were more likely to view wildiife as a nuisance to humans than those
who did. Conservation education appeared to be an important factor in influencing attitudes
towards wildlife conservation. Another important factor in the farmulation of conservation
attitudes was whether local people felt “nhat they were effective in controlling wildlife
problems. Individuals who reported that they were ineffective were more likely to hold
negative attitudes towards the wildlife conservation authorities than those who said they
were effective. Households who indicated a shortage of grazing and water resources were
more likely to be negative towards wildlife and its protected area than those who did not.
Those who viewed wildlife as a nuisance to humans were more likely to suggest that they
be confined within the reserve than those who saw it as a tourist attraction. While this
relationship may be spuricus, it could be a reflection of greater antagonistic cttitudes
towards wildlife.

Results also show that wealthier households, especially those with a stake in
tourism activities were more likely to view the protected area positively than those who were
not involved. Ethnicity, age, level of education and sccupation did not have significant
influence upon the attitudes towards conservation. They valued wildlife much the same way
as the uneducated. However, respondents with education were different when it came to
suggestions of solutions and articulating causes of conflict. Clearly, conservation attitudes

are strongly influenced by problems with wildlife which appear to be the main source of
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antagonistic attitudes towards wildlife conservation in the region.

4.6:2 Government Wildlife Programs

A number of wildlife conse-vation activities aimed at controiling wildlife-human
conflict are undertaken in Kenya (sce chapter 3) including: {1) compensation {or wildlife
damage, and (2) wildlife conservation education. This section reports on the findings as
regards the local peoples’ experiences with these activities. Experiences by the local people
with the government conservation programs may influence their perception of wildlife and

their general attitudes towards its conservation.

4.6:2.1 Wildlife-Damaqge Compensation Scheme

Traditionally, ctaims for wildlife-damage compensation fall into four main categories:
(1) crop damage, (2) livestock death or injury, (3) personal injury or death, and (4) property
damage, such as to fences, buildings and water troughs®. Respondents were asked if they
had heard about a wildlife compensation scheme, Sixty-eight percent responded positively,
32.1% said rno. Asked whether they had claimed compensation, 83% had, while 17% had not.
Of those who had claimed, only 22% had ever been compensated, meaning that 78% of the
claimants had not been paid. Many people complained that compensation for wildlife
damage was not forthcoming. Asked how long it tock them to get compensated, 72% said
between 1-3 years, while for 18% of the respondents, it took over 3 years. Only 10% of the
successful claimants got their due within one year. From these responses it is clear that the
compensation program was not functioning properly.

Eighteen percent of the respondents who had problems with wildlife never submitted
a claim (Table 4.31). The main reasons stated for not claiming included lack of payment

{44%) and a waste of time (a long procedure yet little chance of success) (35%). Twelve

B Recantly (in 1989), following the reviaw of the Wildllfe Conservation and Management Act, compensation was
changed such that anly human Injuries and deaths are covered, Crop and livestock damage were dropped. The New
Act came in effect in 1990 but the change In compansation was not yet known to many of the local people at the
time of the field work for this study.
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percent claimed that the government oftices were too far, and 7% gave other reasons
including lack of time and knowledge that a compensation scheme existed. Clearly wildlife
must pay for its survival, it the local people are to support its conservation. People wera
dissatisfied with the scheme. As one resident of Kimentet observed:

Nobody wants to hear about compensation any more, although they need it. The

problem has been how it is provided. It is a good idea to compensate but why raise

peoples expectations for what will never come or if it does, after so much sufferings

and sometimes it is much less than the loss (L.R. 16).

One government official explained that the government was looking for a better
method of compensating the local people. In general, respondents who did not fill the claim
forms (as well as those who did) complained about the very slow proceedings of the
compensation scheme and were sceptical about the payment. The compensation claim had
become very unpopular and had proved too expensive even for the Government, It was
abused by those who could influence the process and had become very costly, as a result
of increased wildlife damage. The farge number of claims may also have been as a result
of increased awareness of the scheme. At the beginning not many were aware that they
could claim compensation for loss due to wildlife from the government. Even today, some
people {especially in other parts of the country) are not aware of their right to be
compensated.

When asked what they thought should be done with the scheme, 26% suggested it
should be replaced with a permanent grazing fes, 53% suggested that the payment
p---~dure be re-organized so that victims could receive it more promptly, 15% suggested
other changes, while 6% had no comment (see Table 4.31). From the informal interviews,
it was clear that some local people were already aware of the amendments of the Wildlife
Conservation Act which limited compensation oniy to human death and injuries. Many were

dismayed by the decision and felt that the move could lead to more suffering on their part

or even some act of civil disobedience by some members of the socieiy such as the killing
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Table 4.31 Questions on Wildlife-Damage Compensation Scheme
COMPENSATION QUESTIONS UPLAND ZONE " LOWLAND ZONE MARA
REGION
ANGATA KIMENTET LEMEK KOYAK! SIANA
BARAGO} .
Have you heard of wildiife
|| compensation scheme? 77 70.6% 73 73% 70 70%
Yes 63 77T.8% §7 63.2% 88 (30.3%) J40 67.9%
50 (26.6%) 32 29.4% 27 27% 30 0%
No 18 22.2% 33 I6.T% 220 (70.T*%) 140 32.1%
120 (64.0%)
109 100% 100 100% 100 100% 480 100%
Total 81 100% 90 100% 09 {(100%)
I 174 (100%)
Chi-squared 5.273
Have you made any 27 (72.8%) 50 (74.4%) 63 {88.7%) €4 (88.8%) 5B{84.0%) 185 264 B3.8%
compensation claims? 77 (71.9%) (54.3%)
Yes 10 (27.9%) 20 (28.6%) 8 (11.3%) 7 (11.2°%) 11 {16.0%) 55 17.2%
No 30 (28.1%)
37 100% 70 100% 71 (100%) 72 (100%} 69 {100%} 319 100%
Total 212 {100%)
107 (100%}
Chi-squared
Have you received 332% 8 4 28% 30 42.2% 28 38.9% 16 23.2% 85 32.2%
compensation? 11 {30.0%) T4(34.9%}
Yes 24 57% 42 9 64% 41 57.7% 44 62.1% 53 (76.8%) 179 57.8%
No 66 {60.5%) 138 (85.1%)
27 (100°4) 13 50{100%} 77 71 100% 72 100% 69 100% 264 100%
Total (100%) 212 (100%)
Chi-squared
How long did it take to 4 13.3% 27.1% 3 18.8% 9 10.5%
receive 0 0% 2 18.2% 8{12.2%)
01 2 (14.2%) 25 83.3% 19 67.9% 10 62.65% 61 7T1.8%
13 266.7% 6 63.6% 58 (78.4%)
3+ 7 (64.2%) 144% 725% 3(18.8%) 16 11.7%
132.3% 118.2% 7 (9.5%)
Total 2 (21.4%) 85 100%
3 {100%) 8 (100%) 30 (100%) 28 (100%) 16
Chi-squared 85.276 (100%)
11 (100%) 74 (100%)
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Was compensation 133.3% 2 25.0% 9% (30%) B 28.6% 5 31.3% 25 29.4%
adequate? 3 (27.3%) 22 (29.7%)
Yes 2 (66.7%) 6 76.0% 21 (T0% %) 20 T1.4% 11 68.8% 60 70.6%
No 8 (72.7%} §2 (70.3%)
30 (100%) 28 {100%) 16 (100%) 85 100%

Totai 3 (100%) 8 (100%) 74 {(100%)

11 {100%)
Chi-suared 1.506
Have suffered damage but 8 21.6% 10 14.3% 17 23.9% 12 16.7% 11 15.9% 58 18.2%
not claimed? 18 (16.8%) 40 {18.9%)
Yes 29 78.4% 60 B5.7% 54 76.1% 60 83.3% 58 84.1% 261 81.8%
No 89 (83.2%) 172 (81.1%)
Total 37 {100%) 70 {100%) 71 {100%) 72 {100%}) 69 (100%) 3139

107 (100%} 212 (100%) (100%)
Chl-squared 13.125
k& compensation a good or a 57 70.4% 53 58.9% 69 444 &0 60% 55 55% 294 61.3%
bad idea? 110 (64.9%) 184 (59.6%) 186 38.8%
Good idea 24 29.6% 7 41.1% 40 54% 40 40% 45 45%

61 (35.8%) 125 (40.5%)
Bad idea 109 100% 100 100% 100 100% 480 100%

81 100% 90 100% 305 {100%)

Total 171 {100%)
Chi-squared 11.032
Reasons for not forwarding 3 41% 8 49%
claims™* 85 (45.0%) 10 51.0% 5 54.0% 5 25% 27 44%
4. Never receive 4 48% 2 4% 135 (43.3%}

85 (45.5%) 3 48.0% 6 46.0% 4 44% 78 45%
2. Time wasting 10% 0 0% 14 (42.T°4)

0 {0.0%) 40.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 12 6%
3. Far offices 0 {0.0%})
4. Didn't know 8 100% 10 100% i

18 (100%) 17 100% 12 100% 11 100% 58 100%
u. Others 40 (100%)
Totz)

Chi-squared 115.723
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importance of Compensation

Scheme™ 23 28.4% 42 43% 48 45.0% 42 42% 239 35% 273 54%
1. Show of Governunent's 65 (35.7%) 129 (62.0%)
concem 27 31.3% 48 459% 61 55.0% 58 58% 0 0% 207 41%
75 (41.2'%) 123 (62.0%)
2. Helps sufierers 31 38.3% 0 0.0% 0 0% 00.0% 00.0% 0 0%
31 (19.2%) 0 (0.0%)
3, Others
81 100% 90 100% 109 100% 100 100% 00 100% 480 100%
171 (100%) 309 (100%)
Total
Chi-squared 6.675
Suggestions for better 5 45% 5 655.0% 4 42.0% 19 32%
compensation® 5 65.4% 5 52% 14 (47.3%)
1. Pay through tocal jeaders 14 (58.7%} 437% 330.0% 13 23.0% 15 38%
27 333% 25 26% 9 (45.0%)
2. Replace with annual 52 {27.0%) 8 16% 5 15.0% 15 15.0% 8 26%
payment 1 1.7% 14 14% 8 (23.0%)
15 (7.5%) 6
3. Others
11 100% 9 100% 17 100% 32 100% 42 100% 58 100%
17 {100%) 39 (100%)
Total

Chi-squared 29.681
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wildlife simply for the sake of it. As one local elder said:

Stopping payment means we can now do what we want with wildlife, If the

government does not re-introduce the scheme, more wildlife will be killed. It should

either be reintroduced or replaced with a better program {L.R, 17).

The wildlife compensation scheme commenced in 1979, but by 1986, the claims had
exceeded the Government's ability and willingness to pay cash compensation. The accuracy
of the claims was difticult to police and the administration was an awesome burden. The

Government has been pursuing ways of reducing damage and limiting the conflict by

encouraging complementary land use in wildlife dispersal areas and the construction of

game proof barriers.

4.6:2.2 Wildlife Conservation Education and Extension Services

Wildlife conservation education and extension services are important components
of the government wildlife programs, carried out by KWS, aimed at creating awareness of
the importance of wildlife among the public (chapter 3). When asked if they had ever heard
of wildlife conservation education, 56% of the respondents said no, while 44% had (Table
4.32). The main sources of information for those who had heard of wildlife conservation
were: chief’s baraza (local meetings, in other words, through government officials other than

the KWS staff) (74%), teachers (16%), radio, newspapers or colleagues (10%).
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KNOWLEDGE OF UPLAND 2OME LOWLAND Z20NE MARA
CONSERVATION EDUCATION REGION
PRIORITIES ANGATA KIMENTET LEMEK KOYAKI SIANA
BARAGOI!

Knowledge of Conservation
Education®
Yes 39 (48.3%) 4] (47.8%) 40 (38%) 42 (42'%) AT (4T°R) 211 (44%)

82 (45.5%) 131 (42.3%)
No 42 (51.9%) 47 (68.2%) 69 (62%) 58 (58%) 53 (53%) 289

99 (55.5%) 184 (59.0%) {56.0%)
Tota £1 (100%) 90 (100%) 109 (100%) 100 (100%) 100 {100%)

171 (100%) 309 (100%) 480 {100%)
Chi-squared 2.566
P=631
Source of information
Chief's Baraza 19 (54%) 24 (54%)

43 (54%) 20 (27%) 18 (28%) 26 {26%) 76 (35%)
KWS Extensions 11 (1B.7%) 12 (32%) 38 (27.0%)

23 (26.4%) 15 (28%) 13 (32%) 15 (46%) 92 (38%)
Others 9 (23.5%) 7 (28%) 28 (36.3%)

16 (26.8%) 5 (#1%) $1 {0.0%) 6 (46%) 31 (26%)

16 (29.0%)
a3 (100%) 43 {(100%)
Total 82 (100%)
40 (100%) 42 {100%) 47 (100%) 211 (100%)
308 {100%)

Chi-squared:
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Conservation education and extension services could be an effective way of
disseminating information about the importance of wildlife to tocal communities, thus
reducing the confiict, but as explained elsewhere in this thesis, most of the conservation
education centres are located in urban areas where they are visited largely by schzol
children most of whom are from richer families based in urban areas. Few of the children
come from wildlife areas where they coutd help influence their parents attitudes towards
wildlite. The other educational movement, the wildlife Club of Kenya is similarly composed
of members of non-wildlife areas. Aithough it is important for them to know about Kenya's
wildlife, they do not directly effect its future. Attempts at educating the local people are also
pased largely on a "western model" which may not be relevant to the local situation. Little
efforts are made to establists what the local people actually know about wildlife and the
environment or where their misconception’ .e, b; scientific or "western" standards. The
Maasai, for example, have often said that they have "lived with wildlife for years", and that
they do not need to be educated about wildlife. Such statements have been treated by
conservationists largely as political rhetoric. It is important that educational programs seek

to bridge the gap between the local peoples’ knowledge and misconceptions.

4.6:3 Relationships of Government Wildlife Programs

Respondents who received compensation were more aware of wildlife conservation
education than those who did not. Those educated had more knowledge of wildlife
conservation priorities than the non-educated respondents. Similarly, knowledge of wildlife
conservation was retated to receipt of wildlife damage compensation implying that some of
those who had received wildlife damage compensation were more aware of wildlife

conservation priorities.

4.7 Respondents Recommendations

Strategies for resolving wildlife-human conflict must take into account the views and
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recommendations of the concerned parties, if they are to be successfully implemented. This
section reports on respondents recommendations as to how the conflict can be reduced

including (1) who should do it, and {2) the consequences of continued conflict in the region.

4.7:1 The Local People Recommendations

When asked to state what they thought could be done to reduce wildlife-human
conflict in the region, completely fencing off of the reserve to enclose wildlife within the
protected area was thought of by most local residents (34%) to be the only remedy worth
considering. Many residents of Masai Mara region were wary of wildlife problems, and felt
that to reduce the suffering, total separation could be the best alternative. However, a
substantial percentage (13.6%) believed that the government should institute more effective
game control measures to curb the wildlife menace, believing that the government was not
doing enough. Ahout 10% felt that the government should fence their homesteads, farms
and livestock bomas to offer them more effective protection from wildlite. Many residents
would prefer to see the government take serious steps in controlling wildlife damage to their
property, their crops and livestock, and felt that too much eflfort was being spent on
programs such as education as opposed to the confining of wildlife within the reserve or
protecting them (the local people) from wildlife menace. One local resident of Lemek group
ranch observed that:

No amount of education will prevent wildlife from coming to attack us. Nor will

economic incentives. What we need is elimination of wildlife damage. Why can't the

goverriment fence or give us money to fence our property (L.R. 18).

Thirteen percent feit that 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 residents. Few residents ever got compensated and
even those who were lucky to receive some compensation, waited far too long. Finally,
despite the apparent dissatistaction with wildilife issues, only 6.6% suggested that the

reserve be opened up for human use. This contradicts the prevailing conservationists
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assumption that the local people in wildlife areas are less concerned with wildlife protection.
Commenting on the idea of opening-up the reserve for human use by the local people, one

resident of Koyaki noted:

If the reserve is opened to human use, many people will graze their livestock there
and wildlife will soon be gone. It is good to allow people to graze inside the reserve,

especially during the droughts but not to completely open the reserve entirely for
human settlement (L.R. 19).

It was clear that although a number of residents did not mind wiidlife and the
existing reserve, they did not support the idea of being restricted from utilizing the reserve's
resources. The denial of grazing land and water points within the reserve was bitterly
disputed by many residents and was the constant cause of civil disobedience (illegal
livestock ercroachment). As one resident of Siana provocatively put it:

Whether we are allowed or not, we (the local people) will always graze inside the

reserve, especially during the drouglits for we have no alternative. What does the

government want us to do? Where do we get the water during droughts? It is unfair
to deny us the right to graze within the reserve, while wildlife often come out here.

After-all this was originally our land (L.R. 20).

During the droughts, much of the wells and pools of water in the group ranches dry
up. Also most of the Mara river which is the only permanent water source falls within the
reserve. So local people may actually have no choice and fencing the reserve may never
stop them from entering its area. This means that the long term solution must include
integrating local communities into wildlife conservation interests, Such an approach may
be the only way to assure the future sustainability of the reserve. Finally, 6.2% made
suggestions grouped under "any others" which included: (1) that the local people be made
aware of the importance of wildlife, (2) that some consumptive use of wildlife be introduced,
and (3) that local pecple be given priority in wildlife management and other employment
opportunities. There is little variation between the group ranches as to how the conflict
should be resolved. For instance, almost as many residents of upland ranches wanted the

reserve fenced as residents of the lowland (62.9% an 67.0%) respectively. This shows the

widespread dissatistaction with wildlife damage by farmers as well as pastoralists, and the
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Table 4.33 Respondenis Recommendations for Reducing Conflict by Group Ranches and Zones

PROPOSED SOLUTIONS" UPLAND ZONE LOWLAND ZONE MARA
REGION
ANGATA KIMENTET LEMEK KOYAKI SIANA
BARAGOI
Game Control €9 (70%) 63 {63%) 68 (68%) 170 (34%)
Fence the park to keep wildlife away 200 {67.0%)
from the peaple 62 (63%) 62 (62.7%) 36 (32%) 34 (34% 35 (35%)
124 (62.9%) 105 (33.7%) 68 (13.6%)
Institute more effective game control 33 (36.3%) 32 (32.7%) 14 {13%) 12 (12%) 15 (15%)
65 (34.6%) 41 (13.3%) 51 (10%)
Fence local peoples’ homes and
farms to protect them from wildlife 13 (14.3%) 13 (14%) 14 (13%) 11 (11%) 10 (10%) 44 (8.8%)
damage 26 (14.2%) 35 {11.3%)
9 (B.1%) 6 (6%} 8 (8%)
Kil! wildlife causing damage 5 (2.9%} 7 (7.1%) 23 (7.3%)
12 (8.5)
11 (12.1%) 10 (10.2%)
Compromises/Concessions 6 {6.6%) 8 (8.2%) 5 {4.5%) 8 (8.0%)} 6 {6.0% 33 (6.6%)
QOpen park for farming and grazing 14 (7.4%} 19 (5.8%)
Compensation/Economic 5 (5.5%) 3 (3.1%) 7 (6.3%) 7 (7.0%) 7 (7.0%) 29 (5.8%)
Local people awn wildlife 8 (4.3%) 21 (6.7%)
Restrict incompatible land uses 2 (2.2%) 1 {1.0%) 2 (1.8%) 3 (3.0%) 1 (1.0%) 9 {1.8%)
3 (1.7%}) € (1.9%)
Give economic 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 (13.8%)
Cthers 3 (3.3%) 10 (10.2%) 9 {8.1%) 4 (4.0%) 5 (5.0%) 31 (6.2%)
13 (6.8%) 18 (5.7%)
Total 81 {100%) S0 (100%) 109 {100%) 100 (100%) 100 (100%) 480 {(100%)
171 (100%) 309 (100%)

Chi-squared 17.481
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lack of government action to arrest the situation, Although many suggested fencing the
reserve, others expressed a great sense of awareness of the dangers of such an eventuality.

As one local resident of Koyaki noted:

if the wild animals were completely fenced insidu the reserve, they will die.
Just like our livestock, they need to move and roam outside here. But since
we get no benefit from wildlite, why should we be asked to allow them on
our land, This is not fair. We should also be allowed to graze inside the
reserve the way we used to do [L.R. 21]

This view demonstrates the indigenous knowledge « - wildlife ecology. It is often
assumed by conservationist and researchers that the local people do not understand or
care about the ecological requirements of the migratory witdlife. This further imnplies that
with some appropriate actions and with the support of the local people, there could be co-
existence. It should be emphasized that the integrative activities must be supported by the
local communities, otherwise aims might not be achieved. Commenting on compensating
local people through the provision of cattle dips, dispensarles, schools and other facilities
by the wildlife conservation in an attempt to acquire support for conservation, one residant

of Siana group ranch had the following to say:

We are told this and that is from wildlife, that wildlife brings development, without
wildlife and tourism we will not have the cattle dips, there will be no roads here. 1
would like to know, what is the government doing in this area? | thought these
facilities are provided by thu government just like anywhere else in the country? In
any case, these facilities do not benefit us as much as they benefit tourists and park
employees and those who have a lot of cattle (L.R. 22).

4.7:2 Racommendations of Government Officiais and Conservation experts

In the in-depth discussions with government officlals and wildlife conservation
experts, a substantial proportion (38%) of the government officials felt that the reserve
should be fenced to keep wildlife inside, 27% felt that the local people should be made to
benefit from wildlife, while 23% suggested that they (the local people) be sducated about
the values of conservation, and 12% suggested other programs including consumptive
utilization of wildlife. In contrast, the majority (50%) of the wildlife conservation experts

suggested that the local people be made to benefit from wildlife, 25% felt that conservation
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education highlighting the economic importance ot wildlife rather than ethical
ccnsiderations be increased, and only 12.5% suggested fencing the reserve (Tab!z 4.34).
From these suggestions it is clea’ that wildlife experts now agree that wildlife must
pay for its survival. As one expert observed:
In order to keep room for wildlife, it must provide some assistance to the local
people with whom it shares land resources. Merely educating the local people and
talking about tourism value of wildlife is not enough. Talkina about cultural heritage
can not appeal to the local people. What is at stake are their immediate needs. We
must consider Iinitiating some wildlife consumptive utilization in areas like Masai
Mara (W.E. 07).
Some experls however, were hesitant about consumgptive utilization:
Increasing consumptive utilization and encouraging local participation, may in itself
lead to rapid depletion of the rescurces. it should be noted that this is the same
wildlife viewed by tourists within the park, and opening the park or introducing
consumptive utilization may lead to more abuse and hence undermine the very
species we want to conserve. If we have to protect wildlife, we must safeguard the
protected area. Without the protected areas, probably no wildlife would be avaitable
in the region or any other parts of the country (W.E, 08),
In my view, such consumptive programs when supported with adequate knowledge
will not necessarily deplete the resources. The question is knowing which species to cull

and at what rate, their levels of reproduction and where exactly they can be harvested.

Table 4.34 Recommandations by Government Officials and Wildlife Conservation Experts

SOLUTIONS/RESPONSES GOVERNMENT OFFICIALS WILDLIFE EXPERTS
Local people should benefit and be involved 7 (27.0%) 4 {50.0%)
Fance-off (completely) tha protected area 10 {38.0%) 1 (12.5%)
Increase wildlle educatlon, highlighting wildlite's 6 (23.0%) 2 {25.0%)

economle importance rather than ethical
consideration

Others 3 (12.0%) 1 (12.5%)

Total 26 (100.0%) 8 (100.0%)
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4.7:3.1 Implementing Solutions

Successiul implementation of the strategies for integrating wlildlife conservation and
local development will to a large extent depend upon who is in charge and whether the
responsible organization is acceptabie to the loc~ neople. When asked to state who they
thought should implement their recommendations, the majority (65%) said the government,
23% stated a joint body, in other words, the government and the local people, and 12% said
others (Table 4.35). These results suggest that many local people still see the government
as the key player in wildlife conservation matters. As with any resoiurce the government
must play & leading role in its allocation. The substantial percentage suggesting joint
management points to the fact that many people are beginning to see benefits frem wildlife
and would want to be involved in its management. 1t is howevsr surprising that many did
not see the Narok County Council (NCC), currently responsible for the management of tha
reserve as a better institution for co-management. This may mean that few of the local
residents perceive wildlife conservation matters as being the responsibility of the NCC.
Although NCC manages the reserve, wildlife outside the reserve is the responsibility of the
KWS. It may also mean that many of the respondents did not differentiate NCC from KWS
and saw them both as the government. County councils are often referred to as the
government.

Those surveyed were asked to state what would happen in the area if no measures
were taken to control the contlict. Slightly over (:if of the respondents said that people
would lose more of the property (Table 4.36). As one local resident of Lemek said:

If the trend continues, then the situation will get worse. All our crops and stock will

be destroyed, we will continue to suffer. Wildlife cannot get hurt bacause they are
protected by the Government (L.R. 24).



Table 4.35 Recommended Institution{s; for Reaucing Contlict by Group Ranch and Zone

MARA

Chi-quared: 30.677

WHO SHOULD DO UPLAND ZONE LOWLAND ZONE
T REGION
ANGATA KIMENTET LEMEK KOYAK! SIANA
BARAGOI
The Government 47 (58.0%) 59 (65.5%) 40 {36.7%) 57 (57.0%) 42 (42.0%) 230
106 (61.8%) 139 {45.2%) (46.0%)
tocal 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 (8.4%) 16 (14.7%) 10 (10.0%) B {8.0%) 49 {9.8%)
people 10 {5.9%} 34 (10.9%)
County Council 11 {13.5%) 10 (11.1%) 15 (13.8%) 9 (9.0%) 19 (19.0%) 61 (12.2%)
21 (12.3%) 43 (13.6%)
1 don't know 2 (2.5%) 3(3.3%) 9 (8.3%; 8 (8.0%) 8 {8.0%) 26 (5.2%)
5 {2.2%) 25 (B.1%)
Cthers 1{1.2%) 3 (3.3%) 7 (6.4%) 5 (5.0%) 6 (6.0%) 23 (4.6%)
4 (2.3%) 18 (5.8%)
Total 81 (100.0%) 90 (100%) 109 (100%) 100 (100%) 100 (100%) 480
171 (100%) 3(.9 (100%) (100%:)
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But one resident of Kimentet noted:

It nothing is donz, wildlife will be displaced. They will disappear from here and go
to the reserve. But if the government improves the situation at present, then we will
continue living with wildlife. In any case, we have always lived with them (L.R. 25).

In-depth discussions with Governmer.i officials and wildlife conservation experts
revealed some startling predictions. If nothing was done, all of the Masai Mara region would
be dominated by intensive human activities and wildlife would be confined within the small
area of the protected zone. A number of suggestions were made, especially from the
informal discussions, which may be useful to consider. One such suggestion was that the
government should lease land from the local people (just as the commercial farmers do) for
wildlife use. In the words of one local resident of Lemek (where leasing of land to outsiders
is gaining popularity}:

People are leasing land for crop cultivation, and wheat farming. If the government

feels that this area is good for wildlife why don't they (the government) lease the

land for the wildlife. Then they can controi the uses they da not want, | think people

{we) can accept such a deal as long as our right to graze is not restricted (L.R. 26).
The leasing of land, and sometimes even the sale of land, is increasing in most parts of the
Maasalland (Galaty 1992). According to Galaty, over 40% of land has changed hands. One
ranger working with the reserve, but a resident <f Kimentet group ranch, had a different

suggestion:

There is so much wildlife outside the reserve. In fact sometimes we see more
wildlife in the group ranches than inside the reserve itself. Why can't we have the
area declared a wildlife conservation area of the Masai Mara region? The
government can control the use but benelits go to the local people. | hear that in
some countries they do that and the local people have benefitted and allowed
wildlife on their land (L.R 27}.

This view of the ranger is interesting as it reflects the commitment of a wildlife
employee (who benefits from wildlife but who at the same time suffers from its nuisance)
to compromise both needs. It also shows the influence of the contemporary attempts in
other African countries especially Zimbabwe and Zambia where consumptive wildlife

programs are being introduced to benefit the lacal people.
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Table 4.36 Perceived Consequences of Failing to Aesolve the Conflict by Group Ranch and by Zone

Chi-squared 49.425

UPLAND ZONE LOW!I_AND ZONE MARA
VIEWS OF RESPONDENTS REGION
ANGATA KIMENTET LEMEK KOYAK| SIANA
BARAGOI
Wildlife will be displaced 42 (51.8%) 24 (60.0%) 48 (43.2%) 35 (35.0%) 39 (39.0%) 237 (47.4%)
96 (56.1%) 112 {36.2%)
People will loose mare lives, 37 (45.7%) 30 {33.3%) 50 (45.0%) 57 (57%) 53 (53%) 232 (46.4%)
crops and stock 67 (39.2%) 160 (51.8%)
) don't know 2 {2.5%) 4 (4.4%) B {6.3%]} 5({5.0%) 6 (6.0%) 20 (4.0%)
6 13.5%) 19 (11.1%)
Others 1{1.0%) 2 {2.2%) 3 {2.7%) 3 (5.0%) 2 (2.0°.) 1 (2.2%)
3{1.8%) 8 (2.6%)
Totai B1 (100%) 90 (100%) 109 (100%) 100 (100%) 100 (100%) | 480 (100%)
171 {100%) 309 (100%)
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Some 'acal people were concerned with the distribution of the tourism benelits. One
local resident of Angata Baragoi suggested that if any money was to be given, then all
should benefit equally, and if possible the benefits should be given to individuals rather
than group ranch leaders or to the households rather than developing community facilities.
He felt that as it was some people benefited more than others. There was also the issue that
benefits from wildlife be given on the basis of which group ranch contained more wildlife
and on which group ranch people were not cultivating. The same resident felt that it was
unfair to exclude residents from Angata Baragoli as they too suffer from wildlife damage.
This brings to question the spatial area that was necessary for wildlife use and the
mechanisms of distributing the wildlife benetits. Who should get what and on what basis?
Should those living closer to the park get more than those far from it? Should those
cultivating be excluded? Although such issues were outside the scope of 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 wildlife-human conflict study in the
Masal Mara region, presenting an analysis of the nature and causes of the problem and
offering same insight as to how it may be resolved. Important factors and issues were
presented, such as: the setting for the conflict, perception of the contflict, quantification of
conflict, factors influencing conflict including management of conflict, and respondents
recommendations as to how the conflict can be reduced. Factors important in establishing
the degree of conflict and i formulating conservation attitudes have been identified and
analyzed.

1. Since 1960, human, livestock and wildlife populations have increased
tremendously in the region. At the same lime, considerable changes in the general
environment and in land use have occurred. These changes have set the stage for the

wildlife-human conflict.
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2. The findings indicate that conflict has increased over the last 30 years in Masai
Mara region. An overwhelming majority (96.0%) of the local people of the Masai Mara region
were aware oi the existence of wildlife problems. The most common types of conflict were
livestock depredation, crop destruction, disease transmission, human deaths or injuries,
competition for resources (such as space, pasture and water), and others {such as
destruction of fences, water pipes and granaries). Crop destruction occurred primarily in
the upland ranches where agriculture was practised. Livestock depredation was common
in the plains (lowland) and so was the transmission of diseases. Human bodily injuries or
death occurred almost uniformly within the region. The most destructive predators were
found to be lions, leopards and hyenas, while wildebeests lead in disease transmission. The
most frequently sighted wildlife were wildebeest and zebra largely due to their large
numbers as viell as theair resident and migratory nature. Conflict occurred more frequently
in areas cioser to the reserve, at riverine and .. manent water points, and became more
acute during droughts when the resources for which they were competing became scarce,

3. The degree of conflict is spatially varied within the region (see Map 4.1). Upland
ranches with high land potential, high human and livestock population densities, and more
agricu'tural development, experienced less conflict. In such ranches the previously
abundant wildlife, especially the large herbivores, had been displaced and viere increasingly
being confined to the lowlands and ultimately, to the reserve. Lowland ranches, still
predominantly pastoral areas, were comparatively more arid and exhibited a high wildlife
density, but low human and livestock population densities. These areas experienced high,
frequent and intensive levels of conflict. As human population increases and agriculture
expands in the uplands, more and more wildlife and livestock will be displaced and confined
to the lowland ranches leading to grazing pressures and encroachment into the protected
area. This pressure will be exacerbated during times of drought since it will be the only
place for the pastoralists to turn for water and pasture,

4. The degree of conflict also varied with distance from the protected area, such that
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Map 4.1: Spatial Variations of Wildlife - Human conflict intensity in Masai Mara Region
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areas closer to the reserve experienced a higher degree of conflict than areas further away
from it. Such areas also had high wildlife, human and livestock population densities. Human
popuiations were attracted l»rgely by the development resulting from tourism. Cost and
amount of crop damage, and the numbers and cost of livestack killed by wildlife also varied
with distance from the reserve such that the number and costs were higher in areas closer
to the reserve than those further away from it. Conflict intensity also varied seasonally.
Contlict was more acute during times of droughts when the resources being competed for
became scarcer than usual.

5. Factors causing wildlife-human conflict were feund to be varied. The primary
factors were increasing human population density and changing land use patterns.
Immigration into rangelands had altered the land use systems of the region. Many of the
lands which had beun settled by immigrant farmers were previously included within the dry
grazing resource base of the pastoral peoples and wildlife. Rangeland grazing space had
also been further reduced by the designation of specific areas exclusively for wildlife. The
nomadic movements of the Maasal was becoming increasingly restricted to smaller areas,
especially in the lowlands. Conflict was also influenced by expanding agriculture and
general changes in the patterns of land use, including the establishment of permanent
human settlements. Agricultural expansion led to habitat destruction and fragmentation.
Agriculture had increased tremendously, initially leading to an increase and then a reduction
in the degree of conflict. The conversion of rangeland into agricultural land was blocking
wildllfe and pastoral movement forcing more Maasai into the lowland areas. This in turn has
put pressure on the Masai Mara National Reserve, where grazing is formally prohibited but
which is the last area available for Maasai expansion.

6. Many of the local people supported the conservation idea, although few supported
the protected area and the government authority. Many were unhappy with the fact that they
suffered wildlife damage and yet received no direct benefits from wildlife conservation and

were denied access to resources within the reserve. Many residents of the Masai Mara



260

region acknowledged the importance of the protected area, were aware of wildlife use

as a tourist attraction, and understoed how it engendered foreign exchange for the
government. However, many other local residents of Masai Mara percelved wildlife as a
nuisance to human interests. Wildlife was defined both in ecological terms, as wild animals
living in the bush, and administrative terms, as animals protected by the government.
Households who had experienced direct benefit from wildlife or whose relative(s) were
working in wildlife-based tourism as well as those who were aware of wildlife conservation
priorities were more positive towards wildlife conservation. Households who had past
problems with wildlife, those who had not been compensated, people who had experienced
a shortage of grazing land and water or who perceived their actions against wildlife as
ineffective held more negative attitudes towards wildlife conservation and government
wildlife programs. Households who were aware of wildlife conservation priorities positively
perceived the needs to conserve wildlife. Although many felt wildlife conservation
authorities were not helpful, there agpeared to be little evidence of hostility towards the
conservation authorities. In times of difficulties such as sickness, local rasidents often
turned to the reserve authorities. There were also various social activities, including local
sports such as soccer, that the local people shared with the reserve einployees. Level of
education, long-term residency, system of land ownership, and the provision of wildlife
community facilities had little influence upon the attitudes towards wildlife conservation and
government wildlife programs.

7. Generally, the local people believed wildlife was not an asset but a nuisance and
that they would be better off without it. This attitude mus? be changed if wildlife is to be
sustained. At the same time, the local people perceive wildlife and the protected area from
an entirely utilitarian and materialistic viewpoint. Material benefits can always dry up. For
instance, tourism revenue is dependent upon tourists’ visits, Ethical reasons for
conservation are more enduring. Attempts must be made to instill ethical reasons over

materialist reasons. This may mean a change in the contemporary wildlife conservation
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education approach, Conservation education should strive first 1o understand what the local
people do or do not know and how their knowledge differs from that of the contemporary
conservation programs. The local people have lived with wildiife for years and assuming
they do not know or understand the ecology of wildiife is improper.

8. Expanding development has to a restriction of the seasonal migratory patterns
for wildlife. Because migrations are undertaken in the quest for grazing land and water,
which are the controlling fa:tors for both wildlife and pastoralism, any impediment to
movement, resulting in constriction of the herds to the reserve could lead to the deaths of
many species. Local people Icse a substantial portion of their resources to wildlife.
Substantial man-hours were spent by local people guarding their property from possible
wildiife attack, watching farms over night and constructing scarecrows. In-depth
discussions with Government officials and wildlite conservation experts reveal some
startling predictions. If nothing is done, all of Mara region will be turned over to intensive
human activities and wildlife will be contined within the smalt area of the protected zone.

9. The results revealed that there is nc onr single solution to wildlife-human conflict
within the region. Many residents of the Masai Mara region suggested that the protected
area be completely fenced to enclose wildlife so as to prevent the animals from coming
outside and damaging their property, whereas others suggested that property belonging to
the local people be fenced-in to protect it from wildlife damage. Many telt that compensation
for losses due to wildlife should be paid promptly. A number of residents felt that they did
not gain any direct benefit from wildtife through tourism, but that if local people did benefit
then, they might support conservation. Some felt that the local people should be provided
with priority as regarzs employment opporiunities in the reserve management. If the contlict
is not resolved, many residents of Masai Mara believed that they {the local people) will lose
more of their property. Wildlife will, however, increase in the region; since it is protected by
the government. Still other residents felt that wildlife would eventually be displaced from

the region by expanding agriculture and human activities.
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10. In conclusion, there is still room for co-existence between wildlife and humans
in the Masai Mara region, but only with careful planning and proper management that
involve and benefit the local population. Time is rapidly running-out, if no tangible action
is taken in the near future, within at most the next ten years, it would be difficult to reverse
the trends currently occurring. Wildlife will be displaced from the group ranches and the
fragile environment will be damaged. Although tourism will continue in the enclosed
reserve, much of the world's natural resources would have been lost. Strategies should aim
at controlling cultivation and the associated land uses. The most important action for
reducing wildlife-human in the region include effective wildlife-damage control, the provision
of benefits for local people from tourism revenue, appropriate conservailon education, and
an efficient compensation scheme in response to foss due to wildlife damage. The aim Is
to improve the attitudes of the local people towards conservation and the government

wildlife programs.
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Chapter 5

THE PROPOSED PROGRAM FOR INTEGRATING WILDLIFE
CONSERVATION WITH HUMAN NEEDS IN MASA!I MARA REGION

5.1 Introduction

The major goal of this work was to provide information on wildlife-human conflict
around Masai Mara National Reserve and to make management recommendations. Four of
the five objectives outlined from page 11 to 14 have been addressed in the preceding

chapters. This chapter develops the fifth goal, management alternatives for Integrating

wildlife conservation with human needs in the region.

5.2 Inteqrating Conservation-with-Development (INCODE) Program

Wildlife conservation must be culturally and economically valuable to the local
people if it is to be sustained (Firey 1960; Lusigi 1978). This study showed two major trends
in the conflict between wildlife and human settlements. The first is the continuing
conversion of land from open extensive use to enclosed intensive use. Once, humans,
domestic animals and wildlife interacted with one another within a diverse habitat that
offered an array of sustaining resources under different seasonal circumstances.
Increasingly, cultivation in permanent and fenced farms is displacing both nomadic
pastoralism and wildlife. The consequential increase in pressure on domestic grazing range
means that wildlife is less likely to be tolerated and more likely to be displaced. Only the
reserve is protected for wildlife, but migratory animals cannot exist in confined spaces.

The second trend is the increasingly antagonistic attitudes of local people towards
both wildlife directly and to .he existing tourism industry which seems to value animals
above people, foreigners above nationais, and the urbar: tour operators above local agro-

pastoralists. There is clearly both an ecological and social crisis looming, :ut they are both
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parts of a single problem.

Some means must be found to reconcile the needs of wildlife with the legitimate
needs and aspirations of the local communities. Any solution to the needs of wildlife
conservation in the region depends to a large extent on the solution to the needs of the
local pecple. There must be some measures to protect the local people, their livestock, and
their crops from wildlife depredation. Furthermore, there must be genuinely invelvement and
active participation of the local population in the process of wildlife conservation. An
integrative approach is the only way to ensure long-term conservation of wildlife and the
management of a wildlife ecosystem.

It must be rememberec that conftict is not constant or, in limited measure,
intolerable. For most of the year, wildlife (elephants, buffaloes, lions, leopards and other
wild animals) live close to people with limited conflict. In many areas where wildlife occurs
outside protecied areas, it shares land with people, agriculture and livestock (Lindsay 1987).
When conflict does arise, it does not necessarily require elimination of humans or wildlife
from the area. Both human and wildlife can endure some measure of conflict. Effective
conservation must involve reducing and mitigating confli-t.

A two-phase program for managing and minimizing conflict is proposed. The first
phase involves land use plaining and zoning of the region. The second phase presents the
integration of wildlife conservation and human interests through community wildlife-damage .
control (COWICO), compensation for losses, sharing of tourism benefits with local people,
conservation education, wildlife consumptive utilization, and local participation in wildlife
conservation policy. Although wildlife-human conflict in the region might never be
eliminated, with careful planning and management, the conflict can be signiticantly reduced
and mitigated. The proposal is based on (1" the current debate on integrating wildlife
conservation with human development needs presented in chapter two, {2) the past and

present situation of wildlife-human issues in Masai Mara region and ‘= entire country, as



reviewed in chapter three, and (3) this study's empirical findings presented in chapter four.
The program employs an adaptive and dynamic approach and is, therefore, flexible. its
implementation and operation must be monitored and modified accordingly and requires

continued research and evaluation. The proposed program will address live dilferent
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elements (Figure 5.1) aimed at reducing conflict.

1. Direct economic benefits - including compensation for losses

2. Game damage control activities that involve local people

3. Land use planning and zoning - including appropriate policies

4. Appropriate conservation education that includes preventing wildlife damage

5. Local participation in wildlife conservation decision-making, policy and activities

Figure 5.1 Strategies for Reducing Wildlife-Human Conflict in Masai Mara Region
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The proposed program relates to the concepts of Biosphere Reserves (Francis 1989:;
Hutshoff and Gregg 1985; UNESCO 1974) and The Conservation Unit Approach (Lusigi 1978;
1981; 1987). The two provide a flexible means for integrating conservation with human
activities. This integration is thoroughly applied in the program presented and, once
implemsnted, aims at a higher standard of living and a higher level of security for the local
people. As a result, the human pressure on wildlife rescurces and the protected area will
be reduced and, therefore, the region’s resource for tourism activity will be preserved.
Maintaining the base for a tourism industry in this way provides intensive local involvement
in this economic sector and its shared revenues.

Projects with similar goals have been started in Zimbabwe and Zambia, where
income derived from safari hunting has stimulated rural development in a broad way and
dramatically improved wildlife conservation (Child 1990; Murindagomo 1990; Ramberg 1993).
The Zimbabwe's CAMPFIRE program started in a semi-arid area, provides the community
with the authority to manage their own resources. It gives an immediate pay-off to the local
people and provides higher income (Grootenhuis et .l. 1990; Kiss 1990; Lewis et al. 1990).
As a result, the attitudes of the local people towards wildlife have changed from that of
hostility to one of appreciation, and land use plans have been established that
accommodate both wildlife and people (Grootenhuis et al. 1990; Taylor 1982}. Despite their
achievements, the remaining problem of these programs is their imposition from above and
their lack of true local participation. In fact, recent evaluation studies covering different
parts of the world suggest that there may be no on-going projects with genuine local

participation (Ramberg 1993; Wells and Brandon 1992).

5.2:1 Phase I: Zonation and Land Use Planning

The zonation and land use planning is based upon the nature and degree of conflict

as assessed in the field, It also considers the physical characteristics, the ecology, and the
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land use development levels of the region, including lard use potential. Upland ranches
have high land use potential, high human and livestock population densities, and more
development of agriculture. They experience low wildlife-human conflict. Lowland ranches
are more arid and have lower human density and little agriculture, but have high wildlife and
livestock population densities and experience high conflict. Areas closer to the protected
area or along rivers, where habitat for wildlife is relatively abundant, experience more
contlict. Four zones (Map 5.1) are thereiore identified for ~ffective management of the region
to reduce wildlife-human conflict: Zone A presents the protected area, Zone B the
peripher-: area, Zone C describes the multiple use (lowland) zone, and Zone D depicts
agriculture - intensive human settlements (upland) zone in which development is permitted

but regulated tor environmental protection.

I. Zone A = The Protected Area: This is the Masa, Mara National Reserve, an area of
about 1,316 5gq. km. The primary purpose of this zone will remain to be conservation.
Although this area is crucial for wildlife and tourism and the maintenance of the ecosystem,
local people could be allowed controlled access to reserve resources for grazing during
droughts. It was found in this study that one of the reasons why local people do not wholly
support conservation, and the protected area in particular, is that they are denied access
to the resources of the protected area. Many residents of the Masai Mara region believed
that the reserve is a liability to them. Some of the benelits which the reserve generates such
as game viewing, tourism revenues used in community development projects, and the
protection of wildlife for future generations, do not benefit the local people.

Mast of the Mara river which is the only permanent water saurce in the region is
within the reserve. Although there are plenty of pasture and water outside the reserve
during wet season, in dry pericds, only the Mara river contains adequate water. Examples

of arrangements whereby local people use park resourcas on a rotational basis exist in
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Map 5.1: Proposed Land Use Planning and Zoning Map
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some countries. In Nepal, for Instance, local people are allowed seasonally to cut wood for
home use in Chitlwan National Park (Mishra 1982). Cutting blocks are designated, and

harvest levels set and rotated to ensure sustainable use,

il. Zone B = Peripheral Area: The peripheral zone can stretch for about 1-2 km.
around the reserve. In this zone, there should be very limited human use, and the bush
must be maintained or artificially created. The zone should be considered only for forestry
and livestock use. Only a few lodges can be located in this zone. Most communal tourism
facilities should be located in the multiple use zone (zone 3). Grazing and game viewing
would be permitted. When required to control herd size, wildlife may be harvested for sale
of meat and hides under a closely supervised management plan. Such wildlife utilization
methods have been used in some South African countries including Zimbabwe (Bonner
1993; Martin 1986; Taylor 1985). Live capture of wildlife for sale could also be considered
as a means of controlliing the wildlife population. Water development and habitat
manipulation could be instigated to maintain or increase the carrying capacity of the ranges.
In future, it may be necessary for conservation organizations te informaily provide money
te purchase land within this zone. Such a move could become necessary, especially if the

selling of land continues and there is no legal provision to stop it.

ill: Zone C = Multiple Area: Pastoral land/wildlife dispersal areas. This is currently
a predominantly pastoral area with high wildlife population density. It has limited agricultural
potential. This zone is critical for the future of the entire ecosystem. It is approximately 3000
sq. km. Human population density is still low (about 6 perscn per sq. km.) compared to over
45 person per km. in the upland zone,. In this zone, there is some degree of compatibility
between the primary land uses wildlife and pastoralism. Dispersal of wildlife from the

reserve into this zone is allowad. Experimental projects for wildlife utilization such as game
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cropping, culling, and safari hunting can be initiated in this zone, but only after adrquate
research. Although the Maasai do not feed on game meat, immigrants do. Other game
trophies such as hides and tail-hair (eg. from wildebeests} can be processed and sold
outside the region. Industry to process the game by-products can be established in this
zone. This will create employment opportunities and provide the local people with direct
benefits. Tourism facilities would be permitted. The main use of the zone would be wildlife
management and livestock production. Cultivation would bz discouraged. Professional
safari hunting concessions, game cropping programs can be introduced but the revenue
generated must go directly to the local people. Tourism activities would be organized mainly
by the local residents.

Incompatible uses are shifted to non-sensitive sites through restrictions, setbacks,
and other measures. Non-sensitive areas must be identified. Only limited agricuiture around
or within homesteads is permitted. Immigration is prohibited. The objective in this zone is
to protect the natural landscape from turther development through enforcement of relevant
restrictions. The Mara river and other riverine areas must be protected. The impact of
permitted uses willi be minimized by regulating design, location, and even coenstruction
materials (this should include homesteads of the local people). Envircnmentally aesthetic
development should be encouraged. Tourist lodges should also be well sited, and their
development must he controlled. During the time of this study several lodges were
haphazardly being developed. It is recommended that planning be emphasized to control
such developments. Maintaining this area will ensure the continued viability of the nature
reserve. The lucrative developments in the semi-arid lowlands are tourism and livestock
husbandry. The most common form of tourism at the moment is game viewing and lodge

developments. Cultivation and permanent settlements must be restricted.

{V: Zone D. Intensive Settlement Area (Upland): This is the zone of high rainfall, good
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soll and higher ground. The ecological conditions encourage cultivation. It is the densely
settled part of the region and has less conflict. The zone should be protected from land
degradation through apnropriate land management. Intensive agriculture can cause soil
erosion and iiie drying up of a fragile environment. The loss of forest habitat will lead to the
disappearance of some of the Mara’s rarer species, such as the giant forest hog and the red
duiker. Cultivation adjacent to the boundary discourages the dispersal of wildlife, which
together with the subsequent killings of wildlife, creates compression problems in wildlife
areas. Although wheat farming is currently not found in the group ranches immediately
adjacent to the reserve, it is fast expanding in upland areas including in the Olchorro Forest,
north of Aitong.

Commercial wheat production is an economically attractive alternative to landowners
but it is not labour intensive and contributes nothing to the group ranch economy, except
the lease fee (at present about Kshs, 150 shillings per acre annually). These fees, though

quite substantial, rarely benefit all members of a group ranch.

5.2:2 Phase II: Integrating Human Interests with Wildlife Conservation

The second phase involves six componerts that can help reduce conflict, and thus
contribute to the integration of wildlife conservation and human needs. These include: (1)
community wildlife-damage control; {2) wildlife compensation programs; (3) sharing of the
tourism revenue; (4) wildlife conservation education; (5) pilot wildlife consumptive utilization

programmes; and (6) local participation in wildlife conservation policies and management.

5.2:2.1 Community Wildlife-Damage Control (COWICO}

The traditional game control measures include game ranger patrols of the villages,
harassing, capturing or shooting of the problem animals and/or fencing parts of the

protected area to contain wildlife and prevent human encroachment. From the surveys, it
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was found that game officers rarely provide effective game control, Many of the Masai Mara
residents felt that the officers do nothing to protect them from wildlife damage. Ecologically
it is inappropriate to fence the protected area. It was further found that the locat
communities undertake various measures to control wildlife damage including night-quards
of their homesteads, sometimes in groups of manyatta.

it is recommended that community-based wildlife-damage control programs be
encouraged. Local people should be employed to guard their property, livestock,
homesteads and farms. They know the area well. Many local residents feit that the
government should provide them with resources to protect themselves from wildlife
damage.

Involving the local people in wildlife damage control will reduce the incidence of
death and suffering that oceur during wildlife invasion. Most importantly, it will help manage
problem animals, minimize conflict, and increase tolerance of the animals by the local
people. Local involvement in damage control will reduce the cost of providing vehlcles by
the government, mobilizing manpower and resources to respond to crisis situations as well
as providing local people with employment, thus improving their standards of living. This
is a more economical and ecological alternative to wildlife damage control. It would promote
sound an+ sustainable options and enhance conservation. If profassional safari hunting is
introduced, the professional hunters can be restricted to focus their hunt on problem
animals. In addition, the hunting fees should go directly to the local people.

In agricultural areas such as the upland ranches, various wildlife-damage control
measures can be tried. For instance, locally recruited game control scouts can visit gardens
that have been damaged by wildlife; they can spend the nighis in the farms, guarding the
normal way owners guard; if wildlife approaches the farm, it can be scared away by beating
drums. If animals return frequently to the same farm, the scouts can shoot or immobilize

and then capture them.
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From the survey, it was found that households who had suffered wildlife damage
were likely to hold more negative attitudes towards wildlife than those who had not, and
they were more likely to suggest that wildlife be confined within the reserve. Those who feilt
that they were less effective in controlling wildlife damage held less positive attitudes
towards wildlife. Persistent attacks by wildlife on humans hinder support among local
people for wildlife conservation. Many residents of Masai Mara region expressed hostile
attitudes towards wildlife owing to the wildlife threats to livestock, crops and people. It
would appear that if wildlife damage is controiled, local people may start having less
antagonistic perceptions of wildlife. Effective control of wildlife damage will also reduce loss
of stock and crops to wiidlife, as well as compensation claims. It is not surprising that a
substantial proportion of local residents of Masai Mara region suggested that the
government should provide the local people with resources to protect their property from
wildlife damage. Special corrals and fences should be constructed to keep livestock safe
at night. In addition, | suggest that local people should be employed as night-guards to help
protect livestock from attacks by wildlife. The livestock owners will then in the evenings
drive their stock to be guarded by locally employed guards supplied with guns. These
people would be taken for paramilitary and wildlife conservation training. Such
arrangemenis, where the community is involved in game management, have been attempted
in some areas such as Botswana (Bonner 1993) but mostly to help identify poachers
amongst the local people. In this study it is being proposed as a practical way of protecting
people from wildlife problems, hence reducing the conflict.

The proposal that the guards be given guns faces two challenges and may be
opposed by some parties. Many may see it as lethal to wildlife, i.e, that it will lead to more
killing of wildlife. This may not be the case if the program is well planned and properly
managed. First, the wildlife is often killed by local people in retaliation. Fram the survey, it

was found that the Maasali will always try to kill the problem wild animal following attacks.
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In the process, many local people get killed or injured. It appears that human injuries and
deaths occur during the fight to drive the predator away from livestock or to kill it after it
had killed stock. In some cases they may kill another animal in pursuit of the culprit. To
reduce the possibility of killing the predator in the process of its attack, it is recommended
that the predators be stunned and immobilized by darts shot from a gun. This is a common
practice used to immobilize the rhinos. After the animal has been immobilized it wiil be
trapped and translocated to the protected area. If the predator is on the Kill, it could be
scared and distracted from its prey and then immohilized.

This will directly reduce the conflict, but only with regard to livestock predation. By
introducing such a strategy, the night-time killing of livestock may be reduced by over 50%.
This may help change the attitudes of the local people from that of hostility to appreciation
of wildlife conservation. The local people should be trained how to avoid and survive
wildlife attacks. According to the survey, the species that attacks people most often is the
buffale, which often attacks on first sight. One traditional way of surviving such attacks is
by climbing trees (although women and old people really cannot climb trees). Often the
people killed are those of working age who, for example, go out to let the livestock graze.

Whatever the contlict control strategy considered, the cost must be assessed and
the jocal people must be consulted. For instance, the construction of a fence may interfere
with the local people’s regular day-to-day activities and/or may require their input. If people
are not consulted, they may break or damage a fence. The choice of an appropriate form
of wildlife control must be made in relation to the overall land use plan for the region

depending on the patterns 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 Masal Mara region were digsatistied with the government's compensation
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system for wildlife damage. Compensation in general is considered successful and weil
worth its cost In some areas because it involves instant financial incentive. As a result it
may help change local people's attitudes towards wildlife and improve communication with
wildlife conservation authorities. A combination of a carefully designed compensation
program, improved wildlife damage prevention techniques, and an educational program may
provide a satisfactory solution to the wildlife-human caonfiict. In the end, compensation
would be reduced if there is effective game control. Compensation programs for losses
must be promptly provided and grazing fees paid for. These programs could be supported
by revenue raised through ecotourism, gate receipts from the reserve, and future wildlife
utilization programs. A simpler and fairer system for compensating the local people is
required. It would be necessary to consider other forms of compensation programs as, for
instance, an insurance program. However, it would be unfair to expect the local people
whose crops are ravaged by marauding elephants to pay the premium. Here again, tourism
revenue may be used to pay at least the initial premium. Details of what is to be insured
(human life only or livestock predation} should be worked out by a special compensation

review committee.

5.2:2.3 Tourism: Econcmic Benefits and Local development

An important way of involving local people in wildlife management and reducing
their antagonistic attitudes is the improvement of the flow of benetits to them. This could
be stimulated by a range of projects funded by tourism revenue including (1) favoured
opportunities for employment in the reserve and tourism 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 wildlife conservation. However, the local people do not directly link communal

infrastructure with wildlife conservation. Through gate fees into the reserve, money can be
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generated for the direct benefits of the local people.

At the moment, revenue generated from Masai Mara National reserve goes almost
entirely to the central gevernment and the Narok County Council. Tourism is an important
development option for many isolated, scenic, but economically depressed regions (Boo
1990; Nickels et al. 1991). The use of “cuitural manyatta" for tourists should be encouraged
amongst the group ranches.This involves tourists on the roads to or from the reserve to
visit manyattas, to take photographs, and in some cases buy souvenirs. At present, Kenya
Government policy is to strongly discourage photographing of Maasai on visits to Maasai
manyatta. Nevertheless, patterns occur that mak:e it possible for visitors to see Maasai. This
practice may cause abuse and it is necessary that it be formalized with government support
and fixed entry charges. A selected and desighated settlement could serve as a centre for

the sale of crafts and cullural activities.

5.2:2.4 Wildlife Conservation Education and Extension Services

Conservation education should not be confined only to wildlife conservation
concerns but should include all aspects of the environment of the region. It also should not
only focus on the local people but include the administrators, planners and politicians.
These policy-makers must also be made aware of how to integrate wildlife conservation with
human needs. The gavernment agencies, NGOs and other agencies interested in the regicn
should be involved in the creation of conservation 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 in hand with the local people. Both government
officials and local experts have to be trained in sustainable use of resources, emphasising
the human dimension. Training should be offered to field officers who could assist a
number of the villagers in an advisory capacity, as well as top managers who are policy

makers in government ministries.
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5,2:2.5 Wildlife Utilization Projects

Recently, a number of reports in Kenya (and elsewhere) have emphasised the need
to introduce various wildlife consumptive utilization as a way of making "wildlife to pay for
its survival" and controlling the wildlife population (Grootenhus et. al 1991; Swanson 1951).
Such programs include hunting, game cropping and game ranching. Game cropping means
taking a sustainable yield from completely wild populations, while game ranching
{sometimes called game farming) implies control of game animals by managers, including
regulating their movement or breeding. Through bhunting, local people could be made to
benefit. Controlled hunting of certain over-abundant animals and birds, with the
understanding that the landowners be the direct beneficlaries, may be an issue worth
considering in the region. Linking conservation to the process of rural development and the
survival of agrarian/pastoralist societies in Africa musl involve some consumptive
utilization. 1t is recommended that pilot wildlife consumptive utilization be Initiated in the
region. Thorough research, however, will be required befocre such programs are fully

implemented.

5.2:2.6 Local Participation in Wildlife Conservation Policies

Public (community) participation involves groups of people coming together to
discuss, make decisions and act on matters which affect their lives and the environment
around them {Berger 1989; Cernea 1991; Zube 1986). This local involvement is now seen as
fundamental to the long-term conservation of natural resources (Chambers 1983; Clark and
Bell 1986; Colchester 1994). It is, however, important to make a distinction between
involving the public in the decision making process or simply informing them of the
decisions that have been made. At the same time, it is i"aportant that government officers
also receive proper training and qualification. Contemporary wildlife enforcer..ent officers

were trained in the traditional emphasis of preservation of wildlife. The current training of
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game officers must therefore take into account the human dimensions. Game laws can no
tonger be enforced through the barrel of a gun. Conservation must be socially and culturally
acceptable.

In Kenya, local participation in conservation activities is embodied in government
policy (Sessional Paper No 3, 1975), and also in the World Conservation Strategy (1980), but
is still lacking in practice. Decision making processes should nut be entirely top-down
(Edouard 1980; Hough and Sharpa 1989). Traditionally, top-«{own philosophy decisions are
made nationally and imposed locally, regardless of social and cultural values. Therefore, the
program proposed in this thesis emphasises an active decision-orienied approach that is
largely dependent upon regulations rather than one that is reactive. In this program, local
people will be involved in the policy making of wildlife management, from identifying the

problems, and to designing projects and participating in their implementation.

5.3 Conclusions

If nothing is done to resaolve the conflict, the Masai Mara region will be taken over
by human activities in the near future. As human population increases, cuitivation wil
expand and more and more individual permanent settlements will be coristructed in the
region. Wildlife will not have any room outside the reserve, the wildlife herds will likely be
eliminated, and the migration hindered or stopped. The reserve wildlife will no longer be a
viable part of a large, dynamic ecosystem but remnant resident groups. Such a situation will
create serious management problems inside the protected reserve area. There will be
overgrazing, nutritional deficiencies, or soil contamination by the constant presence of
animals, which will allow parasites to build up in number, ending in a disease epidemic.

However, wildlife conservation must also be culturally and economically valuable to
the local people if ii is to be sustained. Denying local people the use of the land either for

grazing or other activities will only lead to intensification of the conflict and may be
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ecologically counterproductive. Wildlife cannot be tolerated under the current circumstanzes
and will only survive outside the reserve if those people living in close contact to it tolerate
the animals. Presently, the human population is unlikely to do so unless they receive some
benefits for the damage to crops and livestock caused by the wildlife. Some means must
be found to reconcile the needs of the animals with the legitimate needs and aspirations of
the local communities. There must be some measures to protect the local pecople, their
livestock, and crops from wildlife depredation.

In addition, there must he genuine involvement and participation of the local
population in wildlife conservation. Ways to involve local people in wildlife conservation
should be designed. Local people should be employed in wildlife-damage control activities.
This will make use of their skills in protecting their property, notably livastock. Resources
snould be provided to local people so that they can effectively protect their property. The
survey revealed that local people build special structures to protect their property. A special
committee to be established by KWS should study the animal damage control strategies to
recommend the best control methods. An experiment should be started to test alternative
methods of livestock enclosures inside or between the "bomas”. Extension and education
methods should be used to teach people about tactics for preventing wildlife damage
including the use of dogs. Local people should be allowed controlled grazing in the reserve.
Furthermore, to generate revenue, tourists can be taxed through gate collection.

Integrating wildlife conservation with human needs in the region would require
control of the increasing human population and changing land use paiterns. If the proposed
program is implemented, there would be a number of advantages. Figure 5.2 shows that
wildlife-human conflict will not completely be eliminated, but will be drastically reduced.
Human population growth within the group ranches might decrease and the current wildlife

population outside the reserve could be maintained and w:!l probably increase.



Figure 5.2 Baianciig Wildlife-Human Relationships through Integrative
Management Strategies
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With the implementation of the proposed model, human population increase will be closely
monitored and the human influence in the region will be reduced. Wildlife population will
be maintained and may even increase in the region. As a result, wildlife-human conflict may
still occur but will be diastically reduced through the necessary control mechanism.

5.4 Future Research Directions

Future research which builds on the findings of this study Iis suggested both by the
limitations of this work and the questions it raises. The following are recommended.

1. There is need for more studies on wildlife damage, the predation of livestock, crop
destruction, spread of disease to stock, human deaths or bodily injuries, and compatition
for resources (pasture and water). Comprehensive studies (and periodic assessment) are
needed to assess these eflects. For example, fram the assessment of the amount of

livestock taken annually by carnivores and the circumstances under which the animals are
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killed, suggestions could be made on how to reduce conflict. Invalved species and their
stock preferences could be established.

2. There is need to further study the strategies utilized by the local people to controi
or prevent wildlife problems, especially the construction of special fences in the "bhomas".
Knowledge of such strategies might be used to reinforce the existing methods of game
damage control. There could be need, for instance, to develop harmless chemicals to make
crops less attractive to certain wildlife species, or it could be found feasible to grow crops
to which wildlife have a natural 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 conflict can be controlled through habitat
manipulation to create habitat unfavourable to wildlife, such as through bush clearing.
Assessment of how building fences or moat system could be used to reduce conflict should
also be made.

3. It is necessary to establish how much disease is transmitted from wildlife to
domestic animals. Many lccal people and some scientists believe wildlife spread diseases
to livestock, but no adequate information is known. There is need to investigate the disease
cycle between wildlife and domestic livestock. It could be necessary to develop vaccination
against some of the wildlife spread diseases such as tick-horne or malignant catarrhal.

4. Human population and the resulting land use (cultivation and permanent
settlements) have increased tremendously in 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 investigating. For instance, land distributions and policy questions may have to be
addressed at the national level. Related to these is the need to investigate the trends in land
use (conflict) in dispersal areas of the protected areas in the rangelands on a nation-wide
scale, and comparing these findings with those in other parts of the World. 1t would be

appropriate to analyze the situation surrounding a number of different protected areas for
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comparative analysis.

5. The impact of a protected area in regional development has not been adequately
analyzed, especially the positive effects. Establishment of protected area in Masai Mara
region plays both positive and negative roles in its development. Some of the positive roles
include: security, creation of infrastructure, employment, promotion of business in the arens.
Some of the negative impacts include: removal of the local pecple frem and denying them
access to the reserve area. It would be important to study the impact of 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 witdlife
benefits with a view to unearthing what they know and what they do not know. The current
educational processes focus on school children, mostly those in the urban areas. In tact,
all the school-based wildlife clubs are dominated mostly by youths fromn wildlife
conservation areas. While it is important to inform them of the need to conserva wildlife,
their knowledge does not contribute directly to wildlife conservation issues. Secondly, the
education centres are located mostly in urban areas and hardly reach the local people
where wildlife live. There is also the question of what kind of education local people should
be given.

7. There is need for good landscape planning to establish future development in the
region. This should inciude advice on the kind of building structures that should be
constructed in the region in the lodges, local centres, and individual homesteads. The
buildings should be those that blend with the environment. These wi!l have to take into
account the Maasai's interests, their tradition, and the climate of the rangelands.

8. One of the limitations of this research is that it does not establish causation. For
example, it can only be said that there is a relationship between direct benefits from wildlife

and positive attitudes to wildlife conservation, or conservation education and attitudes
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towards wildlife. Consequently, interventions based on the study results require on-going
evaluation to determine whether or not they are effective. Prospective research should
therefore strive to establish the causal relationships.

9. An issue which continues to surface throughout this and other related studies in
wildlife-human relationships is that of compensation. The current compensation system in
Kenya is seen as inappropriate; therefore, there is a need to look at the system and ask
people in a more elaborate way what would be the best system of compensation. There are
also the possibilities of forming insurance firms paid initially by wildlife-based tourism
money. Since local people would not have enough money to pay for their insurance against
wildlife, some of the money generated from tourism could be diverted to the insurance pool.
There can even be a cooperative movement for wildlife area dwellers which earns interest
that is paid or used to develop those areas. It would also be necessary to examine the
feasibility of some of the consumptive utilization of wildlife in the region including hunting,
game cropping and the establishment of an industry to develop various wildlife byproducts
such as skins, meat, and bones for export. A system should be developed on how to
distribute to local people revenues generated from tourism revenue and other wildlife
revenue generating activities in the region. Any game cropping or culling programs must
be studied betore implementation.

10. This study only reports the attitudes of local people living in the region, and does
not look into their dynamism, or how they change. This wiil be necessary for perpetuating
effective and socially acceptable proyrams for wildlife conservation in the region. In
addition, attitudes of urban dwellers and that of school children would be necessary to
know. Subsequent studies should focus on all family members, and particularly children.
There would also be a need to assess the attitudes of all cohorts of the Kenyan community
so that they can understand the situation faced by those in wildlife areas and give support

if need be. Understanding their attitudes towards wildlife or conservation in general is also
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necessary for adoption of appropriate educational programs and the promotion of domestic
tourism.

11. There is need to prepare local people to participate directly or indirectly in the
tourism industry, In particular, it should be established how they can exercise more control
over the destiny of tourism development in the region. There is need to explore the new
direction of joint traditional and modern approaches that will eventually give 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 wildlife.

12. A universal and fundamental issue arising from the reserve area concerns the
kind and degree of linkage among components of the system. There Is need for
biological\ecological monitoring to assess changes in the population and movement
patterns of wildlife within the ecosystem both inside and outside the reserve, Information
on the grassland-herbivore dynamics should be kept up-to-date. Migration and grazing
succession, ungulate feeding strategies, and resource partitioning must be assessed. It is
important to monitor species extinction to establish the contribution of the conflict to their
demise. Monitoring of changes in the biclogical\ecological aspects of the region is crucial
because it is the principal way in which the impact of the conflict can be checked and
effective mitigative actions designed. There should also be continuous monitoring of socio-
economic parameters such as family income, health, family size, and education. In addition,
there should also be monitoring of attitudes of local people towards wildlife, to authorities,
to outsiders as well as monitoring of poaching or general hunting activities. Such research
should be made available for decision-making.

13. Finailly, as a broader component of this study, it is suggested that a
comprehensive survey of the range of existing protected areas and their dispersal areas
throughout the country be undertaken in order to establish their relationships. This will lead

to: (1) precise definition of areas crucial to the protected areas' wildlife, (2) government's
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role in regulating the areas and (3) legal restraints on the relationships of the dispersal
areas to parks, and to the broader regional land use management efforts.

Human population growth must be controlled. This can be done by reducing
immigration into the region and within the Masai population itself. One way of doing this is
through education to create opportunities for the Masai to move to cities for wark, hence
earning a living outside the pastoral system. This would form the first step to revise the
current protected areas concept in Kenya to allow integration of local people with wildlife

conservation.

5.5 A Global Perspective

Many of the benefits of effective conservation of wildlife, which relate to biocdiversity
and environmental protection are international in scope, and the loss would have global
impact. On the other hand, improving the welfare of the local communities, especially the
poor, is an international priority. While implementation of the proposed program will focus
on the Masai Mara region, its success will need national and international support. Support
in cost and technical\scientific areas is required. Conservation of wildlife promotes tourism,
which has proven to be crucial in many developing countries’ economies. The world will
lose a great deal if the ecological and cultural diversity of the African landscapes cannot

be protected. Conventional strategies are failing. An integrated strategy is required.
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. APPENDIX A SCIENTIFIC & COMMON NAMES OF WILOLIFE MENTIONED IN THE TEXT

Common Names Scientific Name Maasai Name Kiswabhili
UNGULATES
Wildebeest Connochaaetes taurinus Oyenkat Nyumbu
Buffalo Syncerus caffer Olarro Nyati (Mbogo)
Zebra Equus burchelli Oloitiko Punda milia
Elephant Loxodonta africana QOlkanjaoi Tembo
Eland Taurotragus oryx Osirua
Rhinoceros Dicerog bicornis Emony Kifaru
Hippopotamus Hippopotamus amphibius Ol-makau Kiboko
Giratfe Giratfa camelopardalis Olment Twiga
Kongoni Alcelaphus buselaphus
cokii Olkonde
Warthog Phacochoerus aethiopicus  Olbitirr Ngiri
Porcupine Hystrix cristata Oeyiai Nungu
CARNIVORES
Lion Panthera leo al-ngutuny Simba
Leopard Panthera pardus ol-owuaru Chui
Cheetah Acinonyx jubatus ol-owuaru
Hyena (spotted) Crocuta ol-ngojine Fisi
Jackal
(side-stripped) Canis adjustus em-barie
Wild dog Lycaon pictus o-suyiani
PRIMATE

Baboons Papio anubis o-ekeny/o-rindo Nyani

Monkeys Cercopithecus aethiops ol-koroi/fenarokutuk

The above list Includs only some of the common species scientifically established to be in the area and those that
the local peoples mentioned they ses in the area of the land they use.



APPENDIX B GLOSSARY

A number of definitions included in this glossary are in the context they are used in this
study. They include terms specific to the study area and study problem. The others ase
concepts generally used in conservation matters but are defined in the context they apply
in this study. Some "Kiswabhili" (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.

Aqgrarian Society: one in which food is produced by farming the land other than pastoralism. Within
Masai Mara region, these are mainly the immigrants - non-Maasai societies.

Baraza: (Swahili). Local court, Now commeonly applied to meetings called by local government
officials for the purpose of passing on infoarmation to the people.

Biological Diversity: 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" refers to the number of species found within a given area, while

"genetic diversity” refers to the variety of genes within a particular species, 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 he destructive to any one ecosystem
(Dasmann 1984).

Biosphere Reserve: part of a biome protected under the Man and Biosphere Program. Each is large
enough to allow its unique biolegical characteristics to be self-sustaining. They also
provide valuable areas for research (Shafer 1990).

Boma{s}: {Swahnili). 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 well sunk to the groundwater level to obtain ground water, either by gravity flow (in
an artesian basin) or by pumping.

Browsers: animals 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 compatibla with the objectives of the protected area; appropriate activities might
include tourism, forestry, agroforestry, etc. It is a collar of land designed to filter out
hammful 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.

Carrying capacity: the number of individuals (human livestock or wildlife) that can be supported
by an environment and its resources (Shafer 1990). It is numbaer that an area can support
with feod, 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 and 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 individuals of the same or other species for food, space etc
whare these are inadequate to support all of them,

Conservation: the management of human use of the biosphere so that it may vield the greatest
sustainable benefit to present generation while maintaining its potentiai to meet the needs
and aspirations of future generations. Thus conservation is positive, embracing
preservation, maintenance, sustainable utilization, restoration, and enhancement of natural
environment {[UCN 1980; 1991).

Co-management: refers to the substantial sharing of protected-area management responsibilities
and authority among government officials and local people

Game cropping: the harvesting of a full spectrum of free-ranging wild animals by shooting what Is
deemed to be a fair proportion of the animal: in an area devoid of any detailed
management. Little or no attempt is made to influence breeding by selective cropping since
the animals are too wild. it is a combination of game control and their commercial
exploitation.

Disincentive: any inducement or mechanism by which discourages local people from engaging in
activities that are damaging to wildlife conservation

Dispersal The movement of organism away from a location, such as their point of origin

Ezological Island: habitat cu: off from surrounding areas by natural and man-made features such
as water, farms, cities, roads etc. It makes protected areas highly vulnerable to species loss.

Ecosystem: the totality of factors of all kinds that make up a particular environment; the complex
of biotic communities and its abiotic, physical environment, functioning as an ecclogical
unit in nature. Ecosystems have no fixed houndaries; instead their parameters are set
according to the scientific, management, or policy question being examined. Depending
upon the purpose of analysis, a single lake, a watershed, or an entire region could be an
ecosystem. it is a community of plants and animals and the environment in which they live
and react with each other,

Ecosystem People "people whoe are dependent on and have learned to live in a sustainable manner
within a natural ecosystem or a grecup of closely related ecosystems"” (Dasmann 1991)

Emanyatta {(manyatta): warrior camp
Enkang - "boma" - semi-permanent settlements, seasonal cattle camps, meat-feasting sites.

Flexibility: the system is complex that it is impossible to account for afl contingencies, no matter
how much the ecosystem manager applies knowledge and experience. Plan therefore must
be flexible.

Game: species of vertebrate wildlife hunted by man for sport also means wildlife

Game Control: Is the sum total of measures that must be taken to prevent any animals, which we
desire to preserve, from coming into serious conflict with human and his legitimate
activities. While game preservation means in effect the shielding of game from man and his
instinct to kill, game control means the shielding of hum,an from the depredation of game
{Brown 1968).

Game Culling the harvesting of free-ranging wild animals pogulation in excess of the ecosystems
(range) carrying capacity or undesirable sexes, age-groups or individuals based on
scientific principles of ecosystem management and population dynamics (population



ecalogy) of the game species in question.

Game farming the semi-domestication of one or more aspects with a view to farming them on a
sustained yield basis. Eland seems most suitable for domestication because its ability to
adapt to a variety of habitats and plants.

Game ranching the scientific management of species of wildlife In the natural habitat and without
any efforts to domesticate them for the purpose of commercial game meat production ( eg.
wildebeest, generuk, oryx, eland, gazelle). The animals are kept an land with specitic
boundaries often perimeter-fenced to effectively prevent wildlife from leaving or entering the

ranch hence conferring managerial advantage by allowing populations to be spatially
defined in relation to their available habitat,

Game Reserve: An area originally set aside for the management and protection of game animals
for hunting. They re now usaally areas where all wildlife in protected.

Grazers an animal that feeds primarily on grass

Habitat: the sum total of environmental conditions . a specific place occupied by a wildlife
species.

Herbivore: an animal that eats plants

Home range the area that an animal occupies and patrols regularly but does not necessarily defend.
The part of home range that is defended constitutes the territory.

Herbivore: an animal that fields exclusively on living plants.

Household: all people normally resident within or making economic contributions to a household,

Incentives (for conserving wildlife): an incentive is that which incites or motivates desired
behaviour; for purposes of this study, an incentive is that which incites or motivates the

local people to conserve wildlife or to stop engaging in land uses that are delirious to
wildlife use

Interdisciplinary approach: as used in this study has two components. First, it means incorporation
of socio-economic and cultural aspects of human populations, the physical and biological
characteristics of ecosystems, as well as the dynamics of interactions between
development, environment and populations. Second, in approach, itincorporates three main
groups of peaple involved in the compiex land use problems: (1) the decision-maker; (2) the
local population and (3) the scientists

In Kangitie (Kimaasai): permanent Kraal camps
imbooitie (Kimaasai): temporary livestock camps
Indigenous or tribal people: original inhabitants of a country who live outside of the market

economies of that country with a life-style based on co-existence with the natural
environment

Land potential: The economic potential of land, based upon the physical characteristics of the soils,
climate and slopes.

Manyatta(Kim~asati): a group of huts traditionally fenced.
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Natural areas: areas that remain relatively undisturbed by humans and are close to their natural
state. They provide a wide variety of benefits including maintenance of biodiversity and
ecological processes as well as other consumptive and non-consumptive benefits.

Nature reserve: an area of land set aside where nature is managed in such a way as to protect its
specia)l features.

Nature resources: defined by cultural appraisal in that their exploitation depends on a society's
perception of natural resource as a commodity, on the society’s ability to discover its
whereabouts, and on the society’s ability to exploit it. They are the link between a people
{or a cultural group) and their environment

Nomadism: refers to a mode of production which requires a population to move regularly, and
often, in search of food or resources, and to permit their livestock to breed while moving,
80 to speak.

Pastoralism;: refers to the relatively mobile adaptations concerning regular, frequent movement for
pasture use

Poaching: the act of hunting, killing, or taking wildlife illegally
Predatar: an animal that hunts another animal for food

Preservation: an attempt to prevent the use of some natural resources or the modification of an
environment simply for the sake of keeping it intact

Protected area: any area of land which has legal measures which limit human use of the plants and
animals within the area; includes national parks, gome reserves, multiple-use areas,
biosphere reserves, etc

Rangelands: areas remote, receive comparatively little rains - are Gecoming increasingly under
human activities in both developed and developing countries. Traditionally, they have been
inhospitable to people or so remote that opportunities for substantial human use are
severely restricted, They include deserts, cold and hot etc. They are becoming victims of
success

Restoration: the return of an ecosystem or habitat to its original community structure and natural
complement of species

Shambag(Kiswahili): agricultural plots/farms

Shrub: a plant with persistent woody stems and relatively low growth form - usually produces
several basal shoots as opposed to single sole

Sustainable Development: a pattern of social and structural economic transformations (i.e.,
"development”} which optimizes the economic and other societal benefits available in the
present, without jeopardizing the likely potential for similar benefits in the future (Goodland
and Ledec 1988)

Tse tse fly: a carrier of disease believed to emanate from wildlife, specifically buffalo to livestock

Transhumant: people who live in more or less permanent villages but go out on grazing expeditions
in the local dry season

Tented Camps: for tourists have similar facilities to lodge, but with more of a wilderness feeling
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Wildlife Migration: the periodic movements {(normally seasonal dry and wet), of animals from one
region to another to feed or to breed. It is a two-way seasonal movement involving a return
to the area initially vacated

Wildlife migration routes: paths followed during the seasonal movemnents.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). it 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 specific human goals by means of wildiife
resources

Wildiife 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 Interviewing Questionnaire for Local Population

Questionnaire NO.

WILDLIFE-HUMAN CONFLICT IN KENYA: Integrating Wildlife
Conservation with Human Needs in Masai Mara Region

This interview is being conducted for purposes of research by Paul Omondi of Moi
University. The information provided will be used to assess the problems of wildlite
and human conlflicts in this area, and will be kept strictly confidential, and used
solely for the purposes of developing better management strategies that will help
in reducing the conflicts in the area. Your cooperation is highly appreciated. Thank
you.

PART |

A. RESPONDENT IDENTIFICATION

1. Name of Respondent:
2. Season: Wet [1] Dry{2] Month[ ]
3. Group/individual Ranch Name:

4. Distance from the park [ km]

B. NATURE OF LAND USE CONFLICTS

1. What is wildlife 2.,

2. What would you say about wildlife ...,

3. What animals do you see in this area of land you use (Answers in Table 1 below)?
4. Which ones are resident and which ones are migratory ?

5. How frequent do you see them ?

6. Are they increasing or decreasing in numbers ?

7. During which periods do they coma ?

8. How troublesome are they ?

9. Do you encounter any precblems with wildlife ? Yes[1] No[2]

. 10. If yes, what kind of problems do you encounter [Indicate the animal(s)] (Answer in Table
2 below)?



‘Table 1 Wildlife Characteristics in the Study Area
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Animals

Animal
seen

Residents
or migratory

Frequency
very [1]
moderate {2]
rare  [3]

Number

up[1]
down[2]

Period

dry[1)

wet[2]
both[3]

Troublesome
very [1]
moderatef2]
least [3}

UNGULATES

Wildebeest

Elephant

Zebra

Eland

Buffalo

Rhino

Warthog

Giratie

Others

CARNIVORES

Hyena

Leopard

Lion

Cheetah

Jackal

Others

PRIMATES

Baboons

Monkeys




Table 2 Problems Caused by Wildlife
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ANIMALS/
PROBLEMS

Crop
destruction

Crop
trampling

Livestock
depredation

Human
death/injury

Disease
transmission

Compete for
water/graze

Other
{specify)

Wildebeest
I

Elephant

Zebra

Eland

Buffalo

Rhinoceros

Warthog

Giraffe

Hyena

Leopard

Lion

Cheetah

Jackal

Baboons

Monkeys
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11. Which three animals cause maximum damage in order of importance to :

pasture + waler resources........cccummmcnrssnn
other, SpPeCiy.....ciirnrneeninens

12. How often do you encounter wildiife problems (Answer in Table 3 below)?

Table 3. Frequency of Wildlife~Human Conflict

FREQUENCY IN A MONTH

PROBLEMS
MONTH | 1yr 2-5yrs 5-10yrs >10yrs

Crop destruction

Crop trampling

Livestock depredation

Human deaths

Bodily Injuries

Disease transmission

Competing for water and
grazing

QOthers

C. CAUSES OF CONFLICTS

13. What in your opinion are causing the wildlife/human conflicts in Mara area (Answer in
tabte 4 below?)
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Table 4 Cause of Conflict
1960 1991 2021
CAUSAL FACTORS Yes Degree of Yes Degree of Yes Degree of
causation causation 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 livestock

Changing livestock grazing
systems

Ji increasing no. of wildlife

Lack of incentives to
landowners

Poaching/
hunting

|| Others

KEY:
Yes =
No =
Dont know =

Degree of causation: {=Insignificant

2=L ess significant

3=Significant

4=Very significant




330

14. What is the single most important cause of wildlifethuman conflicts 7

.............. P LIy T R LT

D. EXTENT OF LAND USE CONFLICTS

1. In Masai Mara area, which specific areas and under what circumstances/conditions is
the wildlife/human conflict more severely manifested {Answer in Table 5 below)?

Table § Spatial Patterns of Conflict

PROBLEM/SPECIFIC | Areas Wildlife Water Forested Pastoral Season: Nigb:
AREA close migratory | resoutce lands lands dry or wet | o1 day
AND CONDITIONS to park | routes areas or both

Crop destruction

wror Trampling

Livestock predation

Competition for
grazing and water

Human deaths

Bodily injuries

! Transmision of
| diseases

| Any others

2. Are the problems with wildlife getting mere serious ? Yes[1] No[2]

3. If yes, do you think the situation will improve or get worse over the next 10 years

LYY CETLITY YY) devaa

E. EFFECTS OF CONFLICTS ON WILDLIFE

1. What Fave you done to control or prevent wildlife problems (Answer in Table 6 below)?



Table 6 Effects of Conflict
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ACTIONS/

DEGREE OF EFFECTIVENESS (1,2,3,4)

PROBLEMS Crop Crop Livestock Human deaths/ 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
animals

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 ? Yes[1] Nojf2]

3. If No, what do you intend to do to the animals problems ?
.Increase fencing []
.Continue scaring them away [ ]
.Continue reporting to the wildlife authority [ ]
.Kill the wild animals []
.1 do not know [}
ANY Other.....oiniiiinieiiiiinees

4. What does the wildlife authority do ?

--------------------------

5. What would you like to see the authorities do ?

nnnnnnnnnnnnnnnn

F. EFFECTS OF CONFLICTS ON HUMANS

1. How much damage/loss is incurred in this area and to you by wildlife per year (Answer
in Table 7 below)?

Table 7 Loss of Property
PROBLEMS/ MARA AREA LOSS PERSONAL LOSS
LOSS
Area No. Qty | Value | Area | No. | Qty | Value

Crop destruction

Crop trampling

Livestock predation

Competition for
grazing and water

Human deaths

Bodily injuries

Disease transmission

Any other

2. How much time do you spend scaring wildlife ?..................

3. Do you employ someone to safeguard your property from wildiife ?
Yes[] No([]

4. If yes, what property does he safeguard ?.......ccceeeererennns
5. How much do you pay him per month ? | Kshs]

6. What periodis/time do you engage him 7......c..cccoinnssensens
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G. RESOLVING CONFLICTS

1. What would you recommend to be done in this area to resolve the wildlife/human
canflicts in order of importance ?

(1) Open-up park area for farming and grazing [1
(2) Landowners to protect wildlife [1]
(3) Fence the park completely [1
(4) Shoot the animals that are causing damage []
(5) Institute more effective game control methods []

(6) Fence all farms and homes ta protect us from game []
(7) Restrict land uses in the area to allow wildlife []
(8) Give local residents economic benefits from tourism
as an incentive to allow wildlife on their lands [ ]
(9) Any other, SPeCify...ciceiireneneii.

2. Who Should do it ?

(1) The Government (]

(2} Local communities []
(3) Government and the people | ]
(4} County Council []

(5) | don't know []

(6) Any other, specify .......ce

3. What do you think will happen in the Mara area if the wildlifefhuman conflicts are not
resolved ?

(1) Wwildlite will be displaced [1]
(2) People will loose more lives, crops and stock [ ]
(3) I don’t know (]

(4) Any other, specify.....cccimrrnniivirrenanns

4. Does park tourism revenue benefit the local people ?
Yes[] No[] Dontknow{]

5. If yes, how ?
{1) Provides social infrastructure (]
{2) Provides employment opportunities []
(3) Direct payment to the farmers []
(4) Any other, specify ...cccucriniinn

H. COMPENSATION SCHEME

1. Have you heard of wildlife compensation scheme ? Yes[ ] No[ ]
2. Have you made any clairm(s) for wildlife damage ? Yes{ ] No[ ]
3. It yes, have you received any compensation ?  Yes[ ] No[ ]

4. If yes, how long did it take to get compensated ?
0-1year [] 1-3years[] 3years> []

5. Do you think you got adequate compensation for the loss you incurred?
Yes[] No|[]



6.

7.

8.

9.

10. If No, what would you suggest should be done about it ?

it No, how would you have liked it ?

---------------------------

Do you think compensation scheme is a good idea ? Yes[ ] No[ ]
Please give yOUr reasonS......iieresencnessreeeness

Have you experienced wildlife damage but not forwarded claim for compensation?
Yes[] No[]

If YOS, WHY 2.eeciriiiiirreennniesssnecsisantesissnsesssnensans

--------

11. Have you heard of wildlife coenservation education ? Yes[ ] No[)

12. I yes, source of your information ?

(1) Chief's Baraza []

(2) KWS extension services []
{3) Teachers []

(4) Radio/TV []

(5) Newspapers []

{6) Others, specify .. .........

13. Is there any member of your family working with wildlife/park ?

J.

1.

w

-

th

L

N

Yes[] No[]

PERCEPTION AND ATTITUDES

Why should wildlife be protected ?

(1) Ethical values - natural heritage {]

{2) Tourism revenue- foreign exchange []
(3) Materiat benefits - animal products [ ]
(4) Any other, specify.......iiien

Do you consider wildlife conservation a necessary cause to:

Mankind ? Yes[1] No[2]

Kenya ? Yes[1] No[2]

People in Mara area ? Yes[1] NofZ]

You ? Yes[1] Nof2]

. Do you consider National parks/reserves as being of any value to:

Mankind ? Yes[1] No[2]

Kenya ? Yes[1] No[2]

People in Mara area ? Yesf1] No[2]

You 7 Yes[1] Nof2]

Have you benefited from the presence of rangers ? Yes[] No[ ]

Have you benefitted from wildlife/National parks protection ?
Yes[] No[]

If Y8, hOW 2 icniirsinniniennsnssssanssassns

Have you benefited from park/tourism? Yes{] No[ ]
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8. If yes, how? .......ccivveeeeen crerrrrrrsssesennmnnans "
K. HOUSEHOLD CHARACTERISTICS
Table 8 Household Characteristics
EDUCATION oCccupP LANGUAGES
HH Sex Age Mar Mar At H ¥r Main Other Speak Read Write
comp Sta Arr Sch Grade lelt
E K o E E
1
2
3
4
[
[]
7
8
8
10

House hold size
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. L. LAND USE/ENVIRONMENTAL CHANGES

1. Discuss the land use/environment of this place 30 years ago {(1960), as you see it

teday(1991), and as you expect it to be 30 yeals (2021) from today {Answer in Table 9
below)?

Table 9 Land/Environmental Changes

ENVIRONMENT/LAND | LAND USE CHANGES
USE CONDITIONS

1960 1991 2021
AREA | % AREA | % AREA | %
(HA) (HA) (HA)

Forests/Trees

Bushland/Tall trees

Sparsely treed

Ownership(s)
-Government
-Rental/lease
-Group
-Private

Virgin land

Grazing/
Pasture

Cultivated
Crops:

1.

2.

3.

Human settlemants
with buildings

Fenced (area)

Lgt_hers

2. Are there more people living in this area today(19%1) than when you came ?
Yes [1] No [2]

3. Are there more homesteads in this area today(1991) than when you came?
Yes [1] No[2]

. 4. What are your main land use activities in order of importance ?

--------------------

--------------------



Table 10 Livestock Grazing and Watering
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| LIVESTOCK | 1960

1991

2021

TYPE
NO | Graze

Water

NO

Graze

Water

NO

Graze

Water

D2

D2

D2

D2

D2

D2

Grade
Cattle

Native
Cattle

Goats

Sheep

Donkey

|| Others

KEY:
SEASONS:
Wet =W
Dry =D

GRAZE:
Homestead
Park
Others

WATER:
River
Ponds
Others

DISTANCE TO THE RESOURCES
D2=Distance from homestead

=1
=2
=3

=1
=2
=3

D2
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5. Why are you engaged in these land uses?

------------------------------------------------------------------

6. Do you keep livestock ?
Yes [1] No [2]

7 . If yes where do you graze and water them ?

8. Is the land available for grazing adequate ?
Yes[1] No[2]

9, If no, what are your constraints ?

-----------------------

-----------------------

----------------------------------------------------------------------------------

11. What are the major problems facing people in this area ?

Land shortage

Water scarcity

Heaith

Food Supply

Wildlife menace

others, specify ...





