
Abstract
A significant proportion of 
Kenya 's tourism is wildlife- 
based and 44,000 km2, 
representing about eight 
percent of the country's 
territory, has been set aside 
for wildlife protection. This 
has denied local communities 
access to invaluable herding 
and agricultural resources 
thereby creating conflicts 
between tourism and the well­
being of local people who aiso 
suffer the destruction of life 
and property from wildlife. 
This paper probes government 

policies on the sharing of 
benefits from tourism with 
local communities in wildlife- 
protected areas. The analysis 
could provide lessons for other 
African countries where such 
conflicts are occurring. The 
findings show that although 
revenue-sharing has been 
initiated in some places, 
questions have been raised 
whether it is the local 
governments, communities or 
individual iand-owners who 
should be compensated. So 
far, direct benefits to the 
landowners have been 
minimal. This has partly 
motivated certain 
communities to form wildlife 
associations with the aim of 
participating directly in 
tourism. This process is 
yielding some dividends but 
requires to be guided carefully 
in order to involve the 
majority of the local people in 
sharing in the benefits of 
wildlife management. 
Ultimately, this should 
motivate them to conserve 
wildlife even in the face of 
expanding human and 
animai populations in 
delicate ecologies.
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Introduction

This article examines government revenue-sharing policies and 
actions for rural people who support wildlife conservation in national 
parks using the example of the administrative district of Kajiado and 
Narok, home of the renowned pastoral Maasai. It then discusses the 
response of local communities to these actions. This is a first step to 
sugges ting  s t r a te g ie s  w hich encourage to u r ism  and wildlife 
developm ent while a t  the  same time conserving the  resources 
supporting tourism and generating benefits that sustain the welfare of 
the people living adjacent to tourism destinations (Kenya, 1994). The 
analysis could provide lessons for other parts of Africa where such 
conflicts obtain.

In Kenya, exclusive wildlife reservations were carved out of lands 
which were previously used by traditional pastoral peoples. These 
national parks and reserves which are now managed by the Kenya 
Wildlife Service (KWS) date back to the period immediately following 
the Second World War (Table 1). They denied local people invaluable 
herding and agricultural resources and in some cases fishing rights 
thereby creating conflicts between the demands of Kenya's wildlife- 
based tourism and the well-being of local people who also continue to
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Table 1: K enya N a tio n a l a n d  M a rine P a rks a n d  Reserves. suffer the destruction of life and
Area Year P astoral A gricultural p roperty . K enya provides an

N ation al Parks (Km2) gazetted D istrict dem and dem and African example where there is
1. Sibiloi 1,570 1973 M arsab it Yes No “the  c lea re s t  re la t io n sh ip
2. C en tra l Island 5 1983 T u rk an a /

M arsab it No No
between the business of tourism, 
the demands of land of an ever

3. South  Island 39 1983 M arsab it No No increasing population, and the
4. M alka M ari 876 1989 M andera Yes No conservation of delicate ecologies”
5. M arsab it 360 M arsab it Yes No (Economist In telligence Unit,
6. M ount Elgon 169 1968 T ran s Nzoia Yes Yes 1991, p. 64). Below, the paper
7. Saiw a Swam p 2 1974 T ran s Nzoia No No discusses  the  con tribu tion  of
8. M eru 870 1966 M eru Yes No tourism to Kenya's economy. This9. K ora 1,787 1989 T an a  River Yes No
10 . M ount K enya 715 1989 N yeri/M eru Yes Yes is a prelude to explaining the
11. N dere Island 4 1986 K isum u No No conflicts generated by wildlife-
12. M aua - Yes Yes based tourism in Kenya.
13. Lake N akuru 188 1967 N ak u ru Yes Yes
14. A berdares 715 1950 N yeri Yes Yes Tourism  in  K enya’s econom y
15. R um a 120 1983 H om a Bay Yes Yes
16. H ell's G ate 68 1984 N ak u ru Yes No K enya 's  to u r ism  in d u s try  is
17. Longonot 52 1983 N ak u ru Yes Yes re la t iv e ly  well developed.
18. F ourteen  F a lls3 - - No No Tourism is the country's leading
19.
20.

01 Donyo Sabuk  
N airobi

18
117

1967
1946

M achakos
N airobi

Yes
Yes

No
No foreign exchange earner and a

21. Amboseli 392 1974 Kajiado Yes No significant portion of this tourism
22. Tsavo W est 9,056 1948 T aita-T aveta Yes Yes is wildlife-based (Kenya, 1979,
23. Tsavo E ast 11,747 1948 T aita  Tav e ta / 

K itui Yes Yes
1989, 1994a). The tou rism  
industry generated KSh.24,440

24. A rabuko Sokoke 6 1991 Kilifi No Yes million (approximately US$421
25. C hyulu 471 1983 M achakos Yes Yes million) in earnings in 1993, and 

K S h .2 8 ,100 million (US$484
M a r in e  P a r k s million) in 1994 (Kenya, 1995).

26.
27.

M alindib
Watamu*30

6
10

1968
1968

Kilifi
Kilifi

No
No

No
No

These earnings represent roughly 
35% of the country's total foreign

28. Mombasa*3 10 1968 M om basa No No
exchange e a rn in g s  in a year.

29. Kisite*3 28 1978 Kwale No No The n u m b e r  of v i s i t o r s  rose
from 826.2 thousand in 1993 to

N a t io n a l  R e s e r v e s 863.4 thousand in 1994 (Kenya.
1995). Many visitors go to the

30. M arsab it 1,198 1962 M arsab it Yes No coun try 's  n a t io n a l  p a rk s  and
31. N asolot 92 1979 W est Pokot Yes No re se rves  for w i ld l i f e  s a f a r i
32. South  T u rk an a 1,091 1979 T u rk an a Yes No tourism  (Table 2).
33. Losai 1,806 1976 M arsab it Yes No
34. Kerio V alley3 - Yes No The wildlife component yields
35.
36.

K am narok
K akam ega

88
4

1983
1985

Baringo
K akam ega

No
Yes

No
Yes

s u b s ta n t ia l  and  in c reas in g
37. Lake Bogoria 107 1970 Baringo Yes No economic returns. However, the
38. S am buru 165 1963 S am buru Yes No m ajor p roportion  of tou r ism
39. S haba 239 1974 Isiolo Yes No ex p en d i tu re s  rem a in s  w ith
40. Buffalo Springs 131 1963 Isiolo Yes No e n t re p re n e u rs  elsew here , far
41. B isanadi 606 1978 Isiolo Yes No rem oved from com m unit ies
42. Rahole 1,270 1976 G arissa Yes No adjacent to the country's parks
43. N orth  K itui 745 1979 K itui Yes No and reserves (Burnett & Conover,
44. M we a 68 1976 Em bu Yes Yes 1989; Sinclair, 1992; Sindiga,
45. M aasai M ara 1,510 1974 N arok Yes Yes 1984, 1994). Tourism may bring
46. S outh  K itui 1,833 1979 K itui Yes No
47. A raw ale 533 1974 G arissa Yes No in “h a r d ” currency and help a
48. Boni 1,339 1976 Lam u Yes Yes nation to balance its accounts,
49. Dodori 877 1976 Lam u Yes Yes however, the local consequences
50. T an a  River P rim ate  169 1976 T an a  River Yes Yes of tourism development are often
51. Shim ba Hills 192 1968 Kwale Yes Yes neglected. For decades, wildlife's 

im pac t on local people was
(cont.) ignored th e re b y  g en e ra t in g  

r e s e n tm e n t  to p a rk s  and 
reserves, and to tourism (Akama, 
Lant & Burnett, 1995; Olindo,
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Table 1 (cont.)

A gricultural 
N ational Parks

Area

(Km2)

Year

gazetted D istrict

P astoral

dem and dem and

M a r in e  R e s e r v e s

52. Kiunga*313 250 1979 Lam u No No
53. M alindib 213 1968 Kilifi No No
54. Mombasa*3 200 1986 M om basa No No
55 Watamu*3'13 32 1968 Kilifi No Yes
56. Mpunguti*3 11 1968 Kwale No No

N a t io n a l  S a n c tu a r y

57. M aralal 6 1968 S am buru Yes No

Notes: a in process in gazettem en t
b th e re  is dem and for fishing on these a re as  by the local population 
c local dem and for forest products exist in these places Sources:

K enya W ildlife Service, 1990, p.vii;
Nyeki, 1992, pp .90-101; 

field observations,

1991). Local com m unities  
m ake dem ands  to use p ark  
resources ,  for p a s to ra l  or 
agricu ltura l development; in 
add ition , m arine  p ro tec ted  
areas  are desired for fishing 
and, in some places for forestry

products (Table 1).

W ildlife based  tourism

Kenya has 57 protected areas  
d ispersed  widely across the  
country (Table 1). These parks

and rese rves  are  the  basis  of 
Kenya's thriving wildlife safari 
tourism. Two other major attrac­
tions are coastal beaches, and 
m useum s and archaeo log ical 
sites. Most tourists, however, 
combine w ild life  s a f a r i  w ith  
“sun . sand  and s e a ” p e rh a p s  
because of the  prox im ity  of 
wildlife areas to the coast (Dieke, 
1991).

Kenya's tourism developed on the 
basis  of up -coun try  wildlife 
conservation in national parks 
and reserves .  These wildlife 
areas became important tourist 
d e s t in a t io n s  especia lly  for 
visitors from North America and 
the United Kingdom. Initially 
most tourists came for big game 
hunting, collection of trophies, 
sp o r t- f ish in g  and  genera lly  
experiencing the wild in habitats 
preserved in a near natural state. 
In the contemporary time, game 
hunting is banned in Kenya and 
the  to u r i s t s  come to see the 
animals and make photographic 
safaris .  However, s ignificant 
to u r is t  t ra ff ic  is going to the 
Indian Ocean coast. This beach 
to u r ism  draw s m ost of its 
clientele from Western Europe, 
m ain ly  G erm any, I ta ly , and 
Switzerland.

P resen tly ,  K enya's p arks  and 
reserves cover about 44,000 km2 
or about 8 p e rce n t  of the  
country's land area (KWS, 1990). 
Most protected areas are located 
in the arid and semi-arid areas; a 
zone t h a t  com prises over 87 
percent of the national land. This 
region experiences  low and 
unreliable rainfall and very high 
é v a p o tra n s p ira t io n  ra te s .  It 
cannot su p p o r t  s u b s ta n t ia l  
cu ltivation  and res id en t  com­
munities practise one or another 
form of pastoralism (Sindiga & 
Burnett, 1988).

The parks and reserves are a t 
varying levels of development. 
The tourism industry uses only 
about two dozen of them (Table 
2). The most visited protected 
areas are Lake Nakuru, Maasai 
M ara, Amboseli, N airobi and 
Tsavo. The visitor capacity in

Table 2: N u m b er o f  V isitors to S e lec ted  K enya N a tio n a l P arks a n d  
Reserves, 1990-1994.

1990 1991
'000s
1992 1993 1994a

Nairobi 152.8 168.8 156.4 1 64.6 163.2
A nim al O rphanage 213.8 217.6 173.2 155.3 182.0
Amboseli 237.2 198.2 168.3 121.1 159.5
Tsavo W est 78.6 119.3 103.1 102.9 105.4
Tsavo E ast 127.7 135.9 125.5 135.8 132.4
A berdares 66.6 56.3 63.6 60.8 60.2
Buffalo Springs - -

Lake N akuru 174.2 174.4 139.8 178.6 164.3
M aasai M ara 180.5 143.3 138.1 133.1 138.2
M alindi M arine 35.6 33.0 44.2 41.1 39.4
Lake Bogoria 53.8 53.0 39.4 37.2 43.2
M eru 11.1 9.1 7.1 7.4 7.9
S him ba H ills 60.0 38.2 31.9 24.8 31.6
M ount Kenya 18.7 14.6 15.5 18.0 17.2
S am buru - - 21.5 9.2
K isite/M punguti 27.1 33.1 28.0 27.5 34.8
M om basa M arine 29.1 54.6 57.8 43.3 48.0
W atam u  M arine 20.5 22.0 27.0 31.7 32.1
H ell’s G ate 31.1 41.3 34.2 47.4 44.9
Im pala Sanctuary , K isum u 59.1 5.5
Others*3 13.8 14.8 14.0 16.6 9.6

T o ta l 1,532.2 1,518.5 1,367.1 1 ,927.8 1,428.6

N o tes :3 Provisional re tu rn s
b Includes M ount Elgon, Ol-Donyo Sabuk, M arsab it, Saiw a Swamp, 

S ibiloi, R um a N a tio n a l P a rk , M w ea N a tio n a l R eserve, C e n tra l 
Is lan d  N atio n al P ark , N asolot N ational R eserve and  K akam ega 
N ational Reserve.

Sources: Kenya, 1994b, p. 177; Kenya, 1995, p. 167
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both Maasai Mara and Amboseli 
as well as several other protected 
areas has been exceeded given 
th e  c u r re n t  level of p a rk  
infrastructure. In fact, lodges 
and cam ps have p ro li fe ra ted  
especia lly  in Amboseli and 
Maasai Mara.

C ategories o f  protected  areas  
in  K enya

Wildlife conservation areas are 
designated as National Parks/ 
M arine  P a rk s  and N ationa l 
Reserves/M arine Reserves; in 
add ition , th e re  are game 
reserves. This ca tegorisation 
implies a concept of the owner­
ship  a n d  m a n a g e m e n t  of 
w i ld l i f e  conservation  a rea s  
which is important for the later 
d iscussion on policies for the  
distribution of benefits accruing 
from wildlife. National parks are 
essentially state lands which are 
m anaged  exclusively  for the  
conservation of fauna and flora 
(Kenya, 1975, 1985a, 1989). 
Among th e  objectives a re  to 
p rese rve  th e se  resou rces  for 
aesthetic, scientific and cultural 
reasons; to provide educational 
and rec rea tio n a l  facilities; to 
provide attractions for tourists  
and serve as a major basis for the 
economically profitable tou r is t  
industry ; and to su s ta in  such 
other activities as commercial 
photography and to act as water 
catchments (Kenya, 1975). As 
such, wildlife m anagem en t in 
K enya h as  num erous  s t a k e ­
ho lders  (Table 3). C e r ta in  
ac tiv it ies ,  in p a r t i c u la r  
cultivation, pastoralism, timber 
h a rv e s t in g  and  consum ptive 
wildlife u t i l is a t io n  (sport 
hun ting , live an im al capture, 
cropping for meat and trophies, 
and game ranching) are excluded 
from n a t io n a l  p a rk s  (Kenya, 
1975, 1985a). Kenya banned  
sport hunting in 1977 followed by 
an embargo on curio and animal 
parts in 1978.

In te rm s of financial a r ra n g e ­
ments, all receipts by National 
Parks from tourism and wildlife 
activities go to the KWS which is 
the custodian of all wildlife in

Kenya. Taxes on to u r i s t  
expenditures, however, go to the 
central government. Also, the 
KWS sh a re s  su rp lu s  p a rk  
revenues with local authorities 
although this aspect has proved 
controversial; as will be shown 
below under revenue sharing.

In contrast, National Reserves 
are created on any type of land. 
They are  dec lared  by the  
governm en t with th e  consent 
of the relevant local authority. 
Their objectives are similar to 
those of parks except tha t other 
land uses by local communities 
and others may be specifically 
and conditionally  allowed. 
F inally ,  county  council game 
reserves  are  s im ila r  in m any 
respects to n a tiona l reserves. 
The game reserves are declared 
and managed by county councils 
or any other local government 
(Kenya, 1975). Local authorities 
collect gate fees from National 
Reserves; in all cases the KWS 
collects licensing fees for tourism 
facilit ies  located in protected 
areas.

Marine parks are somewhat like 
national parks in both adminis­
tration and management. They 
are  r e s t r ic te d  to the  Ind ian  
Ocean coast and s t a r t  a t  the  
highest spring water mark and 
extend to some distance into the 
sea. These parks are of varied 
sizes. The m arine  n a t io n a l  
r e se rv es  ex tend beyond the  
parks. They are managed by the 
Kenya Wildlife Service. So far, 
local authorities have not been 
involved in the ir  m anagem ent 
a l th o u g h  th ey  sh a re  in the  
revenues . C e r ta in  types  of 
fishing are allowed in the marine 
reserves.

The e s ta b l ish m e n t  of m arine  
parks and reserves was intended 
to conserve fragile marine eco­
system s. It was realised t h a t  
to u r i s t s  had  invaded coral 
gardens in the  reefs to collect 
corals and shells  th e reb y  
exploiting ornamental marine life 
(Musyoki, 1992). In addition, 
coral g a rd en s  had become 
important venues for snorkelling. 
These activities could lead to the

T able 3: S ta keh o ld ers in  W ild life M anagem ent in  K enya.

1. Local w ildlife associations
2. Individual landow ners
3. Group landow ners
4. T rus tees  of com m unally owned lands
5. Individual ranchers
6. G overnm ent of K enya
7. K enya W ildlife Service
8. L orestry  D epartm en t
9. L isheries D epartm en t
10. Geology and M ines D epartm en t
11. D epartm en ts  of A gricu ltu re and  Livestock D evelopm ent
12. D epartm en t of T ourism
13. K enya T ourist D evelopm ent C orporation
14. W ater D epartm en t
15. D istric t D evelopm ent C om m ittees
16. Local au th o ritie s  especially county councils
17. N ational p arks and  reserves
18. H oteliers and to u r operators
19. Beach operators
20. W om en's groups
21. C om m unity en terp rises
22. G am e ranchers
23. Local non-governm ental o rganisations
24. In te rn a tio n a l non-governm ental o rganisations
25. In te rn a tio n a l com m unity
26. The scientific com m unity
27. The people of K enya including generations unborn
28. E n te rta in m e n t in d u stry

Source: Modified from  KWS, 1994, p .29.
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Table 4: C auses o f  W ild life-H um an C onfíict.

1. Loss of and  dam age to crops
2. D am age of forest tree s  and  seedlings
3. In ju ry  and/or loss of h u m an  life
4. Loss of livestock
5. C om petition  w ith  livestock  for p a s tu re  and  w ate r lead ing  to  resou rce

degradation  and  w ate r abuse
6. D estruction  of in fra s tru c tu re  (fences, pipes, works, housing)
7. C om petition for space (protected areas) w ith  com m unities
8. H osting and  tran sm issio n  of livestock diseases
9. Lack of d irect u tility  of w ildlife
10. Invasion of u rb an  a reas  leading to insecurity  and  loss of freedom
11. M isbehaviour of KWS R angers - shooting and w hipping people
12. M isconception of KWS as a ph ilan th rop ic  or donor agency leading to very

high  expectations
13. Ineffective techniques for controlling problem  an im als
14. No com pensation for des truc tion  of p roperty  by an im als
15. Low com pensation for people killed by an im als
16. Inefficiency and abuse of com pensation procedures
17. C om petition and  lack of involvem ent in  tou rism  business
18. U ncontrolled an im al m ovem ents and  m igrations
19. Conflicts of in te re s t over benefits accruing from  wildlife based tourism .
20. L icensing problem s am ong operato rs of w ildlife-related tourism  activ ities
21. S ecurity /safety  of to u ris ts  in  protected  wildlife a reas
22. Policy w eaknesses causing u n ce rta in ty  in po ten tia l investors
23. Land-use conflicts and  inadequacy of policy resolution
24. Illegal h u n tin g  and tra d e  in  wildlife products
25. D enial of a sh a re  of revenue and  other benefits to stakeho lders
26. Poverty  of local populations
27. N e g a tiv e  so c ia l im p a c ts  of to u r is m  (p ro s t i tu t io n , a lco h o lism , d ru g

peddling, scan t d ressing  etc.)
28. N e g a tiv e  e n v iro n m e n ta l  im p a c ts  of to u r is m  (overcrow d ing , a n im a l

h ara ssm en t, garbage and  sew age disposal, pollution etc.)
29. Population  pressu re
30. L oreign ow nersh ip  an d  m an ag em en t of to u rism  en te rp rise s  lead ing  to

local resen tm en t.
31. Poor em ploym ent opportun ities usua lly  in  servile positions and  seasonal

n a tu re  of tou rism  jobs.

Source: KWS, 1994, p. 27.

deg rad a t io n  of th e se  m a rin e  
resources.

H um an-w ildlife con flicts

There are a myriad of causes for 
wildlife-human conflicts in Kenya 
(Table 4). For the purpose of this 
a r tic le ,  em phasis  is on the  
aspects of conflicts rela ting  to 
resource use. This is because the 
prim ary sources of conflict are 
“the enormous losses, costs and 
fear wildlife causes by destroying 
p roperty  and killing  h u m a n s ” 
(KWS, 1994, p.3).

The issue of land use conflicts 
has come to the fore in Kenya 
because of a rap id ly  growing, 
e ssen t ia l ly  ru r a l  popula tion . 
Increasing at a rate of about 3.5 
p e rce n t  per year, popu la tion

pressures have built up in the 
ecologically b e t te r  endowed 
highland areas. To release the 
p re ssu re s ,  people have sp o n ­
taneously moved downslope to 
the rangelands and established 
dense s e t t le m e n ts  th e re b y  
destabilising traditional pastoral 
ecosystems. Setting aside land 
for national parks and reserves 
contributed to the  problem as 
Kenya's rangelands hold more 
than 50 percent of the country's 
livestock and 25 percent of the 
human population (Kenya, 1994). 
The r e s u l t  is th e  com petitive 
demands for land resources to 
support wildlife and livestock 
leading to conflicts, ecological 
degradation and poverty. When 
this happens

subsistence poaching increases,

a n d  p a rk s  are sea venged fo r  
wood and other p la n t material, 
h o n ey  a n d  w ater. I f  la w  
en forcem en t is  n o t d ilig en t, 
grazing follows, and  eventually 
fa rm ing  (Burnett & Conover, 
1989, p. 257).

This threat to wildlife habitats is 
a l re ad y  a se r ious  problem  in 
Africa (Kiss, 1990). U nless 
creative programmes which allow 
for wildlife m anagem ent and 
the development of rural peoples 
a re  es tab lished , conservation 
re se rv es  cannot ex is t  am id s t  
hostile neighbourhoods.

Wildlife are also to be found in 
a re a s  outs ide  th e  p a rk s  and 
reserves in the so-called dispersal 
or migration areas where local 
people are  not allowed to kill 
them. In addition, wild animals 
m ig ra te  seasonally ,  going to 
higher altitude areas or swamps 
in the dry season and wandering 
throughout the plains in the wet 
season. Without access to private 
land in dispersal areas, “wildlife 
populations would crash” (KWS, 
1990, p. 15). Nearly all parks 
and reserves including Amboseli, 
M aasai-M ara  and Nairobi are 
dependent on dispersal areas for 
the survival of wildlife. An aerial 
count by the World Wildlife Fund 
done in May 1993, for example, 
showed t h a t  ou t of 1610 
elephants (.foxendonta africand) 
in the Maasai Mara, some 415 (or 
abou t 26 percent)  w ere in 
dispersal areas; and of the 10,640 
buffaloes (Syncerus caffef), 2241 
(21 percent) stayed outside the 
reserve (Mbugua, 1994). This 
wildlife re liance  on d ispersa l 
areas can be explained by the fact 
that no park or reserve is a self- 
su ff ic ien t,  all encom passing  
ecosystem. In a sense, dispersal 
areas act as buffer zones between 
wildlife and human settlements 
(Campbell, H u ish  & K aiuni, 
1991).

In genera l,  wild an im als  are 
b e t te r  su ited  to ran g e lan d  
grazing resources than livestock. 
Whereas wild animals eat many 
grass and plant species, livestock 
are  se lec tive  g raze rs .  This
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provides wild animals w ith  an 
advantage over livestock in the 
competition for range resources. 
The proximity of wild animals 
h in d e rs  effective g razing
management by livestock. Wild 
anim als make it impossible to 
p rac t ise  deferred  ro ta t io n a l  
g raz ing  w hich is the  key to 
traditional pastoral systems.

It begs reiterating  th a t  human 
s e t t le m e n ts  have a lready
expanded to dispersal areas. A 
mix of land  uses  inc luding  
cultivation has developed. This 
fu rther  reduces the am ount of 
land available for wildlife all 
year round, a problem hard ly  
un ique  to Kenya; it has  been 
repo rted  from o ther  African 
coun tr ies  as well (Campbell, 
Huish & Kajuni, 1991).

Wild anim als are a menace to 
livestock, crops, and  people. 
Where cultivation is done large 
h e rd s  e s p e c i a l l y  of b u f fa lo  
des troy  crops. The an n u a l  
m ig ra tion  of w ildebees t 
(iConnochaetes taurinus) in the 
Maasai Maraand Loita plains to 
and from the Serengeti National 
Park in Tanzania means that the 
Maasai livestock must compete 
w ith  wild an im a ls  for range  
resources. Wildebeests migrate 
in large herds; herds of 10,000 
and more are not unusual in the 
S e ren g e t i  (P ra t t  & Gwynne, 
1977). These numbers make it 
im possible  for livestock  to 
compete for resources.

Successful livestock breeding 
depends on effective control of 
diseases. However, this has not 
been easy to do in Maasailand 
because of the presence of wild 
an im als .  The l a t te r  have 
immunity over dangerous live­
stock diseases and carry these 
without being affected. These 
diseases which include foot and 
mouth disease, East Coast fever, 
m a l ig n a n t  c a ta r rh  fever, 
r inderpest,  p leuro-pneum onla  
and nag an a  are a bane to the 
Maasai herder.

The foregoing discussion demon­
s tra tes  th a t  local communities

pay a heavy price for supporting 
wildlife protection areas.

Do the  re s id e n t  com m unities  
benefit from tourism? What are 
the institutional arrangem ents 
for revenue  sh a r in g  and 
com pensa tion  for th e  local 
people?

R even u e sh arin g  and  
com p en sation

D irec ting  g re a te r  economic 
benefi ts  from p a rk s  to local 
people is an expressed  goal of 
the Kenya government (Kenya, 
1975, 1979; KWS, 1990). The 
principles underlying revenue 
sharing are

1. that local people bear the cost 
of wildlife conserva tion  by 
tolerating crop and livestock

losses, and foregoing potential 
income from alternative land 
uses and

2. th a t  local communities will 
continue supporting parks and 
reserves if they  are seen to 
assist in people's development 
(KWS, 1990).

I t  follows t h a t  w ild life-based 
economic ac t iv i t ie s  should 
provide economic incentives for 
conservation both in the short- 
and long-term (KWS, 1990). As 
such, w ildlife should  be 
compatible with such other land 
uses as tou rism , livestock, 
harvesting forest products and 
even cultivation.

In p u rsu i t  of the  above objec­
tives, the Kenya government has 
called for revenue sharing with 
landow ners  ad jacen t  to the  
p a rk s ,  and re le v a n t  local 
a u th o r i t ie s ;  and  d irec t 
compensation for loss and injury

to people; and  com m unity  
p a r t ic ip a t io n  in wildlife
m an ag em en t.  Each  of these  
strategies has proved difficult to 
implement.

Initially the government made 
com pensa tion  p ay m en ts  for 
damage to property (crops and 
livestock) to landowners in the 
wildlife dispersal areas. These 
much-criticised payments were 
scrapped in 1990. The compen­
sation procedures were always 
cumbersome and took several 
years. In addition, landowners 
frequently falsified claims. The 
programme proved difficult to 
im plem en t leading  to its d is ­
con tinuance . However, the  
wildlife conservation authorities 
m us t s treng then  protection of 
livestock and crops from damage 
by wildlife. This appears diffi­

cult to achieve in view of the fact 
t h a t  a la rge  n u m b e r  of wild 
animals (about 70%) lives outside 
the protected areas. Despite this 
knowledge, a controversial electric 
fencing programme of protected 
areas has been initiated by the 
KWS. Already, Lake N akuru  
National Park has been fenced 
and work is going on elsewhere 
including the  A berdares P ark  
and the Shimba Hills Reserve. 
This is likely to be insufficient as 
a conflict resolution mechanism 
and it may prove ecologically 
disastrous. In lieu of compen­
sa tio n  for crop and livestock 
losses, landowners may have to 
change to land  uses t h a t  are 
co m p a tib le  w ith  wildlife. 
P e rh a p s  to u r ism  and re la te d  
activities such as curio-making 
and  h a n d ic ra f ts  could be 
considered as alternatives. It 
m u s t  rem a in  a m ute  point, 
however, w h e th e r  t r a d i t io n a l  
livestock c u l tu ra l  groups can 
abandon their primary livelihood

C om patib ility  b etw een  w ild life  and other land  
u ses is  basic  to  local com m u nities and their  
future support o f  w ild life  tourism
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system and adopt a new lifestyle.

R evenue-sharing  and  
com m unity  partic ip ation

The KWS has a revenue sharing 
program m e w ith  communities 
us ing  p a rk  en try  fees (KWS, 
1990). The main beneficiaries of 
th is scheme are landowners in 
wildlife dispersal areas outside a 
p a rk  or reserve . However, 
landowners adjacent to fenced 
National Parks or Marine Parks 
receive l i t t le  or no pay m en t 
because, in the view of the KWS, 
they do not incur any opportunity 
costs (KWS, 1990).

In spite of the policy to share 
revenues with landowners, there 
is no fixed proportion of revenues 
from a park  th a t  a local com­
munity is expected to get. The 
Kenya Wildlife Service “reserves 
the right to decide who receives 
w h a t from revenue  s h a r in g ” 
(KWS, 1990, p. 51). This has  
caused much resentment against 
wildlife. It is in this context that 
the M aasai community leaders 
have complained about wildlife 
and tourism.

Minister Ntimama accused the 
KWS of insensitivity to the plight 
of the Maasai. He claimed tha t 
the KWS dismissed

every legitim ate claim  tha t we 
p u t to them  as cheap N arok  
p o litic s . A cco rd in g  to them  
(KWS), i t  is  n o t only the politics 
o f Narok tha t is  cheap, bu t also 
the lives o f the people because 
th ey  recom m end K Sh. 30, OOO 
(about US$430) compensation 
fo r  lo ss  o f  h u m a n  life  ( The 
Standard, December 24, 1993,
p. 2).

These media reports may not tell 
the  full story. They ind ica te  
nevertheless tha t all is not well 
w ith  w ildlife m a n ag em e n t  in 
Kenya. In fact, the failure of the 
KWS in forging s tro n g  local 
com m unity  and in s t i tu t io n a l

of inaccess ib il i ty  and lack of 
accoun tab ili ty  to local com­
m u n it ie s .  Specifically, local 
people argue th a t  they are not 
rep re se n te d  on th e  board of 
trustees of the KWS. This is seen 
as insensitivity to local problems 
related to wildlife and tourism. 
The case of Maasai Mara reserve 
and the  Amboseli park  w here 
re v en u e -sh a r in g  has  been in 
operation  for several years  is 
instructive. Maasai Mara, with 
an area of 1510 km2 is normally 
viewed as one eco-unit with the 
Serengeti National Park of Tan­
zania. The Mara is characterised 
by open grass land  mixed with 
riverine forests and is quite rich 
w ith  an  e s t im a ted  herb ivore  
population of 237 per km2. It was 
initially popularised as a reserve 
to see th e  “big f iv e”, nam ely  
elephant, lion, cheetah, leopard

C urrent com p en sation  is low  and u n acceptab le  
to  com m unity  groups

In December 1993, M aasa i 
leaders in the area surrounding 
the world famous Maasai Mara 
National Reserve and led by the 
a re a  m em ber of p a r l iam e n t ,  
threatened to kill elephants and 
other animals found outside the 
rese rve  boundaries .  They 
complained of the destruction of 
life and  p ro p e r ty  by rogue 
elephants and buffaloes and the 
inability of the KWS, then under 
its f i r s t  d irec to r  R ichard  E. 
Leakey, to contain the wildlife 
within the reserve. On December 
23, 1993, William ole Ntimama, 
a member of the Kenya cabinet 
as minister for local government 
and himself a Maasai from Narok 
district, added his voice to the 
w ildlife m enace on local 
communities. He pointed out 
th a t  in the previous two years, 
elephants had killed 16 people 
and maimed scores of others from 
N arok town a rea  alone (The 
Standard, December 24, 1993).

linkages for wildlife conservation 
and its apparent insensitivity to 
resolving local concerns led to the 
premature departure of Richard 
Leakey from the organisation in 
1994.

The major complaints against the 
KWS may be summarised. The 
compensation for loss of life is 
inadequate; also, the processing 
of claims is too slow. In addition, 
local people do not ob ta in  
compensation for loss of property. 
P aym en ts  of com pensation  to 
property were discontinued in 
1990.

The current rate of 25 percent of 
gross park fees ceded to a local 
authority is deemed to be too low. 
R esiden ts  are  c lam ouring  for 
more equitable revenue sharing 
(Sindiga, 1992). There are also 
complaints about non-remittance 
of the 25 percent gate fees to the 
affected local county councils. 
Finally, the KWS is accused both

and rhinoceros.

Amboseli is a rather small park 
which has suffered significant 
overgrazing by livestock and wild 
animals. The very heavy tourist 
tra f f ic  into Amboseli has not 
helped matters. The park lies at 
the foot of Mount Kilimanjaro, 
which, a t  over 5790 m e tres  
altitude, has perm anent snow­
capped peaks, and is a source of 
th e  p e re n n ia l  sp r in g s  of the  
Amboseli.

M aasa i  M ara  falls  under  the  
ju r i sd ic t io n  of N arok County 
Council. This  h a s  made it 
possible for the council to collect 
money and pay it d irec tly  to 
landowners in wildlife dispersal 
areas as part of revenue-sharing. 
Since 1989, N arok  County  
Council has been levying a fee of 
KSh.50 from every visitor to the 
reserve and paid to the neigh­
bouring group ranches through a 
t r u s t  fund es tablished for the
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purpose (Sindiyo, 1992). This 
money ceded to group ranches 
represents  some 20 per cent of 
the  gate fees. The money has 
been put to community projects 
such as schools, health centres, 
cattle dips and other services.

In the case of the Amboseli, the 
neighbouring Maasai people are 
supplied with piped water from 
springs located inside the park 
(G akahu, 1992). Also, the  
g o v e rn m e n t  collects gate fees 
and then shares out the revenue 
w ith  the  local county  council 
which would then  finance local 
community projects. Thus, in 
Amboseli, revenue-sharing does 
not go to landowners specifically 
and this is a cause for discontent. 
Also, it appears that the water is 
piped because of the park and not 
the local people. Although there 
are some claims that local Maasai 
hostilities against wild animals 
have decreased (Hadley, 1994), 
l iv ing  conditions in the  
neighbourhood of the park have 
no t im proved. The conflicts 
between park authorities and the 
local people appear to be far from 
resolved (Talbot & Olindo, 1990).

The Maasai Mara dispersal area 
is qu ite  la rge , covering some 
3,400 km2 (Sindiyo, 1992). This 
a re a  h as  m any  landow ners  
thereby increasing the potential 
for fu tu re  conflict on revenue 
sharing among them. And like 
Amboseli, the revenue from the 
reserve is not paid to landowners 
but serves as a tax waiver to the 
community. Finally, the KSh.50 
fee levied on a tourist visiting the 
Maasai Mara is probably too low 
to meet a p riva te  landowner's  
costs.

But the Maasai Mara example is 
atypical. Its management status 
is in flux. Mara's land resource is 
governed by the county council 
b u t  th e  w ildlife is un d er  the  
KWS. This makes it hard to plan 
a programme of development and 
f inanc ia l  in v e s tm en t  in the  
reserve.

Unless the management problem 
of th e  M ara  is resolved, the

infrastructure in the reserve can 
be expected to deteriorate and 
tourism activities will likely be 
p u t  in jeopardy .  P e rh a p s  as 
Western (1992) suggests, some 
form of management board will 
be requ ired  to oversee M ara 's  
affa irs .  Such a board should 
c o m p r is e  of p r o f e s s io n a l  
people on wildlife management 
and tourism and recognised local 
le ad e rsh ip  to ta k e  care of 
com m unity  in te r e s t  in the  
wildlife-based tourism enterprise.

R esp on se o f  loca l 
com m unities to reven ue  
sharin g

The program m e of revenue- 
sharing in the Maasai Mara and 
Amboseli h a s  fa llen  s h o r t  of 
expectations (Gakahu, 1992). It 
has  failed to com pensa te  the  
producer, tha t is, the individual 
landowner in the dispersal areas. 
This  h a s  s p u rre d  com m unity  
efforts  aimed a t  d irec t 
participation in tourism activities 
w ith a view to earning greater 
incomes. Local people have 
organised themselves to create 
income g en e ra t in g  activ it ies .  
These include providing

1. cam ping concessions and 
exclusive camp sites,

2. public camp sites  and other 
low-cost accommodation,

3. leases or p a r tn e rsh ip s  w ith  
lodge and hotel operators,

4. guiding tours, and

5. supplies and services to lodges.
(KWS, 1990).

In addition, certain consumptive 
u t i l is a t io n  of wildlife may be 
permitted to private landowners 
such as bird shooting, game 
cropping and hunting for home 
consumption subject to obtaining 
a license and possessing required 
sk ills  and equ ipm en t (KWS, 
1990).

Some of these activities have been 
developed in areas adjacent to the 
parks and reserves. It is expected

that these initiatives will increase 
incomes to ru r a l  people by 
sp re a d in g  w ild life -gene ra ted  
tourism benefits (Kenya, 1979). 
At the Maasai Mara for example, 
10 of the 16 developed camps or 
lodges a re  located on p r iv a te  
ranches outside the borders of the 
national reserve (Tuya, 1992).

Members of some group ranches 
in the wildlife dispersal area of 
the Maasai Mara have organised 
them selves  and formed the  01 
Choro O irou ia  Wildlife 
A ssociation, an  ind igenous 
conservation  group which is to 
act as a management group for 
the ir  land. The group collects 
wildlife viewing fees from tourists 
and distributes the proceeds to 
the membership. They appear to 
make a su b s tan t ia l  am ount of 
money each year. Other group 
ranches which border the Maasai 
Mara are planning to form their 
own associations.

The group ran ch es  around  
A m b o s e l i  N a tio n a l  P a rk  
including Olgulului Ololorashi, 
Mbirikani, Kimana and Selengei 
and  those  close to the  Tsavo 
West National Park (Rombo and 
Kuku) are planning to draw up 
ag ree m en ts  w ith  the  KWS in 
order to protect their rights and 
to be compensated for protecting 
w ildlife (K enya Tim es, 21 
January 1994). Such agreements 
will be done by wildlife 
assoc ia t ions  p lanned  on the  
model of 01 Choro Oirouia.

The em ergence of w ildlife 
associations by indigenous people 
is to be encouraged. I t  will 
sustain the wildlife conservation 
ethic and discourage poaching. 
Reports from 01 Choro Oirouia 
indicate that the association has 
employed a secu r i ty  team  of 
t r a in e d  scouts. Also, the  
associa t ions  are  beg inn ing  to 
a t t r a c t  s u p p o r t  from in t e r ­
national c o n se rv a t io n  groups 
and  o ther  s tak eh o ld e rs  in 
tou r ism . A group known as 
F r ien d s  of C onserva tion  has  
offered to build and equip two 
primary schools libraries in the 
area covered by 01 Choro Oirouia;
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and African Safari Club will build 
and equip a secondary  school 
{DailyNation, 25 January 1994).

C onclusion

This s tu d y  h a s  shown th a t  
communities adjacent to National 
Parks and National Reserves pay 
a price for the conservation of 
wildlife th ro u g h  th e  loss of 
farming land, agricultural crops, 
livestock, and loss and injury to 
people. Over the past few years, 
the  KWS h as  encouraged the  
sharing  of revenues generated  
from w ild life-based  tou rism  
between government at all levels 
and local com m unities . Such 
sh a r in g  s ta r te d  w ith  the  
Amboseli National Park and the 
Maasai Mara National Reserve in 
1989 and  is expected to be 
extended to all other parks  an 
reserves. However, the KWS has 
no t specified who is to be 
compensated and how much is to 
be paid and when. This leaves 
little room for local communities 
to negotiate with the KWS on the 
opportunity cost for their support 
for w ildlife. Such a policy 
decision by the  KWS ap p ea rs  
absolute and arbitrary. The local 
communities have no avenues of 
channelling their grievances on 
th is  m a t te r .  Also, th e  KWS 
decision not to sh a re  revenue 
w ith  com m unities  ad jacen t to 
fenced parks is equally arbitrary.

Questions have also been raised 
on w hat proportion of tourism  
rev en u es  th e  KWS (and the  
central government) should give 
to local authorities. Is the level of 
25% of gross gate fees collected 
sufficient? W hat is the  'right' 
level of com pensa ting  local 
authorities? Yet ceding money to 
a local authority in which a park 
or reserve is located is not the 
same th ing as sharing tourism 
revenues with local people who 
support wildlife and it is certainly 
no t th e  sam e th in g  as com­
pensating the producer. In fact, 
local a u th o r i t ie s  are  not 
necessarily  any more efficient 
th a n  th e  KWS or th e  cen tra l  
government. They are known to 
keep resources belonging to local

people for long periods. On this 
score, local a u th o r i t ie s  are  
equally insensitive to the needs 
of local people. Local authorities 
such as county  councils p u t  
to u r ism  rev en u es  into th e i r  
general bank accounts and use 
th e  money to ba lance  th e ir  
budge ts  and  pay re c u r re n t  
operational expenses. There is no 
specific requirement tha t part of 
the revenue be used for wildlife 
conservation and improving the 
tourism infrastructure.

Local a u th o r i t ie s ,  of course, 
ob ta in  g re a te r  revenues  from 
N ational Reserves which they  
own. But local authorities have 
l i t t le  capacity  to develop and 
maintain reserve infrastructure 
such as roads, fences, security of 
the wildlife and tourists; and to 
s u s ta in  ecologically frag ile  
environments. The overcrowding 
in the Mara is a case in point. 
The KWS is in a better position to 
do these functions in te rm s of 
resource capacity, personnel and 
financing.

The policy intention of sharing 
tourism revenues directly with 
landow ners  has proved easier 
said th a n  done. So far, direct 
benefits to local people have been 
m in im al.  T h is  p a r t ly  has 
motivated certain communities to 
form w ildlife associa t ions  to 
participate directly in tourism. 
This action is yielding dividends. 
However, not all landowners are 
involved. Local w ildlife con­
s e rv a tio n  and m an ag em e n t 
associations are characteristically 
elite groups which monopolise the 
b enefi ts  from tou rism . The 
majority of the local people need 
to be educated on how they can 
participate fully in sharing the 
tourism resource thereby being 
motivated to conserve wildlife. 
This is the idea of community 
participation in tourism manage­
ment. It may be noted though 
that local people have little, if any 
expertise in contemporary wild­
life conservation  and tou rism  
management (Dieke, 1993).

Also, p la n n in g  is req u ire d  to 
in te g ra te  n a t io n a l  tou r ism

demands with local needs with a 
view to enhanc ing  wildlife 
conserva tion  and s h a r in g  
revenues  and o ther  benefi ts  
accruing more equitably. Such 
planning m ust also address the 
issues  of th e  ow nersh ip , 
management, and coordination 
of National Reserves. At present, 
a county  council can levy 
whatever fees it wishes to allow 
to u r i s t s  to e n te r  a n a t io n a l  
reserve. Local wildlife manage­
ment associations operating on 
private lands adjacent to national 
p a rk s  and n a t io n a l  re se rves  
impose th e ir  own fee ra te s  as 
well. This is to be encouraged. 
As th e  wildlife a ssoc ia tions  
p ro li fe ra te ,  com petit ion  will 
increase and only those offering 
quality services will survive to 
th e  ad v an tag e  of to u r is ts .  
However, th e  KWS and other 
to u r ism  a u th o r i t ie s  should 
an t ic ip a te  a m u lt ip l ica t ion  of 
groups erecting barriers to levy 
charges  to to u r i s t s  w ith o u t 
providing any services. Too many 
fees collection cen tres  could 
become cumbersome and trigger 
n ega t ive  reac tions  among 
travellers and tour operators.

P lann ing  should  iden tify  who 
bears responsibility for park or 
re se rv e  developm ent. Who 
should  p lan  new lodges and 
camping sites, for example? Who 
should determine the optimum 
number of a given facility in a 
reserve or park? How can the 
interests of local people be met?

Compensation for loss and injury 
from wildlife is an emotive issue 
am ong re s id e n ts  ad jacen t  to 
parks and reserves. Complaints 
a re  ra ised  t h a t  processing  of 
compensation claims is too slow. 
Actual sett lem ents  are too low 
and do not even reflect m arket 
values. Compensation tends to be 
p a r t i a l  covering only ce r ta in  
losses and not others.

It is not clear w h a t role KWS 
plays in compensation for loss 
and injury. Who is responsible? 
The m a tte r  of procedures and 
responsibilities for compensation 
ought to be clarified by relevant
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authorities. Nonetheless, w hat­
ever compensation packages are 
put in place will be inadequate for 
conflict re so lu t io n  involving 
h u m a n s  and wildlife. The 
conflicts can be minimised but 
certainly not eliminated.

Finally, population pressure is 
in c reas in g  in th e  ran g e lan d s  
because of relatively large human 
and livestock populations and 
wildlife. The human settlements 
are  becoming dense and the  
cultivation frontier is expanding 
in a rea s  of delicate ecologies. 
This demand for land is sending 
distress signals to planners and 
policy-m akers dea ling  w ith  
wildlife-based tourism. Tourism 
planning and development plans 
must seriously address the issue 
of inc reas ing  popula tion , and 
expand ing  se t t le m e n ts  and 
wildlife conservation. Only then 
can w ild life-based  tou rism  in 
Kenya be sustained.

It is fortuitous th a t  during the 
1994-96 development plan period, 
the government will support the 
KWS efforts in the

p la n n in g , d eve lo p m en t a n d  
management o f protected areas 
under its  ju r isd ic tio n  a n d  in  
seeking  so lu tions to conflicts 
arising between the dem and for 
the w ild life conservation a n d  
the com peting in terests o f the 
la n d o w n ers a n d  the  lo c a l 
com m unities liv in g  w ithin  or 
n ea r w ild life  p ro te c te d  a n d  
dispersal areas (Kenya, 1994a, 
pp. 195-196).

This work will be aided a great 
deal after the proposed National 
Tourism  D evelopm ent M aster  
Plan is produced. It is expected 
that the master plan will provide 
a harmonised regulatory frame­
work for addressing extant land 
use conflicts related to tourism 
(Kenya, 1994c).
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