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ABSTRACT

Local communities have co-existed with and utilized natural resources within their
environment and hence the need to involve them in the conservation of these resources
cannot be overemphasized. Bonjoge National Reserve (BNR) has diverse wildlife some
of which escape to neighbouring farmlands destroying property. This has accelerated
outright hostility and resentment among local residents, human-wildlife conflicts, and
poverty due to wildlife destructions. This study assessed how the local community has
been involved in the conservation of BNR and its resources as means of alleviating
poverty, determined local residents’ attitudes and perceptions towards BNR and its
wildlife resources, determined the benefits accruing to the community from the reserve,
and established the challenges faced in involving the local community in conserving the
reserve and its resources and how these challenges are being mitigated. The study utilized
an exploratory and descriptive research designs. The study targeted all residents living 1
km from the reserve boundary. Data was collected from 250 randomly selected residents
living within 1 km from the reserve boundary using questionnaires and focus group
discussions and interviews. To facilitate selection of respondents, the study area was
divided into three strata in relation to their location to the reserve namely the Kaptumek
on the Eastern, Pemja on the Western, and Kipsartuk on the Northern side guided by
existing administrative boundaries. Data was analyzed using descriptive statistics to
determine frequencies and percentages and the t test. Results showed that most of the
local community (64%) had not been involved in conservation yet community
involvement has been shown to have capacity to alleviate poverty since the uninvolved
had a greater percentage of multi-dimensionally poor individuals. The weighted score
(poverty index) between those involved and not involved in conservation of natural
resources in the study area was statistically significant (t=2.129, df= 248, P=0.03).
Results further showed that 24% of the respondents had established income-generating
activities (24%), minimized human-wildlife conflict (14%) and promoted the sense of
ownership (17%).Community involvement has been challenged by high human-wildlife
conflict and an alarmingly low illiteracy level. The latter is being mitigated by promoting
education and security among others. The study concludes that local community is a vital
stakeholder for a sustainable conservation and recommends further investigation to the
effect of community involvement in natural resource conservation at country level
context.
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CHAPTER ONE

INTRODUCTION

1.1 Background to the study

Promoting sustainable effective natural resource management, biodiversity conservation,
and poverty alleviation within and around protected areas are serious challenges currently
facing national governments and other stakeholders in the conservation sphere.
Increasingly, these issues are viewed as linked both to international declarations on
Millennium Development Goals and currently Sustainable Development Goals. Despite
this, there is little understanding of how natural resource conservation can be used to
simultaneously promote natural resource and biodiversity conservation and also provide
benefits for communities and alleviate poverty in developing nations (Glew et al., 2010).

This situation has been compounded by lack of data to inform rational decision-making.

Local communities have co-existed with natural resources like wildlife and the link
between natural resource management, biodiversity conservation, and poverty reduction
is dependent on a conservation system that recognizes the need to involve these
communities in conservation. Consequently, the wisest and most equitable decisions
about natural resource use and management need to be made openly and transparently to
enhance transparency and accountability so that those who are most affected by these
decisions should have access to information, to be able to participate in decision-making

processes.



To meet poverty reduction goals, resource custodians must be assisted to build effective
institutions and reduce corruption. Likewise, local communities must be empowered to
manage their own resources. This way local people are more likely to conserve resources

if they are involved in conservation.

Community conservation emerged from the recognition that strictly protected areas often
failed to consider the interests of local communities, thus reducing their willingness to
support or abide by conservation regulations (Pimbert and Pretty, 1997; Kiss, 2004).
Community conservation aims at providing an incentive for sustainable management of
natural resources by linking their maintenance with poverty alleviation or livelihood
benefits for people living in their vicinity (Salafsky and Wollenberg, 2000). If
communities are involved in conservation, the benefits they receive will create incentives
for them to become good stewards of resources. This vision of the community is
attractive and permits easy contestation of dominant narratives that favor state control or
privatization of resources and their management since people often have an
understanding necessary to bring about long-term change in conservation. Reporting on
an integrated conservation and development project in Cameroon, Abbot et al, (2001)
concluded that the inclusion of rural development initiatives promoting alternative
livelihoods can improve the sustainability of conservation in an area by altering

community attitudes and behaviors.

It is against this backdrop that it can be argued that local communities are an integral part
of wildlife conservation and natural resource management, and their participation in

conservation projects, programs and initiatives are not only a key to their success and



sustainability, but can also empower communities, promote sustainable livelihoods and

alleviate poverty.

1.2 Problem statement

Although protected areas are cornerstones for conservation, the problem most past efforts
to conserve nature have faced has been that nature conservation has taken place without
paying any attention to the interests and needs of local people. Consequently, local
communities seldom have any advantages from natural resources wrapped up in
protected areas adjacent to them. Subsequently, while over the years natural resources
found within and around protected areas have been harnessed, no substantive measures
have been taken to ensure that local communities who have coexisted with these natural
resources and bear the cost of their mismanagement are involved in their conservation in

order to improve their livelihoods.

The area currently designated as Bonjoge National Reserve was inhabited by local
communities until 1983 when they were evicted following a presidential directive to pave
a way for the reserve. Most of the poverty-stricken evictees were relocated to the new
Bonjoge area in Kaptumek while others remained in the proximity of the reserve living in
acute poverty. As a result, because of denial of access to the reserve’s resources they

have remained a threat to BNR.

While involving the local community living adjacent to BNR in the conservation of
wildlife and other natural resources is faced with many challenges, which have
jeopardized conservation efforts, the management of the reserve also faces a myriad of

other challenges most of which are anthropogenic in nature. This calls for the need to



involve local communities in conservation in order to enhance sustainable resource

management, mitigate poverty and promote sustainable livelihoods.

Likewise, efforts to conserve wildlife and other natural resources in BNR and its
surroundings have remained futile due to lack of community engagement in conservation
amidst a high poaching rate and wildfires from cane farmers. The area designated as a
game reserve is small averaging approximately 21km?, and this has locked out most of
the wildlife to community land. As the human population continues to increase in the
entire Nandi County, wildlife will be at the receiving end as the local community
converts land to agriculture. This study aimed at assessing local community involvement
in natural resource conservation for poverty alleviation and sustainable livelihoods with a

view of making recommendations that can promote sustainable management.
1.3 Study objectives
1.3.1 General objective

To assess local community involvement in the conservation of wildlife and other natural
resources as a means of alleviating poverty among residents living in and around Bonjoge

National Reserve.
1.3.2 Specific objectives

1. To determine the ways in which the local community is currently involved in the
conservation of wildlife and other natural resources in and around Bonjoge

National Reserve.



2. To determine the role of community involvement in the conservation of wildlife
and other natural resources in alleviating poverty in and around Bonjoge National
Reserve.

3. To assess the attitudes and perceptions of the local community towards the
conservation of wildlife and other natural resources in and around Bonjoge
Natural Reserve.

4. To determine the benefits accruing from local community involvement in the
conservation of wildlife and other natural resources in and around Bonjoge
National Reserve.

5. To establish the challenges of involving the local community in the conservation
of wildlife and other natural resources in and around Bonjoge National Reserve

and the measures adopted to mitigate them.

1.4 Research questions

1. In what ways is the local community involved in the conservation of wildlife and
other natural resources found in and around Bonjoge National Reserve?

2. What is the community role in the conservation of wildlife and other natural
resources in and around Bonjoge National Reserve?

3. What are the attitudes and perceptions of the local community towards the
conservation of wildlife and other natural resources found in and around Bonjoge
National Reserve?

4. What benefits accrue to the local community from their involvement in the
conservation of wildlife and other natural resources found in and around Bonjoge

National Reserve?



5. What challenges are experienced due to involving the local community in
wildlife and natural resource conservation in and around Bonjoge National
Reserve?

6. What measures have been adopted to mitigate the challenges faced in integrating
the local community in conserving wildlife and other resources in BNR?

1.5 Hypothesis

7. Ho: There is no significant difference in poverty level between local residents

involved in conservation and those who are not involved in conservation.

1.3 Justification and Significance of the study

Conservation and management of natural resources is a multi-stakeholder undertaking
where all parties to a resource must be involved. More often, the custodians of natural
resources such as national governments and protected area management authorities have
failed to recognize the input of local communities living close to resources and often

perceive them to be poachers and a threat to conservation.

This study hypothesized that local communities can be involved in resource management
and benefits can be accrued with full realization of the process. Despite this, very few
studies have been done in the study area to ascertain this and this study aimed at being a
yardstick to the conservation and management of natural resources in Bonjoge National
Reserve since the host county government has pledged to invest heavily in the

conservation of natural resources to boost tourism in the area.



Bonjoge National Reserve is one of the smallest national reserves in Kenya and is located
in an arable county. Most of the wildlife occurs outside the designated area and therefore
a research assessing ways in which the local community can be involved in conservation,

ensure benefits accrue, and challenges experienced are mitigated is justifiable.

Findings of the study will inform protected area managers, policy makers and the county
government on ways in which the local community can be involved in the conservation

of natural resources within and around BNR.

Study results will be important for conservationists in the local community and other
stakeholders since they will bring into focus the current ways in which the local
community is involved in conservation, the benefits that accrue, the challenges that are
encountered when involving local communities in conservation and the measures used to
mitigate them, as well as attitudes and perceptions of local residents towards the reserve,

its wildlife and other resources.

The thesis will be a reference for researchers, scholars and students undertaking similar

or related studies to add to the pool of knowledge on the study topic.



CHAPTER TWO

LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1 Local community involvement in natural resources conservation: A global

overview

Recent global trends show that community-based natural resource management
approaches have overtaken the conventional approach to natural resources and
biodiversity conservation (Bajracharya, 2004), and the importance of incorporating a
more participatory approach to natural resource management has been widely recognized
in literature (Brown 2003; Grainger, 2003; Pretty and Smith, 2004; Anthony, 2007; Reed,
2008; Low et al.,2009). Consequently, local community involvement in conservation
aims at providing an incentive for sustainable management of natural resources by
linking their maintenance with poverty alleviation or livelihood benefits for the people
living in their vicinity (Salafsky and Wollenberg, 2000). Hence, the importance of
collaborative management in enhancing conservation of natural resources has become
critical to the long-term success of protected areas (Mbile et al., 2005; Yonariza and
Webb 2007; Kaltenborn et al., 2008). To this end, conservation should generate benefits
like local employment and livelihood options for local people. Since people’s judgment
of conservation is based on what benefits it brings to them, their participation is possible
only if conservation enhances the local economy. In addition, it is important that local

people invest in development projects that generate economic benefits.



The involvement of local communities in conservation is a participatory management
system that conserves species and ecosystems of a region and promotes sustainable
resource use for the benefit of local communities. This approach adopts community
participation and multiple land use approaches which largely reflect other programs and
activities of the area. Hence, one of the main objectives of participatory conservation is to
address local issues, which may include maintenance of socio-cultural traditions and
generation of livelihood resources. Deploying traditional eco-friendly knowledge, skills
and practices in conservation is also a prime concern, which not only rationalizes the
conservation cost by ploughing back the revenue generated (Sibanda and Omwega, 1996)
but also justifies local people’s rights and responsibility to be involved in the
management of local resources (Barjacharya, 2007). Hence, incorporating local
communities in the decision-making processes can potentially create a sense of
stewardship, where local residents collaborate with protected area managers and act
together to conserve biodiversity and local livelihoods (Horowitz, 1998). As documented
by Milner-Gulland et al (2003) local people are more likely to support full protection of

some areas if they perceive direct benefits from them.

In Nepal, local communities have been involved in conservation through formal and
informal ways, which include enhancing conservation awareness, educational tours,
workshops and training, and conservation education in schools. Social development
activities promoted among communities include adult literacy and awareness camps.
Conservation education was introduced in schools from sixth to eighth grades,
particularly focusing on protected areas and natural resources of the area, local

development activities and environmental impacts, and rights and responsibilities of local
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people in conservation and development. Besides forestation, clean-ups and conservation,
development activities in schools and villages were the main awareness-creating

activities (Basnet et al., 2007).

Based on the foregoing, it has been acknowledged that conservation can only be effective
with the support of communities (Alcala and Russ, 2006). This shift towards a people
oriented-approach to conservation is increasingly handing over the responsibility for

natural resource management to communities.

2.2 Community-based conservation in Africa

Since the establishment of the first national park in the United States of America, many
protected areas have been established in various parts of Africa based on this
conventional and exclusionary top-down approach embodied in the Yellowstone Park
model since 1872 (Lane, 2001; Pretty and Smith, 2004). As such, many protected areas
especially parks have failed to consider other important factors including social, cultural,

and political issues of local communities.

More often, local communities are forbidden from extracting natural resources that are
important for their livelihoods, and in many instances, traditional communities are
removed from their lands with little consultation or adequate compensation (Jim and Xu
2002, Brown 2003, Anthony 2007). Inevitably, this has often triggered adverse social
impacts on local communities, disrupting their traditional ways of living (Garcia-Frapolli
et al., 2009). This approach can result in hostile attitudes toward conservation strategies
(Mehta and Heinen, 2001; Hamilton et al. 2000; Jim and Xu 2002; Fu et al. 2004;

Anthony 2007), jeopardizing conservation of natural resources through conflicts between
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park managers and local communities, and reducing the effectiveness of protected areas

for biodiversity conservation (Lane, 2001).

Literature reviewed abounds with examples of where local communities have been
marginalized following establishment of protected areas. Gazettement of Bwindi
Impenetrable Forest led to conflicts among natural resource stakeholders marked by loss
of natural resources due to fire. Fire burnt 5% of the forest (Hamilton et al., 2000). In
Tsitsikamma National Park in South Africa, conflicts often arise among local
communities who practice illegal activities as a form of retaliation to the command-and-
control conservation policies (Watts and Faasen, 2009). This situation is compounded

due to forceful eviction and lack of recognition arising in relentless claims for their

property.

In the Kruger National Park, almost half of the land is under claim, while in the Limpopo
region about a third of private game reserves are under claim. In Kwa Zulu Natal about
90 per cent of state-owned conservation land and 80 per cent of private nature reserves
are under claim. Consequently, statutory conservation authorities are conscious of the
need to merge their mandate to protect the nation's biodiversity assets with the rights and
interests of local communities. Land claims under the restitution program in various parts
of Africa suggest significant scope for stimulating local economic development to the

benefit of communities behind these claims (Hall, 2004).

To avert conflicts with local communities over resources, various policy and legislative
instruments have been designed by various countries. For example, the Biodiversity Act

(2004) of South Africa considers community participation in conservation as an
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alternative way of securing poverty alleviation, while the Protected Areas Act (2003)
provides for co-management and contractual parks where local communities are granted

entitlements to benefit sharing (Algottsen, 2006).

Community involvement in wildlife and natural resource conservation faces a number of
challenges that cannot be underestimated. Grossman and Holden, (2006) and Kepe et al.
(2005) suggest a host of challenges, which comprise divergent agendas of the multiple
actors involved; unequal power relations between communities and conservation
agencies; resistance by conservation staff to surrendering sole control; and a lack of
internal cohesion among poor local communities who tend to be politically weak and
poorly organized. There are no fast and easy answers to any of these factors, and much
sensitivity is required to steer and support marginalized communities through the lengthy
negotiation processes involved, and ensure that economic opportunities arising from

these cases are not hijacked by local elites.

Protected areas in developing countries like Kenya often have a common funding deficit
feature (Bruner et al., 2004). Considering this, it is argued that community involvement
in the conservation of natural resources could promote a win—-win outcome. Allowing
more active local participation in natural resource conservation decision-making
processes means that protected area financial resources can be better invested in
improving governance, local capacity building, participation, and outreach programs
rather than draconian measures. For instance, patrolling and management costs could be

reduced with local collaboration (Boissiére et al., 2009).
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Community participation in natural resource conservation has a dual goal of conserving
natural resources and improving socio-economic conditions of local people (Kothari et
al., 1998). It also promotes a positive attitude toward the conservation program (Abbot et
al., 2001). This promotes positive changes in attitudes toward conservation strategies
(Pretty and Smith 2004; Ban et al., 2009). Based on this, there is some evidence
suggesting that local communities are more likely to comply and commit themselves to
long-term conservation strategies when their knowledge and opinions are incorporated
into conservation decision-making processes (Mascia, 2003; Fu et al., 2004; Pretty and
Smith, 2004; Gelcich et al., 2005). On the other hand, others have suggested that
enforcement of this conservation alternative approach is the cornerstone for the success

of conservation in PAs (Bruner et al., 2001; Lock and Dearden, 2005).

Local community involvement in natural resource management lowers management costs
by recognizing the role of local communities in conservation, involving them in the
process, and protects biodiversity and other natural resources (Bajracharya et al., 2005).
This is a holistic approach to development that includes maintenance of socio-cultural
practices, community development, promotion of indigenous knowledge, and
development of ownership feelings and responsibility at individual, community and
government level. It is considered the best way of achieving sustainable development in
developing countries (Wells and Brandon, 1992; Christensen, 2004; Wells et al., 2004).
Community involvement in nature conservation helps to eradicate poverty since natural
resource conservation has the potential for creating additional employment opportunities
by encouraging people to take up wildlife farming and related activities (Grieg-Gran et

al., 2005; Adams et al., 2004). Consequently, the most important goal, in this case, is to
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foster economic development of local communities, improving their livelihoods and at
the same time reducing the exploitation of natural resources inside wildlife reserves (De

Fries et al., 2007).

Natural resources play a significant role in the livelihoods of rural households
(Shackleton and Cousins, 2000). The utility of natural capital in securing rural livelihoods
comes into sharper focus when viewed against the background of fragile agricultural
systems characterized by a rugged and rocky terrain in areas like Bonjoge National
Reserve and frequent crop failures due to fluctuating climatic conditions and disease
attack. Under these conditions, and in the context of livelihood diversification,
commercializing wild resources can have beneficial poverty reduction outcomes. As
Shackleton et al., (2000) reported policies and programs which enhance productivity and
incomes from natural resources have the potential to alleviate poverty and inequality

while simultaneously promoting growth.

2.3 Local Community involvement in natural resource management in Kenya.

Literature on local community involvement in the conservation and management of
wildlife and other natural resources in Kenya is scanty, despite acknowledgement that it
can reduce environmental degradation vices such as charcoal burning and illegal logging
(Ruuska, 2013). Despite this, findings of a study by Kipkeu et al. (2014) indicated that
community participation in wildlife conservation in the Amboseli ecosystem is relatively
low, and this stems from the fact that community members seem not to have been

involved in conservation, as most community needs and aspirations have been ignored in
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developing conservation programs. This has led to difficulties in enforcing conservation

policies in the area as the policies are not respected by the local community.

Natural resource management in various parts of Kenya is under resource custodians that
are mainly government parastatals like KWS and KFS. Kenya Wildlife Service manages
wildlife while forests are under Kenya Forest Service. National reserves such as BNR and
game reserves are managed by the relevant county governments and are expected to
involve communities in conservation. The Wildlife Conservation and Management Act
(2013) provides for the establishment of community wildlife associations and wildlife
managers are mandated to facilitate conflict resolution and cooperative management of
wildlife within a specified geographic region or sub-region. This is a major improvement
from the old act (CAP 376), and this move is expected to promote greater local

participation in wildlife conservation and natural resource management.

Community conservancies some of which are under local communities are crucial to the
conservation and survival of Kenya’s wildlife, both within and outside the parks system.
It has been argued that approximately 70% of all Kenya’s wildlife resides in community
or private land outside Parks. The remaining 30% of wildlife that resides in parks and
other protected areas often spends much of the time outside the parks and is therefore
often heavily dependent on both the pastures outside these areas and the tolerance of the
communities and private landowners for its survival. As such, wildlife conservation
outside protected areas is increasingly taking centre stage in global conservation

discourse with the aim of involving local communities in their conservation.
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Conservation authorities are increasingly becoming aware of the need to involve local
communities in managing natural resources to safeguard and secure more space for
wildlife conservation through providing communities with sustainable benefits focusing
on water resources, health facilities, education, infrastructure and nature-based
enterprises (Sifuna, 2005; Twyman, 2000). One of the main drivers of community
involvement in conservation is the evidence and feasibility of benefit sharing from
projects and activities among various stakeholders. Kenya’s experience suggests that
local communities are now seeking ways of getting benefits from wildlife resources on
their lands particularly through wildlife-based ecotourism ventures especially among
marginalized groups like youth and women (Manyara and Jones, 2007; Southgate, 2006 ;

Scheyvens, 2000).

Currently, many countries including Kenya have been challenged to adopt sound and
realistic approaches to enhance effective conservation of their natural resources in and
around protected areas, particularly where sources of livelihood of rural communities
have been affected (Andrew and Essien, 2014), and have potential for direct benefits
(Kipkeu et al., 2014). Whereas protected areas in Kenya are state owned and have been
set aside for purposes of wildlife conservation, areas outside these protected areas that
serve as dispersal areas and migratory routes are communally or individually owned.
Consequently, boundaries between protected areas and communities are becoming
distinct through erection of fences and other barriers. Besides, there are inadequate
incentives to motivate communities and landowners to adopt land use practices that are
compatible with wildlife conservation and management (Krug et al., 2004), a situation

that is aggravated by corruption in the delivery of incentives (Akech, 2014).
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Persuading communities to protect wildlife when it deprives them of their means of
livelihood and endangers their lives and property remains a challenge. In such areas,
where wildlife is threatened by competing land uses, Kenya Wildlife Service often looks
for ways and means of formulating workable compromises that promote wildlife
conservation and sustainable livelihoods. For instance, to minimize conflicts measures
such as fencing, wildlife translocation, elimination of problem animals, land use zoning
and maintenance of wildlife corridors and dispersal areas have been adopted and
implemented whenever possible (Anyonge-Bashir et al., 2012). These measures have

however, had varying degrees of success.

Bonjoge National Reserve has majority of its wildlife outside its designated boundaries
and hence the need to involve the local community in its management for optimal and
sustainable conservation. The foregoing challenges notwithstanding, local community
involvement in wildlife conservation and natural resource management is still lacking
and unappreciated globally and particularly in Kenya. This, therefore, necessitated this
study to generate information to inform decisions on innovative ways of mitigating
challenges faced in integrating local communities in protected area management as well
as wildlife conservation and natural resource conservation with a view to promoting
sustainable management to enhance sustainability of resources found within and around

protected areas and alleviate poverty.
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2.4 Local community attitudes and perceptions towards conservation of wildlife and

other natural resources.

Despite a wide pool of literature acknowledging the relatedness of perceived benefits
with attitudes and perception towards conservation of natural resources (Alexander,
2000; Gillingham and Lee, 1999; Mehta and Heinen, 2001), there is scanty information
available in literature reviews on the impact of community involvement on attitudes and
perceptions. It is therefore, essential to understand local people’s attitudes and make
efforts to improve their awareness. Moreover, understanding and acknowledging
residents’ knowledge and perceptions about wildlife conservation is an important part of
a process of engaging with local communities and building constructive relationships

between residents and protected area management (Fiallo and Jacobson, 1995).

Benefits are an incentive for people to perceive conservation positively. Correlation
between benefits accrued and positive attitudes has been confirmed in many cases (de
Boer and Baquete, 1998; Gillingham & Lee, 1999; Hamilton et al., 2000; Abbot et al.,
2001; Mehta & Heinen, 2001). Attitudes towards conservation of wildlife are mostly
influenced by the benefits that people gain, as well as the negative consequences that they
experience (Gereta and Roskaft 2010; Gillingham and Lee, 1999; Hemson et al. 2009;
Raskaft 2012; Roskaft et al., 2007). Nature reserve authorities should strengthen local
communities’ participation in wildlife conservation and strive to strengthen the role of
positive attitudes and undermine negative factors that influence people’s attitudes

(Agrawal and Gibson, 1999; Kideghesho, 2007).
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The interactions between humans and wildlife have resulted in both positive and negative
attitudes towards conservation objectives. Positive attitudes are predominantly associated
with wildlife-derived benefits, whereas negative attitudes are generated by wildlife-
related costs, including the opportunity costs of conservation (Gereta and Roskaft, 2010;
Roskaft, 2012; Roskaft et al., 2007). Negative attitudes to conservation are generated
when wildlife-related costs supersede wildlife-related benefits especially when
compensation schemes are lacking (Holmern et al., 2007; Kideghesho et al., 2007;

Nyahongo, 2010).

Local people’s knowledge about natural resources conservation is influenced by
education and awareness programs, and services and benefits local people receive from
conservation-related projects (Spiteri and Nepalz, 2006; Sah and Heinen, 2001).
Information about local people’s knowledge and perceptions about conservation are
important in wildlife conservation and evaluating the success of conservation projects
(Berkes, 2004). Local residents acknowledge the importance and value of wildlife and the
need to protect them (Allendorf, et al., 2006) especially when they benefits and inclusion
in conservation projects. For example, in Selous Game Reserve, Tanzania, Gillingham
and Lee (1999) found that the absence of democratic participation spaces on the
management of the protected area, and the inequitable benefits distribution made local
residents to negative views of the conservation project (Gillingham and Lee,
1999).Attitudes and perceptions of local residents to conservation are of vital interest to
improve participation and integration strategies involve local residents to work in,

otherwise essential, conservation projects.
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Rapid population growth and change in local community values about wildlife as a
resource, shift in land uses, attitudes and patterns of land ownership further make wildlife
conservation unfeasible within and outside protected areas (Shibia, 2010). Lack of a
holistic approach to wildlife conservation makes communities adjacent to protected areas

view wildlife as a liability and have negative attitudes towards wildlife and the reserve.

The intensity and magnitude of conflicts are influenced by local people’s negative
attitudes and perceptions about wildlife. It has been argued that negative attitudes
towards wildlife and consequent land use changes will in the long run threaten the
conservation and survival of wildlife outside protected areas, the integrity and viability of
wildlife reserves and the biodiversity they are established to conserve (Shibia, 2010). The
success of wildlife conservation depends on the support of local communities living
adjacent to a reserve, and for community wildlife conservation to succeed an
understanding of the attitudes and perceptions of local communities is paramount. It is
therefore important to understand attitudes towards wildlife, and important factors that
affect these attitudes and perceptions to improve tolerance since wildlife is of major

conservation significance (Shibia, 2010).

From the foregoing observations, it can be inferred that people’s acceptance or rejection
of protected areas and protection restrictions depends on their perception of nature,
relations between humans and nature, and perceptions of costs and benefits. Local
residents’ attitudes and perceptions are shaped by their involvement in conservation and
the benefits they accrue in the engagement (Kollmuss and Agyeman, 2002). However, in
most cases, people’s perceptions of these efforts are rarely elicited, analyzed and

included in decision-making processes (Chase et al., 2004). Hence, understanding



21

human attitudes and their potential for wildlife conflicts in the context of protected area
management is critically important in designing long-term conservation strategies

(Heinen, 1993).

2.5 Benefits accruing to local communities from wildlife and natural resource

conservation

Wildlife and natural resource conservation confer numerous benefits to local
communities especially in developing nations (Wittemyer et al., 2008), and this can be
either aesthetically or culturally; through provision of ecological services such as climate
regulation, soil formation and nutrient cycling; and from direct harvest of wild species for

food, fuel, fibres and pharmaceuticals (Balmford, 2002).

Protected areas have impacted greatly on the livelihoods of people living in and around
them. These impacts are usually categorized as economic, social, and cultural. Economic
benefits may include the influx of alien land uses like tourism resorts or intensive
sustainable agriculture substituting the loss of access to protected area resources
(Wittemyer, 2008). These new economic opportunities that also include agriculture
intensification, can temporally increase the benefits of people living around the protected
area, but after a while, if there are no technological changes, the high population growth
of these areas will provoke a reduction in the fertility, a loss of secondary forest products
and services, and a reduction of the effectiveness of protection that will again generate

costs to the local population (Wittemyer, 2008; West, et al., 2006).

Community wildlife and natural resource conservation has altered and affected social

relations, including gender relations, and power structures (West et al., 2006). For
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example, the establishment of protected areas has changed the social and economic
position of women through building alliances with other social, political, and economic
actors that had never been in contact before. Protected areas, for example, can provide

them with new opportunities to work outside their immediate family (West et al., 2006).

A wide pool of literature (Roe et al., 2000; Roe and Jack, 2001; IIED, 1994) describe the
benefits accrued to communities from conservation to include: re-awakening appreciation
of the value of wildlife in and around people-dominated areas, cultural strengthening:
reinforcing feelings of cultural identity and self-confidence, social re-empowerment,
minimizing wildlife-human conflict due to improved acceptance of a certain degree of
disturbance, elimination or a drastic reduction in poaching, improving environmental
conservation practices, using wildlife revenues for food security in times of drought,
providing employment and entrepreneurial opportunities (indirect financial benefit),
increasing household revenues from tourism (direct financial benefits), institutional
development and strengthening funding schools, clinics, grinding mills and other

community infrastructure, livelihood diversification and risk spreading.

Community-based natural resource conservation can yield benefits attributable to local
communities in the form of direct benefits derived from the values of eco-tourism and
from the yields of timber and non-timber products (Ferraro and Simpson, 2002), while
indirect benefits include use and existence values, the values of watershed and erosion

protection, and the potential values of biodiversity itself (Pearce and Moran, 2013).

Non-financial benefits include: new adaptable institutions with a defined and committed

membership; accountable leaders and a participatory decision-making process that
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includes women; new skKills; integrated resource management systems; experience and
confidence in dealing with outsiders; recognition from neighbours and outside authorities
and increased pride through increased control over their own resources and livelihoods
(Jones, 1999). These non-financial benefits of living next to a conservation area have
been stressed in Western Serengeti in Tanzania and included the availability of domestic
energy, construction materials, grazing, foods and medicines in wildlife habitats, and

illegal hunting opportunities (Roe and Jack, 2001).

In recent years emphasis has been on the importance of integrating human dimensions
into biodiversity conservation policies and programs (Grumbine, 1994) and management
of biodiversity by, for, and with local communities (Gibbs and Bromely, 1990; Rao and
Geisler 1990; Western et al., 1994; Gibson and Marks, 1995) through a common
assumption that biodiversity conservation will succeed only if local communities receive
sufficient benefits, participate in management, and, therefore, have a stake in conserving
the resource (Gibson and Marks, 1995), promoting income generating activities, and
empower local communities so that they have greater leverage in decision-making and
the management of local resources. In Central America, community guards earn good
incomes from guarding turtle eggs (Campbell et al., 2007) while Namibian game guards

receive substantial benefits from anti-poaching patrols (Jones, 2012).

A community-based natural resource management project in the arid Kunene Region of
Namibia successfully implemented a joint conservation program with emphasis on local
empowerment (Manyara and Jones, 2007; Jones, 1999). This project grew out of concern
by conservationists and local leaders about a major decline in wildlife numbers due to

heavy poaching and severe drought during the 1970s (Jones, 1999). Benefits to the



24

community were gained from tourism levy, safari companies and tourist lodges and
employment of former poachers as game guards (Jones, 1999). As a result, the people’s

attitude towards wildlife improved.

From the foregoing observations, it can be argued that if a wildlife management
programme is to be effective in the long term, it must be based on active involvement and
participation of local people, and provide them with significant and sustainable benefits
in terms of both food and income (Blum, 2011), rather than applying force in ensuring
that harsh conservation policies are implemented as this may negatively affect wildlife

and other natural resources conservation (Ipara et al., 2005).

2.6 Role of community involvement in natural resource conservation in alleviating

poverty among local communities living adjacent to protected areas.

Issues pertaining to conservation and integration of wildlife and other natural resources in
improving local livelihoods, considering local felt needs, encouraging interactive
communication and strengthening local institutional capacity has been widely accredited
in literature (Sunderlin et al., 2006; Otto et al., 1993; Brown, 1998; Brown et al., 2003;
Sutherland, 2000; Roe and Jack, 2001; Roe, 2001; Mbile et al.,2005) especially to the
poor who are highly dependent on natural resources (Reddy and Chakravarty, 1999;
Cavedish, 2000; Millenium Assessment (MA), 2005). Conversely, the potential of
biodiversity conservation to contribute to poverty reduction is still largely unrecognized
by developing countries (Koziell and McNeill, 2002). In part, this is due to the fact that
despite the particularly high dependence of poor people on biodiversity and other natural

resources, environmental goods and services are generally unaccounted for in national
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statistics and thus not reflected as priorities in national policies (DFID, 2002).
Consequently, this has underestimated the value and role of biodiversity in alleviating

poverty.

Poverty is multifaceted (Alkire, 2002) and it can be eradicated through community
involvement in aspects such health, access to services, energy and food security, and
sufficient income to meet the requirements for a decent life. Natural and modified
environments offer a variety of goods and services termed as ecosystem goods and
services that are the foundation for all facets of human endeavour and well-being from
materials for shelter, food and health, to support systems that drive nutrient and
hydrological cycles, and provide recreational and spiritual contentment (Millennium
Ecosystem Assessment, 2005). Thus, a reduction in environmental integrity or quality
can lead to a change in the quantity and quality of ecosystem goods and services provided
for human benefit. For example, forest fragmentation in Costa Rica has been linked to
declining quantity and quality of coffee production due to loss of pollinators (Ricketts et
al. 2004). Likewise, a decline in water quality increases the incidence of diseases

(Ashbolt, 2004).

Community participation is often regarded as one of the essential tools if tourism is to
make a substantial contribution to the national development of a country (Lea, 1993).
Tourism on the other hand plays a substantial contribution in alleviating poverty amongst
local residents as their involvement in tourism ensures that there is sustainability
(Woodley, 1993), better opportunities for local people to gain benefits from tourism
taking place in their locality, positive local attitudes and the conservation of local

resources (Tosun, 2006), and attracting economic returns from the industry (Murphy,
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1985). Poverty can also be reduced by minimizing the adverse impacts of environmental
factors such as flooding, crop pests and wildfires (Zhang et al., 2007). Direct
consumption of wild natural resources in sub-Saharan Africa contributed significantly to
rural household total net income in countries such as in South Africa by 28.2%, Ethiopia

38.2%, Ghana 38%, and Uganda 18.7%, (Shackleton et al., 2007).

The contribution from wild biological resources typically accounted for between one-
quarter and one-fifth of net total household income, but could have closer to one-half in
some situations (Vedeld et al. 2007). This is a meaningful contribution, which if not
available due to overuse, infrastructural development or harvesting restrictions would
result in significantly deeper poverty levels (Scherr, 2000). For example, conservation
restrictions on forest access and use in eastern Madagascar resulted in some households
having to reduce food consumption levels or migrate away in search of other livelihoods

Toillier et al., 2011, Pollini et al., 2014).

Natural resource conservation contributed in rural areas, its contribution to alleviating
poverty has frequently equaled or exceeded that from other land-based livelihood
activities such as arable agriculture or livestock husbandry, and at times, both combined
(Shackleton et al., 2001). The benefits accruing from wildlife and other natural resources
such as firewood (or charcoal), medicinal plants and bush meat play a critical role in
poverty alleviation (Lawes et al., 2004), and in their absence, households would fall

below the poverty line (Davenport et al., 2012).

Benefits accruing from conservation are not just for home consumption but are also

important in terms of cash saving. Being able to collect and use wild natural resources to
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meet daily needs for energy, shelter, food, and medicine allows scarce cash resources to
be used to secure other household needs and the accumulation of assets towards a more
secure livelihood. These include education of children, investment in agricultural tools,
capital for income generation activities, and the like (Shackleton and Shackleton, 2004).
The magnitude of the cost saving is however, greater to poorer households than for
wealthier households simply by virtue of the reduced total income sources and sizes for
poor households (Cavendish 2000; Shackleton and Shackleton 2006) with the share of
total household income to the poorest households in a community obtained from wild
natural resources can be two to six times higher than the case for wealthy households

within the same community (Shackleton et al., 2008, Kamanga et al., 2009).

Moreover, the cost saving has benefits not only at the household level, but also the
national level (Shackleton et al. 2007). The role of the daily use of wild natural resources
in the provision of energy, food, medicine and shelter to the rural poor alleviates some of
the costs that the government would incur had it to provide these services in rural areas
(although at a higher social cost). Thus, the government has a stake in ensuring the
sustainable supply and use of these resources. Conservation, therefore, is a tool for

achieving poverty reduction (Adams et al., 2007).

Wild resources have been employed by households either as a coping strategy or to buffer
negative impacts such as death, chronic illness, crop pests or livestock diseases, floods,
fires, and retrenchment, and thus wild resources act as safety nets. In the absence of
viable coping or adaptive strategies manifested through benefits from conservation,
affected households or communities may subside into deeper or acute poverty as

described by Shackleton and Shackleton (2004).
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There is increasing evidence that wild biological resources are indeed crucial in times of
shock for many households, especially among rural and poorer communities. McGarry
and Shackleton (2009a, b) reported a significant increase in hunting and consumption of
wild animal protein (including small mammals, insects, birds, and reptiles) by children in
HIV/AIDS vulnerable households relative to non-vulnerable households, while Hunter et
al.,(2011) revealed increased natural resource use in the face of adult mortality from
HIV/AIDS. From these findings it can be inferred that conservation of wildlife and other
natural resources can cushion vulnerable households against diseases and shocks brought
by both natural and human induced factors. Hence community participation can provide a
means to promoting conservation as well as access to natural resources like wild fruits,

game meat and herbs among others.

Poverty can undermine biodiversity, and biodiversity loss can exacerbate poverty
(Sunderlin, et al., 2005; Perrings and Gadgil, 2003). Sanderson and Redford (2004) noted
the potential for linking conservation with changes in commodity production. They
argued that any productive landscapes not only contain large amounts of biodiversity but
often have more potential than traditional protected areas and forests in contributing to
poverty reduction. Similarly, natural resources play a significant role in contributing to
food security and sustainable local livelihoods (Naughton —Treves et al., 2005).
Consequently, conservation of wildlife and other natural resources plays a significant role
in alleviating poverty (De Koning et al., 2011) and any wildlife and natural resource
conservation strategy that recognizes this link between community involvement and

poverty alleviation not only contributes to the long-term sustainability of resources, but



29

also improves rural livelihoods with ease than other by most costly welfare grants (Terry,

1999).

2.7 Challenges to integrating local communities in wildlife and natural resource

conservation and measures adopted to mitigate them

2.7.1 Challenges faced in involving local communities in conservation

Although straightforward in principle, community-based natural resource management in
practice faces various obstacles and complications, and projects implemented in the field
have an uneven record of success (Songorwa, 1999; Twyman, 2000; Emerton, 2001).
From a broader perspective, community-based conservation is viewed as an alternative to
the more exclusionary protectionist policies of the past, which often alienated rural
people from conservation efforts. This approach acts in making rural people advocators
for wildlife and therefore active supporters of wildlife protection. However, involving
local communities in conservation is met by challenges of severe social and economic
problems such as poverty, long-standing economic stagnation, rapid population growth,

and environmental deterioration (Hackel, 1999).

The issue of integrating conservation and development among rural communities appears
to fall into categories, characterized by deep divisions among participants regarding
social, economic, and environmental priorities; inherent complexity and uncertainty in
predicting social and ecological outcomes; and the absence of optimal solutions (Berkes,

2004; Stewart et al., 2004). Despite this, governments and policy makers began to
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recognize the important role communities can play in policy development and efforts
were made to allow them to become more involved in the policy-making process
(Dolowitz and Marsh, 2000). However, in spite of these efforts, there are still many
barriers and challenges that stand in the way of community involvement (King et al.,
1998). Understanding and anticipating these barriers and challenges is important when a
community is being organized for or involved in conservation. This understanding can
help individuals and organizations to more effectively affect the policy-making process

(Ashley and Roe, 1998).

Local settlements are culturally heterogeneous and economically stratified,
boundaries are porous and social cohesiveness is fragile and unlike the way they might be
thought to be small-scale human groupings socially bound by a common cultural
identity, living within defined spatial boundaries, interacting on a personal rather
than bureaucratic basis and having an economic interest in the common pool
interests of the area (Nygren, 1999) are posing a challenge to resource custodians on

how to integrate the heterogeneous entity in conservation (Waylen et al., 2010).

Another problem with community natural resource conservation is benefit sharing
(Agrawal and Gibson, 1999). It has been argued that the collective benefit can run into
tens or even hundreds of thousands of U.S. dollars, but the individual or household
benefits are very small or underestimated. In many instances, the local people feel that
the most important benefit is to secure employment rather than benefit sharing

opportunities (Fabricius et al., 2002).
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Protected area entry fees are an important source of income for communities in East
Africa. In Uganda, communities living adjacent to national parks receive 20% of the gate
fees (Archabald and Naughton-Treves, 2001), in Kenya 25% of entry fees is given by.
Kenya Wildlife Service with neighboring communities (Manyara and Jones, 2007).
However, the main problem with lease and gate fees is deciding who should share in the

benefit.

In Kenya, natural resources are managed under different laws and statutes and each of the
various types of resource custodians is faced by challenges that have affected the status of
these natural resources. The challenges include; ownership, control and access to
resources especially in environments where resources are claimed as state property by
government resource agencies like forestry, water, fisheries and other wildlife (Kituyi,

1990), resulting in a conflict of interest among the stakeholders (Kabiri, 2010).

Local communities living around most protected areas in Kenya consider the government
to have grabbed their traditional land, which they depended on for economic and cultural
purposes (Klopp, 2000). This is because there were no consultations and involvement of
these communities in planning. To the people who have been living in the areas, it
connotes that they are deprived of their means of livelihood (Chambers and Conway,
1992).These perceptions have detrimental influences to community-based conservation in

the long run.

In developing countries, larger protected areas require a proportionally large amount of
investments, and usually, such countries constantly face funding deficits (James et al.,

1999, Bruner et al., 2004, Dudley et al., 2007). In addition, according to James et al.,
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(1999), protected area managers are likely to invest more on staffing with their available
budget. For instance, major obstacles in the establishment of CCAs along the  Kenyan
coast have emerged and this include: lack of land ownership, loss of fishing grounds to
conservation, lack of compliance, lack of alternative sources of livelihoods, lack of funds,
conflict of interest between resource users, conflicting management authorities and lack
of knowledge and awareness by communities on proper procedures, particularly legal, in

setting up CCAs (Maina et al., 2011).

People’s access to natural resources which they have been customarily using for many
centuries is restricted. This is really a problem for local or indigenous peoples since they
have no other means of livelihood. There is need to find out a way, and therefore,
integrating conservation with the needs of local people to secure their means of
livelihood and to contributing to their poverty reduction is critical (Sunderlin et al.,
2005). Instead, they are forcefully evicted without any compensation (Ogada, 2015).
Consequently, protected area surroundings have continuously faced challenges of
degradation from these communities who seek for alternative forms of livelihoods

(Ichikawa et al., 2014).

Millions of local people depend heavily on forest resources for fuels, food, medicine,
tools and ornaments, and other material culture. Hence, the problem is how to reconcile
these opposing interests; in the global concern for conservation on the one hand, and
interests of local people in maintaining and improving their livelihood, on the other

(Borrini-Feyerabend, 1999).
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It should be recognized that while local communities in many instances pay the bulk of
the cost of conservation, the benefits are often experienced by governments and visitors
(Dixon and Pagiola, 2001). The cost of living with wildlife includes damage to crops and
livestock, the opportunity cost of land, the opportunity cost of being separated from
neighboring communities, and the cost of lack of access to resources because of
agreements (Kiss, 1990). At Bharatpur National Park in India, the cost of conservation to
local people (in the form of lost opportunities) was estimated at US$60 000 per year in
1996, but the benefits went almost entirely to private tourism operators and government
(Goodwin, 2002). The cost of participation and the opportunity cost of labor are often
overlooked, as is the fact that participation often precipitates new conflicts in
communities. At the Richtersveld National Park in South Africa, communities participate
passively in the management of the park because they would like to minimize the cost of

participation (Fabricius et al., 2013).

Wildlife has been affected by a reduction in home ranges due to human encroachment
and environmental degradation because of unsustainable land use practices within and
around wildlife corridors. A study by Mijele et al (2013) reveals that because of this,
numerous cases of human-wildlife conflicts are reported with many wildlife deaths
caused by local communities in revenge for damages done to their property. As a result,
biodiversity loss and poverty are linked problems. Resource custodians should ensure
stakeholders are equitably compensated by the flow of revenues from protected areas
(Adams, et al., 2004). This phenomenon of compensation is lacking in developing
countries (Board, 2001). The problem is compounded by illiteracy levels which have a

serious implication on economic growth natural resource conservation (Owubah, et al.,
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2001). This is viewed as a serious barrier to conservation in Kenya (Okech, 2010;

Thenya, 2001; Gomes, 1984).

Local elites tend to capture the benefits from conservation-development projects,
resulting in a less equitable distribution of power and assets. These changes in the
distribution of resources reinforce the alienation and increase the historical and
contemporary elite control of resources like land or water (Berkes, 2004) which results in
displacement is one of the most complex and controversial impacts of protected areas on
people. Protected areas generate resettlements in those cases were the model for
conservation favors the idea that nature should be preserved in a pristine form, without
any human presence. This policy tends to exclude all activities inside the protected areas
hence the displacement of its population to other places (Neumann, 1998). Further, due to
competition for space and resources (Amos and Balmford et al., 2001), increasing
interactions between people and wildlife heighten human-wildlife conflicts (Sillero-
Zubiri 2001). Despite this, there has been increasing recognition that local communities
must be actively involved in conservation, and their needs and aspirations considered if

biodiversity is to be conserved (Kellert 1985; Gadgil 1992; McNeely 1993).

Conservation of wildlife and other natural resources is faced with the challenge of the
tragedy of the commons (Smith, 1981; Dietz, 2003). The tragedy of the commons refers
to a particular type of uncontrolled communal property management system (open
access) where individuals try to gain as much as possible, in the short-term, without
taking longer-term needs and the needs of the group into account (Bromley, 1992). In an

open access situation, resources invariably become degraded through overuse by
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individuals who put their own interests first. The result is acrimony and reluctance to

participate in conservation.

Based on the foregoing observations, it has been argued that if local communities are
empowered to sustainably manage resources, they will use their local knowledge to
manage their natural resources under a regime of sustainable use (du Toit, 2004).
Although the terms of engagement then had an emphasis on local custodianship of nature,
ecologists participating indirectly have been attempting to influence the behavior of
resource users (Byers, 2000). It has now emerged, however, that, under many
circumstances, local residents do not reinvest in nature or exercise self-restraint in the use
of scarce communal resources, even when deriving immediate and tangible benefits
(Milner-Gulland et al., 2003 and Alvard, 1993) and so the underlying assumption of
community-based conservation might be flawed (Fabricius and Ferrero and Kiss, 2002
and Fabricius et al., 2002). Issues such as who has the right to the custody of nature are
now being widely debated and the shrinking reserves of biodiversity are increasingly
being viewed as global assets for which everyone has a right to be concerned (Terborgh

etal., 2002).

2.7.2 Measures adopted to mitigate challenges faced in promoting community-based

conservation.

Recent efforts to persuade local people to live with wildlife have generally incorporated a
combination of the various strategies among them: reduction of the costs of living with
wildlife for example, through controlled resource use in conservation areas and improved

control of problem animals; alternative income-generating strategies to reduce the
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conversion of wildlife habitats for agriculture or grazing lands, and/or reduce the
unsustainable exploitation of natural resources such as bush meat and fuelwood (Boyd et

al.,1999).

Challenges encountered in community participation can be mitigated by means that may
generally not confer direct financial gain, but do gain them from a number of other
indirect benefits, such as improved security (due to radios purchased with income, patrols
and cooperation with neighbours), improved transport to health care, and protection of a
wilderness area from over-grazing without loss of access during drought seasons (Elliott

and Mwangi, 1997)

Main challenges to involving local communities in conservation can be reduced by
increasing access to valued grazing and water resources, where efforts are made to
mitigate crop damage, predation and disease transmission (Campbell et al., 2000).
Increasing benefits of living with wildlife through avenues such as; revenue sharing and
support to local development projects, and enhancement of rural livelihood strategies
through involving local communities in wildlife-related enterprises (Mbaiwa, and
Stronza, 2011). In spite of these efforts, the central pillar of a participatory approach is
the creation of a cooperative relationship with all stakeholders, and building relationships
based on voluntary compliance rather than draconian enforcement (Lane and Holland
2001, Mascia 2003). This does not mean that enforcement must not exist, it has to be
promoted through participatory decision making with all stakeholders involved (Aswani
et al., 2004). Promoting local community participation in a PA’s decision-making process
can be a powerful strategy to enhancing compliance with natural resource conservation

(Andrade and Rhodes, 2012).
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Challenges to integrating local residents in conservation can also be mitigated through
economic community empowerment. Fostering the economic development of local
communities improves their livelihoods and at the same time reduces the exploitation of
natural resources inside the reserves (Hansen and DeFries, 2007). For example, in Kilum-
ljim Forest in Cameroon, since an income livelihood project began in 1987 through a
participatory approach, the park’s boundaries have been respected, and the local
community now has a positive attitude toward the conservation program (Abbot et al.,
2001). Likewise, capacity-building strategies have been used to mitigate challenges
experienced in conservation. Capacity building initiatives to conservation include
environmental education and training in technical aspects such as financial management,
agriculture improvements, and marketing (Abbot et al. 2001; Fu et al. 2006; Kaltenborn
et al. 2008). Capacity building must also be extended to protected area personnel, thus
improving their natural resource management, conservation planning, and social skills in

conflict resolution and diplomacy (Akama et al., 1995, Ban et al., 2009).

Alternative income generation has also been used as a means of reducing pressure on
natural resources and must be aligned with capacity building, which is likely to play an
important role in ensuring long-term sustainability through attitudinal change. According
to Pretty and Smith (2004), promoting positive changes in attitudes toward conservation

strategies can bring long-term conservation.

The exploitation of certain natural resources inside PAs on a sustainable basis often
improves the living conditions of local populations and, at the same time, can diminish
conflicts between locals and PA authorities (Anthony, 2007). For example, in Batang Ai

National Park, Malaysia permission was granted for indigenous groups to harvest natural
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resources inside the park under certain conditions (Horowitz, 1998). This is evidence of
paradigm shift, where PA managers are noticing the advantages of working with locals
and understanding their needs without jeopardizing the ecological integrity of PAs.
Further, establishment of buffer zones around PAs that often have dual roles:
conservation, provision of additional protection of core conservation zones from
disturbances, and development, benefiting local communities economically has been
widely used (Wells and Brandon 1993, Lynagh and Urich 2002). Buffer zones may also

enhance compliance (Andrade and Rhodes, 2012)

For developing countries, due to limited financial resources, equipment, and staff,
patrolling and enforcing policies for large PAs may often be difficult (Horowitz 1998,
Gelcich et al., 2005, Ban et al. 2008, 2009). However, patrolling and management costs
of such big areas can be reduced with local community collaboration, wherein local
residents could voluntarily act as local law enforcers thereby inhibiting and reducing
outsiders’ illegal activities in PAs (Horowitz 1998, Aswani et al., 2004, Pretty and Smith
2004, Ban et al., 2009). Such stewardship can only take place if local communities feel
included in the decision-making process, securing their livelihoods and natural resources
that they rely upon. Allowing more active local participation in protected area decision-
making processes means that PA financial resources can be better invested in improving
governance, local capacity building, participation, and outreach programs rather than
draconian measures. For instance, patrolling and management costs could be reduced

with local collaboration (Boissiere et al., 2009).

The recognition of the dependence of adjacent communities on some natural resources

inside PAs has revealed to decision makers the real downside of the conventional
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command-and-control management systems (Fu et al. 2004). Thus, the importance of
collaborative management to enhance biodiversity protection has become critical for the
long-term success of PAs (Webb 2007, Kaltenborn et al. 2008). Coupled with the
foregoing, resident communities living close to protected areas need to be educated to be
involved in decision making and kill the stigma of ‘charity’-where local communities
view conservation as something done for ‘free-for others’(Catley, 1999). Local residents
need to be involved in decision-making, programme implementation, and sharing the

benefits of development and evaluating the programs (Catley, 1999).

Considering that, a great percentage of Kenya’s natural resources occur outside the
formal protected areas such as on communal and private lands (Nelson& Agrawal, 2008),
Bonjoge National Reserve is a case in point. It is, therefore, worth to examine ways in
which the local community can be involved in conservation to foster tolerance and
appreciation to conservation as well as mitigate degradation of ecosystem, curb poaching
and human-wildlife conflict which are the key challenges facing wildlife conservation in

Kenya (Okello & Kiringe, 2004).

Ideally, community participation should lead to community economic development,
which calls for citizens to shape their local economies and employment opportunities in
their own backyards (Markey et al., 2010). It is, therefore, worthwhile to develop
measures that encourage intended beneficiaries to be at the forefront and participate in
their own development, by mobilizing their own resources, making their own decisions
and defining their own needs and how to meet them (Sebele, 2010). It is envisaged that
involving communities in conserving wildlife and other natural resources will secure

protected areas and enhance their sustainability.
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CHAPTER THREE
MATERIALS AND METHODS

3.1 Study area
3.1.1 Location and size

Bonjoge is a designated National Reserve of 21.4 km? area, located between longitude
34° 48°07.92”E and 34°51.31”’E and latitude 0° 00°23.58"°N and 0 °01°33.53"’S at
altitude between 1230m and 1715m above sea level. The area occupied by BNR is an
undulating upland atop the Nandi Escarpment, only 15 km north of Kisumu. The reserve
is located in Nandi South Sub County bordering Kisumu East to the south and Vihiga
County to the west. The Reserve is best accessed through the Kaptumek entrance because
it offers the added advantage of a visit to Nandi Rock. However, the other entrances
include Kajulu (14 km from Kisumu city) and Kesengei (10 km south of Serem market)

(Figure 3.1).

Bonjoge National Reserve was a fertile area of great biodiversity, with rivers, swathed in
riverine woodland, flowing down to the Victoria Lake Basin. However, in recent times, it
is characterized by exploitation and depletion of its natural resources due to detrimental
human activities. Land in this area is a prime resource due to its potential for agriculture
settlement and industrial development. This coupled with high population growth has
resulted in increased natural resource degradation. Therefore, poverty and population
pressure possess a threat to conservation of wildlife and other natural resources in the

area.
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3.1.2 Climate and physical feature

The hilly and undulating topographical features of Bonjoge national reserve with a high
rainfall between 1,600mm and 2000mm per annum makes it an ideal place for natural
resources to flourish. The Southern half is affected by the lake basin atmospheric

conditions receiving as high as 2,000mm per annum.

The long rains start in early March and continue up to end of June while short rains start
in mid- September and end in November. Rarely is there a month without some rainfall.

The dry spell is usually experienced from end of December to mid-March.

Due to the reliability of the rainfall in the entire county, Nandi has a high potential to
produce various wildlife habitats with the most conspicuous being the hilly landscapes,

wetland and forested habitats.

3.1.3 Wildlife and biodiversity

Despite, the millions of stones, rocks and boulders that litter the landscape, wildlife
presence still remains eminent particularly in the remaining patches of forest and open-
glade grassland. The major wildlife attractions include Olive Baboons, Vervet, Colobus,
Red-tailed and De-brazza’s monkeys, Bush Duiker, Bush Pig, Aardvark, Genet Cat and

jackal, Gabon vipers, hyenas and leopards.

3.2 Materials

Materials used during the study included stationery, global positioning device (GPS),

camera and protective gear such as gumboots and heavy clothing.
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3.3 Research design

The exploratory and descriptive research designs were employed to guide this study. An
exploratory research design is defined as a study design that seeks to find out how people
get along with the setting under question with the aim of providing meaning to their
actions and issues concerning them. Often conducted about a research problem when
there are few or no earlier studies to refer to. Descriptive research design is a design
depicting the respondents’ characteristics or phenomena under investigation in an
accurate way through observations and field surveys. The former design assisted the
researcher to explore the new phenomena of involving local residents in conservation of
BNR by providing insights and a better understanding of the problem and the feasibility
of a more extensive study or best methods to be used in subsequent study. The later
helped in determining the respondents’ characteristics and assessment of local
community involvement in conservation through observations, brief interviews and focus

group discussions.

3.3 Target population

The target population for the study constituted the local communities living adjacent to
Bonjoge National Reserve and key informants drawn from KFS, KWS and the County

government among others.
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3.4 Sampling procedures, sample selection and sample size

The study sampled 250 individuals from local residents living adjacent to Bonjoge
National Reserve. Bonjoge National reserve is located in Kemeloi — Maraba ward with

6521 households (KNBS and SID., 2013).

According to Yamane (1967), sample size n will be

Where n is the sample size, N is the population size, and e is the level of precision.
N = (6521/5 every 5™ househould)

e=0.05

Then the number of every fifth household to be sampled, n, will be 248.78= 250

The study area was divided into three strata based on existing administrative boundaries
and in relation to their location to the Reserve namely Eastern, Western, and Northern.
Sample sizes in the three strata were proportionally selected. Households and their
respective respondents were selected using systematic random sampling where every fifth
household was chosen and the respondent therein issued with a questionnaire to fill. Prior
to the actual study, the questionnaire and other research instruments were pre-tested on
20 individuals residing at proximities of Nandi North forest to determine their validity
and reliability. An observation schedule was dully filled and multidimensional poverty

index was used to obtain the weighted score for each individual. Multidimensional
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Poverty Index (MPI) is a measure of acute poverty. It measures poverty by capturing the
severe deprivations that each person faces at the same time with respect to education,
health and living standards at the individual level (Figure 3.2). If someone is deprived in
a third or more of ten (weighted) indicators, the index identifies them as ‘MPI poor’, The
MPI can be used to make comparisons between groups, households and community
characteristics (Alkire and Roche 2010). The indicators for health are nutrition and child
mortality; Education, (years in school and number of children of school age not attending
school; Living Standards was measured using; the type of cooking fuel, conditions of
sanitary facility, time spent to and from water points, availability of electricity, sheltering
state such the flooring conditions and ownership of assets such as television radio or

mobile.

Ten Indicators

Nutrition

= Health
Child Mortality

Three

Dimensions = Education
of School Attendance

Years of Schooling

Poverty

Cooking Fuel
Sanitation
Water
Electricity
Floor

Assets

Living
Standard

Figure 3.2: Dimensions of poverty (Source: Alkire and Roche 2010).
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Each of the indicators were assigned 0% or 100% depending on either there is no
deprivation or there is deprivation in that indicator respectively in accordance with Alkire

& Roche (2012).

Weighted score =) ((indicators weights) X (100% or 0% depending either deprived or

not deprived respectively)).

3.5 Data collection

Both primary and secondary data were collected. Primary data was sourced using
questionnaires, interviews, focus group discussions and field observations. Details on the

methods are discussed below.

3.5.1 Questionnaire

Questionnaires were used to collect data from sampled respondents in households
located adjacent to the reserve. Households located in close proximity to BNR were
used as units of analysis, and consequently heads of the sampled households or their

representatives were targeted in the questionnaire survey.

3.5.2 Interviews

Interviews were conducted with KWS and KFS staff, the local administration including
the sub-chiefs, chief and personnel in other organizations that have activities in BNR and
its surroundings. These interviews solicited opinions on community involvement in
wildlife and natural resource conservation to alleviate poverty. Information gathered was

also used to validate responses given by local residents. Other key informants such as the
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County Chief officers in charge of tourism, environment and natural resources, as well as
the area warden and sub-county administrators were also interviewed to shed more light

on the topic under study.

3.5.2 Focus group discussions

Eight focus group discussions with a ratio of male to female being 5:3 were conducted
with selected members of the community among them village elders. The session aimed
at assessing their opinion on the involvement of local communities in the conservation of

the reserve and management of its resources.

3.5.3 Field observations

Indicators of poverty which included sanitation, accessibility to clean water, cooking fuel
and the status of the households (the floor conditions) were keenly observed and an

observation schedule dully filled.

3.5.4. Secondary data

Secondary data collection involved gathering information from sources already been
documented by other researchers. The study employed extensive library usage and
internet search, use of records, magazines, articles from Kenya Wildlife Service, books,

journal papers and other published and unpublished works.
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3.6 Validity and reliability

3.6.1 Validity

Validity as noted by Bolarinwa (2015) is the degree to which results obtained from the
analysis of the data actually represents the phenomenon under study. Validity was ensure
by having objective questions included in the questionnaire and interview guide. This
was achieved by pre-testing the instrument to be used to identify and change any
ambiguous, awkward, or offensive questions and technique as emphasized by Willis
(2004). Supervisors and other lecturers were requested to comment on the
representativeness and suitability of questions and give suggestions of corrections to be
made to the structure of the research tools. This helped to improve the content validity of

the data that was collected.

3.6.2 Reliability

Reliability on the other hand refers to a measure of the degree to which research
instruments yield consistent results (Mugenda and Mugenda, 2003). In this study,
reliability was ensured by pre-testing the questionnaire, Pre-testing of focus group
discussion and interview schedules was done on 20 individuals residing at proximities of

southern part of Nandi North.

3.6.3 Results of Validity and Reliability

The instruments were void of any ambiguous, awkward and offensive questions. The
questions were consistent and yielded consistent results, suitable for the collection of data

to inform this research.



3.7 Data analysis and presentation

Data was analyzed using descriptive and inferential statistics including cross
tabulation, Chi-square goodness of fit test and regression analysis. Responses on
attitudes and perception questions on local community participation and benefits
accrued were rated on a Likert scale and their frequencies and percentages
determined prior to further analysis, while Chi-square has been used to analyze
discrete responses on the challenges that are experienced in involving local
communities in conservation of natural resource management and other appropriate
variables. The weighted score for those involved and not involved in conservation
of natural resources was compared using t-test. Results are presented in tables and

charts.
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CHAPTER FOUR

RESULTS

4.1 Respondents Socio — demographic Characteristics

Majority of the respondents were aged between 26 — 50 years and this accounted for
66.4%. Majority (64%) were married with a gender ratio about 1:1. There was a
significantly higher proportion (32=135.424, df=1, p<0.005) of those with below tertiary
education (86.8%) compared to those above tertiary education (13.2%). The level of
education amongst the respondents was alarmingly low with only 13.2% having attained

tertiary education (Table 4.1).

Table 4.1. Socio-economic characteristics of the respondents

No. RESPONSE PERCENTAGE
VARIABLE

18-25 22.8

1.  Age 26-35 31.6
36-50 34.8
Above 50 10.8

2. Gender Male 49.2
Female 50.8
Did not attend 14.0
school

3. Education Primary 52.8

Secondary 20.0
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College 12.0
University 1.2
Single 29.6
4. Marital status Married 64.0
Widowed 5.2

Separated/Divorced 1.2

Objective 1. Ways of involving the local community in wildlife and natural resource

conservation and management.

More than half of the respondents (64%) had not been involved in conservation of natural
resources in Bonjoge National Reserve as compared to 36% who had been involved.
From the results it was evident that there was a significant difference between those who
are involved in conservation and those not the involved (3°=18.496, df=1, p<0.005)

(Figure 4.1)

= [nvolvedin
conservation

® Notinvolvedin
conservation

Figure 4.1: Respondents involvement in natural resource conservation
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Results showed that 36% of the respondents had been included in conservation of
resources within and around BNR in various ways among them: establishment of nature-
based enterprises (45 %), strengthening of local institutions (40 %), tour guiding (36%),

patrols (34 %) and through education (21 %) (Figure 4.2).

50 -
45 -

30 -
25 -
20 -

PERCENTAGES

10 -

Figure 4.2: Ways respondents are involved in conservation

Objective 2. Attitudes and perceptions towards Bonjoge National Reserve and its
management

Eighty-eight percent of the respondents had positive attitudes and perceptions towards
BNR and resources within and around it. Using a Likert scale of 1- 5, 32% of the
respondents expressed their attitudes and perceptions towards conservation of natural

resources being to a great extent and 28% indicated to a very great extent. There was a
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positive correlation between attitudes and perceptions towards conservation of wildlife
and other natural resources and education (rs= 196, p =.002). Likewise, there also exists a
strong association (Cramer’s V=0.42, p<0.005) between attitudes and perceptions and

local community involvement in conservation ([1° =43.231, df= 4, p < 0.05) (Figure 4.3).

%

3
’ 9%
28%

32%

= No extent at all Low extent Moderate extent

Great extent = Very great extent

Figure 4.3: Local community attitudes and perceptions to conservation

Objective 3. Benefits accruing from local community involvement in wildlife and
natural resource conservation

Results showed that it was beneficial when local residents are involved in conservation
since there was creation of an alternative source of income generating activity (24.4%), it
co-management of resources in understaffed conservation areas (21.6%), it minimized
incidences of human-wildlife conflicts (14.4%) and promoted a sense of stewardship to

conservation (17.6%) (Figure 4.4)
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Figure 4.4: Benefits accrued from community involvement in conservation

Objective 4. Role of community involvement in alleviating poverty natural resource
conservation

Majority of the respondents (75%) agreed that community involvement in conservation
plays a significant role in alleviating poverty while 12% disagreed and 13% undecided.
From the results it is evident that there is a significantly higher proportion of respondents
who agreed as compared to those who disagreed with the statement that community
involvement in conservation of natural resource alleviates poverty (y2=78.140, df=2,

p<0.005) (Figure 4.5 and 4 6).
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= strongly disagree = disagree = neutral = agree = strongly agree

Figure 4.5: Opinion on if community involvement in conservation alleviates poverty
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Figure 4.6: Opinion on relationship between involvement and poverty (MPI status)

Results of a t-test analysis between the weighted scores (means) for those involved and
those not involved in conservation showed a statistically significant difference (t =2.129,
df= 248, P=0.03) thus implying that the incidence of poverty amongst the those not

involved tends to be more prevalent than among those involved in conservation. The
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difference in prevalence was however, significantly different (¥2=21.121, df=1, p<0.005),

and this a good indicator that the prevalence between the groups did not occur by chance.

Objective 5. Challenges experienced in involving local community in conservation
Local community involvement in conservation has been encountered by various
challenges that include; high incidences of human-wildlife conflicts (24.85%), poverty
and lack of alternative sources of income (13.2%), alarming high illiteracy levels
(12.8%), conflicting interests between the various natural resource custodians (12%),
unclear compensation scheme (8%), land disputes (5.2%) and lack of community

awareness (4.4%) (Figure 4.7).

30 M Lack of government support
M Land disputes

B Human wildlife conflicts

m Conflicting interests

B Poor infrastructure

B Compensation

O
PERCENTAGES

m Poverty and lack of alternative

10 sources of income
Lack of awareness

h

Lack of funds

m Highilliteracy levels

CHALLENGES ENCOUNTERED m Diversity of community

Figure 4.7: Challenges experienced when involving local residents in conservation
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Objective 6. Measures to mitigating challenges encountered in conservation

Results revealed that challenges encountered in promoting local community participation
in conservation can be mitigated by promoting education (22.4%), creating employment
and alternative sources of income (18%), demarcating clear boundaries (16.4%),

enhancing capacity building (10.%) and improving security (14% )(Figure 4.8).
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Figure 4.8: Measures to mitigate challenges to community involvement in
conservation
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4.8 Summary of results from Focus Group Discussions (FGDs)

The FGDs targeted Community Based Enterprise representatives, women collecting

thatching grasses from BNR, neighbouring schoolteachers and tour guiding firms.

4.8.1 Community involvement in conservation
Majority of members in FGDs (71%) were not involved in conservation. However, they
stated the ways they could have otherwise been involved and included among them tour

guiding, traditional dances and income generating activities

4.8.2 Community attitudes and perceptions
The FGDs members reported positive attitudes and perceptions towards natural resource

conservation in Bonjoge National Reserve.

4.8.3 Benefits accruing from community involvement in Natural resource
conservation

Benefits accrued from community involvement include; access to grazing fields, land for
cultivation as well improvement in infrastructure such as roads, class rooms and a cattle

dip built by KWS,

4.8.4 Challenges faced in promoting community involvement and mitigation
measures

The major challenge encountered according to FGD members was human-wildlife
conflict. Baboons and leopards attacked goats and sheep. The other challenge was lack of
a clear boundary between the reserve and private lands adjoining the reserve. However,

unanimously agreed that these challenges can be eradicated by fencing round the reserve
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and involving them in its conservation because most of them reported having cultural

linkages to reserve.

4.8.5 Summary of results from observations
It was noted that local inhabitants had deprivations in sanitation, cooking fuel, and

accessibility to clean water and electricity.
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CHAPTER FIVE

DISCUSSION

Ojective 1. Ways of involving local communities in wildlife and natural resource

conservation and management.

Most protected areas have not involved local residents in the conservation of its wildlife
and other natural resources. Despite this, for those who have been involved a number of
ways have been used to enhance their participation among them establishment of nature-
based enterprises, strengthening of local institutions, tour guiding, patrols and through

education.

Nature-based enterprises are ventures that can be exploited to support conservation and
enhance community livelihoods. Nature-based enterprises encompass activities such as
ecotourism, apiculture, nature photography, hiking, cultural dances, nature walks, seed
collection, pot making (pottery), weaving, beadwork and butterfly farming. Some of
these nature-based enterprises have been established in Bonjoge National Reserve and
include cultural dances and nature walks. Nature-based community enterprises are not
only effective tools for managing relationships between people and wildlife, but also a
sustainable source of livelihood for communities living in wildlife areas as reported by
Hussein and Nelson (1998). Although depletion of natural resources coupled with
climatic unpredictability heightens prevalence of poverty among communities living
close to protected areas like BNR and their resources, community involvement in

conservation through nature-based enterprises has potential to promote sustainable
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resource management and alleviate poverty. This view is supported by findings of a study
conducted in Matinyani in Kenya where community livelihoods were enhanced through

nature-based enterprises (Chiteva et al., 2016).

Local institutions associated with natural resource conservation include community-based
organizations, community forest associations, community wildlife associations,
integrated farmers associations, women and youth groups, religious groups, traditional
leadership, sacred sites and community-based natural resource management. Local
institutions provide the impetus of large groups being involved in conservation.
Information sharing is eased when local institutions are used as avenues to involve local
communities in conservation and enhance perpetuity of resources. This observation
concurs with those documented in a study by Andersson (2002) which recognized the
importance of local institutions in realizing the goals of conservation of natural resource
dependent communities. Findings by Andersson (2004) further support results of the
current study that found that well-functioning local institutions attract promote outcomes

as well as local community responsibilities in the conservation of natural resources.

Local residents understand their surroundings very well and this notion has motivated
resource custodians to involve them through tour guiding. Tour guiding occupies youths
and provides an alternative to poaching and joblessness especially among majority of
young and energetic local residents as reported by Obonyo and Fwaya (2014) who
conducted a study on as strategies for integrating tourism in rural development in western
Kenya. Tour guiding has the potential to influence, modify and correct visitor behavior to
ensure that it is environmentally responsible and contributes to environmentally sensitive

attitudes (Armstrong and Weiler, 2002; Forestell, 1993; Kimmel, 1999), and is thus
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critically important (Cohen, 1985; Holloway, 1981; Orams, 1999). Tour guiding can

however, be limited by education as alluded by Ap and Wong (2001)

Education is viewed as a tool of improving the ability of local communities to conduct
sustainable and equitable management of their natural resources, based on local
knowledge and formal knowledge acquired through training and workshops. Respondents
reported that they have been involved in conservation through workshops and exchange
programs facilitated by resource custodians such as KWS and Nature Kenya. Kenya
Wildlife Service in collaboration with other stakeholders has built classrooms in areas
around BNR in a bid to foster education. Educating local residents about wildlife and
natural resource conservation has a dual capability of fostering community participation
in conservation and improving solutions to local environmental problems such as crop
raids and poaching which in the long run could be impediments to conservation. These
study findings were consistent with findings of Miller and Hobbs (2002) who stated that
there have been great strides in community involvement in conservation through

education and outreach.

Objective 2. Attitudes and perceptions of local communities towards the reserve and
its management

Information about local people’s attitudes, knowledge and perceptions about conservation
are important in wildlife conservation and in evaluating the success of conservation
projects (Kuriyan, 2002). Further, understanding and acknowledging residents’ attitudes
and perceptions about wildlife conservation is an important part of a process of engaging
with local communities and building constructive relationships between residents and

protected area management as underscored by Andrade and Rhodes (2012).
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Respondents’ attitudes and perceptions are critical towards conservation of natural
resources. In BNR and its surroundings these two community virtues can be attributed to
the benefits local residents perceive from the conservation of the reserve and its resources
including wildlife. Previous studies have shown that benefits accrued affect attitudes and
perceptions of local people towards wildlife (Andereck et al., 2005 ;Gadd, 2005;
Naughton-Treves and Treves, 2005; Waylen et al., 2007; Romanach et al., 2007;
Morzillo et al., 2010; Mutanga et al., 2015). Positive attitudes held by communities may
be explained by the economic benefits derived from a park (Odebiyi et al., 2015), and
more importantly when revenue is shared equitably (Groom and Harris, 2008). On the
contrary, negative conservation attitudes prevail among people suffering from costs of

conservation (Naughton-Treves, et al. 2003; Gadd, 2005).

This study established that there was an association between attitudes and perceptions
and local community involvement in conservation. This result concurs with that of
Kariuki (2013) that lack of community participation in park management has made local
people feel marginalized making them detest wildlife resulting in low participation in
wildlife conservation and management. Involving local communities in wildlife
management is a good approach that would not only minimize the cost of conservation
and management but also helps in changing the attitudes and perceptions of local people
towards conservation of wildlife and natural resources. As reported by Mehta and Heinen
(2001) community based conservation approach has potential to shape favorable local
attitudes and that these attitudes will be mediated by some personal attributes. Further
statistical analysis revealed that there was a strong positive correlation between attitudes

and perceptions towards conservation of wildlife and other natural resources and
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education (rs =196, p=.002). This finding is in tandem with results by various studies
(Vodouhé, 2010; Badola, 1998; Salafsky et al., 1999; Stem et al., 2003; Gadd, 2005;
Shibia, 2010; Spiteri and Nepal, 2012; Mir et al., 2015; Ngonidzashe et al., 2015) that
indicate that less educated residents perceived protected areas more negatively. Like in
the current study, Kaltenborn et al., (1999) and Kideghesho et al., (2007) reported that
community members with higher levels of education have more positive perceptions of
PAs and conservation than those with lower levels of education. Further, other studies
have reported a positive association between education, conservation and attitudes
(Kideghesho et al. 2007; Lise, 2000; Shrestha and Alavalapati, 2006; Ngonidzashe et al.,
2015; Shafie et al., 2017). This is contrary to Gadd (2005) and Mutanga et al., (2013) that
showed that there is no significant correlation between community perceptions and levels
of education because of outlook for those not educated and deep-rooted memories of the
losses they incurred as the park evolved, including loss of land and detachment from

traditional ceremonies and sacred places.

Objective 3. Benefits accruing from local community involvement in wildlife and
natural resource conservation

Community involvement in the conservation of wildlife and natural resource can enhance
access to nature ‘s goods and services that are locked up in protected areas. PAs confer
several goods including and not limited to firewood, timber, thatching grass, pasture for
livestock, water, weaving materials, dried leaves for manure and mulching matter.
Extremely important are honey and medicinal products. This nature based goods go a
long way in providing cheap prerequisites in their daily lives. Conservation areas also

provide ecological services which include gases like Carbon dioxide, oxygen nitrogen
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and water vapor and the continuous flow of these gases as well as providing a serene
environment for humanity’s cultural and spiritual activities. Bonjoge National Reserve
encompasses the Nandi Rock (Kigirgei) which is a sacred site for the Nandi community.
This rock is believed to be nearer to the creator and unauthorized activities are not
condoned here. The caves dotting the area act as ritual sites for notable cultural practices.

The hills have significant attachments associated with them.

Local community involvement in natural resource conservation can negate this vice of
lack of diverse sources of income for rural communities by enabling local communities to
have access to alternative income generating activities such as tour guiding, cultural
dances, providing security, running and maintenance of curio shops given demographic
implications like reduction in land for farming and settlement. Other potential income
generating activities requiring less capital, less land space and labour that include
butterfly and apiculture farming would also be beneficial (Morris et al., 1991; Albers and

Robinson, 2011).

Owing to limited resources, most protected areas are understaffed hence employees in
these parks and reserves are overwhelmed by conservation issues such as poaching and
monitoring of emerging trends such as desertification, manifestation of diseases and
invasive flora and fauna. Local communities possess inherent conservation knowledge
and skills. With minimal training, local residents can be involved in wildlife and natural
resource management to offset the challenges of conservation and management especially
those linked to understaffing as observed in most PAs including BNR. As evidenced by
findings of this study, knowledge is power, and the use of local and traditional ecological

knowledge is a mechanism for co-management and empowerment to eradicate poverty.
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Study findings tally with those of Granek and Brown (2005). Those communities can
benefit through co-management of understaffed PAs while increasing their participation
in conservation and integration of traditional conservation knowledge which has stood

the test of time cannot be overemphasized.

Co-management provides an opportunity to address biodiversity conservation issues and
partially mitigate cultural, economic, and political concerns. This flexible and adaptive
approach can address a multitude of factors affecting conservation efforts, including
limited scientific information despite Wells et al. (1992) noting that measurable progress
with co-management has been rare especially in developing countries of Asia, Africa and
South America and in areas of low level of awareness (Andrew et al., 2007) and the
unrecognition of local community’s capacity for governance and natural resource

management (Sunderlin, 2006).

Conflicts between humans and wild animals occur when either the need or behaviour of
wildlife impact negatively on human livelihoods or when the humans pursue goals that
impact negatively on the needs of wildlife. In Kenya, for instance, with much of the
wildlife living outside protected areas, one of the real challenges to conservation is how
to enhance and sustain co-existence between people and wild animals. Local residents
have had indigenous strategies that are used to control wildlife menace and these include
making noise using objects like metal objects, scarecrows, burning of hot pepper, cow
dung and rubber, and fire, dogs , spears and , traps . These methods though ad hoc can be
employed by resource custodians and with the help protected area surrounding
communities who may offer the service skillfully and cheaply. Concerted efforts between

resource managers and local communities may drastically minimize human-wildlife
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conflict. Strategies employed should however, ensure that the community benefits
economically for it to be sustainable in the long run. The local community can provide

security and surveillance to deter straying wildlife.

Human-wildlife conflict in the study area can be managed by two strategies: prevention
and mitigation. Preventive measures are those that can prevent or minimize the risk of
conflicts arising between people and animals and include the extreme one of completely
removing either the people or the animals, physically separating the two by the use of
barriers, and employing a variety of scaring and repelling tactics. Although preventive
measures are appealing they are expensive and reactive approach are required after

human-wildlife conflict has occurred.

A rather different approach to dealing with conflicts between local communities, wildlife
and conservation authorities involves changing the attitudes of affected communities
towards wildlife and conservation institutions (Western, 1989; Adams and Hulme, 2001,
Muruthi, 2005). This can be achieved by ensuring that the affected communities and
individuals are active participants in conservation, and enjoy tangible benefits from
wildlife management. Such initiatives, according to Hulme and Murphree (2001) and
Mulder and Coppolillo (2005) may include education programs, consolation payments
and broader sharing of benefits associated with the presence of wildlife and channeling
these funds to local community level benefits such as the construction of social amenities
like hospitals, water supply projects, cattle dips and classrooms for schools (KWS, 1992).
This approach is not only sustainable and cheaper, but also promotes a sense of

ownership and stewardship.
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Objective 4. Role of community involvement in alleviating poverty through natural
resource conservation.

Community involvement in natural resource conservation plays a significant role in
alleviating poverty. Community involvement has potential to eradicate poverty amongst
local residents through three aspects namely: enhanced livelihoods, health improvement
and enhancing education. A discussion on each of these aspects is given in subsequent

sections below.

5.1 Improving community livelihoods

Community involvement in conservation provides an avenue for enhanced living
standards. Through community involvement, anticipation in conservation has positive
implications to livelihood indicators such as employment opportunities, access to natural
goods and services that act as substitutes to expensive non nature-based products and

infrastructural development.

5.1.1 Employment

Natural resource conservation provides employment opportunities in areas of tour
guiding, field assistants, researchers, providing security, maintenance of infrastructure,
running reserve establishments such as curio shops, performing traditional dances and
other associated cultural tourism activities, which concurs with findings by Kiss (2004)
and Snyman (2012). Nature-based enterprises can confer employment opportunities to
the local residents. This will not only boost the livelihood standards but also reduce
habitat fragmentation since the profits from such ventures are correlated to the
wholesomeness of the natural resources. As indicated by studies from other countries

women locate their nature-based enterprises either inside or at the entrance of protected
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areas (Ashley et al., 2000; Naidoo and Adamowicz, 2005; Spenceley and Goodwin,

2007).

5.1.2 Access to nature’s goods and services

Nature is rich in goods and services vital to human survival. Without these goods and
services human beings are in prink of acute poverty. Reduction in biodiversity has
resulted in high susceptibility to poverty among communities residing in wildlife areas.
Community involvement necessitates poverty reduction since it gives a compromised
access to nature’s goods and services which include non-timber forest products among
others. These study findings are in tandem with those of Lawes et al. (2004) and

Davenport et al. (2012).

5.1.3 Infrastructural development

Efforts by conservation custodians result in infrastructural development in areas such as
accessible road network, water systems, electricity, establishment of recreation facilities
and waste disposal mechanisms that ensure a healthier population thus lowering child
mortalities and increasing the birth rate Shackleton et al. (2002). From these
observations it can be inferred that if the local community living around BNR are
involved in wildlife conservation and natural resource management this will stimulate
development and enhance access to diverse benefits.

5.2 Enhancing Health

Community participation contributes significantly to augmenting health through access to
medicinal products from forests, and air purification hence mitigating airborne diseases

as well as sustaining a supply of clean water to households in tandem with Lemieux et al.
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(2012) that the risk of malaria and certain other diseases are reduced because un degraded
watersheds provide cleaner water than more degraded watersheds. A third of the world’s
hundred largest cities draw a substantial proportion of their drinking water from forest
protected areas Stolton et al. (2015). These benefits are often barely recognized and
treated simply as free goods. Wild fruits and medicinal plants have been noted for their
high nutritious value. Conservation goals such as curbing climate change through
lowered CO, emissions drastically reduce incidences of skin diseases and cancerous
causing factors. Physical activity in Victorian parks avoids A$ 200 million in health
costs, while also generating more than a third of the State’s water run-off, Marsden Jacob
Associates (2018). The assumption is that good health is expected to play an important
role in boosting economic growth, poverty reduction and the realization of social goals.
The rampant conservation awareness campaign can be used to augment health through

attaching conservation to health.

5.3 Education and security

5. 3.1 Education

Community involvement in conservation tends to enhance education. Education is
improved since involvement in conservation involves training and awareness creation
though exchange programs and seminars. Through these programs and with the support
of local residents and resource custodians education will be enhanced and greater efforts
to alleviating poverty will be fostered. To realize these efforts, conservation education
should be integrated into primary and secondary syllabuses to increase the student’s
knowledge, interest, and skills to enable them protect and conserve natural resources and

also inculcate a culture of biodiversity conservation. This makes learning enjoyable and
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interesting thus minimizing incidences of school drop outs. An increase in education
level results in lowered Multi-dimensional poverty and thus poverty reduction. These
results corroborate with those of Kipkeu (2014) as well as those of Gamassa (2001) who
argues that education remains the doorway to effective community participation and

empowerment in conservation.

5.3.2 Security

An insecurity incident is a major deterrent to human development. Insecurity is marked
by high human-wildlife prevalence, lawlessness, and idleness caused by lack of
unemployment. Community involvement in conservation can reduce this vice by creating
income generating activities and employment opportunities. Lawlessness is curbed by

heightened security through regular patrols and training.

Struhsaker et al. (2005) argues that contrary to expectations, the success of a protected
area was not directly correlated with employment benefits for the neighboring
community, conservation education, conservation clubs, or with the presence and extent
of integrated conservation and development programs. They, however, recommend that
studies are needed to better understand what shapes positive public attitude towards
protected areas since none of the conventional public outreach programs undertaken have

not correlated with public attitude.

Objective 5. Challenges experienced in involving local communities in conservation
Despite the numerous benefits that local residents to a protected area can accrue due to
their involvement in natural resource conservation, there are serious impediments to

achieving their involvement. These challenges include; human-wildlife conflicts, land
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disputes, poor infrastructure, and lack of government support and compensation. Human-
wildlife conflict arises when human beings and wildlife compete for resources from one
geospatial context. In Bonjoge National Reserve the phenomenon is rampant. Baboons
and leopards attack cattle evoking retaliations from the local residents. The conflict is
heightened by poisonous and non-poisonous snake bites. A local resident reported having
been bitten twice and nothing was done. Consequently, they have vowed to kill snakes on
sight to minimize the bites. Conflicts between human beings and wildlife are numerous.
During drought periods and food scarcity, monkeys and baboons make their way to the
granaries eating and destroying what has been stored. Several cases were reported about
baboons looting market centres and from people carrying on transit carrying foods stuff
to and from the market. Although this is disruption of local economies, questions remain
about what actually happened to wildlife habitats. Human-wildlife conflicts will continue
to be rampant as human population increases and lack of substantial local community
involvement in conservation continues. This result is consistent with findings of Dickman

(2010).

Lack of a clear demarcation of land creates disputes that not only warrant retaliation but
also generate hatred towards the opposing party. As land disagreements still characterize
the relationship between resource custodians and the local community, local community
participation in conservation remains blurred. Local residents distant themselves from
conservation of natural resources in this area claiming that the eviction process was
marred by corruption and those lawful evictees were not fully compensated. They
threatened to return to their ancestral land if they do not receive any attention. Hence,

land continues to pose great challenges to conservation in the study area. Local residents
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perceive that being involved in conservation implies more of their land will go. From the
responses given, it was evident that some misunderstood the question thus eliciting the
extent of their attitudes and perception towards conservation to mean an extension of the
reserve to incorporate their private lands. From field observations and informal
discussions with respondents, it was clear that majority of the respondents still live inside

the reserve and any attempt to be queried by an ’outsider’ stirs land-related thoughts.

Findings showed that land disputes in the study area are occasioned by conflict in land
uses. The local community prefers utilizing their land for agriculture rather than

conservation. To support this, a respondent stated that:

“It is better we remain in our fertile land and plant maize. What is that
conservation, we even don’t earn anything from it. They only come around

to harass us. They are not feeding our children.”

The majority of the respondents stated that there was poor infrastructure in the study area.
This makes it difficult for local communities to reach the authorities due to poor roads.
Poor infrastructure undermines tourism which could have been a major source of income
to the local community and resource custodians mandated with the conservation of
pristine areas. Lack of water supply system in the area forces local residents to collide
with the BNR authorities as it becomes difficult for them to distinguish between a logger
coming out of the forest and a person who had gone there to fetch water. This day to day
battle goes a long way in tainting the cordial relationship expected between the resource
custodians and local residents and if not mitigated will continue to undermine local

community participation in conservation.
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The government needs to come out strongly and support conservation of natural
resources within and around BNR and other protected areas. Resource custodians are
government parastatals and it is nearly impossible to effectively manage resources if they
are not facilitated, and this has some rippling effect on the local community. A
government that does not consider the livelihood standards of its people contributes to
high poverty prevalence and in the long run a high proportion of MPI poor citizens
Odusote (2016). This puts at stake the stability of such a government and therefore calls
for an inclusive approach that integrates communities in natural resource conservation

and management.

Objective 6. Measures to mitigate challenges encountered in conservation

Challenges facing natural resource conservation and management seem inevitable in this
era of increasing human and wildlife population against limited resources. Despite this,
these challenges can be mitigated by measures such as compensation, creating a source of
alternative income for local residents, promoting education, enhancing security and

promoting inclusivity and capacity building in conservation.

Respondents indicated that most of the challenges faced can be curbed if the local
community is given a relentless education and awareness creation. Challenges such as
human-wildlife conflict could be eased if a problematic animal control units established
as well as the local community being educated on the preventive measures like fencing
around their gardens, planting unpalatable vegetation to buffer their crops and keeping

bees.

It has been noted that local communities are good in dispensing wildlife through

guarding, vigilance and using active methods such as burning fires and banging tins and
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drums as connoted by Sitati et al. (2005). The local community in the study area has lived
with wildlife and they have traditional methods of obscuring wildlife damages which is
an effort that should be recognized by resources custodians to ensure their full

participation and commitment to conservation.

From the results, majority of the respondents decried the lack of compensation for
wildlife attacks and damages. Respondents complained that they had made reports injury
and loss of property claims to the relevant authorities but nothing was being done. With
the advent of County Wildlife Conservation and Compensation Committees, they
expected an improvement but that has been an endeavor in futility. To drive this point

home, respondent who was a leader of a community-based conservation group remarked:

We are at loggerheads with wildlife in our daily activities. | have been
bitten by a snake. | lost my sheep and goats when they went to graze in the
forest. One time | found a leopard in my sheep pen. We have made claims
but up to now, we 've not received any compensation. I don’t keep sheep

any longer, goats are a bit adaptive.

In order to counter the losses, the local community needs to be compensated.
Compensation does not mean local livelihoods are reinstated by issuing cash but to
counterbalance losses with benefits and foster community-based conservation in
tandem with what has been suggested by Obunde et al. (2005). Compensation will
increase tolerance to problematic animals and minimize retaliatory killings. Bulte
and Rondeau (2005) however, disagree with these findings and allude that although

compensation may actually lead to a reduction of the human-wildlife conflicts there



is need for a much scrutiny of prevailing biological and social conditions before a

compensation program is implemented.

Creation of alternative sources of income was suggested as a means to solve most of
the challenges encountered when involving local communities in conservation both
by the local community respondents and the key informants. It was suggested that
alternative income generating activities will minimize poverty, which is a driver of
natural resource exploitation by local residents. Lack of income and engagement in
an activity results in idleness, unnecessary resource exploitation and extirpate
poverty. This in turn leads to unsustainable resource management and poor

livelihoods.

77
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CHAPTER SIX

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

6.1 Conclusions

Success in conservation is through Community involvement in conservation and can be
involved through nature-based enterprises, tour guiding, patrols and education.
Involvement of the local community results to a success in conservation as the local
community has the indigenous knowledge of the conservation area and when this
knowledge is enhanced through formal education. Nature based enterprises will solve the

economic related problems.

Community involvement has the capacity to alleviate poverty. Community involvement
has potential to eradicate poverty amongst local residents through aspects such as
enhanced livelihoods, health improvement and enhancing education. Positive
implications to livelihood is realized through employment opportunities, access to natural
goods and services that act as substitutes to expensive non nature-based products and
infrastructural development lowering Multi-dimensional poverty and thus poverty

reduction.

Attitudes and perceptions are linked to involvement, benefits and education level.
Community involvement confers benefits that overshadows the cost of conservation and
deep-rooted memories of the losses they incurred as the park evolved, including loss of
land and detachment from traditional ceremonies and sacred places. The mocking and

marginalization of the less educated residents generates negative attitudes and perception
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on protected areas while their educated counterparts conceive natural resource

conservation positively.

Conservation confers benefits vital to human survival. It provides firewood, timber,
thatching grass, pasture for livestock, water, weaving materials, dried leaves for manure
and mulching matter, ecological services, honey and medicinal products. Enhancing
health and alternative income generating activities such as tour guiding, cultural dances,
providing security, running and maintenance of curio shops given demographic

implications like reduction in land for farming and settlement.

It is inevitable to dissociate local communities in conservation. Efforts should be geared
towards ways of promoting their participation in conservation, acknowledging the role
that community involvement can play in conservation and the benefits it offers the local
community living with wildlife resources. Challenges experienced while involving local
community in conservation need to be known such that appropriate measures can be
employed to ensure the smooth running of the natural resources within and outside the

formally established protected areas.

6.2 Recommendations

6.2.1 Policy and management recommendations

e Natural resource custodians like KWS and KFS should nurture positive attitudes
and perceptions among local communities and address the possible
determinants of negative perceptions in order to improve community

involvement in conservation.
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e Conservation agencies need to enhance community involvement and benefits
from natural resource conservation by promoting education, strengthening
local institutions, enhance access to nature’s goods and services, and reduce

human-wildlife conflicts
6.2.2 Recommendations for further research
Further research should be done on the following:
¢ Role of indigenous knowledge in conservation.

e  Avenues through which learning institutions contribute to conservation
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APPENDIX I: LOCAL COMMUNITY QUESTIONNAIRE

Questionnaire No.

interview

Date:

| am a student at the University of Eldoret, pursuing a Master of Science Degree in

Wildlife Management. 1 am conducting a study on assessing local community

involvement in natural resource conservation as a means of alleviating poverty amongst

communities living around Bonjoge National Reserve. This questionnaire is meant to

gather information for this study. Kindly fill the questionnaire honestly and to the best of

your knowledge. This is purely for academic purposes and all responses given will be

handled with absolute confidence, and will be used solely for the purpose of this study.

SECTION A: PERSONAL DETAILS

1. Age of respondent [1] 18 — 25 years

[3] 36 — 50 years

2. Gender [1] Male
3. Education level [1] Did not attend school
Secondary [4] College
4. Marital status [1] Single
[3] Widowed

[2] 26 — 35 years

[4] Above 50 years

[2] Female

[2] Primary [3]

[5] University

[2] Married

[4] Separated/ Divorced
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SECTION B: LOCAL COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT IN WILDLIFE AND

NATURAL RESOURCE CONSERVATION AND MANAGEMENT
5. Are you aware of Bonjoge National Reserve? Yes [1] No [2]

6. (a) Are you involved in the conservation of Bonjoge National Reserve and its

resources?
Yes [1] No [2]

(b). If yes above, in which way (s) are you involved

(c) If no, explain why you are not involved

7. If fully involved in conservation how will you help in managing wildlife and other

natural resources in the Reserve?

SECTION C: ATTITUDES AND PERCEPTIONS TOWARDS THE RESERVE

AND ITS MANAGEMENT

8. How can you rate the extent of
your attitudes and perception | = E
. |8 2 |3 | E |
towards the conservation of Bonjoge § fol L i~ s
g = o S
| | |2 |8 |g |2 &
National Reserve? (Tick one) o % o o s &8
2 - = o > 03
[ | [21 | 81 | [4] [5]
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9. Community involvement in
. . i 5]

conservation helps in alleviating | 5, @
8 5

poverty (Tick one). 2 ® N
> S IS ® >
[ < +— D c
= R D > o
73 a pa < 7
[1] [2] [31 | [4] [5]

SECTION D: BENEFITS ACCRUING FROM LOCAL COMMUNITY
INVOLVEMENT IN WILDLIFE AND NATURAL RESOURCE

CONSERVATION

10 a). Do you benefit from the conservation of Bonjoge National Reserve and its

resources?
[1] Yes [2] No

b). If yes above, what benefits accrue to you from the Reserve and its resources?

11. a).Do you think the involvement of the local community in the conservation of
Bonjoge National Reserve and its resources is of any benefit?  Yes [1]
No [2]
b). If yes above, what is the nature of the benefits that accrue from them (Tick

appropriately).
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Monetary [1] Goods and services [2] Socio-cultural [3] Aesthetic benefits [4]

SECTION E: CHALLENGES EXPERIENCED AND MEASURES TAKEN TO

MITIGATE THEM

12. (a) Are you aware of any challenges that are encountered in involving the local

community in the management of the reserve and the conservation of its resources?

Yes [1] No [2]

(b) If yes above, list the challenges experienced ..............cccooiiiiiiiiiiiiinien...

13. (a) Are you aware of any measures put in place to mitigate the challenges you have

listed above? Yes [1] No [2]

(b) If yes above, state the measures adopted to mitigate the challenges listed above.

14. What is your suggestion about enhancing community involvement in conservation in

this area?



113

15. (a) In your opinion have the measures that have been adopted to mitigate the

challenges faced been effective?

Yes [1] No [2] Do not know [3]

16. In your opinion, what other measures should be adopted to mitigate the challenges

faced?

17. What is your view on the future of Bonjoge National Reserve?

Verygood [1] Good [2] Fairy good [3] Bad [4] Very bad [5]

Thank you very much for your time and participation!
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APPENDIX I1: INTERVIEW GUIDE QUESTIONS FOR KEY RESPONDENTS

Organization------------------ Designation...........ccccecevveveevieseennns Interview
Date.........cccoeveennen.
1. In what way are you involved in the conservation of Bonjoge National Reserve

10.

11.

and its resources?

What are some of the benefits that accrue from community involvement in the
conservation of the reserve and its resources?

Do the benefits accrued play a role in alleviating poverty among residents living
adjacent to Bonjoge National Reserve?

What challenges are experienced in involving the local community in the
conservation of Bonjoge National Reserve and its resources?

What measures have been adopted to mitigate the challenges faced?

What action has Nandi County taken to promote local community involvement in
the conservation of Bonjoge National Reserve and its resources?

How do you describe the attitudes and perceptions of the local community
towards community based conservation in this area?

Does the involvement of a local community in conservation help in alleviating
Poverty?

If yes in question 8 above, explain how it helps in alleviating poverty.

If no, state why it does not help in poverty alleviation.

How would you describe the future of Bonjoge National Reserve and its

resources?
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APPENDIX I11: FOCUS GROUP DISCUSSION GUIDE QUESTIONS
Are you all aware of Bonjoge National Reserve?

Are local residents living around Bonjoge National Reserve (BNR) involved in

the conservation of the reserve and its resources?

How are the residents involved in the conservation of wildlife and other resources

in BNR?

How would you describe the attitudes and perceptions of local residents towards

BNR and its resources?

Is local community involvement in the conservation of wildlife and other

resources in BNR of any benefit?

What benefits accrue to the local community from conserving BNR and its

resources?

Do the benefits accrued from the conservation of wildlife and other resources in

BNR play any role in alleviating poverty among local residents?

What challenges are encountered in involving the local community in conserving

wildlife and other natural resources in BNR?

What measures have been adopted to mitigate the challenges experienced?

What is your opinion on the issue of community based natural resource

conservation?
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SIMILARITY INDEX/ANTI-PLAGIARISM REPORT
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