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Chapter 1

Introduction: Benefits from charismatic mega-fauna


'Conservation offers not only benefits of saving species, habitats and ecosystems, but also preserves the biodiversity as a commodity for global consumers. Unfortunately, the costs of sustaining this commodity is borne by a localized minority who see little, if any, benefit.' 

(Kimwele & Waweru et.al. 2006: 52).

KWS Wildlife Conference

It is April 2007 in Kenya. Nairobi is warm and tropical showers make their way down the paved roads and unsealed muddy streets day after day. The city centre is heavy with car fumes, thriving on bustling small businesses and the uplifting sound of loud, round the clock Lingala music. Most of the day and parts of the night the streets are so crowded that you can't move through them without constant body contact and darkness and relative silence only exist during the frequent power failures. In contrast to the city centre it is spacious and quiet along the main route leading to the outskirts of Nairobi, where the luxurious Safari Park Hotel lies. In a large air-conditioned conference room, well dressed men and women, mostly researchers, executives of non-governmental organisations (NGOs), Kenyan Wildlife Service (KWS) 
 officials and representatives of community based organisations, speak of ‘research imperatives for biodiversity conservation and management’ during the first Wildlife Conference in Nairobi organised by the KWS.


The main message of the conference is the importance of wildlife based tourism for the Kenyan economy, and the need for locals to benefit more from it. The issue that local people are a (possible) serious threat to the wildlife is regularly addressed (Bagine, Gichohi, Kaka and Western,
 see also Leach & Fairhead 2003, 2005) and directly linked to this main message, because – following community based conservation logic – more benefits from wildlife would provide locals with more interests in protecting them (Hasler 1994). Three days long the researchers, KWS officials and representatives of large international NGOs speak from the front of the huge room using powerpoint presentations, pictures and film. They tell how communities living in areas important to wildlife lack involvement (Bagine, Njogu), need incentives for (Gichohi) and education on conservation (Kiaru, Leitoro, Maniafu) or boldly state that these people should stop having too many babies (Rodgers). Ottichilo summarizes many points of view when he says: ‘We need to teach communities so they learn how to use their resources.’


Local people from community based organisations and smaller, mostly African NGOs have their stands at the coffee hall outside the conference room, where they network and provide information on a small scale using displays, flyers and sign-up lists during recesses. Being part of the audience during the large plenary presentations and discussions, they listen relatively quietly, although some reservations and objections to what is being said to the large public, are expressed during small scale recess interactions. Slowly the tension is rising, and after two days the intimidating seize of the location, high status of the speakers, huge buffet lunches and drinks, jokes and entertainment included in the conference cannot prevent any more that people from the communities present begin to speak back.


A Maasai man wearing a traditional bright red blanket asks questions about serious  reprisals by the government on Maasai men who have killed lions. He also complains about the Maasai not having any land any more. The KWS answers ‘sorry for you’, saying the Maasai ‘should have bought land and benefited when it was the right time.’ But the spark fuels the next question: How much does the KWS actually spend on the community? KWS official Odongo points to the Ksh 50 million (US$ 750.000)
 a year KWS spends on social responsibility. He adds that many (local) people are not well informed and that KWS tries to reach out to them and can assist them with initiatives, but that they need to write a proposal. Than he announces that he will soon close the session and will have room for one more question. A person who called him a fence-sitter while he was responding to these earlier questions now makes his excuses, but comes back to the 50 million mentioned by Odongo, stating that the amount is only a very small percentage of the Ksh 2 billion (US$ 30 million) the KWS makes yearly. Odongo reacts with an exacter number of '52 million from July to date'. Immediately he goes on, saying that these kind of discussions are helping, and tells the people they should not think that they are not given the opportunity to speak. However, he cuts further comments short by stating that the traditional ‘baraza
 [style of discussing] has no value. All that is not written down is not worth anything.’ Thereupon the representatives of Birdlife, a large international NGO and main sponsor of the conference, load their film on bird migration routes and start their presentation.


During other difficult moments when community members raise issues, the KWS appeals to its authority as a scientifically based organisation, as organiser of the conference and as the sponsor of projects. It cuts people short, saying only diplomatic language can be used and names of certain people relating to certain situations cannot be mentioned. They carefully orchestrate the opening and closing of the discussions, the composition of resolutions with a select number of conference participants and the production of the memorandum of understanding. During the final stages of the conference a community representative gets several minutes to make a statement in front of the entire conference room. A Tanzanian is making the statement, because according to the chair, no one suitable from Kenya could be found. Thereafter someone from the Ministry of Tourism and Wildlife shows up and promises ‘the implementation and incorporation of some of the issues talked of here’. The conference and the participation are praised and KWS closes by saying: ‘We cannot afford to compete against each other. The only road is to complement each other. We cannot afford to abuse each other.’

Different stakeholders to a single resource

At the Wildlife Conference there are roughly three types of stakeholders. The international stakeholders who take on the role as sponsors and funders – of the KWS, the conference itself and many community based organisations – are mainly large international NGOs which are concerned with the preservation of wildlife as an international heritage. Second there is the national government, largely represented by the KWS, which is mostly occupied with the value of wildlife for the Kenyan economy.
 Thirdly the locals, who have organised themselves in smaller NGOs, mostly in the form of community based organisations, are mainly interested in the positive and negative impacts of wildlife on their daily livelihoods. These various stakeholders are complexly intertwined. For instance, the national government also takes part in funding the community based organisations, and many KWS employees are also locals of some area in Kenya. However, focusing upon three groups of stakeholders helps to explain the tensions as well as the agreements visible during the conference, and in wildlife related issues more generally.


Wildlife is a resource on the local but also on the national and international level. Locally, it can be a source of meat and other products as well as money, and be of symbolic value, for instance during ceremonies. Nationally wildlife can be an important source of foreign exchange, a much sought for resource by Third World countries. On the international level, the animals have a recreational value as part of the international heritage of mankind, for instance in the form of tourism. It is not surprising that these different values of charismatic mega-fauna cannot always be exploited simultaneously. This often leads to oppositions of interests, in which the use of the animals by one 'party' limits the possibilities of use by the other (zero-sum game). During the Wildlife Conference, this is what leaded to tension.


However, there are also several situations in which the use of wild animals on the one level does not compromise, or even helps to facilitate the use of the same resource on other levels (positive-sum game). Often tourism is put forward as a way to use wildlife which can provide benefits on all levels (Bonner 1998, Sinclair 1994): Tourism is an international use of wildlife which is generally regarded as non-consumptive. In addition it can provide states with a considerable amount of foreign exchange while at the same time having the potential to be a profitable extension of livelihoods for the locals. 


Unfortunately, there are some reservations to this solution. Generally the money brought in by tourism is by large not enough to compensate the national and local level for the associated costs and loss of resources when wildlife is solely used as a tourist attraction (Bonner 1994: 68, Sinclair 1998: 38-40, Western 1998: 1509). Concerning the wildlife resource  it can be argued that 'the costs of conservation weigh heavily on the local people while benefits are dispersed nationally and globally' (Kimwele & Waweru et.al. 2006: 52). In general 'tourism is neither a cheap nor a generally beneficial option for residents of developing countries' (Sinclair 1998: 40). In this thesis I will provide insights in how this situation is created locally, nationally and internationally, and how local communities deal with it. In the next paragraphs I will make clear how I narrowed down the scope of the research to focus on charismatic mega-fauna and two communities in Kenya, and come to my research question.

Charismatic mega-fauna

Charismatic mega-fauna is a concept generally used to refer to large mammals that attract international revenue, for instance in the form of tourism.
 What is special about these animals is that they are generally seen as ‘the common heritage of mankind and … not merely resources for the exclusive use of certain countries or particular groups of people’ (Freeman and Kreuter 1994: 9, see also Bonner 1994: 69, Quammen 2006: 68-73). They are animals of high charisma, which enjoy public recognition and a high media profile, and are often portrayed in anthropomorphic terms to increase public identification (Freeman & Kreuter 1994: 7). In Kenya examples of charismatic mega-fauna are lions, leopards, cheetahs, buffalos, elephants and wildebeest during their great migration.


I have focussed my research on charismatic mega-fauna because of all wildlife, the tension between these creatures as a common heritage as well as a national and local resource is most clear. Internationally, charismatic mega-fauna are generally used as 'conservation symbols' (Freeman & Kreuter 1994: 7). As large animals, they are in need of a considerably large amount of natural wealth in order to survive, and are often used as a symbol and indicator of this wealth. As a result of their grandeur, they are animals that are very well known and stand close to the Western public through visual media focussed on conservation and entertainment and as objects of tourism bringing 'experiences of a lifetime' (Parkinson et.al. 2006: 73, Rutten 2002: 22).


Locally, charismatic mega-fauna often stand on top or near the top of the food chain. As such they have a considerable influence upon the landscape in which they live and the inhabitants they share their living space with. Charismatic mega-fauna are the animals African communities find around (and sometimes in) their fields and corals as self-evident parts of their daily lives, and the animals which most dramatically can be a direct threat to life and property. As influential, large and impressive creatures, charismatic mega-fauna often form important components of ceremonies and mythologies (Hasler 1994, Freeman & Kreuter 1994: 7, Kisangani 1994). Finally, charismatic mega-fauna are also used by the Kenyan state as icons to communicate the richness of the country to a domestic public (for instance on the national coins and banknotes) and even more strongly, to a foreign public (mainly with regard to wildlife related tourism).

The Kenyan situation

In Kenya (map 1.1), local communities are of very high importance for the continued existence of wildlife, as 70 to 80% of the wild animals live outside the county's protected areas (Bonner 1994: 70, Kimwele et.al. 2006: 13, KWS 1994: i, Njogu 2003: 135, Western 1998: 1507). Kenya's network of national parks and national reserves covers 8% of the country's land surface (Kimwele & Waweru et.al. 2006: 6, Njogu 2003; 130, Western 1998: 1508), but also outside protected areas, Kenya's wildlife enjoys a protected status. As even the largest parks such as Tsavo East, comprising of 13,747 square km (Ndioo 2007: 19), do not provide enough biodiversity to support the broad range of Kenya's wild animals, nor facilitate for its lengthy seasonal migrations (Benischke et.al 1998: 1510, Kimwele & Waweru et.al. 2006: 6, 50, Njogu 2003: 136, Myers 1972: 1255, Raven 1998: 1510, Western 1998: 1509), local communities have to deal with the gross of Kenya's wildlife on the land that supports their livelihoods.


The insight of the importance of the 'hinterlands' surrounding parks in supporting the wildlife population, and therefore the importance of cooperation from local communities, are not new (Myers 1972). In 1979 Western and Henry already wrote that 'if [a park] has little relevance or benefit for the local populace, even if it does for the national government... [t]his inevitably alienates the parks from the very populations on which they are most dependent for their survival [1979: 417]. Over time, this awareness led to several strategies mainly focussed upon incentives for local people. Central was the idea that if local people make use of and benefit from the natural resources, they would have a positive incentive to protect their long term survival (Hasler 1994). 


However, many local people in the nature-rich Third World countries still suffer instead of  benefit from the conservation of the natural resources surrounding them (Kimwele & Waweru et.al. 2006: 51-52, Sinclair 1998: 40).
 In Kenya, a recent study by ActionAid International
 concludes: 'There's no doubt that communities on wildlife-range land bear the costs of harbouring these animals' (Kimwele & Waweru et.al. 2006: 50). Overall the study estimated a 25% reduction in annual income (ibid. 51) and considerate loss of life (ibid. 53), combined with 'little, if any, benefit. Where benefits accrue, they're unequally distributed and hardly outweigh costs' (ibid. 49) which leads to a 'painful experience of neglect in the face of destruction of livelihood and lives by wildlife' (Kimwele & Waweru et.al. 2006: v). 


According to this study, the distribution of benefits that occurred varied greatly across Kenya. The differences between two districts, both home to some of the most important and well earning protected areas in the county, proved interesting (map 1.2). One of the worst scoring with regard to benefits was the district of Taita-Taveta, harbouring Tsavo West as well as Tsavo East (map 1.3), the last being the largest and most profitable national park of Kenya with an estimated income of Ksh 500 million (US$ 7.5 million) last financial year (Ndioo 2007: 19). Nevertheless, the majority of respondents reported no benefits from wildlife at all (Kimwele & Waweru et.al. 2006: 53) and according to its inhabitants, Taita-Taveta remains one of the poorest districts in the country and frequently relies on food-aid.


In contrast, the people of Narok district (map 1.4), home to the world famous Masai Mara National Reserve, also good for at least Ksh 500 million (US$ 7.5 million) per year (Kimwele & Waweru et.al. 2006: 27, Walpole & Leader-Williams 2001: 771), were scoring relatively best, with 63% of the respondents reporting benefits. As opposed to wildlife related benefits, wildlife related problems were common everywhere. Of all respondents, from nine different districts in four of Kenya's eight provinces, 97%, had suffered losses in property caused by wildlife, non of them being compensated for by law (Kimwele & Waweru et.al. 2006: 53). Concerning their similar proximity to high earning nationally protected areas and the large difference in reported benefits, it would be interesting to compare how the locals of Taita-Taveta near Tsavo and the locals of Narok near Masai Mara deal with the costs of harbouring wild animals.

Research question

Research Question: How do the Maasai and Taita peoples living adjacent to Masai Mara National Reserve and Tsavo East and West National Park deal with the burden protected charismatic mega-fauna lay upon their livelihoods?

Definitions

· With the Maasai
 I mean the people belonging to the Maasai tribe, a traditionally semi-nomadic pastoral people which form the most dominant ethnic group living near the Masai Mara.

· With the Taita I mean the people belonging to the Taita tribe, an agricultural people who's main crop is maize, and who form the main population of the Tsavo area sandwiched between Tsavo East and Tsavo West.

· Masai Mara National Reserve, Tsavo East National Park and Tsavo West National Park are the areas as protected by Kenyan law (map 1.2-1.4).
· Charismatic mega-fauna are large mammals that attract international attention, for instance in the form of revenues through tourism. The most used examples are elephants and whales.

· Livelihoods can be defined as 'the ways in which a social group supports itself within an environment while providing the necessities of life – including sustenance, housing and health/welfare' (Marks 2001: 125).

Methods

The most important source of data for this research have come from five months of ethnographic fieldwork in Kenya between April and September 2007. I conducted a total of 136 semi-structured interviews, almost all done in the two areas near the Tsavo National Parks and the Masai Mara National Reserve. Most important were the interviews with victims of human-wildlife conflict (numbering 38 in the Taita area and 41 in the Maasai area) for which almost everyone in the localities visited qualified. Some of these interviews were done in small focus groups to give people the chance to react, supplement and correct each other, and I organised one baraza which was attended by 58 locals. 


These interviews were supplemented by interviews with local experts, such as those involved in community based organisations, local storytellers, local KWS employees and officials as well as managers, owners and employees of local wildlife related tourism businesses. The interviews were done mostly in English, Swahili, Taita and Maa. When the interviews were done in Swahili, I combined my own understandings with the ones of my local interpreter. When the informants preferred to speak their tribal language I had to rely on the translations of my interpreters almost completely.


Possibly even more important than the interviews was the information obtained through participant observation. This term refers to the informal field methods which form the basis of anthropological research and aim at 'enter[ing] as deeply as possible into the social and cultural field one researches' (Eriksen 2001: 26). In practice it means taking part in local life as much as possible, becoming an insider, so that in the area of fieldwork life largely goes on as usual. For me this involved learning Swahili, living under largely the same circumstances (housing, food, transportation) as the local people, undertaking small jobs in the field of agriculture and animal husbandry as well as daily household chores, attending ceremonies, church and baraza, accepting kinship roles and becoming involved in friendships, while observing and recording day to day situations, behaviour and conversations. These involvements in daily life helped me deal with the difficulties that my initially most prominent identity of a relatively wealthy, educated white person, meant for obtaining information from local people.


In the Taita area (map 1.5) I lived with a family in a small rural village in between Tsavo East and Tsavo West National Park, near the Maungu – Kasigau dirt road for two months. From there I visited the surrounding areas of Taita-Taveta district. In addition I spent a week staying with a Maasai family on Mbirikani group ranch in neighbouring Kajiado district (see map 1.3), between Tsavo West and Amboseli National Park. In Narok district I did my research mainly inside Koiyaki Group Ranch directly bordering the Masai Mara National Reserve (map 1.6). I spent a month in a tourist tented camp with mainly Maasai staff and lived with a family in a Maasai homestead for six weeks. In addition to these stays, relatively short periods of participant observation occurred during (multi-)day trips with rangers and KWS community officers in both districts, stays at community based conservation projects and visits to protected areas. The fieldwork data is supplemented by academic literature as well as publications in African journals, local and national newspapers. In addition I made use of KWS, government and NGO publications, statistics and research materials, as well as flyers and newsletters.

Chapter division

Each chapter adds a layer of complexity. Moving from the local, to the national and international sphere, the point of view of the Maasai and Taita communities remain central in each chapter. After this introduction, the second chapter focuses on charismatic mega-fauna as a local resource and burden, describing the daily interactions between the communities and the wildlife. It gives insight in the impacts of, and reactions on daily human-wildlife conflict, as well as the material and symbolic value and use of wildlife by the locals. The third chapter deals with the implications of wildlife as a national resource. First, it describes the Kenyan state and its dealings with wildlife. Than it moves towards the wildlife related interaction between locals and authorities, highlighting the locals' point of view. Chapter four focuses on charismatic mega-fauna as an international resource and its daily implications for local people. Highlighting the realities of and forces behind (eco)tourism, it shows the costs the industry lays upon the community as well as how local people strategically put to use the opportunities it brings. Summarizing the preceding chapters, in the conclusion I hope to have explained how the national and international value of charismatic mega-fauna can make it a burden on local livelihoods. Most importantly, I hope to have provided insight in how local people deal with this burden, in large part by strategically trying to tap wildlife's value potential on different levels.  

Chapter 2

Living with Wildlife



'This place is also for animals. Animals are always here…. We have never been in 

peace with the animals, it is just a matter of living together with them.'

Partalala Ole Sakat

All is peaceful

It is hot, like every day, and 28 year old Margaret Munga bare footedly follows the labyrinth of small sandy walking paths that lead her through the prickly bushes from the water point to her house, with one hand balancing the twenty litre jerrycan on her head. She is followed by a small girl carrying another 10 litres; their faces show the strength it costs to keep the water balanced and moving while drops drip down over their faces. It is a long way to the water point, some girls and women walk for three hours every day to fetch a load that is to supply all household members. But when Margaret is greeted by asking her if there is any news, she politely answers ‘salama’, which means that all is peaceful.


When we arrive at the small neatly swept compound surrounding the grass roofed hut we are greeted by Margaret’s sister Agnes, and some of the children of the 13 person household. The elephants have visited again last night and Margaret alone has lost two sacks of maize which are supposed to make up the staple food for her and her children. Buffalo already ate a large part of her maize plants when they were still young and looked like green grass, and now the elephants keep eating her almost fully grown crops. ‘We are born here and it was already a problem when we were small,' Margaret tells us. 'They come at night, and we hear them when we sleep, but we cannot see them because we have no lights to shine far. We used to bang the tins and they used to respond well, but now if we do it the elephants just come to us instead of running away, and they are very dangerous’.


This short description shows something about the day to day circumstances under which Kenyan people living near protected areas live, and the extension of the wildlife induced problems. As will become clear not only the problems with food and physical safety, but also the problems related to water supply are largely the result of sharing the area with wildlife, as will become clear later in this chapter. Moreover, this narrative provides some insight in the lengthy character of these problems as well as the changes the locals perceive in the attitude of the wild animals. In the rest of this chapter I will first introduce the Taita and Maasai peoples and their living circumstances. Than I will move on to describe the human wildlife conflict they experience, as well as the ways in which the people defend themselves. Next I will say something about the material and symbolic uses of wildlife by the Taita and Maasai, and conclude on their relationship with the wildlife they share their homes with.

The Taita near Tsavo

The lands where the Taita (Wataita or βadaβida (Smith 2001: 454) live are in Taita-Taveta district, an area of circa 5000 km within the Coast Province in south-eastern Kenya (Smith & Kasiki 2000: vi), almost being surrounded by Tsavo East and Tsavo West National Parks (see map 1.4). Tsavo National Park was established in 1948 and separated in East and West along the Nairobi-Mombasa railway line for administrative purposes. Together the sections form the largest national park in Africa, comprising of 20,766 km², about half the size of the Netherlands (Njogu 2003: 106, TDC n.d.: 14). Tsavo West in the South borders the Tanzanian Mkomazi Game Reserve. The Tsavo ecosystem is home to the largest population of elephants in the country (Smith & Kasiki 2000: 14). The climate is characterized by two rainy seasons, from November to December and March to May, with a yearly mean of 550mm, but rainfall varies considerably in its spatial and temporal distribution (Smith & Kasiki 2000: 15). 92% of the Taita area is known as an arid area (Njogu 2003: 26), with temperatures ranging from a maximum of 33ºC in March to a minimum of 20ºC in July (Smith & Kasiki 2000: 15), and is covered mainly in grassland and mixed Commiphora-Acacia woodlands (Njogu 2003: 30-31, Smith & Kasiki 2000: 17).


Originally the Taita lived in mud-walled houses with grass roofs on the slopes of three groups of mountains known as the Taita hills, which are more humid, temperate and fertile than the lowlands, rising about 1500 metres above the general landscape. As they continue to do up till today, they grew beans, sweet potatoes, cassava, peas and fruits in their gardens, in addition to their most important crop maize (Fleuret & Fleuret 1991: 93-94, Njogu 2003: 71). The Taita grazed their livestock, consisting of cattle, goats and sheep, on the dry and flat planes between the mountains (Njogu 2003: 71) which was than known as the Taru desert (picture 2.1). Here the Taita also hunted a variety of wild animals to contribute to their food supply.


In the 16th century people began to migrate down from the mountains to the less fertile plains (Monge 2001), and have continued to do so (pictures 2.2, 2.3) as a result of population pressure and the government handing out land in the form of group ranches or individual plots (Fleuret & Fleuret 1991: 92-93, Njogu 2003: 120-121). On the plains they mixed with other tribes, such as the Kamba, Taveta, Maasai and Mijikenda (Njogu 2003: 66), the last ones referred to as Duruma by the Taita (see also Njogu 2003: 65). The Waata elephant hunters, who originally inhabited the plains of Tsavo, their diet and migration fully dependent on herds of elephants, have integrated with all these populations before and after the establishment of Tsavo National Park and the bans on hunting strongly influenced their livelihoods (Njogu 2003: 108, Ville 1996). According to the latest census available, which is from 1989, the Taita make up over 70% of the population (Njogu 2003: 66).


The Taita are mostly known for their traditional custom to collect the skulls of their ancestors in rockshelter shrines (Monge 2001) using their deceased family members as intermediaries in their contacts with God.
 These days Christianity has become prominent in the daily lives of many Taita, and polygamy and cattle raids have been abandoned (Njogu 2003: 70, 73). However, witchcraft (uchawi or usaβi) is still a common concern (Smith 2001), and involves spirits (majini or visugha), and charms (irizi) used by witchdoctors in jealousy, causing bad luck or illness. Traditionally having a loose political structure (Njogu 2003), authority within the community has always been strongly based on age. The Christian missionaries facilitated for the appointment of chiefs (Njogu 2003 75-77), and these are still important as local authorities today.


The human population of Taita-Taveta has steadily increased from 101.050 in 1948 (density 4.7/km²) to 393.250, according to the last estimation in 1997 (18.3/km²), with an annual growth rate of 3.8% in 1997 (Smith & Kasiki 2000: vi, 18-19). Circa 90% of the Taita Taveta population are rural residents mainly depend on crop farming. In addition, 80% of these people rear small stock and poultry (Njogu 2003: 85-86), and supplement their income by wage-employment of the (young) men. As local unemployment is estimated to be as high as 70%
 (Njogu 2003: 86) some try to set up a small shop (Smith 2001: 430) or bar in one of the local villages, but 84% of wage-employment takes place outside the district (Njogu 2003: 89), mostly in the larger centres of Kenya (Fleuret & Fleuret 1991: 94, Njogu 2003: 83, 87-89, Smith 2001: 427,430). Often household incomes do not suffice,
 (Njogu 2003: 87, 91), and reliance on relief food is common. Bad harvests are partly due to cyclical droughts, the marginality of the land, population pressure and human wildlife conflict (Njogu 2003: 25, 81-82, 92, 119-121, Smith & Kasiki 2000: 15-19).

The Maasai of the Mara

Initially only comprising the Mara Triangle, the Masai Mara Game Reserve was extended to encompass the plains east of the Mara River in 1961, but did not exclude settlement and grazing, until it was redesignated the Masai Mara National Reserve in 1976 (Lamprey & Reid 2004: 1007-1010). The Mara area receives between 600mm and 1000mm of rainfall each year, divided in the short rains from October to November and long rains between March and May, which makes it a semi-arid to sub-humid zone. The main vegetation consists of acacia woodlands, bushlands and riverine forest (Lamprey & Reid 2004: 1001-1002).


Together with the adjoining Serengeti in Tanzania, the Masai Mara National Reserve forms 'a natural ecosystem containing the largest concentration of wildlife anywhere in Africa and accommodating the greatest land migration of animals anywhere in the world' (Honey 1999: 201). However, this migration has not always been part of the Mara ecosystem. Only after the eradication of rinderpest by a 1963 vaccination campaign the wildebeest population increased beyond a million. The Serengeti migration started spilling into the Mara in Kenya since 1969 (Lamprey & Reid 2004: 1016).


The Maasai are the major inhabitants of the area surrounding the Mara. They are a Maa speaking people
 of Nilotic origin (Lamprey & Reid 2004: 1002). Traditionally almost all of the Maasai are pastoralists (Spear & Waller 1993, Sutton 1993), which are people who ‘live on the products of their domestic animals [often in] arid environments or areas of scarce resources’ (Fratkin 1997: 235). They used to live almost entirely of the milk and meat of their cattle, which is supplemented by products of their smaller stock, such as goats and sheep and since some years sometimes even chickens. In addition rice, ugali, a porridge made out of maize flour, potatoes, beans and sometimes other vegetables have become part of their diet (Rigby 1985: 59-60).


Before colonial rule started in 1885 Maasai herders lived on the Rift Valley savannah plains from Lake Turkana in northern Kenya to the Maasai Steppe in Central Tanzania. They were pushed southward by the British in 1911 and lost most of their land to settler ranches and the creation of game parks, under which the Masai Mara. The Maasai have been structured loosely politically consisting of eleven independent sections (iloshon), which occupy different areas, and have specific dialects, rituals and ceremonial procedures (Lamprey & Reid 2004: 1002). The people now inhabiting the Mara area are mostly of the il-Purko section,
 who largely occupy Northern and Central Narok District. They were relocated to this area from the Northern Maasai reserve in Laikipia by the colonial authorities in 1913. From the current border of the Masai Mara Reserve they were soon forced northwards because of the expansion of Tsetse fly, causing sleeping sickness. Only when the woodlands were opened up by Maasai use of fire and increased elephant activity, people were able to settle in the lands directly adjoining the Mara.


A Maasai il-Purko compound (enkangitae, picture 2.4) resides around the central boma (enkang), the coral where the Zebu cows (picture 2.5) are kept at night. The goats and sheep (picture 2.6) sleep in a smaller boma on the side of the central boma. This boma is traditionally made using a certain species of bush to form a circle-like barrier. In a circle around the boma the houses are build. The Maasai still practice polygamy and each wife has her own house, which she builds herself, using a mixture of mud and cowdung (picture 2.7), which is spread upon a wooden skeleton (Ndagala 1992: 126-128) Compounds have recently become smaller, and more focussed on the family instead of clan or age-set relationships, as used to be the case when the warrior (ilmurran) age-set
 still practised its famous cattle raids (Reid & Chapman 1997). This development is one of the consequences of subdivision of the groupranches and the resulting increase in individual landownership (Thompson n.d.: 19, Lamprey & Reid 2004).

As the Maasai still practice polygamy, a family often consists of a man and his wives and their children. Sometimes a son that has married also lets his wive(s) build their house(s) in their father’s compound and regularly two brothers combine their households in one village (see also Ndagala 1992: 53-59, 148). The il-Purko have little transhumance as other Maasai sections do and traditionally occupy their boma permanently for five to ten years, constructing temporary livestock camps when livestock is taken to far off grazing areas (Lamprey & Reid 2004: 1002).


Whether traditional life was centered mainly on livestock, nowadays per capita livestock holdings in the Mara area have declined below minimum subsistence levels (Lamprey & Reid 2004: 1020), even if most Maasai still claim livestock is most important to them in life. Population growth has an estimated rate of 3,4% - 4.4% per year (Thompson n.d.: 19, Lamprey & Reid 2004: 1012), and people are diversifying their income, by engaging themselves in cultivation and the tourism industry. Some towns have developed, where small businesses such as shops, restaurants and bars have been set up. Traditionally relying on magic, now Christian religion and the dispensary in town have become important parts of daily life. In general however, public facilities in the areas of health, transportation and education remain quite limited.

Sharing resources

Land

The largest and most obvious resource that the Taita and Maasai share with the wildlife is land. The land on which the communities live is so vital for Kenya's wild animals as a dispersal area that the country's protected areas are largely unfenced.
 Wildlife normally thus moves freely between parks and community areas, and at times is more abundant inside than outside the protected area (Reid et. al. 2003: 13, 129). As people are not allowed to live or walk into the national parks and national reserves,
 these areas are not available for them to live on or use directly. This means people are 'denied access to former grazing land, traditional holy shrines and water sources and prevented from gathering products for food and house construction' (Smith & Kasiki 2000: 20). Protected areas and land surrounding tourist accommodations mostly go by the same rules, and with the founding of new conservancies up to today considerable amounts of people are being displaced, some holding title-deeds to their land and strongly resisting moving (see also KWS 1994: 8, Norton-Griffiths 2006 in press: 8).


How large the percentage of land that is set aside for animals sometimes is, can be seen in Taita-Taveta, where 62% of the district's land consists of the national parks Tsavo East and Tsavo West and the remaining 38%
 harbours conservancies such as Taita Hills Wildlife Sanctuary, Taita-Rukinga Wildlife Sanctuary, Lumo Community Wildlife Sanctuary as well as other protected areas (see landuse on map 1.5), under which 26 gazetted forests (Njogu 2003: 104-122).
 It is not surprising therefore, that squatting of land takes place near the borders of areas reserved for wildlife, such as Rukinga (see also Njogu 2003: 112). The situation for smallholding farms in the Taita area is being described by some as 'near landlessness' (Njogu 2003: 119).


In addition, the problems with wildlife prevent many locals to use their land to its full potential. Agriculture is always a more profitable land-use option than livestock rearing (Norton-Griffiths et.al. 2006 in press: 32).
 For the Mara area
 for instance, potential livestock rents (that is the returns after all expenses of production and marketing have been met) are only 20% of potential agricultural rents (Norton-Griffiths et.al. 2006 in press: 5).
 It is no surprise that many Maasai have started to use (part of) their land for agriculture (Lamprey n.d.), because 'agricultural returns overwhelm those from either livestock or wildlife' (Norton-Griffiths et.al. 2006: 13, see also Campbell 2003). However, after several seasons many Maasai
 have given up planting and the hope for a more beneficial food source for their families, because of the rampant destruction by wild animals (see also Thompson n.d.: 9). In general in Kenya wildlife negatively influences returns from agriculture as well as livestock rearing, and returns to local people from using the land for wildlife (for instance through tourism) are almost never higher than returns from agriculture or livestock (Norton-Giffiths et.al. 2006 in press: 6, 7, 29, Kimwele & Waweru 2006: 51-55), a point which will be further elaborated on in chapter 4.

Water

Water is an extremely valuable resource in Africa, which has to be shared between different residents. As can be imagined, large amounts of wild animals also consume large amounts of water. In competition over water sources, elephants form the biggest problem for local people. In Maasailand elephants destroy the waterpoints people use for their families and cattle in different ways. Besides finishing the water they turn the waterhole into a shallow plain of mud, which makes it difficult or impossible for the women to fetch water. They also destroy the trees that surround, protect and facilitate for the continued existence of the waterpoint (picture 2.8). John Mlamba, a local Taita working at the Taita-Taveta Wildlife Forum, tells how elephants dig out and destroy waterpipes lying even a meter deep (picture 2.9).


For the Taita the issue of water-sharing is especially grim, because permanent sources of water are very limited (Smith & Kasiki 2000: 16). Although the Taita area is blessed with the Mzima springs, an amazing natural water source producing 438.000m³ water a day, 403.000m³ (92%) of this water is used to fill the (artificial) waterholes inside the Tsavo Parks, such as Aruba Dam, which never dry up.
 Only 35.000m³ (8%) is pumped into the Mombasa pipeline for direct use by people (Ministry of Water and Irrigation 2006) and largely surpasses the Taita area,
 where crops regularly die because of the drought, large scale cattle rearing is considered impossible because of lack of water (TDC n.d.: 14) and many women and children make daily three hour trips to carry dirty stagnant water to their homes. During a survey done in 2000, the people of the Taita area put water scarcity as the most urgent problem they had to deal with, 89% of the households experiencing problems (Njogu 2003: 91). Since that time nothing has changed in the local supply.

Direct daily conflicts

Crops

The day to day direct conflicts people have with wildlife are threefold: Crop destruction, attacks on livestock and attacks on people. For agriculture, grazers such as gazelle, zebra and buffalos form a problem. But by large the biggest threat comes from elephants.
 In many places in Taita elephants come right up to the compounds and form a constant threat. Magdalena Mtongolo, a struggling young widow and mother of three, living in an area where elephants roam almost nightly between the houses of the village says: ‘If you are lucky enough to scare them, you get maize. If you are not lucky: No maize’
 (pictures 2.10, 2.11). Alexander Musyoki, a Kamba living in the Taita area tells: ‘In 2004 my whole harvest was eaten, I had to work on my neighbour’s field to feed my family. There was barely enough food for me.’


But also in the Maasai areas elephants are by far the biggest raider of crops (see also Thompson n.d. 9). Harun Ole Kamoye tells about an area near Lemek: ‘The elephants harvested [the fields] in a line, eating two hundred maize plants in ten minutes.’
 Fred Kariankei reacts: ‘Many farms have been totally destroyed by elephants. You work so hard, have had so many sleepless nights, but at the time of harvesting the elephants win. You lost all the money you spend to cultivate the land.’


For agriculture wildlife leads to losses of crops, sometimes entire harvests, for a considerable number of people, especially those living close to protected areas. Jonas Kiute, the agricultural officer of the Kasigau area in Taita records all losses of crops through wildlife there and estimates that a quarter of the families is being invaded each year, mainly by elephants. The elephants generally consume 20-25% of the harvest, clearing some farms up to 100%, especially when the maize is still in its green stage.
 Derrick Mwangala, Chairman of Kishushe group ranch in Taita voices the feelings of many farmers when he says: 'I'm farming for 15 years now. I could be somewhere if it was not for the [wild] animals.... and the problem is becoming worse. They used to say Tsavo is a good place for them [the elephants], pasture, water, a big space. But there are people.'

Livestock

Wildlife causes a considerable loss of livestock returns in different ways.
 Mzee
 Jackson Kisemei, a former teacher and active with Friends of Conservation (FOC) as well as Nangaris Conservation Association, tells about the consequences of the millions of gazelle, zebra and wildebeest that move into the Mara area during the great migration each year (picture 2.12).
 ‘[W]hen the migration comes, the wildlife eats all the good grass. It is finished before the new rains come. Many livestock died because of overgrazing by wildebeest. There are too many wild animals here.’
 Besides by competition for grass, cows are also killed through the disease of malignant catarrh, which is mainly spread by wildebeest (see also Ndagala 1992: 41). When a cow eats the grass where an infected wildebeest has left the afterbirth after calving, it will die, and people spend a lot of time chasing wildebeest away from their boma during calving time.


Another, more constant and widespread problem concerning livestock are wildlife attacks. The only herbivore that sometimes attacks and kills cows is the elephant, but more focussed on the livestock are predators, such as lions, leopards and occasionally a cheetah. In the Taita area Mrema Tayari was grazing his goats when one of them was attacked by a cheetah. Her two babies died because of lack of milk. Many informants told how leopards come silently to take an animal out of the boma nearly every night. Maasai Sammy Kisemei lost 11 goats to the leopard just last month, Sixty year old Maasai Menye Muya Ololkumum even claims to have lost about 200 goats and sheep to the leopard in two years. 


Lions more often work in prides and attack at night or through ambushes during the day, focussing on large stock (picture 2.13). Dominique Mlandi Makite in Taita lost the cow that used to pull his plough to the lions last October. Therefore he was unable to plough and plant crops for food on his land this season. Kaaka Maria Nguruna, a Maasai widow with six children lost two cows in the months of April and May: One was pregnant and one that had a two week old calf. The first cow was killed by the lion in the evening as the cows came back to the village after grazing in the field. The second pregnant one was killed during the day when the whole herd was ambushed. It was too heavy to run and was separated from the herd by a lion. Maria is still struggling to bring up the calf of the first cow by providing milk, buying three bottles in the morning and three in the evening, as her other lactating cows have dried up. In addition a hundred sheep of her and her family members were killed some time ago when one night three hyenas dug their way into the boma.


That hyenas are a nuisance to the community, often killing dozens of animals in one night while eating only a few and leaving the rest to die from their wounds, is illustrated by many stories, especially in Maasai land. Last June in one night a Maasai villager in Oltorotwa lost 45 goats and sheep to the hyenas: 


It was raining heavily and it was difficult to hear anything because of the rain on the iron 
sheet roof. The laughing of the hyenas celebrating their kills woke us up but it was too late, 
they had already killed 40. Many sheep had been suffocated in the panic, especially the 
young ones. And many lost tails and limbs and some very precious parts of their bodies 
[genitals]. There was nothing to do but slaughter the badly injured ones the next morning; 
there was nothing to do but kill them and eat. So there was a lot of feasting on meat around 
the villages that day [smiles sadly].’
 

Many people claim to get no sleep because of the hyenas, and there are cases known in the area where a family (Kishermoruak) lost 200 goats and sheep by hyenas in one night.

People

From dusk (7-8 pm) till dawn (5-6 am) no one can wander around safely in the Tsavo or the Mara area. Although generally the Maasai do not easily discuss the dead, there are not a few who have given short or long emotional accounts of how a family member was killed by an elephant. Elephants are especially a threat to men coming home from the village in the evening, sometimes being drunk, to women fetching firewood, and to children on their way to school (see also KWS 1994: 17). Many children in the Taita area come to school too late everyday, because if they would start walking the long kilometres to reach their earlier, it would be too dangerous. Some days children cannot go to school, or go home after school at all because the elephants are roaming around the area (see also KWS 1994: 17, Njogu 2003: 195). In some places the herds regularly move right into the villages, next to the shops, in-between the houses and in the compounds where people live. According to local research by Smith & Kasiki around Tsavo, family groups of elephants move into the settled areas between 7 and 9 pm to feed on the farms and return back into the National Park between 5 and 6 am (2000: 22). Of course some people do go out in the early morning or in the evening, and also quite some people get killed.


However, attacks also can take place in broad daylight. Patrick Ntiangau Liaram (Maasai) tells how in his village they try to spot the elephants every morning so the herders can decide which way to take the livestock. But in the more bushy areas of Taita it is more difficult to see the silent giants coming. When the old man Kandonde Kisango went to visit his ill daughter, he was suddenly attacked by an elephant. Lying in a small dark hut, still suffering from the broken bones in his left hand and right leg after more than four months (picture 2.14), he tells how the elephant violently threw him of his feet. ‘I was walking down the path around four o’clock in the afternoon. While I was thrown, the blanket I carried got stuck on a tree, so I fell alone. The elephant attacked the blanket, ripping it apart, and I survived.’
 


While people generally stay home at night, they are not always safe there either. Mzee Mwanzila says the problems with the wild animals have become worse in the 40 years he has lived in the Taita area. Because of the danger of being attacked, he does not want to leave his house any more after eight o'clock. He is even worried about sleeping inside the house. And he may be right to  worry, as less than a month after our conversation, at a nearby area elephants are reported to have destroyed a house.
  Not far from there other people burnt the poles of the house in which they fled after being chased by two herds of elephants. The poles had to be sacrificed making a large fire to scare the animals, because the whole home was in danger of being trampled. 


Other animals regularly injuring or killing people are the buffalo and around sanctuaries rhinos.
 Kills by predators seem to be more common in Maasailand, and most common are attacks by lions or very rarely a leopard. One of my interpreters, a 24 year old Maasai man, tells how as a boy of a poor household he became the head of the family at a very young age after loosing his older brother to a lion. With the compensation money he sent his sister to school. ‘And the lion was never killed. Sometimes I am still thinking of getting a gun and killing lions…. Wildlife is God’s creation… but the problem is that they are brutal.’
 Remarkable was a case  last July at Kekero village, where a young boy was killed by hyenas, as well as his father who was trying to safe him when he heard his cries. Two other sons trying to rescue the father and son that were ripped apart, were treated in Tenwek hospital having lost part of their faces and buttocks. According to Daniel Taki, health officer at the Maasai dispensary near the edge of Masai Mara, last year (2006) two to three people per week came into the dispensary with injuries caused by wildlife. 

Defending life and property

When there are problems with wildlife, local people are supposed to warn the KWS, which should come and assist them. The role of authorities in the human-wildlife conflict and their relationship with the locals will be further described in the next chapter. What is important to know for now is that most people feel that contacting the KWS does little to solve their problems, and deal with the wildlife themselves in different ways.

Guarding and making noise

Generally it is too expensive to find material to properly fence off a plot. People build fences with local materials, which are often already hard to come by, but these hardly keep out grazers, let alone elephants that are only really stopped by large electric fences. For a pen to keep safe livestock at night less material is needed, and in some Maasai villages instead of prickly bushes, hyena-proof fences have been constructed, consisting of three to four meter long poles dug deep into the ground which are covered with mesh-wire (pictures 2.15, 2.16). The fence can only be build if the people have decided to permanently settle at the specific location, and some people feel that the material as well as its permanent character are not traditional, and therefore decide not to use it. However, most Maasai mention that the costs make it impossible to build such a fence.


It is most common for people to bang their pots and pans and, if available, use torches to scare wild animals away. However, in the Taita area many informants told that nowadays, instead of scaring the animals off, the noise and the light seems to make them aggressive and attract them. Some people plant hot peppers, put cowdung, sniff-tobacco or old tires around their fields to try keep the animals at a distance, or put fires on every corner and build scarecrows.
 Despite these precautions, generally it is necessary to guard crops and livestock day and night (see also Smith & Kasiki 2000: 23). That means staying awake and sleeping lightly, taking the domestic animals into your house at night, or as young unmarried Maasai men often do, taking shifts to sleep in a small hut inside the livestock pen.


Especially in Maasailand people often use dogs to help guard their property, but leopards that come into the boma at night have the habit of first killing the dogs that make noise, and than taking a sheep.
 Danson Marampei Ole Pesi tells how he lost 4 sheep: ‘If the leopard comes today and steals one sheep, it will come again after a couple of weeks or months. You have to be alert. We employed three boys to take shifts up till the morning. The seven dogs we had helped very much but all have been taken by the leopard, just killed, not eaten.’
 But not all forms of defence are as passive as guarding and making noise. A 24 year old Maasai man from Oltorotwa says: 'The animals always come to attack the livestock or into the shamba to eat the crops at night. We can’t leave them, we have to defend, and that is by killing.'
 

Poison, snares and traps

The people of the Taita area as well as the Maasai use snares, traps, a board with poisoned nails or poisoned meat mainly to try and stop the continuing loss of livestock to predators, such as hyenas, leopards and lions. The Maasai seem to be more proactive and open about the killing of wildlife. Stephen Liaram tells how in the old days it was common to poison a wildebeest, which would die and be eaten by the predators. Now the poison is more often added to leftovers of livestock. A Maasai mzee at Mbirikani Group Ranch proudly tells me how he killed a group of spotted hyenas in his area a couple of years ago. When the hyena took three of his finest goats, eating two, he cooked up the skin and hooves and meat that was left over, and roasted and poisoned it. He left the meat lying outside and when the hyenas came and ate it in the night, many of them died. The meat that was left, he brought to the cave where the hyenas often reside. ‘Many more died again, even two babies. It greatly reduced the hyenas.’


Many Maasai permanently have several hyena traps made out of prickly bushes and a snare situated around their villages, and if hyenas bother them they put some leftover meat there to trap the animals (picture 2.17), after which they are usually speared to death. Donald Mombo, a Taita local now working for Kenya Community Based Tourism Network (Kecobat) tells how at some places armed guards and snares (picture 2.18) are now also used to prevent elephants from accessing water points in places in around Tsavo, such as Malebo Watering Point in Mgeno Group Ranch.

Spears, arrows and swords

In the old days it was common for the Maasai to kill big cats and hyenas when they were encountered, and if they had cubs, to track down and kill them as well (Reid & Chapman: 23, 28, 120, 280). Maasai still kill carnivores, mostly in direct encounters. In Mbirikani and Mara Rianda large numbers of lions have been killed by the Maasai (Maasailand Preservation Trust 2003: 139) after which livestock compensation programs have been set up.
 But lions are still targeted sometimes. Mzee Lisinko Ole Lemurt says: ‘[When livestock is attacked and] a man has to face a lion, the lion or the man can be killed. When the lion runs into the forest the man will find other men in the village and go to merciless kill it.’
 Other Maasai men and women also state that when a lion comes to the boma, it is followed and killed the next morning. One of the rangers at the KWS station near Narok tells me the Maasai have killed a lion in their jurisdiction the day before I do the interview with him. 


But predators are not the only animals the Maasai kill in their defense. In many different areas surrounding the Masai Mara elephants have been killed by poisoned arrows and spears. According to the KWS survey on elephant killings in Lemek during some periods many people were killed and elephants died almost daily. Danson Marampei Ole Pesi remembers how last year around ten elephants were killed close to Endoinyio-Erinka: 


Many elephants died… because they came to eat the garden [with maize]. People followed 
the footprints in the night until they found and killed them…. Fifteen kilometres down at 
least three people were killed by elephants; that was a reason for killing them too.... 
Elephants [also] kill cows. People are angry after [that] and kill as many elephants as they 
can.’

Harun Ole Kamoye tells how in a nearby area in 2005, thirteen elephants were killed in only a few days because they were rapidly destroying the crops. During my stay at one of the villages a young man tried to spear an elephant. Besides elephants in the area there are reports of buffalos and hippos being killed by Maasai farmers because they eat crops.


Generally, the Maasai are much better equipped with weapons (pictures 2.19, 2.20, 2.21) and skills for counter attacks against large predators than the Taita. But sometimes the people of the Taita area do attack the raiding elephants with bows and (poisoned) arrows, as many of the Kasigau residents did in ’98/’99.
 Others, as Alexander Musyoki, a Kamba living in the Taita area, await the huge animals with just a panga (large chopping knife) and a torch: ‘It is hardly a day or two before an elephant comes to the shamba [farm/field]. By now they know I am there and chase me off the field first before they start to eat, so that I am no longer a threat [to them].’
 Menza Siria chased a lion of the carcass of his goat, aided only by the help of his dogs and his panga. He lost the meat of his other three goats. I feel the stories of people risking direct encounters with even the largest predators just to safe the meat of a carcass, are telling of the situation people are in. Therefore I will reproduce one of these stories in length.

Facing Lions with a Whip

When I visited Mr. Nzangi in the Taita area, his farm had been destroyed by elephants one week ago. A couple of days later eight lions attacked his livestock. As he heard the noise, he went outside and chased the lions off, using a whip with which he threw stones and charcoal towards them. But when he went back to sleep he heard some disturbing sounds again, only this time they were further away. Knowing his neighbour Margaret Mweni Mutuku was home alone with her children, because her husband had found a paying job in Nairobi and comes home only a few times a year, Nzangi quickly went through the dark night to check on them. On the way to their house he discovered the carcass of one of their sheep.

Mrs. Mutuku and her eight children had already been asleep at nine in the evening. She had left her cattle and sheep in the boma, her bull tethered to the tree as he sometimes tried to jump the fence. She woke up with the noise of the cattle panicking. As she does not have a torch, she lighted the oil lamp and stood in the opening of the door of her house, feeling it was too dangerous to go outside because she was unable to see anything much by the glimmer of the lamp.

When the neighbour arrived it turned out that – having smelt the lions – the bull had broken the rope and was running around like crazy, making the terrific noise that woke up the family. Nzangi managed to find Mrs. Mutuku's pregnant cow, but it was badly hurt. When the pride wanted
to recover the animal, which was already lying on the ground, Nzangi stood above it in the dark, cracking his whip and hitting the lions with stones, determined to safe the meat (picture 2.22, 2.23). Holding his ground, he prevented them from dragging the cow further from the house, and making
it their meal. 

Unfortunately the cow had broken two legs and had to be slaughtered. Despite her neighbour's bravery, Mrs. Mutuku had lost all her livestock, four sheep, a cow and a bull, in a single night. Two days later a large puddle of blood still marks the place where the lion took the cow. The saved meat is not eaten but sold, but her loss is huge. There will be no more milk, no ploughing can be done and there will be no meat. One of her children at her breast and another clamping on her leg she says: ‘I don’t know what to do, absolutely.’

Coping after loss

Mwaruwa Makuto voices the typical attitude of the people in the Taita area coping with loss: ‘Usually when you loose a goat or cow you just wait for the rains. You continue life. You wait for them to reproduce and continue.’
 As there is no compensation for loss of livestock or crops and compensation for loss of life is difficult to obtain, as will be discussed in the next chapter, generally the Maasai as well as the Taita feel that if there is help after wildlife attacks, it comes from the community, family and friends. In the Maasai area, when hyenas or other predators kill a flock of sheep or several cows, each family contributes an animal to compensate for the massive loss, so the victim can build up his herd again.  In the Taita area loss of crops are most serious in threatening the food supply of the family. After a large raid one hopes to be invited to help neighbours on their plot, and obtain a sack of maize for the work after harvesting. If family can be reached they can maybe support household members to help them through the lean times. And otherwise it is waiting, conserving energy and as much money and food as possible, and hoping the food-aid will arrive soon, and not be swallowed up to much by the chief who is supposed to distribute it. 

Local uses of wildlife

The human-wildlife conflict in Kenya has been researched and described quite extensively for different communities. However, the usefulness of wildlife in the daily life of local people is addressed almost exclusively in the context of tourism. I will go into the use wildlife has for locals through the tourism industry in chapter four. But first I want to describe the other uses of wild animals, especially charismatic mega-fauna, in the day to day life of local people. Only by describing the material and symbolic importance of wildlife to the Taita and the Maasai, their relationship with these wild animals can become more fully visible. Nowadays, many of these uses are at least partly hidden, because they are considered illegal by the Kenyan state, something which I will describe further in chapter three. Here I want to make clear that the interaction between wildlife and local people, even if these people have livelihoods that are largely based on farming or livestock rearing, is not solely based upon conflict, but can be described more accurately as a complex entanglement, that is sometimes exploitative but also shows aspects of symbiosis.

The Taita

According to De Ville ‘[h]unting was quite important to the traditional subsistence way of life of the Taita’ (1996: 69), and he describes the game-pits that were used to catch wild animals at the foots of hills, while Njogu describes the use of poisoned arrows (2003: 72). The Taita used to hunt a variety of animals, and rhino and buffalo helped the Taita survive the great famine of 1884 (Ville 1996: 69).
 In addition to eating the meat, the Taita traditionally used animal skins as garments, and participated in the trade of ivory and rhino horn (Njogu 2003: 73-74, Monge 2001, Ville 1996: 69) People usually hunted large male animals and were not supposed to kill females and young. According to Albert Baresha, the young Taita men were told that if they would kill a female they would bring misfortune to their clan, resulting in poverty, people and animals dying for unknown reasons as well as stillborn calves and babies in the homestead. ‘So they were trained to really fear to kill [females], keeping the balance with nature.’


Nowadays animal skins are not used for clothing any more, and locals think back longingly to the time they were provided with meat for a month by a single giraffe's leg. Moreover, the two buffalos that were traditionally slaughtered in Taita villages such as Wundanji to celebrate Madaraka day with a feast for everyone, have been replaced by two bulls. However, bushmeat is still caught and eaten, even if it has become illegal to hunt, posses or trade it. It is however not as abundant as it used to be (see also Njogu 2003: 183-184). In parts of the Taita area, animals like the wild boar have almost completely disappeared. Dikdik, a miniature antelope only 35 to 45 cm high, and generally believed to have the ‘sweetest'
 meat, has become a lot more scarce. In the first place this is the result of habitat loss due to the large population growth, but poaching also has a negative influence.


Bushmeat is not eaten as often as in the old days because of the danger and costs involved. A dikdik used to be cheap meat, but the price has almost tripled. Since hunting has become illegal, it has professionalised and commercialized. Dikdiks can bring in quite some money now and instead of hunting one to take home and eat, poachers can kill dozens of antelopes a night, using snares or powerful torches to blind the animals so they are easy to catch.
 It is also likely that snaring, a method which is silent and easy to hide, has become relatively more popular (picture 2.24). However, this method is non-selective, killing prey without reference to sex, age, or species (Marks 2001: 135). The meat obtained through poaching is still largely sold to locals, who use it for their own consumption. Besides dikdik also giraffe, zebra and impala are hunted, and bushmeat of these kinds is still being sold, but not in the towns. To obtain it, you have to know someone well, as it is kept very quiet. 


According to the protectors of the national parks and sanctuaries the hunting mainly happens because of poverty and therefore takes place in the dry season when there are no crops, being minimal when the rains are good. Moreover, they observe poaching is aggravated by human wildlife conflict, especially when wild animals destroy crops.
 According to the desnaring team of David Sheldrick Wildlife Trust in Voi there is subsistence and commercial poaching, but the subsistence is most common, and it is mostly focussed upon small game.
 Even the more commercially poached animals are still sold to the community. The main incentive for poaching is the fact 'that people have no income and need food.'
 Wild animals thus form a relatively modest but important role in people's diets, and provide an (illegal) occupation to make a living for some.


However, the relationship between the people of the Taita areas and wildlife is not only focussed upon material products. The Taita traditionally have a special relationship with the elephant, now the biggest destroyer of their crops. Elephants were normally not hunted for meat, because the animals were seen as powerful and intelligent beings, and therefore ‘regarded as ‘men’’ (Ville 1996: 70, also 71). As a result, the killing of an elephant was perceived as murder (ibid. 69). The human identity of the elephant is explained by the Taita ‘by referring to the elephant’s naked skin and to its mammary gland which resembles a women’s breast’ (Ville 1996: 69). The elephant was given a female character by the Taita, which was also connected to its reputation of tranquil strength, while the rhino, associated with blind fierceness, was given a male character. Only some Taita hunters killed elephants, such as the famous and widely admired Mundwachovu (Man of the Elephants). These hunters had to be ritually cleansed afterwards, just as warriors were cleansed after the killing of a human being (Ville 1996: 69).

The gross of the Taita people did not kill elephants to protect their crops and harvest their ivory, but used its strength to protect themselves from intruders and illnesses. The Taita sprinkled their fields with elephant dung to keep robbers and sorcerers away. The smoke of burned dung was used to cure sick people through fumigation. The dung as well as the earth of the footprints of the elephants were used in the ‘old kufighika ritual, which aimed at guarding the land against enemies or wild animals’ (1996: 70). Even up to today shepherds burn elephant dung or the wild sisal plant which has been chewed by elephants as a repellent to other elephants (Ville 1996: 70, Njogu 2003).


Wild animals also play an important role in the traditional stories of the Taita. Generally those stories are told to children and carry a moral message inside them. Popular are 'trickster tales', involving a smart but weak character which cunningly overcomes more powerful forces. A special story with a more mythological character is the story of Mwankiskalua from a place called Mbololo, a Taita man that controlled the lions, having inherited the power through his clan. Old man Baresha tells how ‘[h]e could send them even up the hill if someone had a debt to him there, and they would pass all the homesteads and come to [his] place. He controlled all animals.’ Mwankiskalua is also believed to be behind the Maneaters of Tsavo, a group of lions which hunted people during the building of the railway line, and cunningly circumvented baited traps. In addition wildlife has a role in modern-day witchcraft, often involving metamorphosis (see also Hasler 1994: 88, Smith 2001: 431-432).

A witchcraft story

‘The person comes from Mbirikani. When he comes, he comes like a human being, but when he arrives to where the boma is, he changes into the shape of a hyena and he makes the sound of a hyena, like a person wanting to know where are the people. When the owner of the house ... comes after it, it runs very fast and miraculously hides itself. The person seeks and struggles, but does not find it and goes back to the house. Than the hyena comes out from the place [where] it hid and takes whatever it wants, whether a goat or a sheep, and carries it away…. The villagers try to look and find the [lost] animal, but they never find even the bones or the skin. So this is how they came to know that is was a human [taking the animal]. From all animals stolen by that hyena you never see bones or skin. 


The person who changed into a hyena was known by the people. People told him that when he continues to do like this he will get cut by a panga. Now it has stopped, they don’t see a hyena any more since the person was identified. He was a Taita from Makwasini and I will tell you his name but you are not allowed to tell anyone…. Now he continues to live here and has stopped doing that. All this has happened one year ago and made the people suffer from the livestock that was stolen.’

The Maasai

The Maasai generally claim not to hunt wild animals for food, as they are herders, and often pose it is taboo to eat meat from wild animals (interviews, see also Ndagala 1992: 41, Ole Sankan n.d.: 50). The only Maasai that eat wild animals would be the Dorobo, a Maa speaking hunter-gatherer group, that has become assimilated with the Maasai community (Kipury 1983: 1, Reid & Chapman 1997: 179) but whom are looked down upon because of their non-herding heritage (interviews, Galaty 1982: 8, Kipury 1985: 201, Ndagala 1992: 77).
 However, in confidential situations it becomes clear that almost every Maasai man knows the taste of wild meat. Most young men have hunted wild animals while herding, as a form of sport, to practice skills and test strength, to compete and prove who is brave and who is faint-hearted, but also to cook and eat the meat. It can be part of adventure or to provide food in-between meals at home, especially when herders stay in the bush for a long time. Wild animals are eaten to prevent sacrificing the wealth of the family, for its taste or simply when an exceptionally fat animal crosses ones path (interviews, see also Reid & Chapman 1997).


Buffalo and eland are the most common and undisputed sources of wild meat, as the Maasai consider them to resemble cows (interviews, see also Reid & Chapman 1997: 41, 43, 67-69, 80, 129-131, 134, 197-199, 224-227). The giraffe is however described to be the most tasty animal, according to my informants. Next in line come bushbuck, topi, gazelle and dikdik, and even hares are sometimes eaten, although they are despised (interviews, see also Reid & Chapman 1997: 81, 280). While out on the savannah herding, killing of animals by boys and young men, especially before circumcision is fairly common. According to one of my informants on this, young boys kill a wild animal nearly every day as a part of spending time, and indeed when he asks the first boy that comes past returning from herding, the boy says he has killed a bushbuck today. That some meat and animal materials are also still being sold was proven by the fact that some of my Maasai informants one day came over a poacher on the way between Talek and Aitong. Besides poisoned arrows the man was carrying giraffe bones, lion teeth and buffalo horns, as well as zebra meat for consumption.


Besides meat and the opportunity to practice valuable skills, wildlife provides more goods and services. To the Maasai the elephants are of importance because they fell trees. In the 1950s the elephants played a role  in opening up the woodland of the Mara which led to the removal of the tsetse fly and made the land inhabitable for the Maasai and their livestock (Lamprey & Reid 2004: 1007). In contemporary day to day life the activities of elephants provide dead wood for the women to collect (picture 2.25) and cook on (see also Reid & Chapman 1997: 199). According to a mythological story the elephant once was referred to as the servant of the women as he was breaking and felling trees to make the collection of firewood easier. When one day the elephant heard the women complain that he was felling trees that were to big for them to split ‘he went to the bush and became not so friendly any more.’




Another daily use of wild animals is the use of strips of wild animals' skin to tie the young calves while milking their mothers (picture 2.26). The wildebeest skin is traditionally used for this and is valued more highly than rope as it is more supple in use and softer around the calf’s neck.
 According to a villager from Oltorotwa the skin is usually collected from the carcass of an animal that has been killed by predators, as after the meat is finished the skin is sometimes left. The inside of the horn of a buffalo can be used as a plate when the bone is removed, but this was done more in the old days and mainly in the hills. The skin of the buffalo however was widely used to make shields (interviews, see also Reid & Chapman 1997: 43, 129-131, 227) and could also be used to fabricate sandals (Reid & Chapman 1997: 227-228). Ivory was only rarely used for decorations and as a means to trade (Ibid. 172, 179, Ole Kantai n.d.: xix).


Zebra are considered to be protecting the boma when they graze close to it, as the lions that come at night will eat the zebra and not the livestock, so this is why the zebra are not chased away when they eat the grass around the village (see also Reid & Chapman 1997: 222). On the savannah goats and gazelle and cows and wildebeest are often seen grazing together (pictures 2.27, 2.28), and the added numbers of wild animals are likely to diminish the chance for a hidden attack from predators. Moreover, when the elephants eat the trees close to the boma or the river, they keep away the lions and hyenas. The monkeys along the river also warn the people when predators approach.

A Maasai boy traditionally kills a Colobus Monkey before he goes to kill a lion to show his strength and courage. The fur of the tale of the monkey can be made into an ornament, for instance a legpiece.
 The hunting of birds to use them as headdress ornaments is described in the literature as an important period in a boy’s life between circumcision and warriorhood (Ole Sankan n.d.: 27, Reid & Chapman 1997: 39-40, 106). Ostrich feathers are also valued ornaments (interviews, see also Ole Sankan n.d.: 39, Reid & Chapman 1997: 134, 179). Most well known however is the headdress of lion mane, of which some still circulate around in the Mara area. According to Simeren, when a group of warriors go on a lion hunt or Olamayio (Ole Sankan n.d.: 44) the one who is the first to spear the lion gets the mane, the one who is the second one gets the tale.

The fat of the lion is said to help against many injuries (Reid & Chapman 1997: 99). According to my informants, if you drink one cup, the injury will not expand, and this is especially effective against internal injuries, for instance after a man is taken on the horns by one of his cattle. Lion fat is considered to be generally ‘good for the body and protects you from many things.’
 Animal products are more often used to cure or prevent diseases. Another example is the use of a brew containing soaked and filtered elephant dung mixed with milk to prevent babies from getting the measles. Although nowadays not all Maasai regard this as an effective way to immunize their children, even some young Maasai with good jobs in the tourism industry still give it to their babies.

To the Maasai, wild animals have widespread symbolic uses. Wildebeest for instance, are not only a source of illnesses, their products also play a large role in the battle against livestock diseases. To prevent the wildebeest from infecting the cows of the herd with malignant catarrh, pieces of the skin of baby wildebeest can be used. Maasai from the clan of magicians bring charms and hang strokes of the skin at the entrances of the boma, so that the cows entering through them are touched by the wildebeest's skin and will not become sick if they graze at an infected area. Eland skin, besides being used as rope, also blesses the cows in times of disease. The skin is tied around the neck of a black heifer or, if not available, any bull. According to Silvester Kipeen the cows of his family were protected in this way during the 1998 epidemic which affected the cow’s skins. The kudu is an important animal for ceremonies, as according to my informants the only instrument they use beside their voices is its long twisted horn, which is blown (see also Monbiot & Arbib 1994, and a picture in Ole Sankan n.d.: 30-31).


Wild animals also play an important role in the mythology and stories that are important for the Maasai, often explaining how the world has become as it is now. A good example is the story of the first circumcision of boys, which explains how the age-set structure which largely regulated society in the past, came about through the involvement of a leopard and a python that were send by God (Ole Sankan n.d.: 21-33). In a considerable amount of riddles, proverbs, figures of speech and less so in songs and poetry, wild animals also play a main role (see also Kipury 1983: 145, Ole Sankan n.d.: 85-89, 92, Reid & Chapman 1997: 135, 167, 227).
A Maasai riddle

‘Elang’ elang’u.

Olng’ojine liki nature ilkuoo.

What goes across here an there in a hectic manner?

A hyena (the limper) showing goats’ kids their mothers’ (Kipuri 1983: 145)

This is a Maasai riddle which plays on the meaning of hyena’s name: The one who limps. It refers to the hectic bustling around when the Maasai direct the young goats and sheep to the right udders in the bleating mass of smallstock that has come home from grazing in the evening.


Another important category of narratives, which are similar to the Taita, are those in which wild animals are the main actors, having the distinctive bodily features of an animal, but behaving like human beings. Many are humorous and light-hearted, often involving a trickster-aspect, but ‘beneath this humour are subtle commentaries on social activities’ (Kipury 1983: 21). The stories, riddles and proverbs are told to children, teaching them important lessons while entertaining them, but also used to ‘ridicule and scorn any unbecoming behaviour without having to point a finger at any individuals’ (Kipury 1983: 19), thus commenting on events within the community. An example of a story told to me several times, is the story of the lion and the ostrich, in which the lion tries to claim the children of the ostrich. With rhetoric and a cunning trick involving a termite mound the small mongoose defeats the powerful lion’s plans.

Very important in the Maasai social world are the division of the Maasai into clans. A clan is a group of people who have an assumed shared ancestor (Eriksen 2001: 104). Each person belongs to a clan, which is determined by descent, and people are not supposed to marry inside their own clan. Each of the clans is connected to a certain wild animal and certain personal qualities. There is the clan of the elephant (ilmoleleian). The people of this clan are considered to be the leaders of the Maasai and they are clever and good speakers. There is the clan of the rhino (ilaiser), which is split up into two different sections, the part which provides the best warriors (lemusere) and the section providing the herbalists and magicians (lekitui). Some families of this section provide charms to warriors, make rain, lead sacrifices and determine the location and dates for large ceremonies, while other families are known for their witchcraft. The clan of the hyena (iltarlosero) is considered to be very greedy, while the people from the clan of the buffalo are considered selfish and unpredictable.

 Perhaps most striking is that the complex interaction between Maasai and wildlife, which already begins when the Maasai are small children, does not end with death. Jonathan Kamanka Koshal, a young Maasai man working as a tourist guide, tells how the Maasai have only started burying their dead five to ten years ago. Traditionally the bodies of those who had died were put outside the boma (see also Reid & Chapman 1997: 104, 135, 192, 199). If they were eaten by the lions that meant the family was being blessed. If they were eaten by the hyenas that meant no blessing. Jonathan’s grandfather still does not want anything else than to be put outside the boma, somewhere in the shade after he dies. He says a crazy lion will come to eat him.

The new arrogance of animals

I hope to have unveiled and made understandable at least some of the ways in which Taita and Maasai life is intertwined with that of wild animals. As is the case with other local people in Africa, interaction does not only take place in the form of conflict, and wildlife as a local resource cannot be reduced to mere economics (Marks 2001: 128, 136). In the course of a lifetime, but even in the course of a day or a week, a Maasai or Taita has many different dealings and interactions with wild animals. They are a constant threat to resources, livelihoods and safety, and take lives of dear ones, but are also continuous providers of daily materials, medicine and protection. They are always present, not only in the landscape but also in ceremonies, stories and figures of speech. Being a considerable component of life from early childhood on, they sometimes even form ones destination after death. Perhaps the best illustration of how integrated wild animals are into daily life, is that people generally cannot imagine a life without them.
 When asking her whether wildlife and people could ever live peacefully together, Kaaka Maria Nguruna, a Maasai widow living on the edge of the Mara Reserve simply says: ‘They cannot be separated.'


Even though the Taita and the Maasai are two very different tribes with contrasting cultures and ways of life, we can see many similarities in their dealings with wild animals. Both people fight a constant struggle trying to protect their livelihoods from the wildlife that they share their home areas with. When comparing the two it seems that the Maasai have been able to defend themselves against wildlife threats more vigorously and openly and that they manage to continue make use of wildlife in a larger variety of ways, especially regarding material products, even though direct consumption of bushmeat is probably more important to the Taita. Despite these (sometimes illegal) uses of wildlife, economically the animals largely are a burden to the people, competing with them for resources and compromising their land-use options and potentials. The use of wildlife in material and symbolic ways however helps to deal with this burden.


What is striking, is that the Taita as well as the Maasai report that staying with the animals has become increasingly difficult (see also Campbell et.al. 2003: 5, Njogu 2003: 191-202), while research shows that wildlife populations in Kenya have generally dropped with 50% over the last 25 years (Campbell et.al. 2003: 1, Norton-Griffiths 2000, 2003). The Mara area even lost 70% of its wildlife between 1976 and 1996 (Lamprey & Reid 2004: 1018, Reid et.al. 2003). How is it possible that local people often have the feeling that there are more animals and definitely more problems with animals now than several decades ago? 


The increase in human wildlife conflict that also has been recorded by other researchers and the KWS (Campbell et.al. 2003, KWS 1994), is in the first place probably the result from the fact that the human population around Tsavo (Njogu 2003, Smith & Kasiki 2000: vi) and the Mara has grown considerably (Lamprey n.d., Reid et.al. 2003). The population of some animals causing problems such as the hyena (Campbell et.al 2003: 9) and elephant (Smith & Kasiki 2000: vi) in the areas have also grown locally. In addition, as a result of government policy – and this is true especially in Maasailand (Norton-Griffiths 2006 in press) – groupranches are becoming subdivided and more land is used for farming, which local people as well as researchers, the government, KWS and NGOs agree, is less compatible with wildlife (Campbell et.al. 2003: 11, Hoare & Du Toit 1999, KWS 1994, Lamprey n.d., Norton-Griffiths et.al. 2006 in press 10-12, Otuoma 2004: 1). Therefore, less space is left for animals and people to share, and in these places, human-wildlife conflict has become aggravated.


However, another explanation for this feeling, which is based on the interviews with informants of both communities, is a perceived difference in the attitude of wildlife towards them. Kurito Kereto, an old Maasai lady from Eluai voices the general feeling as follows: ‘Compared to the old days [the] animals have become very many now. They also were not aggressive a long time ago, but now they are.’
 Local Taita as well as Maasai link the increased aggression of the wild animals to their protected status. Frederik Mwandigha, a 36 year old Taita explains: ‘When poaching and hunting was still allowed animals were afraid of human beings. Now not any more.’
 William Nkesese Ole Naurori, a Maasai subchief states that when poaching was prohibited ‘people became very shy and the animals multiplied.’
 Ntiwal Liaram, a circa 70 year old Maasai lady from Oltorotwa clarifies: 

Now the animals are more aggressive than before as now they are being protected. Before if an elephant kills someone it is being killed. Now people are afraid to kill it. People used to form a group to go after it. The animals were fearsome [afraid]…. In the future animals will be [even] more protected and they will become very proud just moving around here [points to the area directly surrounding the compound]. People and livestock will not be comfortable.

In the eyes of the locals, the conservation efforts have disturbed the hierarchy between animals and people. As a consequence the animals do not know their place any more. Local people felt that as a result of their protected status, they have become arrogant. This feeling is affirmed for these as well as other areas in research done by Otuoma (2004), Njogu (2003: 202), Smith & Kasiki (2000) and the KWS itself (1994).

Chapter 3

Dealing with Authority

 

'If an animal is injured, a chopper is sent. But if someone is trampled [by an elephant] the body is released and it is out of their [the government's] agenda.’

Donald Mombo

The Kenyan state

Kenya is an Eastern African country on the equator, largely dominated by the Great Rift Valley, a 5000 km long crack in the earth’s crust. The geological development of the Rift Valley brought Kenya deep lakes, huge volcanoes and relatively fertile highlands. Kenya's Gross National Income (GNI) was US$ 20 billion in 2006 (World Bank 2007b), GNI per capita being US$ 580, for a population of 35 million, growing with 2-3% per year (World Bank 2007b). Although agriculture is the mainstay of the economy, accounting for circa 25% of the GDP (important sectors being tea, coffee, sugar cane, maize and cut-flowers) (OECD 2007: 595),
 tourism is of definite significance as well, contributing 13.3% to the national economic growth and 12% to the GDP in 2006.
 


Although Kenya is often regarded to be one of the more developed nations in Africa, there is no doubt it is a Third World country. According to the 2007/2008 human development index Kenya ranks 148th of 177 countries with data,
 and it is counted among the low income category of Sub-Saharan Africa.
 Life expectancy at birth is 49.6 years, which is two years less than the average life expectancy in Africa (OECD 2007: 604). The  majority of the people lives on less than $2 a day (OECD 2007: 600).
 Every year millions of Kenyans go hungry. Over the period of 2002-2004 undernourishment was 39% in Kenya, almost twice as much as the average prevalence of undernourishment in Africa (OECD 2007: 604). 


Though declining, 46.1% of the population still lives in absolute poverty, which means that they have 'levels of consumption that do not meet basic food and non-food needs'.
 19,1% of the population lives in severe poverty', implying that one in five Kenyans have consumption levels that would be inadequate to meet basic food needs alone, even if the individual were able to forego all non-food consumption'.
 As in other Third World countries in Kenya, the division of wealth is highly uneven, with the richest 10% of the people consuming 33.9% of Kenya's wealth, while the poorest 10% only have access to 2.5% (OECD 2007: 600). 


Facilities that would normally be supported or produced by the state, such as infrastructure, public transportation, electricity, access to clean water, employment opportunities, education, social security, health and legal facilities are poor or non-existent (Central Bureau of Statistics 2005, OECD 2007: 602-604, UNDP 2005). As most Third World countries, Kenya is considerably indebted. In 2005 the total debt of the country was over US$ 5 billion (OECD 2007: 596). To service and pay off this debt foreign exchange is very important. This foreign exchange is brought in by exports of agricultural products, and through aid – often in the form of new loans. 


However, tourism has long been the country's most important earner of foreign exchange
 (Honey 1999: 18, Sinclair 1998: 22), and still is of high importance today, accounting for Ksh 65.4 billion (US$ 976 million) in 2007. The tourism sector is also a major source of government revenue through taxes, duties, licence fees and park entry fees. It promotes local and foreign investment and provides employment accounting for at least 400,000 jobs in the formal sector, and over 600,000 in the informal sector.
 There were 1.6 million international arrivals in 2006, and 2.3 million visitors to national parks and game reserves that year (Kenya National Bureau of Statistics 2007). The importance of the tourism industry, and the central role of wildlife in it, is illustrated by the fact Kenya has a Ministry of Tourism and Wildlife. 

The history of wildlife protection in Kenya

The country of Kenya consists of 584.000 km², circa 8% of which has the status of protected area, including 27 national parks and 31 national reserves (KWS 1994: 1, Smith & Kasiki 2000: 5, Njogu 2003: 127-134). Many of these areas started off as game-reserves that were created under British colonial rule. During this time Kenya's wildlife became property of the crown, copying the practice of Europe at the time (Steinhart 2006). Land was expropriated from Africans to create preserves (Peterson 1994: 101), where African nature remained ‘untouched’. Only the occasional hunting party formed by rich white men was allowed to invade these natural areas normally separated from human beings (Steinhart 2006).


The national parks following the game reserves were crafted after the image of Yellowstone in the US in the 1870s, Tsavo being established as one of the first in Kenya in 1948. 'The Kenya National Parks Organization was charged with the protection and administration of the National Parks. This included developing them as tourist resorts for the benefit and enjoyment of the general public' (Otuoma 2004: 5). The Game Department was responsible for all wild animals outside the authority of the national parks. In 1976 the two government institutions merged to form the Wildlife Conservation and Management Department (WCMD) under the Ministry of Tourism and Wildlife, 'responsible for conserving and managing all wildlife resources in the country and ensuring that the resource gave back the best possible returns to individuals and the nation' (Otuoma 2004: 5).


During the independence struggle of 1952-1958 hunting was prohibited in Kenya. Following the lack of control over poaching, all hunting and capture of wildlife including licensed sport hunting was banned in 1977 (Legal Notice No. 120) and the handling and trading of game trophies and other wildlife products was banned in 1978-1979 (Act No. 5 and Legal Notice No. 181) (KWS 1994: 25, Otuoma 2004: 5, Lamprey & Reid 2004: 998). In addition the extension of protected areas and the Presidential Directive prohibiting all hunting and animal capture of 1984 (Otuoma 2004: 36) made it increasingly difficult for local communities to use their wildlife resources: Sport hunting had accounted for revenues equal to game viewing tourism (Lamprey & Reid 2004: 998), and hunting for the pot had been important for many communities.   


Realizing the burden of wildlife conservation measures for local communities, the Game Department had already started giving grants to local authorities for the construction of public facilities such as schools and dispensaries and to pay compensation for wildlife induced loss of property (Otuoma 2004: 5). From the 1950s on the management and benefits of protected areas were handed over to local county councils to ensure local people benefited from wildlife, the Masai Mara being one of the three principal areas (Lamprey & Reid 2004: 998, Western & Henry 1979: 417). The government gave large grants to develop the area for tourism, while the Maasai were encouraged to settle in group ranches surrounding the National Reserve, giving them the opportunity to benefit directly from it (Lamprey & Reid 2004: 999). However, in 1988 while the Mara accounted for a tenth of all tourist bednights in Kenya, of the tourism revenues less than 1% accrued to local Maasai and under a tenth remained in the District as council revenues or wages to local employees (Emerton n.d.: 6). 

The mission of KWS

To fight severe problems with poaching, the Kenyan Wildlife Service (KWS) was created in 1989, replacing the WCMD, which had come to be considered a failure in many respects (Honey 1999: 298-301). As a semi-autonomous self-governing state corporation (Otuoma 2004: 5) the KWS has its own board of trustees, manages its affairs internally and is financially independent of the government (Honey 1999: 299), receiving its funding from revenues from tourism as well as donors (Honey 1999: 293-338). The KWS took over all management of Kenya's wildlife heritage in and outside protected areas (KWS 1994: 1). Up till today, it directly manages all national parks, while playing an oversight role over the national reserves such as the Mara, which remained under management of the county councils (Honey 1999: 299, Kabukuru n.d.). In line with the earlier mandates of wildlife departments in Kenya before and after independence, the mandate of KWS is 'to conserve Kenya's natural environment and its fauna and flora, for the benefit of the present and future generations both in Kenya and in the world' (Otuoma 2004: 5, see also picture 3.1).


Initially KWS director Richard Leakey proposed to fence off all protected areas to protect the wildlife from poachers and the local people from wildlife (Western 1998: 1507). Many felt that besides being impossible to pay for,
 this would mean a disaster for the gross of Kenya's wildlife (Benirschke et.al. 1998: 1510, Raven 1998: 1510, Rutten 2002: 7, Western 1998: 1507), and the policy was withdrawn in favor of increasing local incentives: Leakey announced that approximately 25% of the KWS’s funds should go to communities neighboring protected areas to provide them with schools, clinics and water supplies (Rutten 2002: 7). In addition he proclaimed that the KWS would be self-supporting within five years, at the end of 1996. However, he could not fulfill either of these promises (Honey 1999: 301, KWS 1994: iv, 7).


In March 1994 another white Kenyan, conservationist David Western replaced Leakey as head of the KWS, and he phrased even more positive measures towards the local communities to overcome the community-wildlife conflict. He focused on ecotourism as a means to make conservation economically competitive. Besides the principal goals of conserving biodiversity and linking conservation and tourism (Honey 1999: 304), his three main objectives for the community were the development of partnerships, creation of incentives, and protection of people and property from wildlife damage (Rutten 2002: 8). The KWS would strive to turn over ten percent of the park revenues to the local community (Honey 1999: 304). Western even toyed with the idea of lifting the hunting ban to generate income by reopening limited commercial hunting for certain species besides elephant and rhinos and a draft Wildlife Policy of 1996 in addition recommended  to allow wildlife utilization in dispersal areas and private ranches (Honey 1999: 305). However, implementation of these ideas again turned out to be difficult and when tourism and therefore KWS income stagnated, partly because of political violence surrounding Kenya's elections, rains brought by El Niño (Honey 1999: 306) and increased competition for wildlife tourism from countries as Zimbabwe and South Africa (Rutten 2004: 10), Western was dismissed from the job and to the surprise of many, replaced with his predecessor Leakey in 1998 (Honey 1999: 306, Rutten 2002: 8).


Leakey's excellent reputation with donors was supposed to open doors leading to funds that were much needed for restoring the KWS as an organization as well as Kenya's wildlife-based tourism sector (Rutten 2002: 8). The new 1996 draft of the Wildlife Policy was never tabled in parliament (Kabukuru n.d.). Only in 2007 another Draft Wildlife (Conservation and Management) Bill was produced, under current KWS director Julius Kipng'etich, which included proposals for wider compensation, and some restricted wildlife utilization, not including sporthunting.
 However, the new draft has not passed parliament yet and is still subject to adjustment. Although some locals are moderately hopeful the new bill will bring them better terms, many are skeptic as well. In the meantime the KWS still deals with the population under the old terms, mainly through the KWS Community Wildlife Service, which will be described below. It would be interesting to see how they manage to reinforce their mandate and position, as well as how the local people defend their own interests and livelihoods vis-à-vis the state.

The KWS community wildlife service

The KWS community wildlife service was found in 1992 by Leakey to 'forge an effective partnership with communities living adjacent to parks and reserves, including protecting people and their property from wildlife damage' (Honey 1999: 301). The community service organizes baraza, negotiates fence-lines with the community,
 contributes to workshops and community projects and organizes educational trips for schoolchildren (pictures 3.2 – 3.4). At some places the organisation has contributed only little, but at other places it has been of great value in helping communities to set up wildlife conservation projects (Rutten 2002, Rutten 2004: 13). However, most local people know the community service and KWS best through their Problem Animal Control (PAC) activities. Despite a constant insufficient availability of cars, rangers and material (see also KWS 1994, Smith & Kasiki 2000, pictures 3.5 – 3.7), KWS officials react to the daily, sometimes overwhelming, incoming reports of wild animals that are a threat to crops, livestock and people (Smith & Kasiki 2000: vii).
 The KWS community office is also the place that is first to deal with the filing of compensation issues.
 The only institutionalized form of compensation is for human injury or death, and currently amounts Ksh 30.000 (US$ 448) for loss of life, and up to Ksh 15.000 (US$ 224) for injuries. There is no compensation for damage done to crops or livestock loss.


From scaring elephants with fireworks and transporting injured locals, to trapping and relocating leopards and assessing damage done to crops, sometimes guarding a village or field for days, many KWS employees work hard under rough circumstances as materials and housing conditions for the gross of the employees can be considered poor, involving cars with broken doors and radiators and one-room family huts made of metal sheets. Lack of manpower and material are experienced by higher officials as well
 and KWS itself addresses its problems in dealing with human-wildlife conflict to the fact that they are 'both ill-equipped and under-staffed' (Otuoma 2004: 37).
 According to the official documents of the KWS Community Office in Voi from September 2006 to August 2007, on average 13% of the reported cases in the area under jurisdiction could not be attended. There were only two months in which all reported cased were attended, and in October 2006, 44% of all cases remained unattended because the PAC vehicle was unserviceable. A considerable number of cases could only be attended one or more days after the report was brought in.


The KWS last and maybe most important task is to reinforce the ban on almost all  consumptive use of wildlife, and guard all natural resources within the national parks. This means keeping people and livestock out of protected areas, prevention of poaching and tracking down handlers of trophies or bushmeat. To protect Kenya's resources, KWS rangers are non-stop present and combing through remote areas, on foot or by car, handing out fines and making arrests, sometimes staying in remote ranger outposts for months at a time. According to the Arrests and Prosecution Reports of the Voi KWS Community Office of the first half of 2006, generally between 30 and 50 people were arrested per month, involved in ten to twenty different cases. Illegal entry and taking cattle into the park were by far the most important reasons for arrests and offenders were fined between Ksh 2000 (US$ 30) to Ksh 10.000 (US$ 149) or, when they could not pay this, thirty days to three months in jail. Possession of trophies and hunting gear was less common,
 and punished with fines of Ksh 4000 (US$ 60) or two months up to three years jail.

Interactions between locals and KWS

In chapter two it became clear that the local Taita and Maasai living with wildlife feel that wild animals have become arrogant as a result of their protection. In general they feel that the KWS insufficiently helps them to deal with wildlife related problems, while at the same time being to rigid in enforcing the wildlife's protection. I will now describe the main interactions with the KWS from the point of view of the local people.

Compensation

In the first place, compensation is considered to be inadequate.
 Because of the lack of infrastructure, such as proper roads, public transport or telephone network, reaching the KWS community office can be both difficult and costly. Almost all people complain that there is no compensation at all for destruction of livelihoods by wildlife. The existing compensation for injuries and especially for death are felt to be insufficient.
 Locals feel that the amount of money does not compensate them for the loss of a loved one or a breadwinner (see also KWS 1994: 7).
 Moreover, the bureaucratic procedure involved in compensation is perceived as long and complex, and makes it difficult for most poor or illiterate people in remote areas to obtain the compensation.


Some locals believe that compensation claims are sometimes filed, and the money is send by the central government in Nairobi which pays the compensation, but it never arrives at the victims because local KWS officials put it in their own pockets. Corruption is a large problem in almost all government institutions, but it has to be said that people not understanding the complex and often lengthy procedure soon assume the money is or will be misappropriated, sometimes leading them to stop investing in the for them difficult and costly procedure involving filling out forms and visiting the community office. 


This attitude is not surprising, seeing that there is a history of 'administrative paper shuffling, inaction and time-buying tactics to avoid paying compensation for death, injury and damage' (KWS 1994: iii, see also Smith & Kasiki 2000: 5). Between 1989 and 1994, at the Voi KWS Community Office in Taita-Taveta, elephants were reported to have killed 26 and injure 10 people. During this period, the local compensation committee met three times, but no one received compensation (KWS 1994: iii, 17).
 A good example of the difficulties still involved in the procedure is the story of Kandonde Kisango,
 the victim of an elephant attack in the Taita area, which was described earlier in chapter two. 

Waiting for compensation

Although grandfather Kisango has a right of compensation by KWS the family has not seen any money to pay for his hospital bills. The family members take care of the man themselves, waiting for the compensation, but have very little means. Sympathising with the situation, the KWS community office sends a car to the remote farm, in order to bring the old man to hospital every
time that is necessary. According to the stamps in his medical booklet, the old man has been there
over ten times since the incident.

However, the KWS community warden Thondu says that the compensation papers can only be filed when Mr. Kisango has healed completely. Whether he survives and how long the medical treatment takes, is of importance for the amount of the compensation. ‘If there is still improvement, we should wait,’ reasons the warden. To help the old man survive, his family is suffering. The biggest problem is to pay for the medicine and the doctor, they tell me. They sell their goats to collect the money, confirms Umazi Mwaruwa, a local village elder who keeps a record of crop destruction by wild animals in the neighbourhood.

Problem animal control


KWS problem animal control is generally considered to be inefficient.
 Again there is often the problem of contacting the KWS at the moment that they are needed. In addition, a lack of manpower and material makes it impossible for the KWS to cover either the whole area or all threats and incidents filed. This means that sometimes the KWS comes a day or more after the incident, or does not even show up at all. Even if the people manage to reach a telephone or radio quickly and the rangers set off directly, the size of the area under their jurisdiction and the state of the roads still makes that they can arrive only hours later. In the meantime the local people are not allowed to take the actions they feel are necessary to protect themselves and their property against the animals.
 


If KWS rangers arrive, their actions are considered to be of limited success as well. They might provide traps if the problem involves carnivores, and hope to catch and relocate the animal. In crop raiding incidents the KWS generally tries to scare the animals off, often by firing flat ammunition or by the use of fireworks. It happens regularly that animals are only moderately scared and come back to continue eating soon after the rangers have left. The KWS’s own 1994 survey on human-wildlife conflict mentioned the common perception that while elephants had 'lost their fear of humans' the KWS is 'reluctant to kill problem elephants' (Smith & Kasiki 2000: 5).
 In addition, local people lack means to scare the animals away, such as torches, and are almost always denied more effective possibilities of defense, such as fireworks, to keep the animals at a distance themselves. The experiences of Mwarigha Moka Nyange, a Taita mzee working as a farmer and businessman in Marungu, can be considered as a good illustration of day to day dealings with KWS PAC from the locals' point of view.

There is no help

'The third of March 2005 I had my donkey tied outside my building, because I did not want it to destroy the crops of the neighbours. Around midnight a lion came and killed the donkey. The next day I went to report it at KWS community office in Voi. They asked my name and said they would come. It was true, they came to my place and wanted to see the carcass. Only the ribs and the head were left. They asked me if I had other animals and than promised they would be coming later to set a trap. But they never came to date [it is now June 2007].


Funny enough, after two months the lion came again and ate two goats, one of them pregnant with triplets. I decided not to go to KWS but brought a report to the chief of the village. In
April this year the lion tried to attack a cow [not far from my house]. The shepherd hit it with a stick and made it run off. But after that, at ten in the morning it killed three of my goats again, eating one and a half and carrying the other one off. Again in May it came right to the cattle boma and took out another goat at night, which left a young that was suckling. Even two of the previous ones had left kids and I was left with the problem to find them milk. One died but two are still surviving. I also still suffer because of the loss of the donkey, because it helped me with so many things, such as fetching water and firewood, and I feel I should be compensated.


Than in February this year also the elephants came to my shamba where the maize was almost ready, and destroyed two and a half acres. I rang KWS and they came. I showed them what the elephants had done and they wrote something down – I don’t know what – and said: If the elephants come again, just ring us.’ [Laughs loudly]. His friend reacts: ‘The lion can come back tonight, as far as he [Mwarigha] is concerned, there is no help.’

Denying access to resources

Local people consider KWS' enforcement of the Kenyan laws protecting wildlife and their habitat  inappropriate in many instances.
 An example is that the areas surrounding unfenced parts of Tsavo West are so overgrazed that there is only dust left for the Maasai herds to scratch in. However, some tens of meters further down, across the line where the unfenced National Park starts, an abundance of grass and bushes lure untouched. It is no surprise herdsmen here and in the Mara area experience problems with the rangers. Koshal Liaram, a herdsmen in the Mara area grudgingly reacts to the rangers chasing him and his fellow herders out of the protected areas during the dry season: ‘If they really need green pasture, the livestock just fall down and die.’
 


In the Taita area locals feel the same way about the KWS prohibiting them to deal effectively with crop or livestock raiding wildlife. The faith of Mr. Balagu, who recently snared a leopard after it had taken his goat, and tried to sell the skin, is discussed in the villages, as he has been send to prison for a year.
 A lady from the Taita area, who constantly battles the elephants around her home, feels she can do nothing but try to scare them. ‘If we kill an elephant here, everyone will suffer from the hand of the wardens and the government. Even a small child will be hit so it will say who has done the killing.’


People resent and fear the hard-handed arrests by KWS rangers, who are fully equipped with military weapons and training, regularly including the accompanying approach. The long sentences in Kenya's dreadful overcrowded jails are generally considered disproportionate consequences of handling bushmeat or killing wildlife in defence. Olkoinaasi Ole Kuya, a Maasai elder states: ‘People are very fearsome now to kill an elephant. You can be taken [by the authorities] and not seen again.’
 The fear of jail and the authorities exists in both communities, but seems to be stronger in the Taita areas. In some places in the Taita area there are rumors of harassment by KWS rangers. They would hang out on people's land for extended periods of time without working, demanding water and food from the local residents. In the area of Mwagwede, the rangers of the KWS are known for their alcohol consumption and abusive language,
 and in many places they are infamous for their hard-handed arrests which can involve beatings and abuse.

Snaring a poacher

'In the 1980s a person was discovered with snares near Maktau. He was told to put is head through one of his snares and was almost choked, until his eyes started coming out. He had just a small impala with him, but was imprisoned for many years. The game wardens of KWS are very cruel, more so than the police. If they find someone with bushmeat they don’t ask questions, but just use force. They beat you to the maximum.’
 

Despite the fact that many KWS employees are working hard under difficult circumstances, and have successful episodes in solving community-wildlife conflict through organizing workshops and meetings, placing fences and handing out traps, issuing compensation, problem animal control, and the protection of wildlife and protected areas, in the eyes of the local people their performance is often regarded as inadequate, inefficient and intimidating. This is partly due to the difficulty of the position and task of combining wildlife protection and the well-being of the community, which will be further explained in the next chapter. For now I will go into the details that most clearly sharpen the confrontation between KWS and local people, which are violence and the magnitude of the stakes involved for the community.

Violence in wildlife protection

The approach and amount of force being used by the KWS in dealing with the community, is often considered intimidating or even violent, and therefore feared and resented. The KWS often makes use of (secret) informers within the communities,
 sometimes drives large herds out of protected areas using helicopters, killing cows in the process,
 and is known for its hard-handed arrests (see also Strom 2007). According to the Five Person Review Group, KWS personnel have a 'reputation for brutality ... rangers [being] accused of killing innocent people with guns, beating suspects with whips and destroying houses and crops' (KWS 1994: vi).


As other African nations, Kenya has a history of rangers being armed with automatic rifles and orders to shoot to kill poachers (Bruner 2001: 894, Dzingirai 2003, Honey 1999: 300, Neumann 2001: 319, Njogu 2003: 207). At times the KWS has been considered 'better armed than the police, in possession of a better communication network and with mobility comparable to that of the army' (Njogu 2003: 213). Recently in Kenya three KWS rangers and four poachers were killed in a gun battle. One of the poachers was wounded and arrested. The poachers were believed to be on their way to Tsavo East National Park, when they walked into a KWS ambush at 1.45 am. KWS Director Julius Kipng'etech explained that the men where crossing a bridge when ordered to stop, but instead opened fire. He commented: 'It is unfortunate that we lost three of our rangers and another was injured but we managed to fell four' (Kithi & Otieno 2007: 7).


 Violence and intimidation in wildlife protection is known throughout Africa.
 Neumann even describes 'violence against people [a]s inherent and perpetually latent in the practice of state-directed wildlife conservation in Africa' (2001: 306). This situation exists because the availability of weapons, which are necessary to defend oneself against wildlife in remote areas. In addition, 


in much of colonial Africa, both European hunting and wildlife conservation efforts were 
closely associated with military activities. People trained by the state in the use of weapons 
and application of weapons – former police, prison or military personnel – have been 
traditionally the primary source of recruits for game rangers.... This history is today reflected 
in the paramilitary style of organization of most wildlife and park agencies in Africa 
(Neumann 2001: 307).

Most wildlife rangers today still undergo (para)military training,
 and dress in military uniforms (KWS 1994: xi, 24), which was explicitly developed during the large scale poaching of elephants and rhino in the 1980s (Neumann 2001: 312-322). Moreover, as the KWS employees are not supposed to be(come) too personally or deeply involved with the local people, it is general KWS policy not to put someone to work in his home area,
 and to move higher officials from offices in one area of the country to the other, without much warning, something that reminds of the British colonial system. 


Other factors adding to the harsh practices are of a more geographical nature. In the generally remote areas involved the chances that illegal acts can escape prosecution are considerable. This is the case for poaching, but it is also the case of acts of violence against people, as accusations of the use of excessive force are difficult to prove (Neumann 2001: 307). It can also be argued that in remote areas that are difficult to control the use of excessive force is instrumental because it discourages potential offenders that otherwise would have been difficult to catch. 

Livelihoods at stake

The concept of livelihood encompasses 'the ways in which a social group supports itself within an environment while providing the necessities of life – including sustenance, housing and health/welfare' (Marks 2001: 125). It involves striving 'to make a living, to meet ... various needs, to cope with uncertainties, to respond to new opportunities, and to make choices within a particular socioeconomic, cultural and ecological frame' (Marks 2001: 125). Historically the lands that are now protected areas have often been taken from local communities, generally without providing them with proper compensation or any alternatives to secure their livelihoods (Neumann 2001: 307-314). In the case of the Mara, the Maasai were gradually driven out, first by obliging them to resettle, and later by taking their grazing rights, although these areas were especially important during droughts (Emerton n.d.: 12, Honey 1999: 308-310, Lamprey & Reid 2004: 998, Rutten 2004: 4,8-9). With the creation of the Tsavo National Parks, the Waata elephant hunters were completely deprived of their means to make a living (Ville 1996: 70-71) while the Taita lost their access to grazing lands and access to hunting, especially important during lean times (Emerton n.d. 12, Ville 1996: 69). According to Neumann


[a]n important part of the process of modern state formation in Africa involved the central 
government securing control over natural resources, such as wildlife, that were vital to rural 
livelihoods. This was conducive to violence exchanges, such as assaults and occasionally 
killings, because the stakes were often high. People had to choose between fighting and 
going hungry (2001: 307).

In Kenya, the protection of wildlife as a national resource continues to be important to the Kenyan state, as is the defense of their livelihoods to the local communities.


Despite decades of efforts to make local communities benefit more from wildlife conservation, for instance through tourism, the costs local communities in Kenya nowadays experience from 'the existing legislation, which prohibits all aspects of wildlife utilization except viewing and photography' (Otuoma 2004: 40), and the opportunity costs of alternative uses of land that are foregone or diminished by the presence of wildlife, are generally much higher than the profits (Emerton n.d., Norton-Griffiths 1995, Otuoma 2004).
 Emerton (n.d.) notes that the preclusion of wild resource use inside and outside protected areas 'take[s] away vital sources of subsistence and income, including basic needs such as food, water, shelter, medicines, fuel and pasture as well as emergency fall-back goods and services' (n.d.: 12). If there are community projects organized to ease the burden of the protection of wildlife, as is often done in the form of schools and dispensaries,  this 'provision of social infrastructure [sic] rarely provides subsistence, income or secure livelihoods to the majority of the community members' (Emerton n.d.: 9). She concludes that '[c]ommunities in wildlife areas are often already economically marginalized and least able to bear these costs' (Emerton n.d. 12).


These conclusions are consistent with the local realities near Tsavo and the Mara. The majority of people from both areas are generally regarded to live near or under the poverty line (UNDP 2005, OECD 2007: 600). They deal with poor public facilities such as infrastructure and medical care, unemployment is a problem, population pressure is high, and the destruction by wildlife forms a large extra burden (Njogu 2003, Lamprey & Reid 2004). Many families have to struggle to make a living, despite the large influx of wildlife related money into the area. 


In the Taita area, on the edge of Kenya's most profitable national park (Ndioo 2007: 19), the situation is most dramatic. According to KWS senior community warden Ole Perrio, currently 80% of the people in the district live below the poverty line
 and the locals tell how they regularly rely on relief food (see also Njogu 2003: 211). The Human Development Index (HDI) calculations of 2004 concluded that the annual per capita income in Taita-Taveta district is well below Kenyan average. The district's GDP per PPP
 and GDP index per capita both amount just over half of the national average (UNDP 2005). According to the Human Poverty Index (HPI) 44.2% of the people of Taita-Taveta has no access to safe drinking water, which some community members try to solve themselves by lobbying to find money to lay a new, larger water pipeline from the established Mombasa pipeline towards the Kasigau area. In addition, 77.4% lives with poor access to a qualified doctor,
 and 36% is not expected to survive beyond the age of 40, scores that are all three worse than the Kenyan average.


People's traditional emergency reliance on natural resources has been severely limited. As was discussed earlier, as a result of the ban on hunting the price of bushmeat has sometimes tripled.  The ban has resulted in more professionalized and non-selective forms of hunting, but the meat hunted is generally still used for the pot within the community, even if it is sold. A David Sheldrick worker of the Bura Desnaring Team who wishes to remain anonymous says: ‘The standard of living is low, people have little alternatives…. Employment opportunities are low. People have no income and need food.’
 This is affirmed by people in the community and poachers themselves. A Duruma poacher having spent time in jail for his occupation has kept on poaching after his release because he says there is no other work to do. Jonas Kiute, agricultural officer and local of the Kasigau area in Taitaland tells that before 1977 when poaching wasn’t illegal, people used the money to pay the school fees for their children and the meat was used to live on. Now 


conservationists have come in and blocked all those channels. The problem with 
conservationists is that they have told us not to kill wildlife, but have they given us a 
solution? Not all people are learned or employed and they depend on rainfall which is not 
reliable. We can stay for two seasons without getting anything from the farms…. In the old 
days we used to go to the bush.

The same points are also brought up several times by the people of the Taita-Taveta Wildlife Forum. According to a survey done in the Taita area in 2000, 92% of the people experience food scarcity, 89% water scarcity and 81% health problems (Njogu 2003: 91).

Even though daily observations give the impression that the people living close to the world famous and hugely visited Masai Mara have more money to spend (see also Thompson n.d. 12-13), here the situation is also far from satisfactory. Livestock holdings have dropped below subsistence rates (Lamprey & Reid 2004, Reid et.al 2003) and about half of the Maasai around the Mara live on an income less than a US dollar (Ksh 70) a day (Reid et.al. 2003: 17). Roads and public transportation are very poor. Health facilities, even on the edge of the park, have no clean water and do necessary operations with a torch as there is no electricity. Juma Ole Sampuerrap, who functions as a doctor at Talek, a town at one of Masai Mara's gates, is on duty 24 hours a day, seven days a week and estimates he serves a population of 20.000 people with his small stock of largely donated medication. Some patients walk for days to reach him, malnutrition, malaria and increasingly HIV being the largest problems.
 In the same town, mothers have set up and invested in their own primary schools as facilities are lacking. That garbage disposal and sewerage are largely non existent is especially a problem in the larger towns that have grown at the Mara's gates.


The latest publication of the Kenya Human Development Index (HDI) in 2004 calculates the overall score for Narok district below the Kenyan average (UNDP 2005: 44-45). The adult literacy index, school enrolment in primary, secondary and tertiary schools, annual per capita income and GDP per PPP are all below the national average (UNDP 2005: 44-45). Even more serious are some of the numbers of the Human Poverty Index (HPI) of the same year: In Narok district 22.5% of the children below five years is underweight, 52.5% of the people does not have access to safe drinking water and 71% lives with poor access to a qualified doctor, again all performances worse than the Kenyan average (UNDP 2005: 48-49).

Animals are more important than people

The people that live near the protected areas of the Mara and Tsavo often do so under difficult circumstances. Even though the Kenyan government has been occupied with the idea that local communities should benefit from wildlife, mostly in the form of community projects focused on public facilities, the people in Narok and Taita-Taveta still experience an enormous lack in public services. In combination with their low income, many are truly defending their livelihoods in their interactions with wildlife. The difficulty of reinforcing measures to protect wildlife, the problems Kenya has had in the past with controlling widespread poaching, the lack of material and manpower, and the culture of wildlife related law enforcement in most African countries make that it no surprise that the methods and amount of force being used are often considered intimidating or even violent by the local communities.


As a result of the combination of violence reinforcement of wildlife protection almost all informants in the Taita and Maasai area feel that wildlife belongs to the state,
 and bitterly joke that they are feeding the wild animals with their livestock and crops, while their ownership lies with the government. In addition, the amount of public service, the existence of protected areas, the burden wildlife forms on their livelihoods and their day-to-day interactions with KWS gives local people the feeling that the government finds wildlife more important than the care for its citizens. An elder from Buguta voices what is felt often among the locals: ‘It is better to kill a human being than an animal. If you kill a [wild] animal you will suffer more.’ His wife reacts: ‘It is as if animals are more important than humans. If you defend yourself or kill a dikdik [for food] you go to prison. If a person is killed it can take the authorities a day or more to come. But if an elephant is killed they are there straight away.’
  In the 1994 survey on human-wildlife conflict done by order of the KWS, this view was already observed nationally: 'People's perception is that the government loves animals ... more than people' (KWS 1994: iii, see also 1994: 17, Njogu 2003: 203, Smith & Kasiki 2000: 5).

Dealing with authorities

In chapter two we have seen that the people of the communities that live near the Mara and Tsavo are not passive victims of the wildlife they share their home areas with. Living under difficult circumstances they are also not undergoing their treatment by the state passively. Scott (1985) argues that if neither outright collective defiance nor rebellion is likely or possible, the poor still defend their interests as best as they can by using commonplace forms of resistance, which he calls the “weapons of the weak”. These are forms of struggle that are mostly based on implicit understandings and informal networks avoiding any direct confrontation with the authorities or their norms (Scott 1985: 29), and include dissimulation, false compliance, pilfering and sabotage (Scott 1985: xvi).


As a result, instead of open defiance a relatively quiet piecemeal process takes place, which is concerned largely with immediate, de facto gains. The power of this process in shaping history is considerable and has often been underestimated (Scott 1985: xvi-xvii). However, the 'direct objective ... is typically to meet such pressing needs as physical safety, food, land or income, and to do so in relative safety' (Scott 1985: 35). In dealing with authorities the people of Tsavo and the Mara make use of a combination of these 'weapons of the weak' in an active defence of their livelihoods, and play their part in influencing the realities of wildlife protection.

Continuing illegal use

As has been described in chapter two, illegal use of wildlife and wildlife areas and forbidden forms of defence of property against wild animals continue, often in defence of daily livelihoods. At times, Maasai herds can be seen grazing inside the Mara National Reserve almost daily. The herders sometimes leave the animals to graze in protected areas unattended, which makes it difficult to identify the owner of the cows, or they quickly split up in different directions as soon as rangers appear. If a Maasai has killed a wild animal and the authorities come to investigate, usually it is impossible for them to find out who is the perpetrator, as the whole community forms a block, playing silly, not remembering anything of that day, and only coming up with useless or confusing information. Donald Arthur Mulira Sakwa, originally from Western Kenya, has worked as a KWS Ranger around the Mara for three years. He tells: ‘It is normal for the Maasai to go after an animal themselves, but they are not allowed to kill it. We can arrest and report them, but when they do it [kill a wild animal], they do it with the community, in a group, in our [KWS] absence. When you go there they don’t say who is who or who did what.’


When speaking to authorities or outsiders, Taita as well as Maasai deny consuming any kind of bushmeat, or using other wild animal products. In front of a group of tourists James Simiren declares something which can be heard often: ‘We despise people that hunt and gather, there is no place for that in our society. We eat livestock meat, not wild meat and if we see someone hunting we will spear him.’
 When a Maasai man from Ololulunga speaks of the Maasai way of life he tells me the same story: ‘The Maasai have a taboo on eating wild meat. We do not use it.’ The funny thing is that later on, when we get to know each other better, the same person reveals to me the details about this taboo and the practices of hunting of the Maasai people. In the Taita area denial of the use of bushmeat is also the case. According to former teacher James Mlamba Kibwana you can go to any school in Taitaland and ask even the smallest children in class whether they have ever eaten a dikdik, and they will all say: ‘Never! We have never tasted one’, because their parents heavily impressed upon them the importance of keeping bushmeat quiet.


Although the killing or use of animals in the lands of the Taita and Maasai is still existent or even common it is not spoken off, except in confidential situations with people you know well. The denial of forbidden use helps to avert prosecution, but it also hides the complexity of the interaction and coexistence between locals and wildlife. As such, it facilitates for the local lobby for more compensation and a bigger share of the wildlife related money that the nearby protected areas generate.

Lobbying for more benefits

In meetings with local people, the issue of the lack of compensation or the minimal amount of it comes up almost always, and when Taita speak to authorities such as KWS, the issue of compensation is always mentioned. Lobbying for more benefits is common, often in combination with exaggerated accounts of good behaviour. Naboru Ene Tira, a circa 68 years old Maasai lady, claims that Maasai leave animals alone nowadays and that therefore they should get some form of benefit: ‘Before if a hyena or lion kills livestock everyone went out to kill it…. The KWS should [sic] participate in compensation, because now we are patient with the animals; we don’t kill them.’
 


In the Maasai as well as the Taita areas people form umbrella organisations such as the Taita-Taveta Wildlife Forum, Narok Wildlife Forum and Kecobat to represent the interests of the local communities in wildlife issues. Their main concern is the search for more tangible benefits for local people. During KWS organised baraza, for instance the one on fencing held June 2007 in Voi, one of the major points that keeps popping up is that the local Taita tell the KWS that they do not benefit enough. The locals express that they 'love the wildlife very much [and] want to drink the milk of the elephant’

Killing or threatening to kill

On the other side of the spectrum of strategies, local people threaten to kill or kill wild animals, especially charismatic mega-fauna, trying to extort benefits or compensation payments. An example is that Maasai who had trapped a hyena went to the hyena research project camp inside the Mara, requesting money in return for not killing it. In general, threats to poison wildlife are most widespread. Not seldom these threats or actual deeds are successful (Rutten 2002: 5): After killing over 42 lions in a time-span of twenty months (Maasailand Preservation Trust 2003) the Maasai of Mbirikani, a group ranch bordering Tsavo West National Park, are now one of the only people in the country who are compensated for all livestock lost by predators, through Richard Bonham’s Predator Compensation Fund.
 But also on a smaller scale threats might work. The Taita mzee Mwarigha Moka Nyange, whose problems with the PAC of KWS got described earlier, finally got rid of his lion after he reflected out loud on why he should not kill it, while he was at a public meeting with the district officer, an important local authority. ‘Two days after the meeting the lion was trapped, caught and taken away, maybe because I said I would shoot it.’


By hiding and negating their uses of wildlife, lobbying for compensation and benefits and killing or threatening to kill animals that are considered important by conservationists, the Taita and Maasai defend their livelihoods vis-à-vis the Kenyan state by making use of the weapons of the weak. Generally without openly challenging the idea and importance of conservation that leads the state's actions, they strategically try to diminish the burden this practice lays upon them.

The Maasai as more effective defenders

The Maasai generally have a more bold attitude in their dealings with wildlife and authorities than the Taita. During a visit to Endoinyo Erinka in August 2007, I saw the carcass of a half eaten antelope lying openly on the roof of one of the houses, the owner reacting that he was feeding the meat to his dogs. Hyena traps are set permanently near homesteads out in the open and even hyenas trapped with KWS traps are sometimes speared.
 The Maasai are also more proactive in defending themselves and their property, building upon the boldness of the (young) men in the warrior age-group (Rutten 2002: 15), their more combative cultural history and the general availability of weapons, such as spears, clubs and swords, which are still carried around customarily.
 They also seem to be more aware of their rights, self-assured and successful obtaining their compensation and benefits. The Maasai regularly claim to have plans to kill certain animals during meetings or in front of authorities, while Taita only seldom do so. Confronting the KWS, people form a block to keep the authorities oblivious and at a distance. The fact that Maasai communities are close communities, which are largely undivided by other tribes
 or witchcraft, makes that they are more successful than the Taita.


In the Taita area people are more cautious and fearful in their encounters with wildlife as well as authorities. The Taita have less effective weapons, more wage labour migration of able bodied men and a graver memory of confrontations with the law-enforcement power of the state. It is well remembered that when the Kasigau residents attacked the elephants raiding their food supplies with bows and (poisoned) arrows in ‘98/’99, a gulf of prosecutions followed.
 This is not to say the people of the Taita area never take the right into their own hands, but they are definitely more quiet about it. The Taita resent the treatment of the Maasai by the government, who seem to get away easier with threatening to kill or killing wildlife and owning animal products.  The way in which the Maasai's disobedience of the law is sometimes tolerated by the authorities is stinging to the Taita.
 Besides their effective strategies of coping with the authorities, the international fame of the Maasai, which is linked with their reputation of fierceness against wild animals and tradition of living outside jurisdiction, might also play a role in their slightly more privileged treatment. 


As will become clear in the next chapter, international ideas and attitudes have been and continue to be very important in Kenyan efforts to protect charismatic mega-fauna, and can be used by the locals in their defence of livelihoods vis-à-vis the state. Proposals and funds to alleviate human wildlife conflict often come from international sources, and are focussed on solutions as fencing, diminishing population growth, proper land-use planning and redirecting and strengthening the KWS (Kabukuru n.d.). However, the most important proposed solution is (eco)tourism, often including aspects of community based conservation, which is the subject of the next chapter, that deals with wildlife as an international resource.

Chapter 4

Working with Tourism

'Money fly in, money fly out'

Juma Ole Sampuerrap

Ecotourism and Kenya's charismatic mega-fauna

Charismatic mega-fauna are regarded as an international heritage. This is for instance indicated by their general international protected status, their use as 'conservation symbols' (Freeman & Kreuter 1994: 7) – for instance by conservation organisations such as the WWF – and their popularity as objects of international tourism. Mainly having survived in the wild in Third World countries, these animals attract increasing numbers of overseas visitors. Tourism is often put forward as the solution to cover the national and local costs that come with wildlife conservation (Bonner 1998, Sinclair 1994). Wildlife tourism is largely seen as non-consumptive: Viewing and photographing charismatic mega-fauna is regarded to be supportive instead of destructive for their existence because of the spread of awareness of the animal's non-us values, while tourism has been put forward 'as a 'smokeless' (nonpolluting) industry' (Honey 1999: 9). The income generated through tourism can bring the host-country foreign exchange and support the livelihoods of local people.


As some reservations concerning the impact of mass tourism on the environment and local populations were realised quickly, more 'green' forms of tourism developed. This '“green” travel, such as wildlife tourism or ecotourism is especially regarded 'as a “win-win” solution for the Third World, the environment, the tourist and the travel industry' (Honey 1999: 4). Ecotourism does not only include environmental concerns, but also aspects of community based conservation, a strategy which 'aims at conserving wildlife and/or biodiversity while providing incentives to local people (Ros-Tonen, Zaal & Dietz 2005: 10). Local populations are increasingly seen as important because continued wildlife conservation seems to be impossible without their support (Marks 2001, Reid et.al. 2003, Rutten 2004: 5, Western & Henry 1979: 417). As the people coexisting with wildlife are often focussed on overcoming poverty or furthering development, they do not generally regard conservation as a first priority. Lamprey and Reid state that '[i]t has become a conservation dictum in Africa that the survival of the continent's wildlife, and particularly of its 'megafauna', into the twenty-first century will depend on the goodwill of local communities' (2004: 998).


The Ecotourism Society defines ecotourism as '[r]esponsible travel to natural areas that conserves the environment and improves the well-being of local people' (Honey 1999: 6, see also Lemayian & Mombo 2007). So called 'green' forms of tourism, which (claim to) make efforts to reach these goals, are probably the most rapidly expanding sectors of the tourism industry (Honey 1999: 6), and one of the fastest growing industries in Sub-Saharan Africa (Rutten 2004: 6). With international tourism to developing countries increasing (ibid. 8), the year 2002 was declared the International Year of Ecotourism (Rutten 2004: 3).


However, the idea that local communities should be included to share from tourism benefits is not new, and was already practised in Kenya in the 1950s, through the payment of hunting fees. For 26 years, until sports hunting was prohibited in 1977, rich white hunters paid a game fee for each animal shot to the local district council (Lamprey & Reid 2004: 998). In addition, in this period the management and benefits of various reserves in Kenya were handed over to local county councils (Lamprey & Reid 2004: 998-999, Western & Henry 1979: 417). The Masai Mara Game Reserve's management was granted to the Narok County Council in 1961,
 which used tourism money for community projects (Honey 309-310). As such, the Mara is often considered the earliest ecotourism project of Africa (Honey 1999: 308-310) and by 1990 was regarded as 'Africa's most sustained success in incorporating local communities in conservation' (Honey 1999: 201). Historically being Africa's most popular wildlife tourism destination (Honey 1999: 294), Kenya has long been 'hailed as the world's foremost ecotourist attraction' (Honey 1999: 294).

Deceptive publicity and ecotourism lite

While in the press ecotourism businesses are often lauded for their successes (Rutten 2004: 30), in the academic world the general tone is a lot less optimistic (Berkes 2003, Brosius 2004, Duffy 2000, 2002, Dzingirai 2003, Honey 1999, Marks 2001). The success of Kenya and its protected areas as ecotourist destinations are limited, especially regarding their achievements to provide benefits and incentives for local communities (Emerton n.d., Rutten 2002, 2004, Strom 2007, Walpole & Leader-Williams 2001). The need for locals to benefit more from tourism, is still the main message of the Wildlife Conference held in Nairobi in 2007.


The largely distorted image produced by visual materials such as newspapers, magazines and television is the result of fruitful marketing strategies as well as the alliance between the tourism industry and the (travel) press. 'The tourism industry, including the travel press, has come to view “green travel” as a marketing tool to attract the growing number of environmentally and socially conscious travellers and to open new, unexploited destinations' (Honey 1999: 19 see also Wight 1993). The concept of ecotourism has been adopted, popularized and watered-down by the tourism industry and is now often 'used indiscriminately to describe anything related to nature or unrelated to conventional tourism' (Honey 1999: 21). In addition 'sophisticated marketing techniques often allow the travel industry to appear “green” without making fundamental or costly reforms' (Honey 1999: 47, see also Wight 1993), something which is generally referred to as 'ecotourism lite'. This includes the use of buzzwords such as bio- or nature in advertisements (Honey 1999: 48), the exchange of ecotourism awards between large tourism players as airlines and international hotel chains (Honey 1999: 50-51) and the use of symbols, such as the Green Globe, which are not connected to any actual changes but can simply be purchased (Honey 1999: 50). In this case the concepts of 'eco' and 'community-based' are used to legitimize tourism business (Dzingirai 2003: 259, Rutten 2004).


As the production of promotional material is very expensive, the travel press is often pulled into an alliance by the tourism industry to act as an in-house public relations arm. Travellers use guidebooks, travel magazines, travel supplements in newspapers, television documentaries and nature programs to plan their vacations. The writers, photographers and film-makers producing this information are generally not paid much for their products, and often work free-lance. The expenses for their trips, accommodation, food and entertainment are usually paid or highly subsidized by the tourism businesses involved, often in the form of familiarization trips and complementaries (Honey 1999: 45, Rutten 2002: 19-21).
 Many writers find it difficult to write (very) critically about a place which has hosted them graciously, and in general the nature of  the travel genre in media is supposed to be positive and light (Honey 1999: 44-47). As a result the concept of ecotourism is very often used to lightly and success claimed to easily (Rutten 2004: 28, 30).
 But even if projects and businesses truly pursue the ideals of ecotourism, their goals turn out to be difficult to reach (Honey 1999: 83-93). Why is that so?

Different stakeholders, different stakes

Ecotourism is supposed to produce a win-win situation for private businesses, local people, Third World states and the environment, the last being mainly represented by conservation NGOs. These players have complex relationships and different goals and priorities, which often cannot be combined as easily as might seem in first instance. The primary goal of conservation NGOs is conservation, the primary goal of private businesses is to make a profit, while the primary goal of the locals is to secure and extend their livelihoods. The goal of the state is most complex: It is run by an elite, which has an interest in providing for as well as disciplining its citizens, consolidating its power position. I will shortly note some of the most important practical difficulties in pursuing the ecotourism ideals.

The private sector: unequal partnerships

Being focussed on commerce, the private sector's main concern is not conservation, but the recovery of investments and production of profit (Rutten 2004: 28-29). In the world of international tourism it is a very strong player. The four main economic agents in the international tourist industry – airlines, hotels, tour operators and travel agents – have become 'increasingly integrated in terms of their services, financing, management, research and development' (Honey 1999: 35). They often sell their products in the form of holiday packages and in Kenya manage or (partly) own the majority of tourism businesses (Sinclair 1992: 19) which include ecotourism projects. 


Generally taking the form of large multinational companies which have their base in developed countries, the profits of tourism businesses in Kenya largely flow back to the overseas countries where they have their base (Bonner 1994: 68-70, Honey 1999, Jong 2007, Sinclair 39-40, Veen 2007: 15). These large players in the tourism industry can make use of the competition for tourism revenue that exist within and between developing countries (Sinclair 1992, Neumann 2001: 322). Their business is supported by receiving governments as well as international aid-institutions, who facilitate for appealing policies and regulations such as infrastructure projects, tax-cuts or subsidies (Honey 1999: 33, Rutten 2004 28-29). In the case of Kenya, the Foreign Investment Act has guaranteed the repatriation of capital and profits, while international airlines have been offered tax exemptions (Honey 1999: 295). In wildlife-based tourism conservation NGOs often provide capital to private partners. Operating in a subsidized setting minimizes risks and can help businesses to get started, but can also hinder the establishment of sustainable businesses and partnerships (Rutten 2004: 29). 


These multinational tourism businesses' size, abilities to take business elsewhere, experience and access to information and large amounts of money gives them an extremely powerful position, and Kenya is often mentioned as an example in this case (Sinclair 1998: 20-21). As a result local communities are often misled or get meager deals when they involve themselves in ecotourism partnerships (Rutten 2002, 2004, Sinclair 1992: 39). The Kenyan state, generally supplies inadequate support (for instance through the KWS) (Rutten 2002: 22, 2004) and a too weak legal infrastructure (Sinclair 1992: 35-36) for communities to obtain their rightful share, despite their investment of land, labor and often even money (Rutten 2002, 2004).
 Moreover, the private partner generally manages to keep local people bound to the partnership for a long time, even after it has failed to deliver them the promised benefits, often having secured ownership over important parts of the conservancy and/or facilities on it (own observations, see also Lemaiyan & Mombo 2007, Dzingirai 2003: 250, Rutten 2002, 2004: 31). According to Van Beek in Kenya more than 70% of the income of tourism businesses goes straight to multinationals which are co-owners or act as intermediaries (2003: 253). Overseas investors walking off with the big money is also the rule in the Taita as well as the Maasai areas around Tsavo and the Mara, even if businesses make efforts for and advertise themselves as ecotourism businesses or even community-owned.

The community: securing livelihoods and internal division

As has become clear, wildlife protection often has a negative influence on local communities' abilities to meet their most pressing daily needs, such as food, water and physical safety. These conservation costs are often improperly assessed by the community itself as well as other agents in community based conservation (Rutten 2002, 2004). Moreover, community projects organized to compensate for the losses are often in the form of public infrastructure such as schools and dispensaries. Although they might be very useful and necessary, generally social infrastructure does not provide subsistence, income or secure livelihoods to most community members (Emerton n.d.: 9), and therefore might not sufficiently meet the most pressing needs of the community,  undermining the goals of ecotourism.


In addition, socio-economic benefits as '[s]chools and dispensaries, which [a]re a common feature of community-based wildlife conservation ... are basic amenities that can be located in every part of Kenya according to the country's policy on tackling poverty, illiteracy and health related challenges' (Otuoma 2004: 23, 36, 37). Although many dispensaries, schools, libraries and waterpoints, especially in the Maasai area, are attributed to money from community-based tourism projects, some of the most important general social infrastructure in the wildlife prone areas of Taita and Maasailand is below the Kenyan average (UNDP 2005, OECD 2007), which means that despite these projects people are not compensated for bearing the extra costs of tolerating wildlife on their land, as compared to other citizens that do not need to bear these costs.


A last point that makes ecotourism projects difficult to succeed is the unequal division of revenues that is often accompanied with it (Bruner 2001: 894, 904, Duffy 2002: 48, Greenwood 1989: 171, Lamprey & Reid 2004: 999, Strom 2007), which facilitates for division and corruption (Marks 2001: 130, 136, Rutten 2002, 2004). In the Mara area, tourism benefits to the community are quite common, while they are virtually non-existent in the Taita area (see also Kimwele & Waweru 2006, Njogu 2003). In Taita the division can only be observed on a fairly small scale. A Taita employee at a tourism business for instance told that he was charged much higher in local shops because of his relatively well paying job. In the Mara area, division and corruption are the order of the day: (Eco)tourism businesses such as tourist camps who say to rent land from the community, are actually only paying the landowner(s) to whom the land title belongs, which means that at best only a handful of families is benefiting considerably (see also Strom 2007), and during subdivision of land conflicts arise over the allocation of plots that are attractive for tourism. 


(Eco)tourism projects which more truly involve considerable sections of the community, such as community wildlife sanctuaries, regularly develop division and sometimes conflicts over who forms the community that should benefit (Honey 1999: 316).
 In addition, larger community projects often need to form a small board or committee to represents them, in order to be able to negotiate with investors (Thompson n.d.,) or the KWS (Rutten 2004: 14). However, the elite representing the board often uses its position to personally benefit and redistribute benefits as they feel fit (Thompson n.d.: 8-9, Ritsma & Ongaro: 2002, Rutten 2002, 2004). The Koiyaki-Lemek Wildlife Association, which was established in 1995 and the first community-based wildlife association in the Mara, has undergone so many splits because of disagreements that are the result of local rivalry and economics that it is now completely splintered (Thompson n.d.: 4-6), while the more recent Siana Wildlife Association has also split into two rivaling sections (Thompson n.d. 7).


Corruption is also a well known problem within Narok County Council, which is supposed to reinvest the money made by the Masai Mara National Reserve within the district. It includes the pocketing of large sums of tourism money and illegal transactions to get tracts of land for tourism projects (Honey 1999: 311). The 19% of the Mara park fees revenue, which has for long been reserved to be divided among the adjoining groupranches and invested in community projects by the groupranch leaders, has paid for some community projects such as dams in the past, but for many years has not reached the community, only being there on paper.
 No-one knows the amount of money that is generated or where this money goes, as the council does not give insight in it (Honey 1999: 312). This led to some groupranches breaking away from the Narok County Council to form the Transmara County Council (Honey 1999: 312). Approximately a decade later the part of the Mara Reserve in this new district 'was (allegedly illegally) transferred to a private company, Mara Conservancy that was made up of foreigners and the (former) local political elite (Rutten 2004: 7). Lamprey and Reid state that only the Narok county council and a small Maasai elite benefit highly from tourist revenues, while most households in the Mara area benefit little or nothing at all (Rutten 2004: 999-1000).

The environment: consumptive (eco)tourism

Although it is often argued otherwise, tourism is a consumptive use of wildlife resources (Freeman & Kreuter 1994: 7-8, Peace 2007: 192-193), not only when it concerns mass-tourism, but even in the case of much so called ecotourism (Honey 1999, Sinclair 1998: 34-36, Strom 2007). Tourism leads to extra and sometimes excessive demands for scarce resources such as water and firewood (Honey 1999: 312, KWS 1994: 8, 18, Sinclair 1992: 34). The production of rubbish, waste water and air pollution that are the result of a huge increase in driving, flying and the transportation of goods, have negative impacts on often fragile areas (Honey 1999: 298, 312, KWS 1994: 8, 18). As an indication, between the mid 1980s and the early years of the new millennium, tourism in the Mara has increased tenfold (Lamprey & Reid 2004: 999).


In some cases, ecotourists even have a larger impact than mainstream tourists, as they often go to faraway destinations making use of polluting long distance flights and are very intrusive as they want to know the local culture and see unexplored natural areas (Honey 1999, Strom 2007).
 Even though almost all tourist camps around the Mara advertise themselves as 'green' or 'eco' businesses, and the involvement of a National Environment Management Agency (Nema), many dump their waste water without (much) treatment into the Mara and Talek rivers bordering the Reserve,
 and vegetation loss and desertification occur around the tourist camps (KWS 1994: 18). Tourism also leads to considerable migration flows of local people looking for work, resulting in small businesses and shantytowns near the gates of the reserve, which adds to the pressure on the areas concerned.


Tourist camps often form an encroachment of the wildlife corridors.
 Especially around the Mara the impact can be seen well: Along the borders of the Reserve, such as Talek River, camp after camp has been build, until they have formed a continuous line not leaving any space for the wildlife to pass through. Moreover, the location of the camps is often chosen right next to areas that are of vital importance to the wildlife, such as waterholes and gorges. This is because the camps can charge their visitors much more money if they can see the wildlife close up from their luxurious tent or dining area. However, it is inevitable that the building of the camp as well as the continuing close encounters with large numbers of holidaymakers is disturbing to the wildlife. Kobo Safaris not long ago decided to construct a lodge inside Leopard Gorge, a vulnerable place that is vital for the leopards that raise their young. Until now, large scale protests have only led to the consideration to make the camp of a non-permanent nature.


Besides through the camps, tourism works destructively on a large scale mostly through their game drives. Besides the fact that the extremely large amount of drives every day lead to pollution, the change of vegetation as a result of erosion is a problem (Rutten 2002: 6). Because tourists are very eager to see the wild animals up close and drivers make a considerable portion of their income through tips, illegal off road driving is often more rule than exception (see also Sinclair 1992: 34) leaving labyrinths of tyre tracks that lead to large scale erosion in many parts of the protected areas. I have seen Narok County Council rangers call drivers to order, leading them back to the official tracks. But I have also seen drivers bribe these rangers to be left alone on their off-road position where tourists enjoyed a close encounter with lions.


In the Masai Mara National Reserve, the rules of the maximum amount of five cars around an animal as well as the minimal distance of 10 meters that should be kept
 are constantly broken. Almost no tourists are given adequate information on rules and regulations or the Reserve's list of do's and don’ts (own observations, Honey 1999: 312-313), but everyone who has been there is familiar with the traffic jams of dozens of cars surrounding a lion or a cheetah, the drivers whistling, clapping on the side of the car and roaring their engines to make the animal look up (pictures 4.1, 4.2). Regularly tourist vans almost drive over a cheetah and her cubs or a group of lions, only to make them stand up so their clients can get a good picture. Lions are followed for hours by groups of buses, car after car passing them to block their way. It is no wonder that the migration of wildebeest is disturbed by the large amounts of tourists trying to get the best shot of a river crossing. In addition, cheetahs in the Mara are being threatened. Being the only cats that hunt during the day, they do not get the chance to obtain enough food because of all the attention from the vehicles. Cheetah cubs have died of starvation because tourists make it impossible for the mother to hunt enough to feed them (Honey 1999: 54).


The many eco-lodges sometimes do economize energy and waste impacts, but generally drive tourists around the area several hours a day in the same polluting old cars (see also Strom 2007) as other facilities, do the same amount of off-road driving and get their food supplies transported from Nairobi. A number of scholars question whether ecotourism is a way of travelling that really causes less environmental damage compared to conventional tourism, and find that the impacts are sometimes as negative (Duffy 2002, Honey 1999, Sinclair 1998: 34-36). Tourism as well as ecotourism is often destructive, using the natural resources it targets in a consumptive way.

The national costs of wildlife protection

By the early 1990s, Kenya was earning more from wildlife tourism than any other African country (Honey 1999: 294). In 2007, the total tourism income from the county's estimated two million visitors amounted for circa Ksh 65.4 billion and recording the highest growth in the economy before the recent election violence, tourism was seen as the 'leading economic sector in Kenya' (Kenya Ministry of Tourism 2008). In addition the industry is a 'major source of Government revenue in the form of taxes, duties, licence fees, entry fees, etc.' (Kenya Ministry of Tourism 2008). In 2006 it accounted for 12% of Kenya's GDP and one million jobs, 9% of total wage employment (ibid.). That year there were 2.4 million visits to parks and game reserves (Kenya National Bureau of Statistics 2007). However, despite the demonstrably high national economic value of wildlife in Kenya (Emerton n.d.: 4, Norton-Griffiths & Southey 1995), maintaining the resource has mainly been a burden for the Kenyan government.
 

The infrastructure that is needed to facilitate for tourism is often of high costs and specific for the tourism sector (Sinclair 1998: 40). Even more extensive however are the opportunity costs associated with setting aside land for conservation. Norton-Griffiths and Southey calculated that the nearly 61.000 km² of protected areas in Kenya, if accounted for soil quality and rainfall, could potentially support 4.2 million people, 5.8 million heads of livestock and 0.8 million ha of cultivated areas. For 1989 potential net returns for these land uses would be almost four times as high as the actual combined net returns from wildlife and tourism the protected areas generate. The amount to which the Kenyan government is subsidizing the conservation of the protected areas was 2.8% of the GDP (Norton-Griffiths & Southey 1995: 129) and '70% of all external (aid) grants to Kenya in 1989/90' (Norton-Griffiths & Southey 1995: 136).


Since these calculations have been made, conservation continues to be costly for the Kenyan state. Tourist numbers have grown enormously, but this has in large part been the result of an increase in beach tourism (Sinclair 1998: 30), which is even less profitable for the Kenyan state (Honey 1999: 297). Moreover, the pressure on the land has expanded greatly with the continued growth of the rural population, and with it the opportunity costs for leaving parts of it undeveloped. In addition, tourism can be 'perceived as a high risk option for developing countries as the earnings which it provides may be unstable over time' (Sinclair 1998: 32), for instance as a result of highly fluctuating visitor numbers or exchange rates (Honey 1999, Kareithi 2003, Sinclair 1998). For Kenya this has been proven between 1978 and 1983 when tourism stagnated due to national and international problems (Honey 1999: 295),  in 1997-1998 when the numbers of visitors plunged as a result of election unrest, high crime rates and the Nairobi terrorist bomb (Honey 1999: 297) and again recently by the influence the 2007/2008 post-election violence.
 

In addition, more consumptive use of wildlife, such as the harvesting of ivory, which might make its keeping more profitable, is still prohibited in Kenya. According to the literature, if wildlife is solely used as a tourist attraction the money it brings in is by large not enough to compensate the national and local level for the associated costs and loss of resources they experience (Bonner 1994: 68, Sinclair 1998: 38-40, Western 1998: 1509). Norton-Griffiths & Southey's conclusion that '[t]he net revenues from wildlife tourism and forestry are unlikely to meet the opportunity costs of the land set aside in parks, reserves and forests for decades to come – if ever' (1995: 136), still stands strong.

Why the Kenyan state protects wildlife at the costs of its people

If the Kenyan state is subsidizing instead of making an income out of wildlife conservation, why is it so occupied with reinforcing the complete protection of wildlife? Miller claims that 'tourist revenues provide the raison d'être for officially supported wildlife protection' (as quoted in Rutten 2002: 1). The question is, revenues for whom? As has become clear above the private sector largely roams off the benefits from wildlife for the Kenyan state and population. Despite this, Kenya continues conservation efforts. This is largely due to the involvement of two sets of players, the first being  international donors, which are represented by conservation NGOs, developed states and multilateral institutions such as the World Bank. They are allied with the Kenyan elite that rules the Kenyan state.

The power of international donors 

International donor agencies such as the World Bank, USAID and international conservation NGOs are very important in funding of wildlife conservation and tourism development in Kenya, providing money to the Kenyan government as well as private businesses (Njogu 2003: 151, 165, 168, 206, Rutten 2002, 2004: 5, 12, 28-29, Sinclair 1998: 32) to achieve these goals.
 These international donor agencies in turn are almost entirely funded and ruled by developed countries, either by their governments or by their populations. They often strive to help developing countries with aid, mostly in the form of loans. However, they only provide this help if the developing countries move into a direction that is also in the interest of the developed countries, or at least not harming them, focussing mostly on forms of development that can be mutually beneficial for donors as well as receivers (Wijngaarden 2006). 


Environment and wildlife protection through tourism is such a sector. It benefits the developed countries that produce large amounts of CO2
 and where natural areas that can be used for recreation have become scarce. In addition, it is an industry that is likely to continue to be dependent upon developed countries for considerable times to come, because they are the main source of visitors. Moreover, developed countries' businesses can make good money in the industry, and financing 'green' sectors is popular with the Western public.
 At the same time tourism can provide an income to developing countries, which are in need of foreign exchange, boost the development of their businesses through foreign direct investment and create employment. However, in practice the donors providing the funds have a lot of influence in what is done with the money.


International occupation with the protection and exploitation of Kenya's wildlife resource has a long history, starting with creation of the Southern and Northern Game Reserves for hunting parties from the West and Asia in 1899 and 1900 (Rutten 2004: 5, Njogu 2003: 139). The first International Convention of wildlife was held in London that same year with eight European nations, all having territories or protectorates in Africa discussing how to prevent wildlife extermination, ratifying various articles covering trade, hunting and wildlife reserves (Njogu  2003: 139). After the ownership over Kenya's wild animals had been claimed by foreign white hunters, it was claimed by foreign white conservationists, again excluding (local) Africans from their wildlife resources (Steinhart 2006: 12-13).
 'With the rise in popularity of game viewing in the 1940s calls for protection of wildlife grew louder' (Rutten 2002: 3) and in 1946 Nairobi National Park, the first national park in Kenya was established, soon followed by Tsavo National Park in 1948.
 At Kenya's independence in 1963, there were seven national parks and reserves (Njogu 2003: 140-143).


After independence there was a large amount of pressure of international conservationist organisations upon African governments to maintain colonial laws prohibiting use of land in national parks and traditional hunting of wildlife (Neumann 2001: 312, Rutten 2004: 5). Conservation was put forward as having economic potential in the form of tourism, for instance during the Arusha Conference (Njogu 2003: 140). However, within Kenya, foreigners, in the form of private companies, wealthy business tycoons
 and European and Asian settlers had dominated the tourism sector from the start, only later being joined by elite Africans (Rutten 2004: 6-7, see also Njogu 2003). Up till today, the influence of developed countries on Kenya's wildlife has continued through a loosely connected, mutually supportive web of Western based and funded private businesses, conservation NGOs and international (aid) institutions (Rutten 2004). 


An important reason for foreign private businesses still having such a powerful position in the tourism industry and earning so much money in Kenya without the state profiting substantially, is international pressure for free-market practices from donor agencies. Kenya's search for loans and aid makes the country vulnerable for this pressure: In 2005 Kenya's total debt was over US$ 5 billion.
 To service and pay off these debts, Kenya is dependent upon foreign exchange, which arrives in the country as a result of agricultural exports, tourism revenues, but also to an important extent in the form of aid provided by NGOs as well other countries or multilateral organisations such as the World Bank, often being in the form of new loans. This money is usually provided in connection to certain terms, for instance requesting certain behaviour or policies of the country receiving the grant (Payer 1982).
 


The World Bank's is an important donor institution pushing for free-market practices and deeply involved in Kenya's wildlife and conservation business. The Bank's first ever tourism related loan was made in 1967 for a hotel in Kenya, which was partly owned by the Inter-Continental Hotel Corporation (Honey 1999: 15). In the 1960s the World Bank's Tourism Projects Department pushed Kenya and other developing countries to invest in tourism to encourage foreign investment and earn foreign exchange (Honey 1999: 15). In the 1980s, the Bank's structural adjustment policies pushed Kenya and other indebted countries to open their economies further to foreign investment and trade, which led to a growth of foreign tourism businesses in Kenya. In the meantime the Bank continued giving out 'multimillion-dollar tourism-linked loans under categories such as infrastructure, environment and biodiversity, rural development and technical assistance ... [financing] tourism and recreation development within protected areas in Kenya (Honey 1999: 16), facilitating the penetration of the tourism industry by foreign investors (Honey 1999: 32). When ecotourism became popular, not much changed, as USAID, probably the most important financier of ecotourism businesses, and largely funding them in Kenya (Honey 1999: 16-17), also put a 'strong emphasis on working with the private sector' (Honey 1999: 17). The donor's push for free-market practices and support for foreign investment continue to contribute to the powerful position of private partners in Kenya's tourism sector today.


The direct power of donors as the World Bank over Kenyan policies should not be underestimated. The 1977 ban on hunting and commercial trade in wildlife trophies and products in Kenya was initially a condition for continued World Bank funding (Honey 1999: 298), and still stands strong today despite arguments from researchers (KWS 1994: v) as well as KWS ex-director David Western for the consumptive use of at least part of Kenya's wildlife to increase national and local revenue. As Kenya currently works on renewing this wildlife policy, there are rumors foreign donors such as USAID, the EU and European development organizations influence the process not only through funding, but also by providing experts to guide the changes. 


According to Kenyan lawyer Kibe Mungai, donor countries want to safeguard the entry of major companies and individual investors and are directly involved in drafting and making Kenyan laws related to wildlife (Mbaria 2007: 8). Shikwati, director of Inter Region Economic Network, states that international NGOs continue to pressure Kenyan elites, wanting to 'protect [sic] animal rights while violating human rights by sustaining people in poverty' (Shikwati 2007: 23). Although there are also conservation NGOs and donors which are positive towards utilization by hunting, in the ways local communities generally see fit (KWS 1994: iii-iv, 19), the private sector continues to exert pressure to prevent a change of law (KWS 1994: iii, 6), 'fear[ing] that lifting the ban would hurt Kenya's international image for camera safaris and conservation' (Honey 1999: 305).
 The pressure from donors and the tourism industry is seriously taken into consideration by the government (KWS 1994: 19, Njogu 2003: 207), which continues the violent enforcement of the 1977 law.


The KWS' existence and practices are generally strongly influenced by outside pressure and money for conservation. The very formation of the KWS in 1989 was '[u]nder pressure from international conservation organizations and the U.S. Embassy' (Honey 1999: 299). The Bank has been a major funder of the KWS, lending it US$ 153 million when it started its job, acting as an umbrella organization for national donors (Honey 1999: 301). USAID in combination with other overseas donors such as the EU and ODA in turn have funded the KWS Community Service through the Conservation of Biodiverse Resource Areas (COBRA) program through loans (Honey 1999: 301, KWS 1994: 2, Njogu 2003: 206, 209, Rutten 2004: 12).


When poaching became difficult to control, first director Richard Leakey called for the CITES listing of the African elephant, which was actually not endangered in numbers (Bonner 1994),
 so that all sales of ivory would be banned, and publicly burnt Kenya's national US$ 3 million, 12 tons stock of ivory, which he earlier proposed to sell to invest the money in KWS anti-poaching operations. Doing so repaired Kenya's image as a country of conservation and wildlife tourism, landing foreign aid and support (Honey 1999: 300. Njogu 2003: 212). However, up till today in human-wildlife conflicts '[t]he elephant, the greatest problem animal, poses a dilemma for KWS because of its status as an endangered species governed by International convention' (KWS 1994: 20).


Leadership over the KWS has also been influenced by donors. When Leakey's successor David Western concentrated more on community projects than on conservation and income generation from the parks and reserves, donors, especially the World Bank, voiced concerns and accusations, making funding increasingly difficult, after which Western was removed from office (Honey 1999: 306-307, Njogu 2003: 214). But when 'a group of international conservationists and donors (minus the World Bank) met privately with [Kenyan president] Moi and threatened to withhold millions of dollars if Western were not reinstated' (Honey 1999: 307), the decision was reversed and Western returned to office, even though he was forced to resign again short time later. However, one of the reasons Leakey was the one to be subsequently reinstated was his 'excellent reputation with the donors' (Rutten 2002: 8). After Leakey was promoted in 1999, several people served as KWS director for a short time, one of them the former director of the international conservation NGO International Fund for Animal Welfare (IFAW) in Nairobi (Njogu 2003: 215).

The Kenyan elite's ambiguous position

The influence of the Kenyan elite on the nation's wildlife conservation is considerable.
 In the first place the elite largely makes out who is put forward to be (elected for) important government positions. In addition, an alliance exists between the Kenyan rich, powerful and politically well connected elite and foreign investors in the industry (Honey 1999: 296). Moreover, the elite influences who leads the semi-autonomous KWS. Generally the president puts someone in position, but sometimes more creative ways are used, at times challenging the will of foreign donors (Honey 1999: 303). First KWS director Leakey actually resigned from his job after he lost both his legs in a mysterious crash of his light plane. He hinted that the plane had been sabotaged and told the press that he resigned because 'the stress and pain of being vilified by senior politicians and others is more than I think is good for my health' (as quoted in Honey 1999: 303, see also Njogu 2003: 213). Western has testified he lost his job due to resisting powerful people in government to allocate themselves pars of Nakuru and Tsavo National Park (Rutten 2002: 8).


Generally the Kenyan elite and international actors work in an alliance to achieve their goals. The international actors provide the funds. In exchange the elite implements certain policies and practices that they would like to see. Unfortunately, the high importance of the international money flow for the well-being of the country as well as its rulers, makes that Third World states – and this has been extensively researched for African governments – are often focussed outward, towards the source of funding. As their position is in large and important ways independent of national support and funding, these governments often insufficiently take care of their people (Bayart 1993, 2000, Leonard and Straus 2003, Mbembe 1992, Siloma & Zaal 2005). The money provided by the international community through trade in agricultural goods, tourism and aid provides members of the Kenyan elite with the funds to reinforce and continue to enjoy their position while compromising on their responsibility to serve the well-being of their own citizens.
 The elite in Kenya roams off the wealth of the nation, with 10% of the people consuming over a third of the county's total income (OECD 2007: 600), while public services are very poor to non-existent, and many Kenyans go hungry.


By facilitating for wildlife protection according to the standards of the international donors, the Kenyan elite ruling the state obtains large amounts of money, relatively quick and easily. Even if agriculture or livestock holding in wildlife areas such as national parks would be more profitable, international donors – which are focussed on conservation or who need to legitimate their investments to the conservation orientated Western public – would be quick to withdraw their money when these lands would be used for these purposes. This would leave the members of the Kenyan elite in a very painful position: Besides their personal patterns of consumption being threatened, they would have difficulty to find money to develop the land until it produces a substantial income. At the same time many already poor citizens would feel the extra pain generated by the difficult adjustments towards nationally based development as well as dwindling tourist numbers, which would threaten the elite's position as well as the overall order in the country. 


Community-based tourism initiatives such as (eco)tourism are sometimes regarded as a new form of control by the state, perfecting and extending the earlier violence based control over wildlife resources (Dzingirai 2001, Neumann 2001). Through the (promises of) handing over the control of wildlife to local people and sharing wildlife related revenues, people are invited to stop their illegal uses of wildlife (Dzingirai 2001). In fact however, increase of control and benefits to local communities, even of the most celebrated programs such as CAMPFIRE, are minimal (Dzingirai 2003, Marks 2001), and 'the revenue is used to perfect the means of exclusion which are used to deny locals access to wildlife resources' (Dzingirai 2001: 252), for instance by the creation of local anti-poaching squads or payment of informers within the community. As the tourism industry benefits highly and the state can increase its control over the rural population and its resources, critical studies conclude that although saving nature might be involved, selling nature is the more important goal of these initiatives (Dzingirai 2001, Rutten 2004: 30, Neumann 2001: 324).


It can be concluded that even if the income from tourism is not as high as other uses of the country's land and wildlife resources might have generated for the nation, it is chosen for by the Kenyan state because of the convincing push for it by donors, and the security, control and personal advantages it brings the governing elite. As a result, wildlife protection in Kenya continues to benefit the populations and businesses of developed countries as well as a small Kenyan elite, while generally forming a burden upon the shoulders of the local people.

Preservation and utilitarianism revised

Wildlife conservation as it is organised in Kenya today, is led largely by preservationist principles (Njogu 2003: 127-129). This philosophy sees human beings as standing apart from nature (Kreuter & Simmons 1994: 40). Most conservation is still based upon these preservationist principles, which underline that the earth has a value in itself, more strong than its use-value. This contrasts with the utilitarian idea that mankind has dominion over nature and the earth and its resources are there to serve human kind (Kreuter & Simmons 1994: 40).
 According to Kreuter and Simmons (1994) ‘[u]tilitarianism is the basis for human survival through the conscious use and manipulation of the environment’, while ‘[p]reservation grew out of romantic urbanite desire for untamed nature in response to rapidly changing landscapes and the growth of cities in Europe and North America’ (1994: 40).


Since colonial times, Kenya has been approached as a Garden of Eden, which' nature had to be protected to remain untouched (Kreuter & Simmons 1994: 40). According to Anderson and Grove


[m]uch of the emotional as distinct form the economic investment which Europe made in 
Africa has manifested itself in a wish to protect the natural environment as a special kind of 
'Eden', for the purposes of the European psyche rather than as a complex and changing 
environment in which people actually have to live ... (thus) Africa has been portrayed as 
offering the opportunity to experience a wild and natural environment which was no longer 
available in the domesticated landscapes of Europe (Anderson and Grove 1987 as quoted in 
Wells 2002: 56). 

The setting aside of land in national parks that could not normally be entered by people and where all consumptive use of resources is prohibited, is build upon preservationist ideas. The essence of the conservation message as still spread inside (Fairhead & Leach 2003) as well as outside Africa (Little 1996) and forms the basis of African policies (Dzingirai 2003: 246, Njogu 2003), is of a 'rural population which is destroying natur[e] and thus requires reform, and of a knowing elite with the expertise to achieve this' (Fairhead & Leach 2005: 382). At the same time 'villagers own perspectives on landscape ... which would question dominant, internationalised perspectives ... tend to be excluded' (Fairhead & Leach: 384).
 Even ecotourism projects today are still based largely upon preservationist principles, besides their goal to make a profit, they focus in the first place on the protection of natural resources, while they approach local people as a threat, largely excluding their experiences and relationships with nature (Marks 2001, Rutten 2002: 19, 2004: 29).


As has been described in chapter two, local people use their wildlife resources in a combination of consumptive and non-consumptive ways. As was argued earlier in this chapter, international (eco)tourism uses wildlife in consumptive and non-consumptive ways as well. These two examples question the strict distinction between utilitarian and preservationist philosophies, as exploitation and protection seem to be intertwined with each other in both cases. This implies that the combination of aggressive protection of charismatic mega-fauna against local use and encouragement of large scale exploitation through tourism, should be questioned. 


To many people from developed countries charismatic mega-fauna are 'an important conservation symbol with high aesthetic appeal' (Kreuter & Simmons 1995: 149). The existence of these animals in the wild even has considerable value for them when they never personally have any contact with them (Kreuter & Simmons 1995, Njogu 2003). This exceptional position is partly due to the anthropocentric discourse that is used when speaking of charismatic mega-fauna. Using the words matriarch, babies, family groups, high intelligence and emotions as well as translating the animal conduct into human behavioural terms, implicitly carries the idea that charismatic mega-fauna ‘are worthy of exceptional conservation efforts precisely because they are so like us’ (Peace 2005: 205), According to Peace, this focus on similarity ‘renders impossible the informed comprehension of [these animals’] place in the ecological system’ (ibid. 206),
 which is an ecological system that has included influences of and utilization by human beings for millennia.

People as a component of the ecosystem

It is true that local Africans, including the local people in the Taita and Mara area, are destroying and threatening to destroy the wildlife living around them (Lamprey & Reid 2004, Reid et.al. 2003) However, as becomes clear from their local perspectives and is affirmed by scientific research, local people also have facilitated for and promoted the existence of wildlife (Lamprey & Reid 2004: 998), and continue to do so up till today, something which is actually not very surprising considering the earlier described important material and symbolic functions of wildlife, especially charismatic-mega fauna, have for local people (see also Marks 2001).


Facilitation for and promotion of the existence of wildlife is most clearly visible in the case of pastoralism. Many local Maasai claim that ‘normally wild animals have the tendency to follow people where they live…. you can’t escape them.’
 They argue that grazers make use of the added protection from predators by staying close to the Maasai boma, and like the fresh grass on old boma-sites, while the predators are in turn attracted by the concentration of herbivores. Moving the people means moving the animals: The old Maasai lady Ntiwal Liaram tells that you can create more conservancies, but wild 'animals are still following the people. They don’t like to stay in places where there are no people. The people have been evicted there [at the new conservancy area] but animals follow the cows when they are coming home.'


These experiences are affirmed by research. David Kaelo, a Maasai local and researcher for International Livestock Research Institute (ILRI) has studied the compatibility of livestock with wildlife, and found that in community areas more animals are found than in protected areas, because of the livestock. The influence of the domestic animals makes the environment more diverse and useful for wild species than land that is simply left alone. As a result, ‘wildlife is more numerous where  livestock is grazing’.
 In the first place this is because wildlife loves the short nutritious grass that grows as a result of grazing by livestock and burning of areas by the Maasai. But wildlife also concentrates itself around Maasai bomas that have recently been deserted. The rare lush green grass that grows as a result of years of accumulation of cowdung attracts a noticeable constant variety of grazers, which in turn attracts predators.
 The fact that wildlife likes to live in the same areas as people is also known within the local tourist industry. When the experienced driver-guides of the Mara tourist camps take their clients for a gamedrive they regularly head into the community areas instead of into the Reserve, even though the entrance fee is already paid for. It is because they now that they can score more and better wildlife viewings there, which will lead to happier customers and higher tips.


Little explains how '[s]avanna habitats ... are (and have been for millennia) actively shaped by local herders' (Little 1996: 47), and asserts 'pastoralism's positive contribution to maintaining biodiversity' (Little 1996: 50) has been proven. Even the widespread idea that the Maasai have a tendency to overgraze their lands, leaving them eroded and threatening the food supply of wildlife are being challenged (Little 1996: 38, Strom 2007). He explains that 'the savannah ecosystems of East Africa, which support the richest variety and density of large mammals in the world have been strongly shaped by human activity and are not the 'wilderness' areas so often considered by early explorers and naturalists' (Little 1996: 37).


This is supported by a large scale research in the Mara area, which concludes that '[c]onservation policy that excludes low to moderate levels of traditional pastoral use may inadvertently impoverish the very lands it was instituted to protect.' (Reid et al. 2003: 129).
 Even though this large scale research focussed on the Mara area finds that the majority of the wildlife species are more abundant inside the reserve, it also argues that pastoralism, if not to intensive, can enrich biodiversity and have positive effects on wildlife (Reid et.al. 2003: 129).
. The researchers state that wildlife is attracted to people for the same reasons related to grazing, burning and protection from predators, that were mentioned earlier (Reid et.al. 2003: 129). Moreover, 'there appears to be a density of bomas ideal for promoting abundant species-rich wildlife; any increase or reduction in the number of bomas may decrease the number of wildlife' (Reid et.al. 2003: 130). The density of bomas was at an optimum at the time of research in 2002, which suggests that despite population growth, the Maasai living around the Mara have at least up till the early years of the new millennium mostly supported and facilitated the animal population in their vicinity, even when they were using and competing with them.


It is often observed that agriculture, which is the most important livelihood in the Taita areas and of growing importance to the Maasai, is less compatible with wildlife (KWS 1994: ii, Lamprey & Reid 2004: 998, Reid et.al. 2003). However, agriculture can also be compatible with or even beneficial to biodiversity under certain circumstances (Blann 2006, Hoare & Du Toit 1999, Scherr & McNeely 2006). Scherr and McNeely elaborate on the functions agricultural landscapes have for biodiversity, arguing that  'agricultural landscapes can ... host wild biodiversity of many types (though not all), with neutral or even positive effects on agricultural production and livelihoods' (Scherr & McNeely 2006: 1)
 Blann argues that overall half of all species exist outside protected areas and primarily in agricultural landscapes (Blann 2006). As a result '[t]he concept of agriculture as ecological “sacrifice” areas is no longer valid in many regions, because agricultural lands both perform many ecosystem services and provide essential habitat to many species'  (Scherr & McNeely 2006: 6).


The presence and exploitation of land by human populations can positively influence the biodiversity of the area. As such, local people with pastoral and agricultural use of land can be integrated and enriching components of 'wild' ecosystems. As is the case with pastoralism, very high settlement densities and intensive agriculture will no doubt diminish wild biodiversity. However, this is also the case for the third main land-use option for Kenyan landscapes, which is tourism. Small scale tourism can enhance and support conservation efforts. However, the negative effects of large scale tourism have left visible negative effects on wildlife and protected areas such as the Masai Mara for a long time.

Living like an American

Exposure to tourism also has its social and cultural influences on local societies, for instance in the form of people's goals and opportunities (Abbink 2000, Beek 2003). If the local people living near the Tsavos and the Mara would have to tell in one sentence what they want, many of them would refer to a life similar as they perceive that it would be in America. Most of the people adore the United States, which is worshipped as the symbol of Western wealth, where there is no place for poverty or shortages and where consumption, opportunities, wisdom, honesty, civilization and democracy prevail.
  When I visit his compound, assistant chief Naurori proudly compares some of the features of his house to those of Americans, and asserts that in Kenya there are many resources, but that the problem is lack of management: ‘Otherwise we could live like an American’.


What people want in the first place are means to secure and develop their livelihoods (see also KWS 1994: 2). Landownership is mentioned as most important for the local people living around Tsavo and the Mara. Second come infrastructure and facilities that in first instance would normally be supplied or facilitated for by the state: Good roads and public transport to travel them, clean piped water or facilities to catch rain water, better housing, electricity to run lights en radios, telephone network, good education and work. Ultimately, especially in the more exposed areas, Western style goods are valued highly, for their usefulness as well as status symbols. This ranges from shoes to Western style suits, from television to computers and from cars to watches.


Ironically, it seems as if the wealth of the goods and images the local people in areas of international tourism are exposed too, are often more difficult to reach because of the close proximity of tourism. The local people of the Tsavo and Mara areas feel that ‘[t]ourism makes a lot of money, yet we do not see that money.’
 Dennis Ole Mako, Maasai and secretary of Koiyaki Landowners Conservation Association and secretary of the Narok Wildlife Forum complains about billions of revenue the government receives from tourism. While ‘our roads are the poorest, our schools are the poorest.’ However, knowing the Taita area also well he says: ‘The people in Taita-Taveta are more oppressed than us, at least we are getting something here.’
 


The local experience that ‘[t]he areas where tourism is good are the same areas where poverty is high.’
 is not only based upon the relative poverty people feel when they compare their own situations with the wealth of tourists and tourist facilities they encounter, but is also supported up to a certain extend by statistics on poverty and development. Although the poorest areas in Kenya are generally remote and receiving little visitors, the areas with high tourist profiles such as the Coast districts, Taita-Taveta, Narok and TransMara score below Kenyan average on many and important issues (UNDP 2005). Sinclair concludes 'that tourism is neither a cheap nor generally beneficial option for residents of developing countries' (1998: 40). What are the reasons?

Tourism as a local burden

The Taita and the Maasai experience an increased competition for resources due to tourism. A good example is the water of Mzima springs being used for wildlife, to fill the swimming pools of local tourism businesses and to pipe to the tourist beach destination Mombasa, while local people have a huge lack of (clean) drinking water. Also the land availability for local people is limited due to the success of conservation initiatives and tourism. For the growing populations of the Taita as well as the Maasai, landownership is very important to secure and develop reliable livelihoods. However, when looking at Taita (see map 1.3 and 1.5) one can see that the people are surrounded on all sides by protected areas. Hosting Tsavo, by far the largest national park of Kenya, several sanctuaries and 25 gazetted forests, Taita-Taveta province consists for circa 70% of areas which are reserved solely for wildlife (Njogu 2003: 104-116). With the little land for the local people to make a living on being divided among an ever growing population, local people continue to be encouraged by the KWS and conservation NGOs to reserve more land for wildlife.


In Maasailand the formerly communally owned group ranches are in the process or finished being subdivided and allocated, and many people now have a title deed to a piece of land on which they now live (Lamprey & Reid 2004). Some people earn a good amount of money from selling, or more popularly, subletting their land, especially if a large tourist camp lets its eye fall on the place.
 When a Maasai owns a considerable stretch of land in one of the joint conservancies this can also mean a good addition to the family-income. However, many feel that ‘agriculture has more benefit' but have stopped farming ‘because of the expenses'
 induced by wildlife. This is supported by calculations made by Norton-Griffiths (1995, 2006) and Lamprey and Reid, who calculate that for the Mara area, income from livestock is about US$ 5-13 per ha per year, tourism generates US$ 10 per ha for the local people each year, while small scale cultivation would produce a yearly income of US$ 50-120 per ha, or more (2004: 999, 1023, 1025).


In general the informants in the Mara area do not support more land for conservancies because it would mean less land for them to graze their cows on and to use for cultivation. However, a lot of families have been evicted and continue to be evicted from their homes to make room for more conservancy areas. In Olare Orok as well as Koiyaki-Lemek Wildlife Trust, the families that still remain are pressured highly to leave their homes, even though they sometimes hold the title deed to their land.
 The push to reserve increasing amounts of land near protected areas solely for wildlife is great. Studies have concluded that the (former) groupranches surrounding the Mara are vital for the survival of wildlife. In addition tourism is doing well and changes in land ownership systems, land-use and population growth could threaten the wildlife in the area (Lamprey & Reid 2004, Reid et.al. 2003, Thompson n.d.). Near the Tsavos also efforts to set aside more land for wildlife continue, as these areas would form important wildlife corridors – especially for migrating elephants – which are threatened by the increasing population pressure. As a result, the government as well as NGOs, existing tourist camps and some local landowners continue to work on establishing new sanctuaries.


A consequence of tourism that is generally regarded as more positive is the influx of money into the local economy. As has become clear the revenue obtained through ownership over parts of (eco)tourism venues is important, but limited mostly to minorities of the population. Visiting tourists help bring in funds and donations of goods
 but mostly in the form of short-term projects or one-time donations, not providing structural, reliable long-term assistance. The tourism industry does bring some possibilities to work for wages and in rare cases the opportunity to get an education, for instance to become a certified tourist guide.
 However, the presence of tourism also makes living more expensive, as it drives up the prices of land and rents as well as virtually all products, including food, which is especially noticeable in Voi, the shopping centre of Tsavo, and in the shantytowns which have grown near the gates of the Mara. These are also the places where the negative socio-cultural influences of tourism (Abbink 2000, Beek 2003, Rutten 2004: 6, KWS 1994 vi) as experienced by the community are felt most. Informants point to smoking, excessive drinking, improper dressing, prostitution, and breakdown of cultural traditions and social relations as the result of exposure to tourists and the money-economy (see also Strom 2007: 7-8), which are indeed contemporary problems.


The state's lack of initiative in providing public services in tourist areas can be attributed to tourism in three ways. In tourism areas the state often has invested in generally very expensive infrastructure, such as roads, airports, water and energy provision, however, this infrastructure is often specific for the tourism sector (Sinclair 1998: 32) or only available to them. In addition, the tendency to invest (eco)tourism revenues in public infrastructure such as schools and dispensaries and than promote these as wildlife-related benefits – as the government and local people generally do – makes the state abdicate its general responsibility to provide this infrastructure (Mombo & Lemayian 2007). According to Otuoma 'such social amenities are the government's responsibility to all Kenyan[s] including those bordering conservation areas. Thus, it amounts to blackmail for KWS to consider such social amenities a wildlife-related benefit' (Otuoma 2004: 37).

Thirdly, some situations are also a result of the state's effort to produce an 'authentic' African image around well visited national parks. Anticipating on the demand of overseas tourists to experience African 'authenticity' (Beek 2003: 284, MacCannell 1973, Wels 2002), the state blocks possibilities for improvement of the situation of the local people which they feel don't fit that image. This image of 'authentic Africa' is deeply rooted in the colonial era,
 but still relevant for overseas tourists today (Wels 2002: 55, 62), and constructed from the mental picture 'of African landscapes in which its people have to blend [consisting] for example [of] huts with thatched roofs and African women with water buckets on their head' (Wels 2002: 55), excluding images of cosmopolitan cities with high rise buildings as 'not the real Africa' (Wels 2002: 55). This imagery, which is based on 'otherness', by contrasting Africa to the 'standard' of European and American societies, is the imagery tourism businesses make use of to attract clients (Wells 2002: 64), and so does the Kenyan state.


As has been argued above, Maasai pastoralism generally has a positive influence on the savannah biodiversity. It is therefore regularly brought forward 'that the importance of keeping the Maasai and their herds out of the protected areas is not due to the threat they represent for the environment, yet it is a result of tourism because tourists come to Kenya to see wild animals, not cows’ (Strom 2007: 5-6, see also Monbiot 1994, Rutten 2004: 15). It is also believed that one of the reasons why there is still only a dirt road – which is regularly washed away during the rainy season – leading to the Mara area from Narok town, is that tourists like the red unpaved track because it fits the image of true African wilderness. Moreover, people will not easily drive the dirt road themselves and tourist operators more easily sell a package tour including accommodation or charge heavily for organising transportation. And although most tourist like the idea that there is only a dirt road leading to the Mara, they rather not make the long uncomfortable trip over it, and opt for a more expensive fly-inn, landing on the busy airstrip right on the edge of the reserve.


 A similar problem exists regarding housing. Traditional Maasai houses are semi-permanent, and therefore well suited for the semi-nomadic lifestyle of the Maasai, who in some places around the Mara up till today, move their boma about every five to ten years (see also Lamprey & Reid 2004). The houses are also suitable for a woodfire which is used for cooking as well as for warmth, as opposed to modern gas. Even more importantly, young and sick animals are easily kept inside. However, these houses are also very dark, smoky and leak when they are not plastered when it rains. Therefore, many Maasai have build, or like to build, one or several permanent concrete houses in their village, especially when they own the title deed (see also Monbiot & Arbib 1994, Strom 2007). Besides a status symbol and a good place to receive guests, the permanent houses are drier, lighter, far better ventilated, more spacious and equipped with iron sheet roofs, which makes it possible to collect the rain water and have a valuable clean stock right next to the house for cooking and washing (picture 4.3) However, the Maasai are often ‘not allowed to build other than the traditional houses, because the tourists in the area don’t like to see the more permanent iron-sheet [ones]’
 The government tries to prevent the Maasai from building the Western style houses because it would clash with the ‘genuine’ experience of the Maasai-world tourists pay for and expect to see out of the window of their four-wheel drive (Strom 2007).


It can be argued that tourism is a burden upon local people in many ways. When this is added up with the daily burdens of wildlife, the violent law-enforcement by the government and the lack of benefits earlier described, it is not surprising that the Maasai and the Taita are actively looking for opportunities to support their families and achieve higher standards of living (Reid et.al. 2003: 130 , Smith & Kasiki 2001: 433). Poverty and the continuing rising population pressure on their land make them search for alternatives, and following the push and promises of international NGOs and the state, these are often focussed upon tourism.

Maasai as charismatic mega-fauna

In the Taita area, there are not many people with a (good) tourism related income. Even though through the African Wildlife Foundation (AWF) (see TDC n.d.: 15) and Wildlife Works some tourism related projects have been set up, and there are camps which hire a considerate percentage of local Taita labour (i.e. Rockside camp). Even the once promising Lumo Community Wildlife Sanctuary – despite being celebrated in the travel press – provides 'minimal opportunities ... for the host community' (Lemaiyan & Mombo 2007). Employing only 0.3% of the Lumo members, not empowering them sufficiently, the private investor owning the most important facilities is 'denying the community a fair share of the revenues' (Lemaiyan & Mombo 2007).


Local interviews underline this. The members, who started their involvement with Tsavo Park Hotels to build Lion Rock Lodge (picture 4.4) because their sanctuary itself was not bringing in enough money, are being denied access to visitor numbers and earned profits by the private investor and/or local board. The sanctuary has induced conflict and division between members and non-members. In addition, people who have invested their land, labour and money in setting up the area have not yet received any of the promised dividends or community projects, as the community still pays off its debts that are the result of the investments. Many community members hope for the best, but feel they 'are entangled in a partnership that they cannot disentangle themselves from' (Lemaiyan & Mombo 2007), as the contract with the investor lasts for five years. However, despite the setbacks, some Taita continue to try setting up tourism related businesses, such as a planned new conservancy near Mt. Kasigau, on land that is now rented out to Somali herdsmen.


Concerning wildlife and tourism the Maasai have gotten more foothold than the Taita and increasingly find jobs or secure some ownership over tourism related businesses (own observations, see also Bruner 2001: 894-896). For a long time only people from other tribes and areas were working in the tourist camps and hotels, but more and more Maasai find an additional income there. First they only worked as low paid dancers/entertainers or as askari (guards) to keep the wildlife out of the camps day and night. Important reasons for initial difficulties for Maasai to get good jobs in tourism are that their formal education has been on a very low level for a long time and that prejudices around their reliability and uncivilized, wild nature have been widespread. 


However, nowadays the Maasai are slowly integrating themselves in the tourism industry (Ritsma & Ongaro 2002). It has become more and more popular for camps to have ‘real’ traditionally dressed Maasai on staff (instead of the earlier custom to dress up people from other tribes in a Maasai wardrobe for the tourists) and camps aggressively advertise their participation in community projects and the percentage and positions of the Maasai they have working for them.
 It is common to see Maasai work as (driver-)guides and some even make it into management positions (own observations, see also Bruner 2001: 895, Honey 1999: 313, Strom 2007). The Maasai also engage themselves in other economic activities than wage-labour, from selling artwork to owning tourism businesses such as small (camp)sites,
 from earning money by reserving some of their land for wildlife conservancies to building cultural villages in response to tourist demands for visiting Maasai homesteads. Doing so, the Maasai often strategically play upon the fact that '“Maasai culture” has become a commodity' (Strom 2007: 7, see also Rutten 2004: 7), and the practices and prejudices that earlier prevented their integration into the tourist industry now facilitate for their participation (Bruner & Kirschenblatt-Gimblett 1994: 448).


The Maasai are only one of 42 ethnic groups in Kenya (Bruner 2001: 882), but their image is often used to represent 'a global image of African tribesmen' (Bruner 2001: 893) even the symbol of Africa itself. As ‘the ideal mental conceptualisation of the Western European idea of an African ‘noble savage’’ (Ole Kantai n.d.: vii see also Wels 2002) the Maasai are ‘often seen as the symbol of an unchanging Africa’ (Strom 2007: 7, see also Hodgson 2001). Ultimately represented as male warriors (ilmurran), the wildness of the Maasai can be extended to the wildness of Africa (Bruner 2001: 884). In the Garden of Eden, as Africa has been approached since colonial times, the Maasai is the 'untouched African primitive' (Bruner 2001: 889) that blends into the landscape. As '“our primitive ancestors” who have not yet eaten of the tree of knowledge that is “modern civilizations”  ... the Maasai [are characterized as] shepherds whose flocks live in harmony with their predators’ (Bruner & Kirschenblatt-Gimblett 1994: 438).


As symbols of Africa and its inhabitants, the Maasai have come to be regarded one of the main tourist attractions in Kenya (Bruner 2001, Honey 1999, Sindiga 1999, Urry 2002, Strom 2007),
 only 'secondary ... to the wild animals on the reserve' (Bruner 2001: 896). As van Beek notes, 'a strong and colourful culture [can] give [sic] rise to a tourist attraction' (Beek 2003: 286). The way the Maasai are approached by tourists and the tourism industry is similar in many regards to the approach of charismatic mega-fauna.
 As with the wild animals, Maasai images are constantly used in advertising Eastern Africa as a tourist destination (Duffy 2002, Ritsma & Ongaro 2002, Urry 2002, TDC n.d. 10, 30, 36). As a result, around the Mara, locals have become a tourist attraction themselves (Strom 2007: 7).  Charismatic mega-fauna as well as Maasai people are objects of the tourist gaze (Bruner 2001), their bodily presence essential for commodification (Desmond 1999: 251). Wildlife as well as the locals are approached as unchanging, authentic, ideal, wild and natural (Bruner 2001: 254, Corbey 1989, Desmond 1999: 254). An encounter with the Maasai 'is an adventure. It is exciting. It is similar to the excitement of the safari game run in the parks' (Bruner & Kirschenblatt-Gimblett 1994: 455).


According to Desmond 'the heart of the [sic] industries of cultural tourism and animal tourism [is that] each represents a vision of a world in harmony, a vision that is at once nostalgic, utopian, and futuristic – a vision of Edenic pasts as prototypical futures' (Desmond 1999: 251), where 'all people and all animals coexist peacefully' (Desmond 1999: 257). Maasai culture as well as African wildlife represent a more natural and harmonious world, something which has been lost by the overseas tourists (Desmond 1999: 255). Connected to this is the 'salvage paradigm' which 'assumes that that which is most natural is in need of saving' (Desmond 1999: 254). The idea that indigenous cultures such as that of the Maasai need to be saved (Bruner 2001: 887) has strong parallels with the saving of (Africa's) charismatic mega-fauna. Both are thought to be historically unique, dating from the timeless era before the arrival of whites, and in danger of dying out (Desmond 1999: 313). 

Maasai cultural manyattas

The Maasai in turn exploit their overseas fame and popularity and manipulate the discrepancy between their own life-styles and the tourist image (Bruner 2001: 895, Hodgson 2001: 148-150, 272-278). For their work in the camps, many of them dress up every day in garments that would normally only be used for ceremonies. In their conversations with tourists they largely go along with the ideas the visitors have from them, emphasizing the savage, alien and wild nature of their people and their customs, downsizing modern influences that contradict tradition. As Desmond argues, a 'conception of a nonhybrid, “essential” culture is necessary to [its] selling [and] consumption' (Desmond 1999: 255, see also Bruner & Kirschenblatt-Gimblett 1994: 447, Hodgson 2001: 271).


This is for instance clear during supposedly intimate but professional and orchestrated interactions around the campfire at one of the tented camps on the border of the Mara Reserve. After a presentation of ‘traditional’ singing, dancing and jumping in which the tourists were involved, some of the Maasai on staff would usually start conversations with the guests. Recurring narratives were (exaggerated) details about the Maasai’s harmonious coexistence with wildlife, including the taboo on hunting wild animals, and (inflated) descriptions of ‘traditional’ Maasai ceremonies, polygamy and violent raids upon women and cattle. In addition the general average amount of education the members of staff had had before becoming guides was downplayed. While the tourists get drunk on their holiday they feast upon their ‘authentic’ taste of wild Africa. The Maasai in turn, use their own culture as a valuable commodity and have clear ideas of what the tourists want to hear and see, exploiting notions of ancient traditions, a timeless unchanging past and alien customs. The exact, complex and nuanced truth is less important than selling the customer what he wants.
 


According to anthropologist Signe Therese Strom the dances, beadwork and possibly all cultural information given in the tourist business by the Maasai is quite ‘corrupted’.
 That is, they are presented as ancient and traditional, while actually being largely modified or created entirely for tourists.
 The approach used by the Maasai is widely used in the tourism industry and can be referred to as ‘staging tourism’ (Desmond 1999, see also Bruner & Kirshenblatt-Gimblet 1994, Hart 2005), in which situations are put down as genuine but are actually created for consumption. MacCannell would speak of ‘staged authenticity’, a situation where 'tourist settings are arranged to produce the impression that a back region has been entered [to] support the [tourists'] beliefs in the authenticity of their experiences' (MacCannel 1973: 589). In both cases the Maasai strategically create 'authentic' products and experiences to protect their privacy, or to accumulate better profits from tourist's visits (Strom 2007).


A good example of this are the cultural manyattas. The word manyatta was originally used to refer to the village of the Maasai warriors (ilmurran), who in the tourist gaze are 'the quintessential Maasai' (Bruner & Kirschenblatt-Gimblett 1994: 437). Quite some Maasai have built a village circle to receive paying tourists and show and tell them about their culture. The cultural manyatta has been characterized as a place where 'tourists ... visit them [the Maasai] in their “native habitat”' (Bruner & Kirschenblatt-Gimblett 1994: 456, see also Ritsma & Ongaro 2002: 129).
 To support the idea that a back region has been entered, often the Maasai or tourist operators imply or claim that this is the village the Maasai live in (for example TDC n.d.: 36, see also Strom 2007: 9) even though they generally only go there for work.
 The Swahili word used to refer to the village is maendeleo, which means progress or development,
 as for the Maasai it is a place of making money. 


Everything, from the welcome-ceremony to the house that is for ever half built as it has to show the inner structure and construction process of Maasai huts, is put there in a way that makes it convenient for the tourists to photograph and film. 


The tourists are made to feel that they are watching... the Maasai in their natural state, not 
that they are watching artful theatre.... In the performance and in tourist discourse, the 
Maasai are wild savages, but in their personal relations with the tourists, the Maasai are 
professionals. They are cooperative and composed, and they pose for pictures (Bruner & 
Kirschenblatt-Gimblett 1994: 457-458). 

The Maasai 'know what the tourists want to see and hear and consequently they act and perform to give them exactly what they expect' (Strom 2007: 7), mainly producing a 'confirmation of their prior image of Africa' (Bruner 2001: 894). Often the Maasai involve the tourists in the performance, for instance by inviting them to dance together with them (own observations, Bruner 2001: 891). Instead of remaining as static viewers and outsiders, the tourists actively participate and achieve a deeper level of embodiment of the experience (Desmond 1999: 252-253). What is striking is that the formula for the materials and activities displayed and enacted in the many widespread Maasai cultural manyattas is practically identical.


The cultural manyattas of the Maasai, as cultural tourism more generally, can be seen to reinforce the hierarchical relationship between developed and developing countries, white and black (Desmond 1999: 256-266, see also Corbey 1989: 161).
 As with the community conservancies, also these businesses can lead to division within the communities (Ritsma & Ongaro 2002: 133, 135). Moreover, the Maasai generally do not have total control over the business. As in most tourism related businesses run by locals, marketing is the most important problem (see also Ritsma & Ongaro 2002: 132). In the case of most cultural manyattas it is generally a tourist operator or hotelier that sends the tourists, or a driver-guide who brings them. These 'partners' generally make most of the money, the amount for drivers often being US$10-20 per tourist, while the people of the manyatta are left with Ksh 300 (US$ 4.5) per vehicle
 and the opportunity to sell souvenirs. 


However, it is the Maasai people themselves who have organised the exploitation of the image that exists of them to obtain an (extra) cash income (see also Strom 2007). In general, the Maasai have captured a dual capacity in the Kenyan tourism industry, being 'part owners, possibly partners, and certainly beneficiaries [but] also performers in a touristic drama' (Bruner 2001: 896). These two roles are complexly interdependent, reinforcing and limiting each other as a result of local, national and international developments. Instead of being produced, the Maasai more and more have a hand in producing themselves.
 The cultural manyatta gives them more freedom and control than wage-employment, as they can stage tourist encounters more on their own terms in their own facilities (see also Desmond 1999: 264). Enpiraroi Kipira, the Maasai chairman of the cultural manyatta in Koiyaki-Lemek, proudly tells how the 70 people and 130 children of his cultural manyatta divide the Ksh 1000 to Ksh 2000 (US$ 15-US$ 30) that is made every day, and use it to pay costs of schooling for children, hospital bills and necessities such as food. He states that ‘the cultural manyatta brings a lot of revenue for the Maasai. It helps them to stay with the wild animals.’

Chapter 5

Conclusion: To whom do charismatic mega-fauna belong?




'Tourism is a wonderful industry. If wildlife is lost the people here are 

going to be poor, even the government of Kenya is going to be poor....

Negative is that tourism also comes with exploitation.'

Daniel Taki

Summary

International attitudes of wildlife conservation highly influence daily livelihoods for the Taita and Maasai people living in areas adjoining the famous protected areas of Tsavo and Masai Mara in Kenya. While dealing with continuous competition, threats to life and large scale crop and livestock loss, the people, often secretly, continue to use the wild animals for a variety of material and symbolic purposes. While they have facilitated for the continued existence of Kenya's wildlife for thousands of years, they now perceive their complex coexistence with the animals to be out of balance as a consequence of the new arrogance wildlife have aquired due to their protection. 


The Kenyan state continues its historical traditon of violently reinforcing the protection of wild animals, especially charismatic mega-fauna, which are so valued internationally. Local communities feel the governement acts as if the animals are more important than people. In order to defend their livelihoods the locals manage their conflicts with the state in a variety of ways, making use of the so called weapons of the weak. The Maasai are generally more succesful than the Taita, which might be linked to their national and overseas reputation.


Although large amounts of money are made through wildlife tourism, and the development of community based conservation and ecotourism incentives has a long history and is often described as succesfull, Kenyan people have not been profiting from the industry much. Private investors from developed countries have a very strong position and largely roam off the benefits of tourism in Kenya, which is made possible through an alliance between international donor institutions and the Kenyan national elite. As a result the Kenyan state facilitates for the exclusive exploitation of wildlife through tourism, largely at the costs of its own population, while international businesses, tourists and a small Kenyan elite benefit from the arrangements. The protection of wildlife and natural areas is however far from guaranteed even in the case of ecotourism.


At a local level the influx of tourists and the money economy bring negative socio-economic consequences and internal division, with generally only a small local elite taking disproportionate advantage of the revenues that do flow in. Despite, and sometimes even as a result of tourism, the people in the Tsavo and Mara areas are poorer and have less access to important public facilities than average Kenyans. But besides a being a burden, tourism also facilitates for opportunities, and local Maasai have succesfully exploited their overseas fame as symbols of 'authentic' Africa by engaging themselves in tourism businesses, such as cultural manyattas. Presenting themselves in what is envisioned as their 'native habitat' they professionally enact the role of unchanging, authentic, wild and natural beings. Selling these images, which resemble those of charismatic mega-fauna, helps local people to continue to make a livelihood next to these animals.

Discussion

I believe this study is relevant not only to the Taita and Maasai communities near Tsavo East and West National Park and the Masai Mara National Reserve. Publications concerning the coexistence of wildlife and local people in other areas and agro-climatic zones in Kenya (Otuoma 2004, Emerton n.d., Ros-Tonen, Zaal & Dietz 2005, Rutten 2002, 2004), other nations in Africa (Dzingirai 2003, Neumann 2001, Marks 2001) and even other countries in the Third World (Honey 1999), in important and often considerable ways agree with the observations made in this research. While local details influence the communities' strategies and abilities to deal with conservation efforts, the larger parameters of the story, involving Third World states, international institutions, conservation NGOs and private investors often remain the same.


 KWS has stated that for 'local communities ... to participate as partners in wildlife conservation outside protected areas ... will require a broader and more comprehensive understanding of people's true values, needs and rights' (KWS 1994: vi-vii). I hope to have contributed to the understandings that are needed. In addition, shedding light on the suppressive effects much of nature conservation activities have upon local people will hopefully give them tools to move the discussion towards a more fruitful level, while it should provide states and the Western public which support, finance and enjoy the fruits of conservation, insight in the possible political incentives behind conservation discourses. It would be great if this process would give some of the most magnificent creatures on earth a safer future.


In the meantime it is a legitimate question to ask to whom these vigorously protected and exploited charismatic mega-fauna actually belong. To the local people of the Taita and Mara areas the developments that have taken place surrounding the wild animals that they have spend their living space with for so long, as well as the discourses that accompany them are sometimes confusing. Subchief Naurori explains: ‘Now the animals have become a global heritage and people come from overseas [to see them]... I don't know how tourists exploit the Maasai, but I heard people say [so], and this is what I see.'
 


The confusing aspect of charismatic mega-fauna is that on the one hand they are ‘the common heritage of mankind and … not merely resources for the exclusive use of certain countries or particular groups of people’ (Freeman and Kreuter 1994), while on the other hand they also remain resources that belong to a certain country or a certain people. Donald Mombo, local of Taita and ex-chief executive of the Taita-Taveta Wildlife Forum, now working for Kecobat Nairobi argues: 'Wildlife is an international resource, but in the end of the day it is a land-based resource. If you decide to kill all wildlife on your land, that is your right.'
 Stephen Karkeris Ole Naingisa, a 24 year old Maasai from Naikara and Secretary of Ewang’an community based organisation, compares the situation in Kenya with that of Western countries in the world: 

We have given the animals their rights. How about our right? Animals live on our land and eat our resources. They belong to us. If we want to clear them all, we can…. Animals were placed everywhere in the world. Where are they now?

In the developed countries charismatic mega-fauna have largely disappeared to make room for human development such as agriculture, cities and industries (Theodossopoulos 1995: 25). Animals that were dangerous or inconvenient because they interfered with development, such as big cats, bears and wolves, have been driven away or hunted to extinction in most of Europe and the United States. Following a change in our circumstances of living, and reacting upon the loss already in place, people from these developed nations have come to see the value of large wild mammals, and made efforts to conserve or reintroduce them in certain areas, and use them as tourists. 


However, most remaining charismatic mega-fauna and their habitats are situated in developing countries, and, ‘given the size, strength, potential danger and potential food source that these animals represent, it is not surprising that they [sic] feature prominently in the diets, arts, folklore, social relations and rituals of [local] societies’ (Freeman & Kreuter 1994: 7). Charismatic mega-fauna have historically been used in a variety of material and symbolic ways by local populations (Hasler 1994, Kisangani 1994, Rutten 2002: 2). Up till today, both the Taita and the Maasai continue to have a large variety of highly valued daily relationships with these animals, most of them hidden from the national and international gaze. This is not to say that modernity has not inflicted some large-scale changes in these relationships and peoples’ perception of, and goals with, their wildlife resources.


Western people should critically examine their presumed right to consume and decide over the use of African resources. Freeman and Kreuter assert that ‘stocks [of charismatic mega-fauna] will continue to be mismanaged as long as the people who directly affect their population dynamics are not provided with incentives to protect them by being given clearly defined enforceable and divestible property rights and meaningful management responsibilities toward these resources’ (1994: 9). Giving the ownership of wildlife to local communities means a loss of control and is likely to cause losses of (easy) benefits for international consumers. Third World nations as well as local communities are struggling to obtain a higher standard of living as well as forms of Western wealth. Keeping large areas reserved for charismatic mega-fauna, for the more or less exclusive use by overseas tourists might not always be compatible with development, especially when profits do not stay inside the communities or countries bearing the costs of facilitating for wildlife. In addition, it has to be kept in mind that the (eco)tourism industry, often being regarded as non-consumptive, also produces often hidden, but substantial costs for the environment and the continued existence of charismatic mega-fauna.

There has never been a timeless balance between traditional African societies and the wildlife they coexisted with. It is only that with the advance of modernity and tourism the competition and interaction between the two has changed. Rutten argues that 

the world still expects African landowners to accept the costs of safeguarding this 
world heritage in a global economic setting that is denying a future to too many Africans. 
Safeguarding animal welfare at the expense of local human beings will in the long run be 
the road to extinction for these very same animals  (Rutten 2004: 29). 

The wild animals that are regarded as charismatic mega-fauna can ‘be treated as consumable resources or as emotionally charged icons’ (Freeman & Kreuter 1994: 9). We can only continue to do both if local communities from developing countries continue to facilitate for their wild existence.

Maps
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Map 1.1

The location of Kenya in Africa
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Map 1.2

The position of the Masai Mara National Reserve and Tsavo National Parks within Kenya
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Map 1.3

Taita Taveta District with national parks, hills, rivers, main roads and surrounding districts
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Map 1.4

Masai Mara National Reserve, main settlements and groupranches within Narok district (Thompson 2002).
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Map 1.5

Groupranches and main settlements of the Taita area. The color coding refers to landuse systems (Njogu 2003: 107).
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Map 1.6

Groupranches and villages surrounding the Mara. Note that some place names are spelled differently on this map, for instance Koiyaki is spelled here as Koyake.

Pictures

[image: image10.jpg]



[image: image11.jpg]


Picture 2.1 Landscape of the Tsavo area, near Maungu

Picture 2.2 Grass roofed house and local family, Taita area
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Picture 2.3 Doing dishes in the compound in front of the kitchen, Taita area
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Picture 2.4 Maasai compound, Koiyaki Group Ranch

Picture 2.5 Zebu cows, Koiyaki groupranch[image: image14.jpg]
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Picture 2.6 Goats, sheep and cows coming home for the night, Koiyaki groupranch

Picture 2.7 Maasai house, Koiyaki Group Ranch[image: image16.jpg]



Picture 2.8 Tree at waterhole fell by elephants, note the marks the tusks made, Koiyaki groupranch[image: image17.jpg]



Picture 2.9 Elephants enjoying the water of the pipeline in the Tsavo area[image: image18.jpg]
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Picture 2.10 Maize field almost ready

Picture 2.11 Raided maize field, Taita area

for harvesting, Taita area
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Picture 2.12 The Masai Mara's planes are filled with wildebeest

Picture 2.13 Family near Sasenyi with their cow which has been wounded by a lion[image: image22.jpg]



Picture 2.14 Mzee Kisango who was attacked by an elephant[image: image23.jpg]



Picture 2.15 Traditional boma fencing, Koiyaki groupranch[image: image24.jpg]



Picture 2.16 Hyena-proof fence, Koiyaki groupranch[image: image25.jpg]
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Picture 2.17 Hyena trap, Koiyaki groupranch
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Picture 2.18 Large snare, Tsavo area
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Picture 2.20 Maasai arrows, without poison
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Picture 2.22 Close-up of the whip
Picture 2.23 Mr. Nzangi demonstrating the use of the whip[image: image34.jpg]
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Picture 2.24 Sacks of confiscated snares, Taita area

Picture 2.25 Woman collecting firewood, Koiyaki groupranch[image: image36.jpg]
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Picture 2.26 Calf tied with wildebeest skin during milking, Koiyaki groupranch

Picture 2.27 Maasai sheep grazing together with zebra, Koiyaki groupranch[image: image38.jpg]



Picture 2.28 Maasai cows grazing together with wildebeest, Kajiado district[image: image39.jpg]=
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Picture 3.1 Donors continue to be important to assist KWS to conserve its natural resources.
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Picture 3.2 KWS baraza on fencing with groupranch leaders[image: image42.jpg]
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Picture 3.3 KWS baraza with groupranch members       Picture 3.4 KWS waterproject near Tsavo
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Picture 4.1 Lion stalking in a hunt for zebra near tourist vehicles
Picture 4.2 Cheetahs surrounded by over a dozen tourist vehicles
Picture 4.3 Maasai house with water catchment Picture 4.4 Lion Rock Lodge
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Picture 3.6 KWS plane, Tsavo West N.P.	     Picture 3.7 Rukinga ranger speaking to Mrs. Mutuku Mutuku





Picture 3.5 Rukinga ranger and vehicle





Picture 3.4 Rukinga ranger and vehicle








� The KWS is the body dealing with all Kenya's wildlife inside as well as outside protected areas.


� I have simply stated the names of the contributors of the conference behind the relevant sections.


� I have used the 2007 average exchange rates to convert all amounts mentioned in this thesis. During 2007, US$ 1 was worth 67 Ksh, while € 1 was worth Ksh 95. The current exchange rates are 62 Ksh to 1 US$ and 98 Ksh to € 1. � HYPERLINK "http://www.oanda.com/"��www.oanda.com� and � HYPERLINK "http://www.centralbank.go.ke/"��www.centralbank.go.ke�, visited May 22, 2008. 


� The baraza (plural: baraza) is a public meeting and is generally held outside, in the shade of a tree, as most baraza are lengthy affairs. It is a meeting during which everyone involved can have his say, and local communities solve their issues, largely by consensus. In the past, baraza in many places were only accessible to the elders or to adult men (for instance circumcised or married man), but nowadays women often attend the meetings, although they take the floor less often than the men.


� The government of Kenya is one of the few countries to explicitly state its economic objectives with regard to wildlife, with its 1976 (but still relevant) policy statements clearly declaring the need for wildlife to pay off (Western & Henry 1979: 414).


� This term was used during the course Het symbolische beest (the symbolic beast) as given at the University of Amsterdam from september 2006 till january 2007 by Rob van Ginkel.


� During the latest International Union for Conservation of Nature (IUCN) World Parks Congress held in South Africa in 2003, the congress officially 'noted that protected areas may have a negative impact on indigenous peoples, including mobile indigenous peoples, and local communities when their rights and interested are not accounted for' (IUCN 2003: 2, see also Brosius 2004).


� This research was carried out by different teams of researchers during the relatively short time-span of two weeks in March 2005. The statistics are based on a minimum number of 50 respondents per district, totaling over 700 respondents in the entire study. Although the extend of the study is limited, the comparative character and strong felt accuracy, also felt by the communities in Kenya, has been an incentive for me to use it.


� Interview KWS senior community warden Ole Perrio, May 2007. Ole Perrio states 80% of the population lives below the poverty line. This is acknowledged in an interview with the David Sheldrick Wildlife Trust, Tsavo East National Park, June 2007.


� Although I speak of the Taita and the Maasai I do not mean to imply that these people are homogeneous or that in this research I am speaking about all of them. I do believe that the situation of Maasai and Taita communities I have not researched is partly comparable, and some results might even be applicable to other Third World communities living adjacent to nationally protected areas.


� In the literature Maasai is sometimes spelled with a single a. I will follow the current scholarly practice of spelling Maasai with double a (Bruner & Kirschenblatt-Gimblett 1994: 467), except in proper names as 'Masai Mara'.


� Interview Partalala Ole Sakat, a 25 year old Maasai man who has never gone to school, Endoinyio-Erinka, August 2007.


� Interview Margaret and Agnes Munga, Mwaghede, May 2007.


� As people from different tribes now live under similar circumstances as agriculturalists  in a highly mixed setting with mixed marriages not being unknown, in this research I have used Taita as well as non-Taita informants as local representatives of the Taita area, but focussed mainly on the Taita tribe. When necessary I have regarded the Maasai living in certain areas of Taita-Taveta district and sometimes passing through Taita land (see also Njogu 2003: 64) separately.


�  Interview  Taita elder Albert Baresha, teacher, Wundanji, June 3, 2007.  


� This number excludes people below 20 and is an estimate which includes people who are actually unemployed or economically inactive, but indicate they help in running the family business or farm.


� In 2000 average wages in Kenya were US$ 630-2500 per year with one person per two households (totaling 8 to 12 people) being employed in Taita-Taveta. While economic diversification is generally practiced, it does not solve the problem of lack of income in this area (Njogu 2003: 87).


� Other Maa speaking people include the Samburu, Njemps and the Arusha (Bruner & Kirschenblatt-Gimblett 1994:   467).


� The Siria Maasai and Loita live more to the Southern border of the Mara Reserve and to the East (Lamprey and Reid 2004: 1006).


� An age-set is an institutionalised stage in life which is shared by people that are in the same age-category. Most important in defining who belongs to a certain age-set is the time of circumcision (Eriksen 2001: 135).


� Richard Leakey, the former director of KWS proposed fencing the protected areas, but due to lack of money and large scale protests that this would eliminate at least three quarters of the nation's wildlife this never materialized (Benirschke et.al 1998: 1510, Raven 1998: 1510-1511, Western 1998: 1507-1510). Only in some areas with extreme human wildlife conflict KWS has placed stretches of electric fence to separate the park from the community areas.


� National Parks and equivalent reserves areas are defined by the IUCN classification category II as 'not materially altered by human exploitation and occupation ... and where the highest competent authority of the country has taken steps to prevent or eliminate as soon as possible exploitation or occupation in the whole area' (Myers 1972: 1263). In the IUCN definition of National Reserves there is some room for human activities such as grazing, but according to Njogu (2003: 129-131)  the Kenyan national reserves are managed as National Parks.


� James Ole Tira Sanva, Swaky Sairiowa, Subchief William Nkesese Ole Naurori, Norokisankuni Sen' eng and Rereu Sen’eng and their families are all informants who did not want to leave their homes in the core of the Koiyaki-Lemek Wildlife Trust conservancy near Masai Mara, interviews June and July 2007.


� Besides the National Parks 24% of the land are (group)ranches, 11% settlements, agricultural land and sisal estates and 3% barren land, mainly rocks (interview Mlamba, Taita-Taveta Wildlife Forum, May 2007, see also Mombo n.d.: 1).


�	Many of these forests, of which only fragmented pieces are left, form the most northern part of the Eastern Arc Mountain forest, and consist of very old trees that will never return after being cleared. Locally referred to as 'cloud forests', they are the home to many endemic species, flora as well as fauna (Njogu 2003: 31,114). Despite the fact these species are almost all highly endangered, none of them fall in the category of charismatic mega-fauna and therefore the  mountain areas get far less conservation attention than the plains.


� Although in areas with rainfall much lower than 500mm it is only practicable in small, intensive plots (Norton-Griffiths et.al. 2006 in press). 


� In this research defined as all group ranches surrounding the Mara, minus the protected areas of the Mara Reserve and the Mara Triangle.


� Norton-Griffiths et.al. calculated the potential livestock rents to be US $35 million, while potential agricultural rents for the same area are US$181 million (2006 in press: 3, 5). 


� Such as my informants of the Kipeen family, Menye Muya Ololkumum, Charles Kararei, Sammy Kisemei, Patrick Ntiangau Liaram.


� Interview Steven Ndambuki Mwiu, Research Centre Tsavo West National Park, June 2007.


� The Mombasa pipeline does have a thin branch in the direction of Kasigau (Taita), but several kilometers from the main pipeline it  seldom provides water, as thirsty communities closer to the mainroad have already finished the small amount that passes through there.


� In the Tsavo area the first records of human-elephant conflict date from 1916, when the District Commissioner of Voi asked the government permission for local people to kill elephants that were damaging crops. In the 1970s the problem became so intense that in certain areas the cultivation of sisal and food crops was abandoned completely (Smith & Kasiki 2000: 22). Between 1990 and 2006, in the main dispersal areas of the Tsavo conservation area almost 10.000 cases of crop-destruction were reported (Cheptei 2007), and by far not all cases are being reported. Of all reports of human wildlife conflict in this area over half was attributed to elephants (Cheptei 2007). Njogu found that over 91% of all households in the Taita area experienced crop loss due to wildlife in all parcels of land used for crop farming, 65% dealing with foraging elephants (Njogu 2003: 198).


� Interview Maktau, June 2007.


� Informant at my baraza on human-wildlife conflict, Sasenyi Primary School, Mwagwede, June 2007. 


� Focus-group interview, Oltorotwa, July 2007.


� Focus-group interview, Oltorotwa, July 2007.


� Interview Buguta, June 2007.


� Interview Derrick Mwangala from Kanyagha, during KWS baraza on fencing in Voi, June 2007. The Maasai in Kimana voice the same feeling that wildlife is the biggest cause of poverty, preventing people to become rich from cultivation (Rutten 2004: 18).


� In general in Kenya, the presence of wildlife reduces livestock returns by 30% (Norton-Griffiths & Butt 2006, Norton-Griffiths et.al. 2006 in press: 12, 22). In the Taita area in the five year period preceding his survey, Njogu found that 40,2% of the households had experienced loss of cattle, sometimes up to 50 head, 25,4% and 5.9% had lost goats or sheep and 3% had lost a donkey. Lions caused over half these losses, followed by elephants, hyena's and leopards (Njogu 2003: 197-198).


� Mzee (plural wazee) is a Swahili word which is used to respectably address or refer to old people.


� Approximately 300.000-700.000 wildebeest enter the Mara each year from the Serengeti, with 50.000-150.000 of them spilling into the adjoining groupranches. According to Lamprey and Reid the wildebeest migration is know as the 'yearly famine' to the Maasai in the Mara area  (Lamprey & Reid 2004: 1017-1019).


� Interview in  Endooto Ekerok, August 2007.


� Focus-group interview at Oltorotwa, July 2007.


� In Kenya as a whole between January 1989 and June 1994, 448 people were reported to be killed or injured by wildlife, of which elephants were responsible for 173 (KWS 1994). In the dispersal areas of the Tsavo Conservation Area between 1990 and 2006 145 human deaths, 346 human injuries and 2945 threats to humans were reported to KWS (Cheptei 2007). it has to be kept in mind that by far not all cases are being reported. After interviewing 101 community respondents in Taita-Taveta and 56 in Narok, Kimwele and Waweru (2006) already were informed of 24 and 18 people that were killed by wildlife in the respective areas in 2004.


� Interview at his home in Mwaghede, May 2007.


� 5/06/07 11hrs an elephant report was filed: ‘At Kituma elephants have destroyed the house of Mr. Wakio Mushori.’ Problem Animal Control book, KWS community office, Sofia, Voi.


� Veronica Nampayio Naingisa, Fransica Rarin Naingisa, Noolmejooli Karia, Hellen Noomali Tinka (speaking most) and Everlyne Tinka focus-group interview at Enkeju Emutukaa August 2007.


� Interview in Aitong, August 2008.


� Two hundred poles are needed for a medium sized boma and the material has to come from the Mau forest, after which transportation with a lorry to the village has to be arranged. A Maasai local of Oltorotwa planning such a fence has made an estimation of the costs. He now pays about 3.500 Ksh (US$ 52) to pay for the material and labour to build a fence of prickly bushes, which has to keep on being repaired every now and than bringing in extra costs. However, to buy and transport materials and put up a tall fence of 200 poles he will need to put down 140.000 Ksh (US$ 2090), which is 40 times as much.


� According to Smith & Kasiki in the Tsavo area 'the annual expenditure of most households on materials and services to reduce crop-raiding exceeded their annual income' (2000: 23).


� Interviews Benjamin Kisemei, in Talek, July 2007 and William Nkesese Ole Naurori in Koiyaki-Lemek Wildlife Trust, August 2007.


� Interview in Endoinyio-Erinka, July 2007.


� Focus-group interview Oltorotwa, August 2007.


� Interview in Mbirikani, June 2007.


� Such as Richard Bonham's Maasailand preservation trust predator compensation fund.


� Interview  in Enkeju Emutukaa, August 2007.


� Interview in Endoinyio-Erinka, July 2007.


� Interview Mr. Mwanyumba a local Taita from Wundanji working at the Taita-Taveta Wildlife Forum, May 4, 2007.


� Baraza in Sasenyi, June 2007.


� Informant at my baraza on human-wildlife conflict, Sasenyi Primary School, Mwagwede, June 2007.


� Mr. Mwanyumba, of the Taita-Taveta Wildlife Forum tells how the Taita used to go hunt buffalo when there was a drought during an interview at East African Wildlife Office in Wundanji, May, 2007.


� Interview Albert Baresha, Wundanji, June 2007.


� The Taita use the term ‘sweet’ not only for things that taste sugary, but for anything that tastes good. The term bitter is used to refer to anything with a bitter or sharp taste as well as to things that do not taste good.


� See also interview Joseph Sauni of the David Sheldrick Wildlife Trust Kasigau and Rukinga Ranch poaching prevention team, Voi, June 2007 and interviews with John Mlamba, a local of Taita-Taveta Wildlife Forum, Voi and Buguta, May and June 2007. Pictures of caught poachers with their flash light are available from the Field Report of the Bura Desnaring Team March 2008. � HYPERLINK "http://www.sheldrickwildlifetrust.org/"��www.sheldrickwildlifetrust.org�, accesed April 24, 2008


� Interview anonymous desnarer of David Sheldrick Wildlife Trust, Tsavo East June 2007.


� However, some NGO’s such as Wildlife Works and tourist facilities playing part in anti-poaching such as Rock Side Camp near Maungu believe poaching in the area has become commercial and not for the pot.


� Constance Mwasho, Community Warden Southern area Tsavo West.


� Examples of recent reports reinforcing the view that community members poach because of lack of food, for instance as a result of lack of rain, including pictures of arrested poachers are the field reports of the Bura Desnaring Team of February and March 2008, which can be downloaded from � HYPERLINK "http://www.sheldrickwildlifetrust.org/"��www.sheldrickwildlifetrust.org�, accessed April 24, 2008.


� Interview Madame Memugoi, Buguta-East, June 2007.


� The word Dorobo means ‘poor’, as those without cattle are considered poor (Sutton 1993: 50).


� Interview mzee Kisemei, Endoinyio-Erinka, August 2007.


� David Read also describes how a decorated tail of the wildebeest is used as a fly swat, while its hair can be used for cutting (Reid & Chapman 1997: 14, 172). 


� Interview Sylvester Kotoine, Oltorotwa, August 2007.


� Observance and interview Maasai Buffalo Dancers at  Tourism Board conference in Kenyatta International Conference Centre Nairobi, September 2007.


� Reid tells how the skin and manes of the lions are used as a trophy by any warrior who has managed to kill the animal (Reid & Chapman 1997: 98-99, 104, 159-160, 189).


� Interview Sylvester Kotoine, Oltorotwa, August 2007.


� This information was largely brought forward by members of the Maasai Buffalo Dancers Cultural Group and came about in informal conversations with other Maasai. Naomi Kipury has a slightly different classification and spelling of the clans names, speaking of the Ilmolelian, Aiser and Iltaarrosereo clans (1983: 40). Reid and Chapman also report on how the wild ‘animals are relatives of the clans’ (my translation 1997: 179), referring to all the wild animals living on the plains and in the forests, and explicitly referring to the python, warthog and leopard (ibid.). That this relationship is not just symbolic, concerning mythical icons of the animals, but also concerns the real animals in flesh and blood becomes clear with the story of a killed cobra, which was related to the clan of the loitayo (ibid. 180).


� How little the people of the areas with wild animals can imagine living without them is illustrated by the surprised and unbelieving reactions when I tell people there are little or no wild animals where I come from. Quite a number of people asks me again and again if there are no elephants there, and than ask if there are lions, or crocodiles, or buffalo. And if the answer is no and no again, they ask once more if there are really no elephants there. 


� Interview in Talek, July 2007.


� Interview in Eluai, August 2007. In their study comparing human-wildlife interaction in Kajiado district in 1977 and 1996 Campbell et.al. have observed a similar trend. To them local people expressed an 'increased concern with hyena, explaining that there were more of them and that they had changed their behavior, more frequently approaching settlements and attacking livestock' (2003: 7). 


� Interview in Marasi, June 2007.


� Interview in Koiyaki-Lemek Wildlife Trust, August 2007.


� Interview in Oltorotwa, August 2007.


� The KWS survey on human wildlife conflict (1994) concludes a 'common view amount the entire cross-section of people consulted is that elephants, secure in their protected status, have increased in number and lost their fear of people. Instead of shying away from humans as they once did, elephants now invade homesteads and break into huts to reach food' (KWS 1994: iii).


� Interview Donald Mombo, local of the Taita area and ex-chief executive of the Taita-Taveta Wildlife Forum, now working for Kecobat in Nairobi, June 2007.


� World Bank Group 2007 Quick Query: Sub-Saharan Africa Selected World Development Indicators. � HYPERLINK "http://ddp-ext.worldbank.org/ext/DDPQQ/report.do?method=showReport"��http://ddp-ext.worldbank.org/ext/DDPQQ/report.do?method=showReport�� HYPERLINK "http://ddp-ext.worldbank.org/ext/DDPQQ/report.do?method=showReport"�� �accessed February 13, 2008. 


� Kenya Ministry of Tourism 2007 Facts and Figures. � HYPERLINK "http://www.tourism.go.ke/ministry.nsf/pages/facts_figures"��www.tourism.go.ke/ministry.nsf/pages/facts_figures�


downloaded April 24, 2007. See also Sinclair 1998.


� UNDP 2007/2008 Human Development Index rankings � HYPERLINK "http://hdr.undp.org/en/statistics"��http://hdr.undp.org/en/statistics� accessed February 13, 2008.


� World Bank Group 


� HYPERLINK "http://web.worldbank.org/WBSITE/EXTERNAL/EXTABOUTUS/IDA0,,contentMDK:20054572~menuPK:3414210~pagePK:51236175~piPK:437394~theSitePK:73154,00.html"��http://web.worldbank.org/WBSITE/EXTERNAL/EXTABOUTUS/IDA0,,contentMDK:20054572~menuPK:3414210~pagePK:51236175~piPK:437394~theSitePK:73154,00.html�� HYPERLINK "http://web.worldbank.org/WBSITE/EXTERNAL/EXTABOUTUS/IDA0,,contentMDK:20054572~menuPK:3414210~pagePK:51236175~piPK:437394~theSitePK:73154,00.html"�� �accessed February 13, 2008, and World Bank Group   � HYPERLINK "http://web.worldbank.org/WBSITE/EXTERNAL/EXTABOUTUS/EXTANNREP/EXTANNREP2K5/0,,contentMDK:20636901~menuPK:1512409~pagePK:64168445~piPK:64168309~theSitePK:1397343,00.html"��http://web.worldbank.org/WBSITE/EXTERNAL/EXTABOUTUS/EXTANNREP/EXTANNREP2K5/0,,contentMDK:20636901~menuPK:1512409~pagePK:64168445~piPK:64168309~theSitePK:1397343,00.html� accessed May 10, 2006.


� This means that they live not on what US$ 2 buys you in Kenya, but on the equivalent of US$ 2 purchasing power, which means that they try to foresee in all their needs every day with what two dollars would buy them in the United States.


� World Bank 2007 Kenya Country Brief. 


� HYPERLINK "http://web.worldbank.org//WBSITE/EXTERNAL/COUNTRIES/AFRICAEXT/KENYAEXTN/0,,menuPK:356520~pagePK:141132~piPK:141107~theSitePK:356509,00.html"��http://web.worldbank.org//WBSITE/EXTERNAL/COUNTRIES/AFRICAEXT/KENYAEXTN/0,,menuPK:356520~pagePK:141132~piPK:141107~theSitePK:356509,00.html�� HYPERLINK "http://web.worldbank.org//WBSITE/EXTERNAL/COUNTRIES/AFRICAEXT/KENYAEXTN/0,,menuPK:356520~pagePK:141132~piPK:141107~theSitePK:356509,00.html"�� �Accessed February 13, 2008. Numbers based on the 2005/2006 Kenya Integrated Household Budget Survey of the Government of Kenya.


� Ibid.


� Forming even 43% of Kenya's total foreign exchange in 1990, after the popularity of the film Out of Africa (Honey 1999: 295).


� Kenya Ministry of Tourism 2007 Facts and Figures. � HYPERLINK "http://www.tourism.go.ke/ministry.nsf/pages/facts_figures"��www.tourism.go.ke/ministry.nsf/pages/facts_figures�


	downloaded April 24, 2007. See also Sinclair 1998.


� The estimated costs would be US$ 10.800 per km for installation, and an annual US$ 1.100 per km to maintain the fence. This maintenance fee would increas when components and posts need to be replaced (Smith & Kasiki 2000: 23-24).


� While not allowing sporthunting (Daily Nation 2007a: 4), it does give room for game ranching and farming, culling, cropping and bird shooting (Opala 2007a: 4). Newly created independent regional wildlife associations can function as informers of the KWS and set up endowment funds to be used for development or the newly instated compensation for destruction of private property (Opala 2007a: 4-5), which will be compensated at local market prices up to a maximum of Ksh 100.000 (US$ 1492) however only when the crops or livestock have been protected properly for instance by a 'substantial physical barrier' (Daily Nation 2007b: 5). In addition an amount of Ksh 1 million (US$ 15.000) compensation for loss of life is being proposed (Daily Nation 2007b: 5).  


� In Taita-Taveta there are now two electric fences between community areas and Tsavo East and West: between Ndi-Ndara (25km) and Taita-Maktau (33km), more fences are proposed (Cheptei 2007). However, these elephant proof fences are very expensive: erecting the Ndara-Ndi fence cost circa US$ 324.000 (Smith & Kasiki 2000: vii), while it costs circa US$ 1100 per kilometer to maintain it each year (Smith & Kasiki 2000: 24). However, the fence does not significantly change the human-elephant incident density (Smith & Kasiki 2000: 42-43, Njogu 2003: 210). Moreover, communities are often worried KWS will place the fence in a way that adds community land to the National Park, and when the fence separates local people from the animals it is more difficult for them to start an ecotourism business (KWS-community baraza Voi, June 2007).


� Several visits KWS community office Voi, Reported Cases of Human Wildlife Conflict reports and Monthly Human Wildlife Reports community office Voi, visits KWS community office Taveta and KWS district office Wasongiro. (Narok). KWS is sometimes aided by rangers from private or NGO based (tourism) businesses and organisations (pictures 3.5, 3.7).


� Contrary to what most people think, the KWS community office does only provide the forms, while actual compensation is decided by a local compensation committee and paid by the treasury in Nairobi (interview KWS Senior Community Warden Ole Perrio, Tsavo East, June 2007, see also KWS 1994, Njogu 2003: 210-211) 


� The compensation for crops was introduced in the late 1970s and abolished by parliament in 1990, because it was corrupt and unaffordable (interview agricultural officer Jonas Kiute from Bungule in Buguta-East, June 2007, see also Njogu 2003: 211). I have heard of two exceptional cases of loss of crops or livestock in which local authorities compensated the victims partly. The residents of the Taita area claim that only in pre-election periods compensation for destruction of crops or livestock is considered. According to Njogu, KWS has supported Taita-Taveta with food relief in the past (Njogu 2003: 211).


� Although corruption and unequal allocations of funds are issues, it has to be said that some of the higher KWS officials have admirable qualities in negotiation, leadership, and diligence and sometimes deal with meagre housing and a rampant lack of good material as well. During my visits often there was a PAC vehicle, but no money to pay for a driver, or were cars, even the ones to be used by the senior warden, not repaired for months because of lack of money (see also KWS 1994).


� Just the elephants were good for an average of 10 reports every week in the key dispersal areas of the Tsavo Conservation Area between 1990 and 2006 (Cheptei 2007). However, between 1995 and 1997 the PAC in Taita-Taveta only had access to one truck and two motorbikes to cover an area of 11.000 km², which was clearly inadequate. In addition, the costs of running these vehicles already consumed about 9% of the Tsavo National Park's annual budget (Smith & Kasiki 2000: 23). 


� I want to thank the Community Wildlife Office in Voi for generously making available their reports. Calculations have been made using the official Human Wildlife Conflict reports of Taita-Taveta district, which are produced by the community office every month and used to report and evaluate its performances. The report of June 2007 was unfortunately not to be found, and this month is therefore missing in the calculations.  


� A third offence leading to prosecution was illegal burning of wood to produce charcoal.


�	These numbers are based on the official Arrests and Prosecution Reports for the months January, March, April and June 2006 of the Community Wildlife Office in Voi, which generously made these available.


� Also observed by Otuoma (2004) in a case study of the Meru Conservation Area in Kenya and independent research by the Five Person Review Group (KWS 1994)


� For those that are aware of it  (Interview KWS Senior Community Warden Ole Perrio, Tsavo East, June 2007 and interview Duncan Kirokor, Maasai local, in Ntakuru Kureiti, August 2007) it is especially stinging that visiting tourists obtain compensations by the state that are many times higher than the ones given to Kenyans. An example was in the news last year when the British Wendy Susan Martin was awarded with Ksh 105 million (US$ 1.6 million) after being attacked by an elephant in 2000. Community based Il Ngwesi Lodge in Lewa Wildlife Conservancy in Laikipia East District where she spent her holidays, was declared to be 100% liable for her injuries (Mbatia 2007, Ndirangu 2007).


� In the Five Person Review Group survey '[a]ll people who commented on the issue of compensation agree that the current payment for loss of human life, Ksh 30,000, is unfair and abuses human dignity since this amount is not sufficient to pay funeral expenses, let alone hospital bills or school costs for surviving children' (KWS 1994: 7).


� Also in other areas compensation sometimes took more than five years to come through, if it ever did at all (KWS 1994: 7).


� Referred to as Chitango in KWS records.


� Also observed by Otuoma (2004) in a case study of the Meru Conservation Area in Kenya, as well as the Five Person Review Group (KWS 1994).


� The problems locals have with the KWS' 'reactive approach to conflict management' (Otuoma 2004: 23) is also observed in Meru by Otuoma, and earlier more widespread by the Five Person Review Group on human wildlife conflict (KWS 1994).


� For the description of a similar situation in Tanzania see Neumann (2001: 316-317, 321) and Zimbabwe see Dzingirai (2003)


� Interview  Mwarigha Moka Nyange, Buguta-East, June 2007.


� It has to be noted that the Masai Mara, being a National Reserve, is owned and managed by the county council. Therefore the rangers of the Narok County Council are reinforcing the wildlife laws and responsible for the prevention of poaching and trespassing inside the reserve. Outside the reserve these responsibilities fall under the KWS.


� Focusgroup interview in Oltorotwa, August 2007.


� Focusgroup interview in Buguta East, May 2007.


� Interview Mwaghede, May 2007.


� Interview Olkoinaasi Ole Kuya, Endoinyio-Erinka, August 2007.


�  Baraza on human-wildlife conflict, Sasenyi Primary School, Mwagwede, June 2007.


� Interview with an elder in Buguta-East, June 2007.


� Interviews Olkoinaasi Ole Kuya, Endoinyio-Erinka, August 2007, and Danson Marampei Ole Pesi, Endoinyio-Erinka, August 2007. The same practice in wildlife conservation is known in Zambia (Marks 2001: 132).


� Meeting between Mrombo groupranch representatvies and KWS, KWS Community Service Office Mrombo, June 2007. The amount of money involved in such an undertaking is considerable. According to Njogu even driving elephants away from community areas with helicopters as KWS sometimes does, has 'been criticized, because of the contrast between KWS spending financial resources on such a expensive undertaking for elephants, while it has no money for the compensation of damage caused by wildlife' (Njogu 2003: 210).


� Intimidation by the forceful law-enforcement practices and dissatisfaction with the non-consensus approach of KWS rangers dealing with the community are also mentioned in other areas of Kenya (KWS 1994). Otuoma describes that 'when these communities killed an animal as a response to wildlife menace, KWS would come in full military gear to deal with the culprits' (Otuoma 2004: 23).


� In neighbouring Tanzania complaints of beatings and other abuse of villagers by Tanzania National Park wardens are widespread, and other human rights violations as well killings of villagers are still being reported (Neumann 2001: 313-314, 318-321). In 1997, just across the border from the Mara National Reserve a group of villagers suffering from famine and armed with bows and arrows in search for small game entered the Mara Region of Serengeti National Park in Tanzania. They are reported to have been lined up and executed by the Tanzanian game rangers after being disarmed, their bodies being disposed of in the Mara river. Although I have not come over reports of indictments the Legal Human Rights Center in Dar es Salaam had already said  it had gathered enough evidence for prosecution in May 2000 (Neumann 2001: 305).


� Interview William Nkesese Ole Naurori in Koiyaki Lemek Wildlife Trust, August 2007.


� Interview Mr. Cheptei, KWS Senior Warden Tsavo National Parks, KWS Headquarters Tsavo East, May 2007.


� As will be explained further in chapter four, even the money brought in by tourism is by large not enough to compensate the local level for the associated costs and loss of resources they experience when wildlife is solely used as a tourist attraction, as is the case in Kenya (Bonner 1994: 68, Sinclair 1998: 38-40, Western 1998: 1509). 


�	Interview Tsavo East, May 2007.


� Purchasing Power Parity


�	While there is a David Sheldrick animal clinic near Voi (Interview Donald Mombo and Taiko Lemaiyan, Kecobat Nairobi, June 2007, see also Njogu 2003).


�	Interview Tsavo East, June 2007. Examples of recent reports reinforcing the view that community members poach because of lack of food, for instance as a result of lack of rain, including pictures of arrested poachers are the field reports of the Bura Desnaring Team of February and March 2008, which can be downloaded from � HYPERLINK "http://www.sheldrickwildlifetrust.org/"��www.sheldrickwildlifetrust.org�, accessed April 24, 2008.


�	Interview Jonas Kiute from Bungule in Buguta-East, June 2007.


�	Interview Juma Ole Sampuerrap, local Maasai and medical practitioner, in Talek, July 2007.


�	During recent research in the Taita area Njogu (2003) also found that 91% of his respondents felt the government was the most important stakeholder in wildlife issues, followed by local government structures with 81%.  In contrast, only 63% felt local communities were important stakeholders at all. The idea of Kenyan locals that wildlife belongs to the governments is also confirmed by Otuoma's study in the Meru Conservation Area (2004: 23). The Maasai in Kimana even refer to wildlife as 'KWS animals' (Rutten 2004: 18).


�	Focus-group interview, Buguta-East, May 2007. These realities are also present in other African countries such as Zimbabwe (Dzingirai 2003) and Zambia (Marks 2001: 132). 


�	The Five Person Review group writing the 1994 human-wildlife conflict report for KWS notes that the idea that the government loves animals more than people can even be supported by empirical data (KWS 1994: iii).


�	For a description of many of the same phenomena in Zimbabwe, see Dzingirai (2003), and in Zambia see Marks (2001).


�	Interview Donald Arthur Mulira Sakwa (originally from Kakamega, Western Kenya) working at Narok Community Wildlife Office in Wasongiro, July 2007.


�	Interview in Talek, July 2007.


�	Interview in Buguta-East, June 2007


�	Focus-group interview at Masai Mara Talek gate, July 2007.


�	Shambi Manuel, treasurer Mbulia groupranch during KWS baraza in Voi, June 2007. The milk of the elephant refers to the revenue it generates through tourism.


�	At the Ranch Office of the Predator Compensation Fund in Mbirikani it is stated people receive Ksh 13.500 (US$ 202) for a cow, Ksh 6.000 (US$ 90) for a donkey  and Ksh 2.000 (US$ 30)  for a goat or sheep hat is lost in the homestead due to a lion, cheetah, leopard or elephant attack. If the animals was lost in the bush due to these attacks, half the amount is given. In case of a hyena, buffalo, or jackal attack in the homestead, compensation is Ksh 6750 (US$ 101) for a cow, Ksh 3.000 (US$ 45) for a donkey or Ksh 2.000 (US$ 30) for a sheep or goat, again being half when the animal was lost in the bush. The full amounts for loss of animals in the homestead were only given after an inspection of the boma. If it was decided that the livestock area had not been fenced  properly, only Ksh 4050 (US$ 60) per cow, Ksh 1800 (US$ 27) per donkey and Ksh 600 (US$ 9) per goat or sheep are paid in case of a big cat or elephant attack, and half that money in case of a hyena, buffalo or jackal attack (visit Mbirikani Ranch Office, June 26, 2007). In three Maasai groupranches adjoining Amboseli other AWF compensation schemes have been reported (Ritsma & Ongaro 2002: 129)


�	Interview Mwarigha Moka Nyange, Buguta-East, June 2007.


�	 Scott might say the locals are resisting the state, because their actions are focused on the authorities, instead of being like 'dog-eat-dog' competition among themselves (Scott 1985: 35). Even though the locals are clearly resisting some efforts of the state, their ultimate focus on the goal of obtaining daily needs and important public facilities, and the lack of widespread practices focused on directly harming the authorities, for instance through slander, arson or sabotage (Scott 1985: xvi), make their actions primarily defenses of livelihoods which hinder the state in the process.


�	After problems with leopards the KWS provided the community with traps. Two hyenas and one leopard were caught. The hyenas were killed when they were found by young men. For the leopard the KWS was called, which relocated it. Interview Danson Marampei Ole Pesi, Endoinyio-Erinka, August 2007.


�	The Maasai are the only civilians that are allowed in practice to carry these weapons in the city of Nairobi.


�	People from other tribes have migrated into the Mara area as a result of land sales and in search of work in the tourism industry, but they generally live either at the tourist facilities where they work or at the three towns that have grown next to the gates of the Reserve, and not in the widespread Maasai villages. This stands in contrast to the Taita area, where Taita, Duruma, Kamba and some other tribes live in a much more mixed setting.


�	Interview Mr. Mwanyumba a local Taita from Wundanji working at the Taita-Taveta Wildlife Forum, May 4, 2007.


�	 For instance, a large group of Maasai has been living on the side of the Mombasa highway in the Taita area for many months. According to the villagers living nearby, it is impossible for their large herds to live of the small strip of grass on the edge of the road which is considered public land, and they must be grazing on a large scale in Tsavo East National Park, which directly borders it. The authorities confirm this, but have still not undertaken action.


� Juma Ole Sampuerrap, local Maasai and medical practitioner, while he is standing on the doorstep the poorly equipped Talek community  health centre on the edge of the Mara Reserve and points at the tourist air planes flying over, July 2007.


�	In 1976 the Masai Mara Game Reserve was re-designated the Masai Mara National Reserve under the Wildlife Act (Lamprey & Reid 2004)


�	Being aware of the problem some large newspapers have stopped accepting articles from writers who accepted subsidized trips or discounts, require writers to turn in receipts or let them travel incognito (Honey 1999: 45).


�	For a highly critical analysis of the extremely popular community wildlife project CAMPFIRE of Zimbabwe, which is often put forward as a model project (Sinclair 1998: 32, Murphree 1997), see Dzingirai (2003). For a critical analysis of the ADMADE project in Zambia, see Marks (2001).


� Sinclair concludes that even 'countries with significant information and bargaining abilities are not immune to problems, owing to the high and increasing level of market power exercised by large, vertically-integrated tour operators' (1992: 39-40) which makes that local businessmen or even associations have difficulty negotiating favorable rates there too. Rutten (2002, 2004) provides detailed analysis of the misleading practices as well as the amounts of money involved in revenue sharing arrangements between tour operators and Maasai communities.


�	For instance in Taita-Taveta Taita Hills Wildlife Sanctuary with Salt Lick lodge and Safari Hilton Camp is owned by Hilton, Taita-Rukinga Wildlife Sanctuary with the projects of Wildlife Works and Taita Discovery Centre are owned by American investor Mike Korchinsky (Njogu 2003: 109-112), and Lion Rock Lodge, the moneymaker of Lumo Community Wildlife Sanctuary is largely owned by a private investor partner (Lemaiyan & Mombo 2007) who is said to be German (Interview Moi Kennedy, who worked for East-African Cross Border Biodiversity Project and set up Kasigau Community Environment Committee, in Nairobi, June 2007).


�	Dennis Ole Mako, Maasai and secretary of Koiyaki Landowners Conservation Association and secretary of the Narok Wildlife Forum tells that 70% of the people in Koiyaki-Lemek (the biggest groupranch neighbouring the Mara) are not benefiting directly from game viewing fees, because they don’t have land inside the conservancy. But sometimes they do have a lot of problems as a result of the wildlife on their land. Interview in Olkimitare, August 2007. 


�	Many interviews, most prominently Jackson Mpario, Chairman Kecobat, in Talek, August 2007.


�	Escobar (1996: 53) even argues that ‘[a]lthough ecologists and ecodevelopmentalists recognize environmental limits to production, a large number do not perceive the cultural character of the commercialization of nature and life integral to the Western economy…. It is not surprising that their policies are restricted to promoting the ‘rational’ management of resources. Environmentalists who accept this proposition also accept imperatives for capital accumulation, material growth, and the disciplining of labor and nature.’


�	Interview Sammy Kisemei, Oloosokon, clerc Koiyaki Lemek Wildlife Trust. Interview management Basecamp Masai Mara, in Talek July 2007 (see also KWS 1994: 18).


�	Something which communities are often accused of by conservationists.


�	Interview Sammy Kisemei, Oloosokon, clerc Koiyaki Lemek Wildlife Trust.


� Interview Stanley Mishuko, Masai Mara Rhino Project, Masai Mara National Reserve, July 2008.


�	Interview Daniel Konchella, deputy district warden KWS, Wasongiro, July 2008.


See the Mara Cheetah Conservation Project 


� HYPERLINK "http://www.basecampexplorer.com/masaimara/Challenges/Mara_Cheetah_Conservation_Project/no"��http://www.basecampexplorer.com/masaimara/Challenges/Mara_Cheetah_Conservation_Project/no�


	and � HYPERLINK "http://www.basecampexplorer.co.uk/mara-cheetah-conservation/p_117/"��http://www.basecampexplorer.co.uk/mara-cheetah-conservation/p_117/�


�	For a combined analysis of this burden for different Eastern and Southern African countries see Emerton (n.d.).


�	Kees Broere (correspondent Volkskrant in Nairobi), A democracy in distress – The Kenyan Post-Election Crisis, lecture during the Afrikadag 2008, Den Haag, 19 April 2008.


�	The authors do feel that '[t]he global benefits from Kenya's conservation efforts are certainly worth the cost' (Norton-Griffiths & Southey 1995: 136-137). However, as the chief benefits are largely indirect and external to Kenya (i.e. visits to parks, biodiversity values and carbon sequestration) the amount of costs born by the developing country are inappropriate (ibid.)


�	 See Dzingirai (2003) for descriptions of the same constellation in other places in Africa, such as Zambia, Tanzania, Namibia, and more elaborately, Zimbabwe.


�	While high income OECD countries harbor 14.3% of the world population, they emit 12.137 MtCO2, which is 44.3% of the world total of CO2 emissions. Sub-Saharan Africa harbors 11% of the world population and emits 663 MtCO2, which is 2.3% of the world total. With 0.5% of the world's population, Kenya emits 10.6 MtCO2, which is below the per person Sub-Saharan African average and contributes to global emissions for 0.0% (UNDP 2007/2008 Human Development Report � HYPERLINK "http://hdr.undp.org/en/statistics"��http://hdr.undp.org/en/statistics� accessed February 13, 2008).


�	In the end the international institutions are responsive to the citizens of developed countries for legitimizing their work, because their money comes from their donations and investments, directly or through their democratically chosen governments (Wijngaarden 2006).


�	It is probably true a racial element was involved in the policies, where 'the only legitimate hunters were the white Europeans and the tribal hunters were “poachers”' (Njogu 2003: 139, see also Steinhart 2006), but it has to be said that Europeans who settled in Kenya had a different relationship with the wildlife than the sport hunters, the settlers hunting for subsistence and often classifying wildlife as vermin (Njogu 2003: 141, Steinhart 2006). 


�	According to Smith & Kasiki '[t]he Tsavo NP [National Park] boundaries were chosen without regard to the migration and dispersal of wild animals, especially the elephants across PA [Protected Area] boundaries' (2000: 21).


�	For instance Sam Walton (Walmart) and Paul Fentener van Vlissingen (Makro) are investing their private wealth into game parks in Africa (Rutten 2004: 6). See also the dutch television series Droom van een Tycoon (Dream of a Tycoon), available from 


� HYPERLINK "http://www.avro.nl/tv/programmas_a-z/droom_van_een_tycoon/afleveringen/"��http://www.avro.nl/tv/programmas%5Fa%2Dz/droom%5Fvan%5Feen%5Ftycoon/afleveringen/�


	visited may 15, 2007.


�	Of this debt, 43% was bilateral, 52% multilateral and the rest private. The outstanding debt made up 26.9% of the GDP, and the debt service was 7.1% of all exports in goods and services in 2006 (OECD 2007: 596). In recent years it has undergone a considerable improvement, as in 2000 outstanding debt still made up 43% of the GDP and debt service over 27% of the total export of goods and services (OECD 2007: 307). Despite being counted as one of the 81 poorest countries in the world, Kenya was not indebted enough to profit from debt cancellation through the Heavily Indebted Poor Countries (HIPC) initiative, as its debt is considered to be sustainable (OECD 2007: 307). However, paying off the debts is not foreseeable in the near future, and servicing them is a burden on government funds. 


�	At the World Bank, Kenya is only eligible to International Development Association (IDA) funds, which are exclusively reserved for the world’s 81 poorest countries. The IDA was established in 1960 to provide soft loans to heavily indebted poor countries so they would continue to be able to service their already existing debts (MacBean & Snowden 1981: 220, Bello 2002: 37). The IDA provides loans which must be repaid, but they are virtually interest free - except for a very small administrative charge - and take so long to mature that they are generally conceived as ‘grant aid’ (Payer 1982: 33, see also Ascher 1990: 118). As a result of these attractive terms, these grants are more wanted by developing countries than harder loans. However, to be eligible to these credits there are certain conditions: The Gross National Product (GNP) of a country must be below a certain level and it must be not creditworthy enough for loans under the World Bank's normal International Bank for Reconstruction and Development (IBRD) terms. Good economic performance as defined by the World Bank is also of importance, which means that the Bank can request certain behaviour or policies of the countries in return for the loans (Payer 1982: 34).


�	The only provision for hunting in the Kenyan law is the KWS Director's Special Authorization to Hunt, which can only be applied in special and limited circumstances such as research. An otherwise successful KWS pilot that gave local communities consumptive use-rights over wildlife on their land in Machakos, Laikipia and Samburu, has not remained or become extended due to the large problems with its essentially illegal nature on the basis of the bans on hunting and trade in wildlife products (KWS 1994: iv, 3, 11-12, Njogu 2003: 206-207) 


�	According to the literature, 'the lobby that led to a total ban on sale of ivory and other elephant products was orchestrated by a handful of Western environmentalists and animals rights groups, which portrayed elephants as near extinction throughout Africa when in reality poaching was rampant only in East Africa, not Southern Africa (Honey 1999: 299-300). Even conservation organizations like WWF, who's actual standpoint was that sustainable use would most likely lead to the conservation of the elephant, decided to support the listing as a result of huge public and media pressure, which influenced the points of view of their donors (Bonner 1994). 


		The Tsavo Area harbors the largest single elephant population in Kenya, in 1999 an estimated 8068 individuals. After an initial decrease in numbers due to exploitation as a result of the ivory trade between 1840 and 1890, game laws were introduced at the turn of the century and the population increased so dramatically during the 1950s and 1960s that it was referred to as the 'Tsavo elephant problem'. Only when the population had reached a peak of over 25.000 individuals, it was reduced by 85% due to drought and poaching in the 1970s and 1980s, leaving 5600 elephants in 1988 (Smith & Kasiki 2000: vi, 17-18).


�	For examples of this in Tanzania see Neumann (2001: 321-323).


�	See also Neumann (2001: 316) concerning this issue in Tanzania and Leonard and Straus (2003) for a more general account.


�	Even though preservationists often refer to Africa as a largely untouched Garden of Eden, it is actually the utilitarian approach which seems to have most roots in the Old Testament, where God gave the earth to mankind to cultivate and use.


�	In the Western world preservationist ideas have also been contested by utilitarian principles. The WWF (World Wildlife Fund, later renamed World Wide Fund for Nature), was one of the first organizations to promote an utilitarian perspective in wildlife conservation, facing the reality that Third World ‘people were going to use the resources around them in order to survive, notwithstanding philosophical and ethical appeals by wealthy Westerners’  (Bonner 1994:62). Since the 1980s utilitarianism became part of the conservation orthodoxy as it was incorporated in the World Conservation Strategy (Bonner 1994: 59), and other major wildlife conservation organizations such as the International Union for Conservation of Nature (IUCN), the United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP) and Conservation International (Ros-Tonen, Zaal & Dietz 2005: 11).


		However under the influence of public and media pressure from Western countries, for instance in the form of animal rights activism, Western democratic governments and international organisations as well as major NGOs such as the WWF have gone from ‘conservation through utilization’ to a more preservationist rhetoric. A major turning point was during the ivory ban controversy that took place during the 1980s, when, under pressure to raise money and in fear of losing its major position in wildlife protection, the WWF declared it strongly endorsed the CITES listing of the African elephant and abandoned its earlier standpoint that sustainable use would most likely lead to conservation of the species (Bonner 1994).


		Many scientists however, have kept endorsing the view that (in the long term) species can only be kept from extinction if they are useful to the people they share their living-space with. The WWF is still ‘committed to the principle of sustainable utilization, and it funds programs which encourage African communities to benefit through hunting and the sale of wild animal products. However, the organization fears that most people donate money for conservation because they want to see animals preserved, not utilized’ (Bonner 1994: 62-63). Because WWF runs on the basis of donations, it often acts and presents itself from a more preservationist point of view than it might actually like. This shows the power of the population of developing countries is formulating guidelines for conservation.


�	This could also be observed at the Wildlife Conference in Nairobi where the KWS and researchers present themselves as the knowing elite that has the expertise to achieve positive change. The critical potential of the people from the communities is carefully discouraged, contained and channelled. This leaves these people largely excluded from the process of creation, formulation and reformulation issues concerning conservation. Instead, the conservation message is brought to them. The KWS more often appeals to its authority as a scientific based organisation to cut short community members. According to Dzingirai, scientific language has been used generally to couch control and repression of the African countryside (2003: 244-245).


�	Peace points towards the ‘costs [sic] involved in encouraging people to consume the symbolic, iconic properties of whales [during whale-watch tours]’ (2005: 205), and I believe similar arguments can be made about the consumption of the Kenyan charismatic-mega fauna, especially during game-drives. Peace also argues that consumption of charismatic mega-fauna as an icon ‘reinforces the pattern of overconsumption in Western societies which lies at the core of global environmental [problems] in the first place…. [The animals] are still being evaluated in terms of their worth to us, and no other value.’ (Peace 2005: 206 emphasis in orginal).


�	Interview Patrick Ntiangau Liaram, August 2007.  This point was also brought up by the Students of Koiyaki Guiding School during a group interview, Koiyaki Guiding School, August 2007 and interviews Dickson Kaelo, Koiyaki groupranch, August 2007.


�	Interview Ntiwal Liaram in Oltorotwa, August 2007.


�	Interview Dickson Kaelo, Koiyaki groupranch, August 2007.


�	Own observations and interviews Dickson Kaelo, Koiyaki group ranch, August 2007.


�	Personal observation and communication with gamedrivers, July 2007.


�	See also du Toit and Cumming (1999), Western (1989), Western and Gichohi (1993).


�	See also interview with Alex Walker, owner of the Serian Camp near Mara River.


�	The negative effects of the presence of wild species of plants and animals are lower than the benefits farmers enjoy, for instance through making use of wild plant species, bushmeat, medicine, firewood, and in the savannah areas of Africa also the fodder, soil nutrients and fencing materials wild species provide ( Scherr & McNeely 2006: 4-5).


�	When walking down the street, in Maasai as well as Taita-land people often have come up to me to ask me with glistening eyes whether I was an American, dreaming out loud about the wonderfulness of that country and their plans to go there one day. 


�	Interview in Koiyaki Lemek Wildlife Trust, August 2007.


�	Patrick Ntaingau Liaram, a 43 year old Maasai man from Oltorotwa, one wife, four children.


�	Interview in Olkimitare, August 2007. 


� Interview Donald Mombo, a scholar and Taita local working at Kecobat in Nairobi, June 2007.


�	Generally the owner(s) receive money for rent of the land and bed-night fees, which means an amount for every tourist spending the night in the camp. Although compared to the money made, the money paid to the locals is often a small percentage, some have gotten themselves a good deal out of it, especially compared to the average local standard of living. 


�	Interview Patrick Ntiangau Liaram, a 43 year old Maasai man in Oltorotwa. August 2007. Last year Mr Liaram cultivated 820 acres, but zebras, antelopes and elephants finished all crops in the field. Now he gets Ksh 20.000 (US$ 299) a term for the 150 acres he owns inside the conservancy, but that is little compared to the Ksh 150.000 (US$ 2239) he estimates he can make of the land when cultivation would be possible. ‘The 20.000 does not even cover the costs of the wild animals,’ he says.


�	Interviews with people who continue to live inside the Koiyaki-Lemek conservation area, June and July 2007.


�	Not in the least by privately taking initiative for organising donations and projects for instance for improvements on a health care centre (Talek), a library (Jora/Kasigau) or a (failed) improvement to a water spring (Endoinyio-Erinka). Donations of goods often come in the form of clothes or school supplies.


�	For instance at Koiyaki Guiding School in Koiyaki Groupranch, visited August 2007. See also their website � HYPERLINK "http://www.koiyaki.com/"��http://www.koiyaki.com�


�	According to Wels 'the idea of  (southern) Africa in Europe has always been dominated by imagery, mainly images of landscapes and physical aestheticism derived from Romanticism.... European images of Africa simultaneously had to function as contrast and measure of European 'civilisation'' (Wels 2002: 55).  


�	Interview Stephen Naigisa in Ekeju-Emutukaa, August 2007.


�	Exaggerations are common, for instance at a camp which is involved in community work on the edge of the reserve makes the untrue claim to be the only camp with Maasai in manager positions, while their claim that the land they rent is of the community is deceptive, because it actually belongs to one individual family.


�	For instance Topi Tracker Safaris in Koiyaki-Lemek Wildlife Trust is fully Maasai owned, and the only one year old Oldarpoi Maasai Safaricamp in Sekenani is owned and run by 31 local Maasai has already realised many projects such as bridges, kitchens, waterprojects benefiting over 65 villages, and a dispensary from the 70% of the camp's money that is invested in community projects. 


�	For a similar development with regard to the Tanzanian Maasai, see Hodgson (2001: 148-151).


�	Good examples can be found on the internet, for instance in the Masai Mara guestbook, where Ann Davis from Wales wrote a comment on May 26, 2005: 'I watch all the programmes on wildlife. The Maasai people are the most beautiful, natural beings on the planet. Elephants are my favourite animal, they are so much like people.


� HYPERLINK "http://www.masai-mara.com/book16.htm"��http://www.masai-mara.com/book16.htm� visited April 16, 2008.


�	For a description of the same phenomenon in Senegal and Cameroon see Van Beek (2003) and Jong (2007: 11-13, 68-78). For a more general analysis see Desmond (1999: 252, 254).


�	Personal communitcation, July 2007.


�	Bruner & Kirshenblatt-Gimblet’s (1994) description of Mayers Ranch in Kenya is a good example. The performances of the Maasai, receiving a flat rate salary, are orchestrated to carefully create a stereotypical narrative of wildness and civilisation. Western items such as digital watches, aluminium cans and plastic utensils are carefully kept hidden to create an aura of realism. The Maasai themselves however produce special tourist spears that can be taken apart so the tourists can easily transport them. (Bruner & Kirschenblatt-Gimblett 1994: 444)


�	According to Bruner, the Maasai manipulate the scene because '[T]ourism for them is their livelihood, a source of income' (Bruner 2001; 895), but it is also true that tourists generally expect certain 'experiences' from the holiday they have bought, and when confronted with their 'staging' activities, locals reply that the 'tourists come to Kenya to see Maasai things, not European things' (Bruner & Kirschenblatt-Gimblett 1994: 466). The local importance and understanding of 'traditional' culture as an object to sell to tourists should not be underestimated. Assistant chief Naurori for instance states that local ‘culture still has advantages as tourists want to see Maasai culture’ (Interview in Koiyaki Lemek Wildlife Trust, August 2007).


�	The manyatta used on Myers ranch where Bruner & Kirschenblatt-Gimblett (1994) did their research had a lot of striking similarities but also some differences as compared with the cultural manyattas described here. Myers manyatta was for the exclusive use of the clients of the Myers, largely orchestrated by them to produce a colonial drama of savage Maasai and genteel British. Many of the contemporary cultural villages are far less focussed upon colonial times and are initiated and orchestrated more by local Maasai themselves. However, hoteliers and tourist operators sending tourists often still have an important influence. The interaction between the Maasai and the tourists in the cultural villages is often a lot more direct, the visitors being directly addressed by the Maasai and not only acting as viewers. 


�	Interview Enpiraroi Kipira, Maasai from Olemonjo, chairman cultural manyatta in Koiyaki-Lemek. There are some cultural manyattas near Amboseli where people now live almost permanently, or at least for extended periods of time (Ritsma & Ongaro 2002: 133).


�	Signe Therese Strom, personal communication, July 16, 2007. See also Hodgson (2001: 228)


�	See also Ritsma and Ongaro (2002) descriptions of cultural manyattas near Amboseli. For tourists' own videos of their visits to different but similar Maasai cultural manyattas see


	Maasai Village Visit � HYPERLINK "http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=KSW7RfqR5pE&feature=related"��http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=KSW7RfqR5pE&feature=related�


	We be chillin, at the Masai village � HYPERLINK "http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=DbkUJIGNVCw&feature=related"��http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=DbkUJIGNVCw&feature=related� 


	Kenya's Masai Mara Reserve � HYPERLINK "http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=vgCfO2LQj4g&feature=related"��http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=vgCfO2LQj4g&feature=related� all visited April 25, 2008.


�	Honey (1999) and some Maasai have severely criticized some of the manyattas. Honey mentions severe hustling, women posing bare breasted and men exposing their buttocks for an extra fee so tourists can take photographs, practices that I have never observed or heard of. To Honey, the Sports Illustrated use of a Maasai village as a setting for a swimsuit edition was 'crude cultural exploitation reach[ing] new heights' (Honey 1999: 314). Although it is unclear whether all people of the manyatta had known of and agreed to the deal beforehand, she seems not to take into account that the manyatta is a consciously created setting for making business. The people of the manyatta earned US$1000 with the swimsuit shooting, and although that might be to much of a bargain for Sports Illustrated, it is a large amount of money compared to the daily profit of the manyatta. The people have actively decided to allow their setting being used, and not turned the models and crew away until they finished shooting.


�	Interview Dickson Kaelo, Maasai from Mashambani/Enkobiletai, working for ILRI, August 2007. There is a report of a cultural manyatta in the Mara where Kichwa Tembo camp sends its tourists and where the villagers receive US$ 10 per tourist (Bruner 2001: 895), and Ritsma and Ongaro (2002) also state that in the Amboseli area entrance fees of US$ 10 per person are paid to the Maasai at the gate. However I am unsure if all this money stays within the manyatta.


�	Bruner (2001: 897) feels that tour agents are still the primary producers in the Mara, 'with the Maasai at best relegated to a minor role'. However, even when being wage labourers the Maasai at Myers felt they were 'entrepeneurs with an independent business' (Bruner & Kirschenblatt-Gimblett 1994: 465).


�	Interview Daniel Taki, Maasai of Endoinyio-Erinka, working as a health officer in Aitong, August 2007.


�	Interview in Koiyaki-Lemek Wildlife Trust, August 2007.


�	Interview Donald Mombo in Nairobi, June 2007.


�	Interview in Aitong, August 2008.


�	 Modified from Smith and Kasiki (2000: 5).


�	 Modified from Smith and Kasiki (2000: 14) and Lamprey and Reid (2004: 1000).


�	Modified from Njogu (2003: 11)


� Modified from Lamprey and Reid (2004: 1001).


� I want to thank all local people who have facilitated for me to take these pictures. All pictures © V. Wijngaarden.
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