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ABSTRACT OF DISSERTATION

“STAYING TOGETHER”: PEOPLE-WILDLIFE RELATIONSHIPS IN A PASTORAL

SOCIETY IN TRANSITION, AMBOSELI ECOSYSTEM, SOUTHERN KENYA

This study looks at the multifaceted relationship of Maasai pastoralists and
agropastoralists of the Amboseli Ecosystem (Kajiado District, Kenya) and wild
animals under conditions of rapid political, economic and social change. I investigate
three dimensions of the local human-wildlife relationships: attitudes towards
wildlife; cultural models of human-wildlife relationships; aesthetic value of wildlife
and how it relates to support for the conservation of wildlife species.

First, I investigate attitudes towards wildlife across three study areas that
contrast in land tenure, land use and in terms of access to economic benefits from
tourism/conservation. Attitudes are organizations of beliefs about an object or
situation that predispose to respond favorably or unfavorably to these. They are
seen as antecedents or determinants of behaviors and studies of attitudes towards
wildlife have guided conservation policy-making. I characterize informants’ (n=191)
attitudes towards wildlife and compare the distribution of attitudes across study
areas and groups defined by land tenure, land use, wealth, education, age, gender,
and costs and benefits of wildlife. Most informants were positive towards wildlife

(44.4%); 36% had negative attitudes towards wildlife; and 19.6% were
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neutral/undecided. The number of informants in each category varied significantly
across study area and with land tenure, formal education, religion and gender.
Attitudes did not vary with land use, wealth, level of conflict with wildlife and
receiving economic benefits from wildlife. Next, [ used a regression analysis and
identified religion, land tenure and gender as predictors of attitudes towards
wildlife. Being a Christian is the strongest predictor of positive attitudes, followed
by being a male and living on communal land. The fact that two forces of change,
land privatization and religion, have the strongest influence on attitudes towards
wildlife suggest that conservation strategies should be flexible to accommodate
associated changing dynamics. Also, the lack of effect of economic costs and benefits
of wildlife on attitudes suggests that conservation initiatives should look beyond
wildlife’s economic value as the main incentive for conservation.

Next, I qualitatively and quantitatively explore the cognitive elements underlying
attitudes towards wildlife. What are people’s understandings of how they relate
with wild animals or of how these should relate to people? How shared are these
understandings in the population? And how is variation in these understandings
formed? I follow a cognitive anthropology approach to carry out a holistic and
culturally-sensitive analysis of how Maasai relate to wildlife. Cognitive scientists
have developed the concept of “cultural models” to study conceptual frameworks
and interpretive processes that mediate human understanding of and acting in the
world. These are schematized, implicit and shared cognitive representations of a
conceptual domain. They are socially transmitted, differentially distributed and

correlated with behavior. In this chapter, I investigated both the content and the
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distribution of cultural models of Maasai relationships with wildlife. Also, the
combined results of these two inquiries allow tracing the origins of variation in
agreement with the models and to identify the social processes underlying
understandings of human-wildlife relationships. Knowing this can illuminate
sources of conflict across groups of land users and inform conservation strategies.
With discourse analysis, I identified two contrasting models of human-wildlife
relationships. In one, wild animals are conceptualized as being different from
livestock in everything: they are useless and taken care of by God, not by people.
However, they have the right to be on the land because they were created by God,
who meant for humans, cows and wild animals to “stay together”. Also,
“conservation” (“taking care of the land”) is about “taking care of people and cows”;
it is not about “taking care of” wild animals. I qualified this set of understandings as
the “traditional model” of Maasai-wildlife relationships. Contrasting with these
understandings is a model according to which wild animals are metaphorical cows:
useful and income-generating (through tourism) and “taken care of” by Maasai.
Wildlife is now a commodity. Also, people are not willing anymore to “stay together”
with wildlife, wishing for spatial separation. “Conservation” is about conserving
trees and wildlife, and private land and sedentarization are seen as conditions to
“taking care” of the land. [ characterized this model as the “modern cultural model”
of Maasai-wildlife relationships. A distinct sub-model of this model, influenced by
Christianity, emerged that I characterized as the “Protestant cultural model”. Again,
the differences between the models suggest the magnitude of current socio-

economic changes in Amboseli. Next, | perform a cultural consensus analysis (CCA)
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to quantitatively determine how agreement with each model is distributed in
the population and which socio-economic factors underlie variation thereof. The
CCA shows that there is one consensual cultural model: informants draw from one
shared cultural model to answer questions about human-wildlife relationships. The
answer key shows that this model is closer to the modern model of human-wildlife
relationships. However, there is variation: not all informants agree with the
consensus to the same extent (intracultural variation) and some groups hold
specific cultural models (subcultural variation). I combine the CCA results with
regression analyses to identify the socioeconomic processes underlying these
distinct patterns of agreement. Older people, men and communal land residents
were more likely to agree with the “modern” consensual model than younger
people, women and private ranch residents. Residents of private and group ranches
have their own models; and Catholic/Traditional Maasai have a model that differs
from the Protestant model.

Together, the results of the discourse and cultural consensus analyses
suggest a shift towards models of human-wildlife relationships that are informed by
western culture, the market economy and global conservation discourse and
practice. Interestingly, this consensual model contrasts with the vision that
conservationists have for the ecosystem, which, by stressing mixed land use and
animal spatial mobility, approximates the traditional “staying together” ethic. The
predominant “modern” model emphasizes spatial separation with wildlife. This
disconnect between understandings of human-wildlife relationships sets the stage

for and illuminates the depth of conflicts between conservationist and pastoralists.
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Investigating cultural models of different groups of land users and stakeholders
should be a step towards addressing these conflicts - which start as conflicts of
meanings. Also, this analysis shows that there is more to local human-wildlife
relationships than the economic value of wildlife to people.

Lastly, I asked what role aesthetic appreciation plays in mediating human-
wildlife relationships, a question never asked for Africa. I show that Maasai
recognize beauty and ugliness in wild animals and make sophisticated judgments of
the aesthetic value of individual species. This refutes the idea that mostly economic
value characterizes relationships with wildlife in Africa, and that where this value
does not exist (as among pastoralists), it must be promoted in order to conserve
wildlife. I also investigated the critefia that people use in their aesthetic valuations.
Although there is some conflation between moral goodness and visual beauty,
people enjoy the sight of wild animals, independently of utilitarian motivations.
Next, I determine that there is an association between how Maasai aesthetically
value wild animals, their preferences for those species and their support for their
conservation. For instance, people’s preferences for lion and elephant, which are
dangerous animals, are strongly associated with their perceived beauty. Aesthetic
value is especially determinant in promoting support for the conservation of
dangerous species.

The community-based conservation approach emphasizes the economic
value of wildlife to local communities. Overall, this study suggests that these
strategies would benefit from considering also non-economic dimensions of human-

wildlife relationships. Commodification of wildlife create expectations of economic
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benefits that are difficult to fulfill, while non-economic dimensions, such as
aesthetic value and shared understandings that are based on traditional religion and
cosmology, exist that are still strong. These non-economic dimensions could provide

additional foundations for conservation strategies.

Maria Joana Ferreira de Lima Roque de Pinho
Graduate Degree Program in Ecology
Colorado State University

Fort Collins, Colorado 80523

Summer 2009
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Indigenous peoples have alternatively been characterized as environmental
destroyers or as custodians of natural resources/conservationists. As Snodgrass and
Tiedje (2008) have argued, such representations are deeply stereotypical. Nuanced
analyses are needed of how alleged indigenous conservationists feel and think
about, and act in their natural environments.

Broadly, in this study I attempt such a nuanced analysis. It looks at the
multifaceted relationship that Maasai pastoralists and agropastoralists of the
Amboseli Ecosystem (southern Kenya) have with the wild animals with which they
sbhare the range, under conditions of rapid political, economic and social change.
Using a comparative approach, | investigate several dimensions of the local human-
wildlife relati‘onships. These dimensions include attitudes towards wildlife; cultural
models (or understandings) of human-wildlife relationships; the aesthetic
appreciation of wildlife and how aesthetic value relates to support for the
conservation of wildlife species.

In this introductory chapter, I first briefly review the literature for recent and

less recent descriptions of Maasai in their interactions with wildlife. Then [ present

1
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the socioeconomic factors currently at play in pastoralist systems globally and in the
Amboseli Ecosystem in particular. I hypothesize that these changing dynamics are
contributing to transformations in the relationships between Maasai and wildlife. 1
then state the questions that drive this research; and present the study area and the
general methods that I adopted to answer the research questions.

Next, I introduce the field research team and describe the fieldwork design
and conditions. Finally, | explain the organization of this dissertation and presenta

summary of each chapter.

Maasai pastoralists and wildlife in the literature

Traditionally, the Maasai are semi-nomadic pastoralists with a subsistence
economy based on the products of their livestock (cattle, small stock, donkeys)
(Western & Dunne 1979). Among east African peoples, Maasai have been
celebrated for their “harmonious” relationship with wildlife (e.g. Berger 1993; 1996;
Deihl 1985; Grzimek & Grzimek 1960; Kipuri 1983; 1998; Lovatt Smith 1986; Péron
1994; 2003). Early travelers marveled at the sight of Maasailand’s vast herds of
game (Thomson 1886: 178), which have been described as peacefully mingling with

Maasai cattle (Meinertzhagen 1983 (1957): 179)2. During the British colonial

1 Maasai culture and society are extensively dealt with elsewhere (Jacobs 1965; Spear & Waller 1993;
Spencer 1988). Changes in Maasai land tenure and use systems, as well as general social
organization, have been well addressed by Bekure et al (1991), BurnSilver (2007), Coast (2001),
Galaty (1980, 1981b, 1992, 1994), Hodgson (2001) and Worden {2007).

2 Although this statement does not seem suspicious, it must be noted that Meinertzhagen has since
been proven to have been a fraud. From the book jacket of Garfield's (2007) book: “Meinertzhagen
was a fraud. Many of the adventures recorded in his celebrated diaries were imaginary, including a
meeting with Hitler while he had a loaded pistol in his pocket, an attempt to rescue the Russian royal
family in 1918, and a shoot-out with Arabs in Haifa when he was seventy years old. While he truly
was a key player in Middle Eastern events after World War I and represented Zionism's interests in
negotiations with Germany in the 1930, he also set up Nazi front organizations in England,

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



period, considered “natural men” (Knowles & Collett 1989), Maasai were perceived
as harmless to the wild fauna (Eliot 1905, cited in Enghoff 1990: 97; Tidrick 1980).

More recently, Maasai have been touted as “par excellence conservationists”
by Western conservationists themselves (Richard Leakey, quoted in Horgan 1989:
42)3. And both Kenyan wildlife conservation professionals* and prominent Maasai
individuals have given Maasai people credit for sustaining wildlife populations
(pers. obs.5; Matampash 1993; Ole Dapash 2005; see also Goldman 2006).

There is, indeed, evidence that east African savanna ecosystems have been
positively shaped by pastoral activities, such as settlement patterns, fire use, and
grazing management and conservation, which have facilitated conditions favoring
the existence of wild ungulate populations (Goldman 2007; Homewood & Rodgers
1991; Lamprey & Waller 1990; Little 1996; Reid & Ellis 1995). The archaeological
record shows that east African pastoralists and wildlife species have coexisted for at
least 2,500 years without any local extinction (Collett 1987). It is also notable that,
in Kenya, most of the wildlife is found in rangelands outside of protected areas
(Ottichilo et al 2000). In the Greater Amboseli Ecosystem, the focus of this study,
Maasai and wildlife have been said to have intertwined and historically compatible
ecologies (Western 1973; 1994), with wild animals described as “tamed” by long

contact with the Maasai (Western 1971).

committed a half-century of major and costly scientific fraud, and may have murdered his wife to
boot”.

3 Nevertheless, perceptions of pastoralists as inducers of “tragedy of the commons” (Hardin 1968)
situations linger: e.g. Kabubo-Mariara (2005).

4 Interviews with Amboseli National Park Senior Warden (2002).

SPOLEYC Project meetings in Ngorongoro, Tanzania (Jan. 2002); Feedback meeting in Kalesirua,
Imbirikani Group Ranch (July 2004).
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Some authors (e.g. Brown 1969; Mol 1981; Simon 1962; Talbot 1972),
however, see the Maasai as conservationists by accident rather than by intent, their
contribution to wildlife conservation being an epiphenomenal consequence of
extensive pastoralism and grazing conservation (see Hunn 1982; Ruttan &
Borgerhoff Mulder 1999; Smith & Wishnie 2000) on epiphenomenal conservation).

For Mol (1981), the Maasai rather benign attitudes towards wildlife is
doomed to change in the face of population pressure and changes in land tenure and
use. And for Western (1994), Maasai tolerance and the cultural actors that may have
favored coexistence with wildlife will not persist in the face of development and
increasing conflicts over land.

Tourism is a major source of income for Kenya and the best known and most
visited protected areas are located in Maasailand (Akama 1999; Berger 1996;
Campbell 1999; Campbell et al 2000). So, as Collett (1987: 146) puts it, Maasai
“make an enormous contribution to Kenya and its development simply by being
Maasai and not sedentary ranchers”. In the Greater Amboseli Ecosystem and
elsewhere in Maasailand, change in Maasai society and livelihoods is thus seen as

potentially detrimental to their alleged harmonious relationship with wildlife.

Socioeconomic and cultural changes in pastoralist systems

If one word was to convey the underlying theme of this dissertation, that
word would be “change”. In this study, current rapid cultural and socio-economic
transformations among Maasai communities of the Greater Amboseli Ecosystem
provide the context for and are the hypothesized drivers of transformations in the

interactions of Maasai and wildlife. Of course, change is not foreign to a pastoral

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



society such as the Maasai who are used to dealing with extreme climatic variability
and spatial variation in availability of resources. Ethnic and economic flexibility
have also characterized East African pastoral societies (Spear & Waller 1993).
However, Amboseli Maasai are now also dealing with socio-economic and cultural
transformations on a perhaps unprecedented scale, which may affect how they are
willing to share their land with wild animals.

The theme of “change” motivates almost all the questions [ ask in this study;
and each chapter asks how different dimensions of the human-wildlife relationship
in Amboseli are affected by some of these transformations. Namely, [ am interested
in how these changes have influenced local attitudes towards wildlife in general, as
well as cultural models (or local understandings) of human-wildlife relationships.
To a lesser extent, I also examine the effect of these changes on how Maasai
aesthetically value individual animal species and their aesthetic preferences.

Like other pastoralist systems worldwide (Reid et al 2008) in the last
decades, east African pastoral areas have witnessed dramatic changes, which are
profoundly restructuring pastoralist societies and cultures (Galaty 1981a).

These transformations include human population growth; land privatization
in Kenya (Fratkin 2001; Galaty 1994; Lesorogol 2003; 2005) and villagization in
Tanzania (Ndagala 1982; 1990); sedentarization (Coast 2002; Fratkin 2004; Fratkin
& McCabe 1999); land use intensification and cultivation (McCabe 2003; Reid et al
20042a); market economy integration (Kituyi 1990), with commodification of land
and livestock (Fratkin & Mearns 2003; Galaty 1981b; Hodgson 1999a; Péron 1994);

economic diversification (Little et al 2001; McCabe 2003; Thompson & Homewood
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2002); increased influence of the state (Galaty 1981a); loss of land to protected
areas (Arhem 1985; Brockington 1999; Brockington 2001; Brockington &
Homewood 1999); increasing wealth stratification (BurnSilver 2007; Fratkin 2001;
Fratkin & Mearns 2003; Kituyi 1990); poverty (Anderson & Broch-Due 1999);
marginalization (Abbink 1997; Kituyi 1990; Markakis 2004); and cultural change
(Hodgson 1999a; 2000a; 1999b; 2000b; 2001).

Similar processes are underway in Kajiado District and the Greater Amboseli
Ecosystem, a semi-arid savanna environment north of Mount Kilimanjaro in south
eastern Kenya. Overlaid on the existing ecological heterogeneity, these political
economic transformations have created a mosaic of contrasting land tenure and
land use situations. A “closed district” under British colonialism (Rutten 1992) and
inhabited by Maasai transhumant pastoralists, Kajiado District’s human population
has grown rapidly (Campbell 1986; Zaal 1999), outpacing livestock population
increase, which has led to declines in livestock-to-human ratios (Grandin 1991;
Thornton et al 2006). Predominantly Maasai in their ethnic composition, both the
district and the ecosystem have witnessed substantial non-Maasai immigration
(Campbell 1986; Campbell et al 2000; Fratkin 2001; Zaal 1999).

Also, tenure systems have evolved from pre-Independence (1963) communal
use of grazing within and across sections®, to ownership of large ranches by
cooperatives of herders under the Group Ranches program in the 1980s. More

recently, group ranches (hereafter, GR) have been subdivided into private ranches

6 Sections (olosho, pl. iloshon) are Maasai political territorial units. Originally understood as “plateau”,
olosho also denotes the actual group of people inhabiting that particular territory (Mol 1978).
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(Galaty 1992; 1994; Grandin 1986; Kimani & Pickard 1998; Mwangi 2007; Ntiati
2002; Rutten 1992).

In the Greater Amboseli Ecosystem, together with land use intensification
(Reid et al 2004a), which is both driving and being driven by sedentarization
(Worden 2007), cultivation and its expansion in key resource areas (e.g. swamps,
highlands) (Campbell 1986; Campbell et al 2000) and other economic
diversification strategies (BurnSilver 2007), these processes have resulted in
landscape fragmentation (BurnSilver & Worden 2007; Reid et al 2004b),
competition over resources (Campbell et al 2000), escalating people-wildlife
conflicts (Campbell et al 2000; 2003; Okello 2005) and increasing vulnerability to
drought (Western & Manzolillo Nightingale 2005). One symptom of these deep
changes is an alteration of Maasai herding patterns as a result of water
infrastructure development and sedentarization: they have deliberately been shifted
from rainy season movements, which paralleled those of wildlife (Western 1973), to
the current dry season movements (BurnSilver 2007; Worden 2007). Emigration for
wage labor (Boone et al 2005; Campbell 1999; Western & Manzolillo Nightingale
2005), food insecurity and landlessness (Rutten 1992; 1998) are on the rise.

Importantly, there are also changes in the political economic and cultural
environments, through the combined influences of an increasing integration in the
national and international economies (Campbell 1999), formal education (pers. obs.;
see next chapters), infrastructure and urban development (pers. obs.; see next

chapters), Christianity (pers. obs.; see next chapters), and new power structures (GR
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Committees members’, government appointed chiefs and sub-chiefs, local
politicians) (Campbell 1999) that have been superimposed over the traditional
gerontocratic hierarchy (Spencer 1988; 1993)8.

Finally, another development that has had tremendous ramifications for both
the ecological (Western & Gichohi 1993) and the human components (Rutten 2002)
of the ecosystem is wildlife conservation policy and tourism. The creation of
Amboseli National Park in 1974 and of other smaller areas for conservation and
tourism in the ecosystem has led to loss of access to grazing and water resources for
pastoralists (Campbell 1986; Rutten 2002), a process that has been fraught with
conflict between the local communities, the government and conservation
authorities (reviewed in Lindsay 1987; Rutten 2002; Western 1994). This has
occurred amidst mounting pressures to subdivide the group ranches, which
conservationists see as threatening to wildlife migrations in the ecosystem. To
assuage this conflict, compensate pastoralists and discourage GR subdivision, the
Kenyan government (through the Kenya Wildlife Service, hereafter KWS) and local
conservationists have made an effort to share economic revenue from wildlife with
the Maasai communities living in the GRs surrounding ANP. This has taken the form
of the KWS revenue-sharing program and the promotion and development of small-

scale tourism on Maasai GRs (Kangwana 1993; Rutten 2002; Western 1994). The

7 Group Ranches are managed by elected GR Committees (GRC), which are composed of a Chairman, a
Secretary, a Treasurer and seven GRC members.

8 Some elders have complained about the rise of “clan politics”, with clan loyalties superseding age-
set loyalties. For instance, the current Kajiado South Member of Parliament is said by llaiser clan
members to have been elected thanks to the support of his more numerous Iimolelian clan-mates. To
avoid such tensions,

an effort has been made for GR leadership positions and jobs in tourism and conservation to be
distributed across the three clans (llaiserr, [Imolelian, Ilaitayok).
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idea is that providing economic benefits from wildlife will promote conservationist
behaviors among the land users and thus contribute to the sustainability of the
ecosystem, which depends on the seasonal movement of wildlife over large spatial
scales across the ecosystem.

These changes in the relationships of people, their livestock and wildlife with
the land, the ecosystem’s natural resources and with each other provides the
context for this research. Below, I present the questions that have driven this

research.

The research questions

Broadly, in this study, I seek to characterize how Maasai of Amboseli relate to
wildlife; to analyze how current socio-economic changes in Maasai society influence
this relationship; and to discuss possible implications of this research’s results for
wildlife conservation. I chose to answer these broad questions from three
perspectives that, taken together, and through the use of complementary data
collection and analytical methods, I hope, offer a holistic picture of local human-
wildlife relationships. Of course, as this study makes clear, local human-wildlife
relationships are ambiguous, multi-faceted, complex and in flux.

Informally speaking, there are three broad questions that I seek to answer
across the three data chapters of this dissertation: 1) do Maasai “like” wildlife
(Chapter 2)? 2) Do Maasai think like conservationists? (And what does
“conservation” mean to them?) (Chapter 3); and 3) do Maasai see beauty in wild

animals? (And does this matter for local wildlife conservation?) (Chapter 4)
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First, I am interested in characterizing Maasai attitudes towards wildlife in
general and how these attitudes towards wildlife are influenced by demographic
and socioeconomic variables (i.e., gender, age, religious affiliation, level of conflict
with wildlife, economic benefits from wildlife, wealth, education, land tenure and
land use type). Second, I take a cognitive, in—depthband holistic approach to local
human-wildlife relationships to analyze Maasai current understandings (or “cultural
models”) of this relationship. I then quantitatively assessed how different cultural
models are distributed within and across the different study populations, in order to
identify the social processes that drive change in these understandings. Finally, 1
focused on a specific aspect (and, to the best of my knowledge, so far unexplored in
Africa and developing countries) of the local human-wildlife relationships: namely,
asked whether and how Maasai value individual wildlife species from an aesthetic
point of view; and how this relates to attitudes towards these species and support

for their conservation.

General methods

To answer the above questions, [ adopted a comparative approach. Taking
advantage of the existing mosaic of localized ecological éonditions, land use types,
land tenure systems and variable spatial proximity to tourism and conservation
initiatives, I selected three contrasting study areas within the Greater Amboseli
Ecosystem (GAE) (see description in the following chapters). The goal was to select
study areas which spatially represented different combinations of the
socioeconomic variables that | hypothesize as influencing local human-wildlife

relationships. This gradient can also be interpreted as representing changes in time
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(from extensive pastoralism to agropastoralism; from communal land tenure to
private ranches; from no tourism to development of tourism). I conducted fieldwork
within each of the study areas between February 2002 and July 2004.

Regarding data collection and analysis, this study’s approach has been a
“shamelessly eclectic” mixed methods one, as advocated by Rossman & Wilson
(1994). Integrating qualitative ethnographic methods and statistical analyses
presents several advantages: it allows for corroboration, where one method
confirms the results of another; it allows also for elaboration, as it provides more
richness and detail than if only one method is used, and data from one source
illuminate and help interpret data from another method. For example, typically, and
it is the case in this research, qualitative interview data is used to interpret and
“enrich” quantitative data that are collected in a more structured form with a
questionnaire. On the other hand, ethnographic research provides “rich, textured
accounts of local lives” (Brosius 2006) and contexts. In this study, I attempt a
balanced approach, where one type of data is not necessarily more important than
the other. Typically, I present quantitative and qualitative data (in the form of

quotes or narratives) together, in no particular order.

The study area

The three contrasting study areas that I selected within the GAE are hereafter
denominated “Swamps”, Emeshenani and Osilalei (see maps and tables in the
following chapters). The “Swamps” study area is an irrigated horticultural area
located in the south of Imbirikani GR. Emeshenani, inside Olgulului-Lolarrash GR, is

aridge north of ANP where most households practice extensive pastoralism. The
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Osilalei study area, the northernmost one, is part of what was formerly a GR
(Osilalei GR) and is now an area of small private ranches (about 120 acres each),

where people combine livestock herding with rainfed cultivation.

The fieldwork set up

The broad general study area and the comparative approach required us (the
research team) to be mobile (indeed, nomadic). We traveled extensively by vehicle
across the three study areas. Typically, we would set up camp in the bush at some
distance from settlements and “urbanized” areas. We would then remain in a study
area for at least two weeks at a time?. During this time we would drive to
settlements for interviews and we would also frequently receive visits from
“neighbors in the bush” (e.g. ilmurran coming from temporary cattle camps; herding
boys; residents of temporary or permanent bomas; people just passing through)10,
Less frequently, we stayed with friends and relatives of my assistants at their bomas

for a few days at a time.

The research team

The research team was composed of three locally recruited assistants, all of
them members of Imbirikani GR and high-school graduates. Richard Solonka ole
Supeet and Justus Lekimankusi ole Supeet are cousins and originally worked for

Shauna BurnSilver (former PhD student, Colorado State University). Richard was an

9 After two weeks, food and gas would become scarce and my assistants would be anxious to get
news from their families and livestock, and attend to their businesses. In my second year of field
work, we managed to stay longer (sometimes a month at a time) as friends coming to visit from
Nairobi would replenish us with gas and food supplies. But my assistants still needed to take a break
after two weeks of fieldwork and go home to get “news”.

10 Boma: settlement.
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interpreter, workshop facilitator and the person who established all the necessary
contacts with GR leaders and household heads, even outside of his home area. Justus
was our camp manager. He also carried out one survey (the non-Maasai household
survey), as well as some key informant interviews (with school teachers, GR leaders
and Maasai employees of lodges). Simayo ene Somoire was initially my interpreter
when I interviewed women and other dependants of the household heads. But
having witnessed how well she had grasped the goals of this research and how good
a translator she was, after further training, I decided to rely on her for interviewing
household head dependants. This was a good decision, as Simayo collected excellent
data. She also carried out the survey of non-Maasai households in the Namelok
irrigated area. In general, most fundamentally, Richard, Simayo and Justus
contributed to this research by being my most important key informants,
relentlessly teaching me about Maasai culture and history; rules of etiquette and
respect (enkanyit), the elaborate greetings, and the local politics, among many other
dimensions of local life and culture. And life in camp with them, while not exactly
equivalent to staying for extended periods of time in Maasai settlements, was a form
of participant observation.

In the second year of fieldwork, after about a year working for me, Simayo
brought two people into the research team: her baby daughter Ivy Nailantei and her
grandmother, Koko eSimayo (“Grand Mother of Simayo”). Simayo had asked to
resume working for me shortly after her baby’s birth. Because our work involved
extensive periods of camping in the bush and many kilometers of driving daily on

bad roads, I was initially reluctant. But Simayo convinced me that “Maasai are hardy,

13

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



so [ can do it”. And so it is that, barely three weeks old, Ivy Nailantei became part of
our team, and as we joked, “the youngest field researcher in the world”. Simayo’s
grand mother, a traditional Maasai woman in her 70’s, came along with her as Ivy's

babysitter, responsible for “holding” Ivy while her mother carried out her

interviews (Figure 1).

Figure 1.1. Ivy Nailantei and her baby-sitter, her great-grand-mother, Koko eSimayo.
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Both Ivy and Koko contributed in subtle but crucial ways to this research
project. Maasai love children and having a little one with us won many people’s
hearts, who would come to us to bless her (by gently spitting on her) and then invite
us into their homes. On the other hand, Koko, as a lady to whom respect is due
because of her age, would sometimes intervene when she thought that some of her
grand-daughter’s interviewees were not being respectful to her or to us. Her calm

and wise presence also promoted peace and harmony in the research team.

Figure 1.2. Ivy Nailantei one year later: “the youngest field researcher in the world”
(Eselenkei River, Osilalei study area, Kajiado District)

In addition to these permanent research team members, I also hired a local

assistant in each study area, who would work for us when we were in his home area.
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The duties of these local assistants included recording “news” of instances of
human-wildlife conflicts (see human-wildlife conflicts diaries, Appendix 2) and
assist us in contacting the people we wanted to interview. These local research
assistants included Noah Melita in the Namelok part of the Swamps; Napi Stanley
ole Kitipai in Emeshenani; and Raphael Taraya in Osilalei, who was an impressive

source of general knowledge about his home area.

Speaking the language

I had the privilege of attending a five-week intensive Maasai language (Maa)
course at the Lenkisem Catholic Mission, situated on Olgului-Lolarrash GR. The
course was taught by Father Frans Mol, a Mill Hill Missionary, from the Ngong
Diocese. Attending this course among Kikuyu, European and Mexican priests, as well
as Tanzanian nuns, was a deep immersion in Maasai culture (it included attending
Sunday masses in Maa).

This course allowed me not only to grasp essential grammatical rudiments of
the language (without which it is very difficult to “pick up” Maa), but it also
introduced me to important Maasai cultural aspects that both Father Mol and
another instructor, Hans Stocks, shared based on their long experiences of life and
research in Maasailand. Father Mol is the author of two Maa dictionaries (Mol 1978;
1996) as well as of a grammar (Mol 1995). He also translated the Bible into Méa,
built a library dedicated to Maasai culture in Kajiado town and is considered a
“Maasai and a half” by the Maasai who know him. I was fortunate and am grateful to
have learned from these two extraordinary (albeit linguistically conservative)

teachers.
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I have never become entirely fluent in Maa and [ was never able to carry out
a full interview on my own. Obviously, my accent was awful (despite nice
reassurance to the contrary from Maasai friends). Towards the end of the fieldwork,
however, I was able to carry out long conservations, going as far as discussing
subtleties such as the Maasai sub-clan I was made a member of (Ilaiser clan;
llodokishu subclan). Speaking Maa undoubtedly facilitated my establishing rapport
within the different communities. “Being Maasai” is about respect (enkanyit) (which
includes knowing how to address people of different gender and age categories),
knowing and practicing the Maasai culture (which includes speaking the language)
and having the proper behavior that Maasai expect from fellow Maasai!l. By
learning the language and learning how to behave properly, my becoming locally
accepted was greatly facilitated (a “school-going child” was the identity that
eventually people bestowed me).

Speaking (somewhat) the language also critically improved the quality of the
data we collected, as it enabled me to understand when my assistants did not
translate verbatim. However, it is obvious that a lot of information, which was
relevant for qualitative analysis, got lost in translation. Given the unstructured
aspect of the interviews, a technique like “back-translation” could not really be
applied to the informants’ answers. [ did my best, however, to triangulate and

double-check the wording of my questions and the translated answers in order to

11 Thanks to this attitude, Maasai are very tolerant to people who “act Maasai”. Here are two
examples. One day, I properly greeted an old woman by “giving” her my head and uttering the proper
greetings. In response she exclaimed: “Shie! This child is a Maasai who got lost!” In another occasion,
as [ entered a boma and greeted in Maa a group of “mothers”, my assistant asked them “Isn’t she a
real Maasai?” They matter-of-factly answered: “yes, it is just that her skin color is not like ours.”
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minimize misunderstandings and biases. Another aspect of the translation issue is
the fact that, not only did I not speak perfect Maa, but neither did my assistants
speak perfect English. It was interesting to note the differences between Simayo’s
and Richard’s spoken English. Richard produced excellent verbatim translations
(most of the time), in simple and clear English. Simayo, being more urban and highly
formally educated, used sophisticated and “modern” English. It is important to keep
in mind that this does not reflect only characteristics of the informants’ speech but
also educational characteristics of my interpreters. In order to minimize these
biases, every evening and morning, [ would go through both interviews with my
assistants to clarify any concept that was unclear and asking for the relevant Maa

words, which I would then check with a dictionary (Mol 1996).

Other linguistic considerations

Maasai nouns are gendered. The ol- (pl,, il-) prefix denotes masculinity (and
big size). The en- prefix (pl, in-) denotes femininity and small size (for instance,
oldoinyo is a mountain; endoinyo is a hill). Some Maasai names have anglicized
versions. This is the case, for example, of “morans” that stand for ilmurran (which
means “the circumcised ones”, even if they have commonly been described as
“warriors”). Rather than stick to one or another version, in this dissertation [ often
switch back and forth between the two versions. I do this because formally
educated, English speaking Maasai more frequently use the anglicized versions of

these words when they are speaking English.
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Organization of the dissertation and summary of the chapters

This dissertation is composed of three data chapters, an introduction and a
conclusion. Each of the data chapters is written as a “stand alone” chapter and
covers a separate dimension of the multi-faceted Maasai-wildlife relationship. In
each data chapter, I introduce the background and research questions, describe the
study area and methods and discuss the results. However, since these chapters are
part of one dissertation, there are concepts and aspects of Maasai culture and
society (e.g. age-sets, moranhood, olamayio etc.) that I describe and define only in
the first data chapter (Chapter 2).

In Chapter 2, I analyze Maasai attitudes towards wildlife. I first determine
and compare economic costs and benefits of wildlife across the study areas; I then
characterize local attitudes towards wildlife; finally, | examine how perceived costs
and benefits of wildlife and other socioeconomic and demographics factors (i.e. land
use, gender, wealth, education, religious affiliation and land tenure) relate to and
predict attitudes towards wildlife. [ will show that gender, religious affiliation and
land tenure are predictors of attitudes. Male, Christian, residents of GRs are more
likely to hold positive attitudes towards wildlife than are female, traditional
residents of the privafe ranches in Osilalei.

In Chapter 3, I follow a cognitive anthropology approach to explore cultural
models (i.e., shared and socially transmitted understandings) of human-wildlife
relationships and analyze how these hypothetically reflect changes undergone by
Amboseli Maasai society. Through discourse analysis, I describe two contrasting

cultural models. One emphasizes that wild animals are different in every way from
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cows; that people were created together with cattle and wild animals by Enkai (God)
and that they should thus “stay together”; and that “conservation” (“taking care of
the land”) is about people and cows; it is not about wildlife. The other model
contrasts with this one in that wild animals are conceptualized as “cows”: they are
useful, income-generating and “taken care of” by people. Furthermore, it emphasizes
spatial separation between people and wildlife; and “conservation” is about not
killing wild animals and not cutting trees down. The first model is the “traditional”
model of human-wildlife relationships; the second model is the “modern model” of
these relationships. Next, I quantitatively assess the distribution of agreement with
these models within and across the study populations. | show that elements of the
“modern” model are more prevalent. The existing consensual model more closely
approximates the modern model, namely as it emphasizes spatial separation
between people and wildlife. I then discuss implications of these findings for wildlife
conservation in the ecosystem.

In Chapter 4, [ narrow my focus to explore the aesthetic value of individual
wild species to Maasai and how aesthetic value relates to support for the
conservation of individual species. I will show that Maasai appreciate wildlife for its
beauty and make sophisticated judgments based on precise aesthetic standards. I
will also show that local notions of beauty and ugliness are inclusive, with visual,
moral, utilitarian and cultural dimensions. Finally, I will show that, depending on the
species, there is a clear association between aesthetic judgment of a species,
attitudes towards it and support for its conservation. This link is particularly strong

for the more harmful and dangerous species. This is the case of lion and elephant,
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which have high conservation and tourism value. I then discuss implications of
these results for wildlife conservation. Finally, in Chapter 5, the conclusion chapter, I

synthesize this study’s insights and discuss policy implications for conservation in

the GAE.
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CHAPTER 2

ATTITUDES TOWARDS WILDLIFE IN A PASTORAL SYSTEM IN
TRANSITION, SOUTHERN MAASAILAND, KENYA

No people on earth have so ably coexisted with wildlife and have lost out quite so
tragically as a result. (Western 1997: IX)

[The government] has opened our eyes that wild animals can be protected and
taken care of and sold just like our cows. (Ilkishimu elder, Swamps)

I like [no wild animal] and [ hate none because I am not close to any. (Woman,
Osilalei)

[Wildlife conservation is] just dictatorship because they say “Don't kill wild animals
because they are also our [the government's] cows. But is it normal for a cow to eat
another cow? Their cows are eating our cows! (Ilnyankusi elder, Swamps)

INTRODUCTION

The delimitation of Amboseli National Park (hereafter, ANP) in the Greater
Amboseli Ecosystem (GAE) (Kajiado District, southern Kenya) in 1974 has had far
reaching implications for the ecosystems’ ecological (Western & Gichohi 1993) and
human components. The creation of this park around swamps that have been
seasonal key resource areas for wildlife and livestock and of other smaller areas for
conservation and tourism has constrained pastoralists’ access to water and grazing
resources and created economic hardship (Campbell 1986; Rutten 2002). This

process has created disagreement and conflict between the local communities, the
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government and conservation authorities (reviewed in Lindsay 1987; Rutten 2002;
Western 1994). This conflict has manifested itself in Maasai protest killings of
wildlife (Lovatt Smith 1986; Western & Sindiyo 1972} at a time of rising pressure to
privatize communally owned Maasai GRs. As a result, the GAE has been the stage of
early efforts, implemented before and after the creation of ANP, to make “wildlife
pay its way” outside of the park as a means to elicit support for it among the local
Maasail? (Kangwana 1993; Rutten 2002; Western 1994). The rationale is that
offsetting economic costs of wildlife with economic benefits promotes
conservationist attitudes and behaviors on Maasai owned land and, thus, helps keep
wildlife migration corridors between ANP, the Tsavo Ecosystem and other grazing
areas in the ecosystem.

In doing so, Amboseli NP has pioneered a trend within conservation biology
practice (Western 1994) that is more human-needs oriented than previous
preservationist, “fortress conservation”, approaches?3. Combining environmental
conservation with economic development, and broadly subsumed under the banner
of Community-Based Conservation (hereafter, CBC), these approaches, which have
been both acclaimed and decried (reviewed in Adams & Hulme 2001), have become

part of mainstream conservation practice in the past two decades. An example of the

12 In Kenya, wildlife are property of the state and not of the landowner.

13 See Brockington’s (2004) argument that local support is not a prerequisite for wildlife
conservation. Similarly, some authors (e.g. Neumann 1997; Rutten 2002) have argued that
community-based conservation schemes have actually entailed disempowerment of local
communities.
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associated rhetoric is displayed on the website of a private tourism operationl4

located on Eselenkei GR, in the GAE:

As a result of the establishment of the Conservation Area, the local community has
already seen some benefits arising [...]. This has caused a change in attitude on the
part of the community towards the concept of wildlife conservation. There is no
longer any snaring or spearing of wild animals on the Group Ranch land and the
communities are enthusiastic about encouraging wildlife to move into their
Conservation Area.

There are several untested assumptions in the above statement: 1) that
people have received economic benefits (Rutten (2002) shows that this has not
happened); 2) that there has been a change in attitude as a consequence of those
benefits; and 3) that this change in attitude has translated into behavioral change.
The link between economic benefits from wildlife and attitudes towards wildlife is
one of the concerns of this study.

Lindsay (1987) argues that efforts at linking conservation and development
among Amboseli Maasai have failed because conservation has been grafted onto a
changing society withouf addressing the nature of change itself and without
considering Maasai attitudes and aspirations. Indeed, the profound ecological,
political economic and cultural changes that have been taking place in the GAE (see
chapters 1 and 3), some of them desired by the ecosystem'’s inhabitants, others
unwanted, have altered the context for people-wildlife interactions in the past four
decades. In this study, I hypothesize that such transformations affect people’s
relationship with their environment. These changes form the backdrop against

which [ investigate Maasai attitudes towards wildlife.

14 Selenkay Conservation Area, Porini Ecotourism. http://www.
Porini.com/ecotourism/current2.html. Accessed 11-19-07.

30

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



Assuming, for the sake of argument, that Maasai had, at some point, been
“living in harmony with wildlife”, is it still possible to broadly speak of “Maasai
attitudes towards wildlife” in the face of this tremendous diversification of
livelihoods and aspirations, as well as landscape changes? How are these
transformations affecting people’s relationship with wildlife? How are attitudes
towards wildlife being shaped by factors that simultaneously are making co-
existence uncomfortable (competition for space and resources translating into
human-wildlife conflict) and others that, in theory at least (e.g. wildlife-based
economic activities), have the potential to improve attitudes?

This study aims at starting to answer these broad questions by
characterizing attitudes towards wildlife in the Greater Amboseli Ecosystem and
identifying predictors of attitudes. Although this study is a “snapshot” of attitudes,
the mosaic created by areas within the ecosystem that are at different stages of a
shift in land tenure, land use and development of tourism and conservation, offers
the opportunity to evaluate how attitudes may have evolved, in time, concomitantly
to these changes. To do so, I will first examine perceived economic benefits of
wildlife and perceived costs of human-wildlife conflict across and within selected
study areas. Then, I will investigate the distribution of attitudes towards wildlife
across different groups of land users, and examine conflicts with and attitudes
towards Amboseli NP. Finally, I will determine demographic and socio-economic

predictors of attitudes.
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Conceptual framework and research questions/hypotheses

Broadly, this study is situated within the scholarship tradition that has
examined and questioned human-environment relationships in non-western
contexts, local perceptions of the environment and how these perceptions play
themselves out under shifting political economic and cultural circumstances (e.g.
Croll & Parkin 1992). Products of ever-changing historical contexts and cultural
specificities (Descola & Palsson 1996a), non-Western conceptualizations of “nature”
are seen as affected by western models of nature and economy (Escobar 1999).
Specific influences include market economy penetration and land tenure changes
(e.g. Ellen 1993), Christianity (e.g. Pickering & Jewell 2008; Robbins 1995), colonial
and nation-states’ policies (e.g. Alexander & McGregor 2000; Pickering & Jewell
2008) and Western conservation rhetoric and practice (e.g. Goldman 2006; Kottak &
Costa 1993; Pfeffer et al 2001).

More specifically, studies of human-wildlife interactions, where attitudes
towards wildlife and conservation are viewed as a barometer of the success or
failure of CBC interventions, have flourished during the two decades following the
adoption of these community-based approaches. Because behaviors and behavioral
changes are difficult to assess, these studies have interpreted attitudes changes as
the reflection of behavioral changes (Infield & Namara 2001).Social psychology has
conceptualized this link as follows: an attitude is a relatively enduring organization
of beliefs about an object or a situation predisposing one to respond favorably or
unfavorably to a commodity, person, institution or event. Hence, attitude is an

antecedent or determinant of behavior (Ajzen & Peterson 1988: 66; Rokeach 1966:
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530). In cognitive anthropology, too, cognition (perceptions; cultural models: see
chapter 3) is also seen as anteceding action (D'Andrade 1995b; Medin et al 2006)
(Atran & Medin 2008) (see chapter 3).

These studies, in both developed and developing countries, have
characterized attitudes towards wildlife in general (e.g. Parry & Campbell 1992);
towards individual wildlife species (e.g. Bjerke et al 1998; Casey et al 2005; Hill
1998; Kaltenborn et al 2006; 1998; Kellert 1985b; 1993; King & Lee 1987; Lindsey
et al 2005; Naughton-Treves et al 2003; Reading & Kellert 1993; Romafiach et al
2007); towards protected areas and wildlife management (e.g. Bauer 2003;
Boonzaier 1996; De Boer & Baquete 1998; Infield 1988; Ite 1996; Lepp & Holland
2006; Picard 2003; Weladji et al 2003); towards conservation and development
projects (e.g. Abbott & Thomas 2001); and towards tourism around protected areas
(e.g. Udaya Sekhar 2003; Walpole & Goodwin 2001). Knowledge of attitudes and of
the variables that affect attitudes (and, theoretically, behaviors) are seen as crucial
to guiding conservation planning and management and designing more socially
acceptable, participatory and equitable conservation strategies, that are assumed to
benefit both people and wildlife and/or natural resources.

A variety of factors have been identified as influencing attitudes towards
wildlife and/or conservation. Acting in some geographical settings, they do not in
others. Thus, there is a wide variation in which factors affect attitudes.

Demographic factors that have been shown to influence attitudes towards
wildlife and/or conservation include gender (e.g. Hill 1998; Mehta & Heinen 2001),

age (e.g. Arjunan et al 2006; Bjerke et al 1998; Wang et al 2006) and population
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density (e.g. Newmark et al 1994); Socio-economic and cultural factors include
ethnicity (e.g. Heinen 1993; Hill 1998; Mehta & Heinen 2001), wealth (e.g. Infield
1988; Kideghesho et al 2007; Parry & Campbell 1992), education (e.g. Fiallo &
Jacobson 1995; Heinen 1993; Mehta & Heinen 2001; Wang et al 2006), religion (e.g.
Noss & Cuellar 2001; Raval 1994; Stycos & Duarte 1995) and land use (e.g. Infield
2001; Kohler 2005; Romafiach et al 2007). Other factors with demonstrated effects
on attitudes include human wildlife conflicts, such as crop damage (e.g. De Boer &
Baquete 1998; Gillingham & Lee 2003; Hill 1997; 2000; Naughton-Treves 1997) and
predation (e.g. Mehta & Heinen 2001; Mishra 1997; Romafach et al 2007);
economic benefits from tourism and/or conservation (e.g. Lewis et al 1990; Mehta &
Heinen 2001; Udaya Sekhar 1998; 2003; Walpole & Goodwin 2001); protected area
outreach and conservation and development interventions (e.g. Abbott & Thomas
2001; Arjunan et al 2006; Holmes 2003; Infield & Namara 2001); and relations with
protected areas and their management (e.g. Fiallo & Jacobson 1995; Newmark et al
1993).

Attitudes towards wildlife, conservation and/or specific wildlife species have
also been investigated in Maasailand. In Kenya, Akama (1995) examined attitudes of
pastoralists and farmers towards Nairobi and Tsavo National Parks and found that
both education and off-farm activities improved attitudes towards these protected
areas. In Kitengela, next to Nairobi NP, Mwangi and Warinda (1999) found
education and age to influence attitudes towards conservation. In the same area, Ole
Nkedianye (2003) showed that positive attitudes towards wildlife were related to

the presence of a Wildlife Conservation Lease Program. In Kajiado District, Ali
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(2006) examined attitudes of primary and secondary school students towards
protected areas and wildlife and found them to be mainly driven by the notion of
parks as sources of economic benefits. In the Amboseli Ecosystem, Kangwana
(1993) portrayed interactions between Maasai and elephants as relatively
harmonious. Attitudes towards elephants were markedly positive, despite conflicts
with wildlife in general and with the national park, while attitudes towards the park
were less positive. The factors influencing attitudes towards wildlife included
gender, age, knowledge of benefits from wildlife, and land use (with farmers being
more positive than pastoralists). In the same region Okello (2005), however, found
farmers to be more negative towards wildlife than pastoralists, a finding that is
echoed by Gadd’s (2005) study of attitudes towards wildlife and elephants in
Laikipia (northern Kenya).

A series of studies have specifically focused on Maasai attitudes towards
large carnivores. In Amboseli Hazzah (2006) investigated the factors affecting
Maasai propensity to kill lions and found those to be a proportion of livestock lost to
predators, membership in a local church and dependence on livestock sales for
income. In the same area Rodriguez (2007) critically examined local perceptions of
a Predator Compensation Program and the program’s impact on pastoralists’
tolerance of predators. Also exploring Maasai-predator coexistence, in northern
Tanzania, Maddox (2003) described large carnivores as successfully surviving
outside protected areas among Maasai pastoralists and their livestock, despite
attitudes that were mostly negative towards them (while positive towards other

wildlife). According to Lichtenfeld (2005), Tarangire Maasai (N. Tanzania) hold
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complex attitudes towards lions, which arise from cultural, political and economic
forces and are based on values of lions that are simultaneously symbolic,
dominionistic and negativistic (cf. Kellert 1996).

In this study I adopt the social-psychological methodology that has
characterized studies of attitudes towards natural resources within conservation
biology. I complement it with an ethnographic approach, which is more sensitive to
political economic and cultural contexts, and linguistic issues, especially in non-
Western settings (Stone & Campbell 1984). Very few studies of attitudes towards
wildlife, natural resources and protected areas have relied on mostly qualitative
methods (e.g. Kohler 2005; Kuriyan 2002; Picard 2003; Pratt et al 2004). More
generally, however, human-animal interactions have been the focus of extensive
anthropological research (e.g. Cormier 2003; Knight 2000; 2003; Morris 1998; also
reviewed in Mullin 1999; Shanklin 1985). In fact, anthropology is increasingly
acknowledged as a necessary component of conservation biology practice (Brosius
2006; West & Brockington 2006). Knowledge of how the natural environment is
constructed, represented, claimed and contested is seen as vital for sound
conservation planning (Brosius 2006), while a critical perspective alert to matters of
culture, power and history can lead to biodiversity conservation practices that are
more effective and just (Brosius et al 2005). Indeed, there has been a tendency in
CBC practice to rely on ideas of homogeneous, timeless and essentialized “local
communities” (Brosius et al 1998; Neumann 1997). This downplays the fact that

these are heterogeneous, culturally in flux entities, whose members’ use and
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perceptions of natural resources (and attendant behaviors) reflect this diversity.
This diversity needs to be taken into account in conservation design and planning.

Maasai society is far from being homogeneous. Stratified along the lines of
age, through the age-grade/age-set system (Kirk & Burton 1977; Spencer 1988;
1993) and increasingly along those ofgendér (Hodgson 1999a; 2000a; 2000b;
2001) and wealth (Anderson & Broch-Due 1999; BurnSilver 2007), as well as
territorially divided into sections with their own cultural specificities, Maasai
society is thus not easily depicted by all-encompassing generalizations about “the
Maasai”. For Campbell (2000), contemporary processes of change in Amboseli
emphasize that local communities are, indeed, not homogeneous. What makes them
heterogeneous (in social and economic status disparities; age; gender) is embedded
in current land use structures and patterns of access to resources - which are
increasingly diverse. These, according to Western (1994), are contributing to
diversifying Maasai interests and voices, while increasing division inside the
community. [ hypothesize that, together, these diversifying interests generate
dissimilar patterns of attitudes towards wildlife across and within different
communities in the ecosystem. I would argue that these attitudes need to be
questioned and examined in light of current processes of change before “Maasai
attitudes” can be used as guidelines for wildlife conservation policy in Maasailand at
large. For instance, Maasai women'’s perceptions and attitudes have not been

considered in previous studies dedicated to Maasai relationship with natural
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resources, wildlife and conservation?s. Together with younger people, these groups
are also agents of change and show diversification of interests, as women are
increasingly involved in the market economy and education of children is
increasingly aspired to and promoted (pers. obs.). Here, I specifically consider
perceptions of and attitudes towards wildlife by members of these two groups, in
addition to those of men (who have been the focus of most previous research).

Taking into account the different trajectories in land tenure and use change
across communities and the intrinsic heterogeneity related to age and gender within
communities, I tested whether land use (presence/absence of cultivation),
occurrence of conflicts with wildlife and resulting economic costs, receipt of
economic benefits from tourism/community-based conservation, land tenure,
gender, age, wealth, education level and religion are predictors of attitudes towards
wildlife. The following hypotheses guided my research: agropastoralists, Christians,
women and young people would be more negative towards wildlife. People with
fewer losses caused by wildlife, people from households benefited by wildlife,

people living on communal land (GRs) and with a higher level of education would be

pa

-

more positive towards wildlife.

METHODS
The results presented in this chapter emanate from a comparative study of
attitudes towards wildlife in areas that contrast in terms of combinations of land use

types, land tenure arrangements and presence of protected areas and conservation

> An exception is found in Kangwana (1993) whose study of attitudes towards elephants around Amboseli
NP included women in the sample of respondents.
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initiatives. This study provides a “snapshot” of attitudes towards wildlife. However,
a possible variation of attitudes over time is inferred from 1) comparing attitudes in
areas of the ecosystem that are at different stages along a gradient of land tenure

and use evolution and 2) interviewing people belonging to different age categories.

Study area

The field research took place between February 2002 and July 2004, in the
Greater Amboseli.Ecosystem in south eastern Kajiado District, southern Kenya.
Kajiado District, one of the two ethnically “Maasai districts” (Narok is the other), is
situated at the southern tip of Rift Valley province, and is predominantly covered by
arid and semi-arid areas (De Leeuw et al 1991). Its general topography is
characterized by gently undulating plains and occasional volcanic hills and valleys

(Ole Katampoi et al 1990).

The Greater Amboseli Ecosystem

The Greater Amboseli Ecosystem (GAE), described in depth by Western
(1973), is a semi-arid savanna environment situated within the closed basin of a
former Pleistocene lakebed between the Oldoinyo Orok hills, the Ilaingarrunyoni
hills to the west, the slopes of Mt Kilimanjaro to the south and the Chyulu hills to
the east (Ole Katampoi et al 1990).

Covering about 8,500 square km of south eastern Kajiado District
(BurnSilver & Worden 2007) and characterized by specific soil and vegetation types
and rainfall regime, a distinct drainage system and the occurrence of large resident

and migrant wild herbivore populations (Croze et al 2006), its boundaries are
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operationally defined by the range covered by wildlife dispersing out of the
Amboseli basin and swamps in the rainy season (Western 1973; 1975). The
ecosystem presents a bimodal rainfall pattern, with strong temporal and spatial
variation. Rain is concentrated between November and January and March and May
(Altmann et al 2002) and shows a gradient ranging from 500-600 mm/year in the
north, Kilimanjaro slopes and Chyulu hills to 250-300 mm/year further south (Ole
Katampoi et al 1990). Described as the life-blood of the ecosystem (Croze et al
2006), a system of east-west oriented swamps and springs have acted as key dry
season resource areas for people, livestock and wildlife, and as stepping stones for
wildlife moving between the Amboseli and Tsavo ecosystems (Reid et al 2004a).
Some of these swamps (Kimana, Namelok, Esampu) are currently settled for
irrigated horticulture.

At the core of the ecosystem lies world famed Amboseli National Park, a
392km?2 unfenced protected area that is centered around the Enkongu Narok and
Lonkinye swamps. Wild ungulates disperse out of these swamps onto Maasai-
owned land in the rainy season. One of Kenya’s three most visited parks, it receives
from 80,000 to100,000 visitors a year (Croze et al 2006), and earns about US$ 3.3
million (park fees, rent) annually, thus helping to administer other national parks in
the country (Mynott 2005), and contributing to the nation’s economy and
biodiversity conservation. In addition, the ecosystem has seen the development of
smaller scale conservation initiatives and wildlife-based enterprises, some of which

are described in this chapter’s results section.
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The ecosystem presents eight habitat types and twenty five vegetation zones,
which are in ecological transition (i.e., loss of woody habitat, expansion of
grasslands, scrublands and swamps and a general declining habitat diversity)
(Western 2006). The habitats include grasslands (both dry and seasonally flooded),
dense and open woodlands, as well as dense and open bushlands (all dominated by
Acacia spp. and Commiphora spp.), swamp edges (Solanum incanum, Cynodon
dactylon), permanent swamps (Cyperus spp.) and scrubland (Salvadora persica,
Azima tetracantha, Sporobolus consimilis) (Western 2006).

Amboseli wildlife populations have, in general, remained relatively healthy
(Croze et al 2006; Reid et al 2004a), with upwaird trends for some species and
downward trends for others (e.g., water dependent species affected by the excision
of the swamps for horticulture) (Reid et al 2004a). In the Amboseli basin, there are
between 40,000 and 50,000 wild ungulates (D. Western, cited in Mizutani et al
2005) and wildlife biomass is estimated at 11kg/ha (unpublished air census data by

Bonham, cited in Mizutani et al 2005)6.

The Amboseli Maasai

Southern Kenya Maasailand has been home to pastoralists as early as 500 AD
(Galaty 1993). Maasai and their specialized form of pastoralism expanded from the
north in the 17t or 18t centuries and, in the 19t ¢, displaced earlier Maa-speaking
pastoralists, the [loogolalal?, from the Amboseli region (interview data; Jacobs 1965;

Galaty 1993). The Maasai are traditionally transhumant pastoralists with a

18 R. Bonham, Oldoinyo Wuas Lodge, Imbirikani GR, and Maasailand Preservation Trust.
'7 “The ones of the hard teeth”.
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subsistence economy mostly based on the products of their livestock (cattle, small
stock, donkeys) (Western & Dunne 1979). Settlements (enkang, pl. inkangitie)'8 are
the traditional unit of cooperation in herding and consist of several independent
polygynous families who decide to live together (Bekure et al 1991; Jacobs 1975). As
mentioned above, Maasai culture and society have been extensively dealt with
elsewhere (e.g. Jacobs 1965; Spear & Waller 1993; Spencer 1988) and changes in
Maasai land tenure and use systems, as well as general social organization, have
been well addressed by Bekure et al (1991), BurnSilver (2007), Coast (2001), Galaty
(1980, 1981b, 1992, 1994), Hodgson (2001) and Worden (2007).

Culturally, the GAE spans portions of three Maasai sections (olosho, pl.
iloshon), which are politically autonomous territorial units that have their own
celebration of ceremonies, as well as architecture, dress, beadwork and linguistic

. peculiarities (Mol 1978). The Kisonko Maasail® inhabit the area surrounding ANP;
Matapato Maasai occupy the area north and west of the Kisonko section, and
Kaputei20 section lies on the northern portion of the ecosystem (BurnSilver &
Worden 2007). Maasailand is thus a federation of sections whose inhabitants are

linked across space through their membership in clans that are all present in the

'8 Or “boma” (Swahili for cattle pen) as erroneously known.

' The Kisonko Maasai are present across the border in Tanzania. In the Amboseli area, they are also called
Hoitokitoki Maasai. Since “Kisonko” is the designation adopted by the majority of my informants, it is the
one I adopt here.

 More correctly: Ilkisonko, Iimatapato and Ilkaputei. Here, I chose to drop the masculine plural prefix il
for simplicity and to reflect English-speaking Maasai use of these terms.

42

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



different sections?!, and in time through the synchronization of ceremonies and

sharing of the age-grade/age-set system across sections?2 (Spencer 1993).

The study areas

In order to capture some of the temporal variation in attitudes towards
wildlife that hypothetically result from the changes in land tenure, land use and
livelihoods that have occurred since the 1960s, I selected three study areas along a
gradient of land use, from extensive pastoralism to intensive agropastoralism; In
addition, these study areas present varying combinations of characteristics in terms
of land tenure, access to tourism and conservation benefits and infrastructure
development (Table 2.1). Two study areas, hereafter referred to as “Swamps”, in
Imbirikani GR, and “Emeshenani”, in Olgulului-Lolarrash GR, are in close proximity
to ANP. Imbirikani GR (122,893 ha) and Olgulului-Lolarrash GR (147, 050 ha) (Ntiati
2002) are considered vital wildlife dispersal areas and, as such, together w_ith
Eselenkei GR and Kimana GR, are included in the Amboseli Biosphere Reserve buffer
zone (Croze et al 2006).

Table 2.1. Study areas’ characteristics.

Study area Swamps Emeshenani Osilalei

Section Kisonko Kisonko Matapato

Administrative Division Loitokitok Loitokitok Mashuru

Land tenure Communal Communal Private

Group Ranch Imbirikani Olgulului-Lolarrash Osilalei

Predominant land use Sedentary pastoralism + Extensive pastoralism Sedentary pastoralism +
irrigated cultivation rainfed cultivation

Infrastructure access* High Low High

Tourism & Yes Yes No

conservation initiatives

*BurnSilver (2007)

2! In the study area, the three major clans (olgilata, pl. ilgilat) are the Ilaiser, Ilmolelian and Ilaitayok, each
including a series of sub-clans.

2 «“Age-grades are the successive statuses to which individuals are ascribed in the course of their lives. An
age-set comprises all those within a broad range of ages who are formed into groups of peers with their
own separate identity” (Spencer 1993: 140).
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At the tirﬁe of fieldwork, Imbirikani GR had 4,600 registered members and
Olgulului-Lolarrash, 6,418. “Osilalei” study area lies within a 38,629 ha GR (Rutten
1992) that was subdivided in 1990 (BurnSilver 2007; Worden 2007). It, however,
retains a GR Committee and 900 registered members. Since subdivision, single
families or households have owned and used private ranches (of 100 to 250 acres).
At the time of fieldwork, title deeds had not yet been distributed.

In the SE of the GAE, in the south of Imbirikani GR, the Swamps study area
covers two settlement areas, Kalesirua and Namelok, which lie in the vicinity of two
swamps (Kimana, Namelok) (Figure 2.1.). Both swamps have been settled, starting
in the 1970’s, by non-Maasai farmers, as well as by Maasai practicing a mix of
irrigated horticulture and relatively sedentary livestock keeping. This general area

is located

44

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



- Focal settlements

> Towns

~~~~~ Roads

-~ Pipelines

— Group Ranches (GR)

Lenkiseni E

: T

= wmboseli
Netionah Pk
A gl R

Figure 2.1. a. The Greater Amboseli Ecosystem and study areas (dots represent the
surveyed settlements). b. Topography. c. Landsat image: land cover (green:
vegetation; red/orange: grassland/shrubs; purple: soils).
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nearby a main road linking the Nairobi-Mombasa road to Loitokitok and the
Tanzanian border, as well as to roads going to ANP. It presents significant
infrastructure and urban development, the latter in the form of burgeoning trading
centers. These “shopping centers” cater to an increasingly ethnically diverse
population, offering livestock markets (Emali, Kimana), consumer goods, churches,
mosques, health services and schools. In Kalesirua, the cultivated area has a
common, unfenced, boundary with a protected area, the Kimana Wildlife Sanctuary,
and is adjacent to Isinet town. In contrast, Namelok irrigated plots are enclosed
within an anti-elephant electric fence installed by Kenya Wildlife Service (hereafter
KWS) in 1997. During field work, both areas were in the process of subdivision. GR
members23 cultivating in Namelok obtained title deeds to their shambas (Swabhili:
cultivated plots) in the course of the fieldWork, while shambas in Kalesirua were still

informally subdivided?24.

Emeshenani study area, within Olgulului-Lolarrash GR, lies on a ridge along
the northern boundary of ANP. In this semi-arid area, with no permanent natural
water sources, semi-nomadic, extensive livestock herding is the main land use, with
a few families owning agricultural plots in the arable parts of the GR (Namelok
swamp; Loitokitok highlands). Infrastructure development is low, limited to water

tanks and boreholes. Access to health and education is, likewise, low?5,

2 GR ownership is determined by registration as a GR member. Theoretically restricted to males, many
informants candidly admitted that their wives were also registered as GR members (in theory, only widows
may be so). In the hope of securing land in the event of Olgulului-Lolarrash GR subdivision, one had even
registered a not-yet-conceived son. Being able to do so requires good connections with the GR
Committees’ members.

#* Kalesirua irrigated area has been formally subdivided since I left the field.

25 Local strategies to circumvent these limitations include sending school-going children to “school
bomas”, which are settlements close to urbanized areas where students stay together with a family
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In the north, Osilalei study area lies in the eastern part of Osilalei GR. It is
characterized by private ranch ownership, combined livestock keeping and rain fed
cultivation, low wildlife populations (]. Worden, pers. com.)?6 and the absence of

;tourism and conservation initiatives. The closest town is Mashuru, which offers a
weekly livestock market and daily transportation to Kajiado, the District
headquarters. Additional infrastructure is spatially centered around two Churches
(Lutheran Church at Emashini and Spirit of Jesus at Oloiborsoit), which provide

primary education and access to water.

Data collection

In this study I follow a mixed-methods approach to study attitudes towards
wildlife. Conservation biology studies have used survey instruments that elicit
attitudinal data through pre-determined lists of close-ended questions or
statements, with which the respondents are required to agree or disagree. This
method allows for the construction of attitudinal scales and the quantification of
attitudes (Bernard 2002). However, as highlighted by Stone and Campbell (1984), it
also presents strong non-sampling error limitations, especially in non-western
settings. These include wording problems (which are not ruled out by back-
translation), cultural reinterpretation by the informants and contextual bias

(interviewing once in a particular context). For Boonzaier (1996), attitudinal

member, and by developing a local “public transportation” system: cars belonging to some
entrepreneurial elders transport people and livestock to the area’s weekly markets.

26 J. Worden (African Conservation Center, Nairobi, Kenya). According to local Maasai perceptions,
“dangerous animals have moved away” (e.g. buffaloes, lions, elephants) after the subdivision of the GR,
because permanent settlements have spread over the totality of the landscape and, thus, “there is no more
bush”. Currently, wildlife-caused problems include predation by leopards and crop damage and
competition for grazing by herbivores (eland, zebra, and wildebeest) (See Osilalei Human-Wildlife Conflict
Diary, Appendix 2).
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surveys are imperfect tools for gaining insight into very complex and nuanced
values and beliefs. More specifically, a glimpse at the body of research carried out on
attitudes towards wildlife worldwide shows that the surveys from which measures
of attitudes are devised are limited in their capacity to extract information on the
“why?” part of feelings, attitudes and behaviors. Other studies show evidence of
Western bias in the lists of statements that are used to elicit attitudes.

To minimize these limitations,  adopted an ethnographic approach that
combined long-term permanence in the field, participant observation and
interviews (formal and informal). This allowed for the acquisition of knowledge of
local cultural dimensions and this allowed devising less culturally biased questions.
Formal interviews had a great proportion of open-ended questions, whose answers
were coded post-hoc. This interview format offered ample time and space for
probing and “digressing”, as opposed to relying on questions with pre-coded
answers that limit the range of information that can be collected.

Another way to address some of these concerns has been to learn the local
language (Maa)2” and to pay close attention to linguistic issues. I could not, however,
address the “contextual bias “(Stone & Campbell 1984) problem by re-interviewing
informants in different contexts due to lack of time and resources to cover an
extensive study area. By integrating qualitative ethnographic methods and the
rigorous statistical analyses which have characterized attitudinal studies, I followed

a “shamelessly eclectic” methodological approach, as advocated by Rossman and

271 started developing a working knowledge of Maa after a five-week Maasai language intensive course
offered by the Kajiado Diocese at the Lenkisem Catholic Mission (Olgulului-Lolarrash GR) and taught by
Father F. Mol and H. Stocks (Feb. — Mar. 2002).

48

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



Wilson (1994). This allowed for quantification of attitudes and hypothesis testing,
while providing essential contextual information that clarifies statistical results and
assists overall data interpretation.

The mainstay of the data comes from unstructured and semi-structured
interviews with focus groups and with key and randomly selected informants. We
conducted one focus-group interview with elders, two with adult women and one
with herding boys. Key informants included local Maasai leaders, GR Committees’
members, school teachers, non-Maasai conservationists and tour operators, KWS
wardens and rangers, as well as Maasai individuals who were perceived as
knowledgeable about particular topics. At the beginning of field work, data collected
during focus-group and key informant interviews facilitated the preliminary
determination of local economic benefits from tourism and conservation, human-
wildlife conflicts, economic and cultural uses of wild animals, cultural beliefs and
norms concerning wildlife and the natural environment, and culturally defined
concepts of “modernity” /“tradition”, wealth and gender/age categories. This
information provided a basis for sampling and interview guide design. Information
on human-wildlife conflicts collected during the interviews was complemented with
data gathered by one enumerator in each study area (see Human-Wildlife Conflict
Diaries, Appendix 2) and through the consultation of KWS Occurrence Books record
human-wildlife conflict incidences. Because not all of the books could be accessed?s,
these data were merely used to provide context and to allow for some triangulation

of interview data. In addition, I kept a field diary where I recorded informal

%8 The Occurrence Book at Amboseli NP’s headquarters was declared “classified information” by the
Amboseli NP Community Warden. In contrast, the OB at Eselenkei KWS outpost was freely open to us.
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conversations, observations (ceremonies, community meetings), and daily episodes
of camp life and fieldwork. Household wealth was determined using the wealth
ranking technique (Grandin 1988), which relies on intra-community definitions of
wealth.

At the beginning of fieldwork, [ sought permission to conduct research from
the three GR Committees, which was granted. At the end of the fieldwork, together
with my three research assistants, we conducted one feedback meeting in each area,
in which [ presented preliminary results and received enlightening feedback from

the participants.

Sampling

The sampling strategy focused on study area (selecting them along a land use
gradient) and age. The goal was to obtain a representative cross-section of the
population that would reflect both spatial and temporal variation in land tenure,
land use and possible concomitant changes in attitudes towards wildlife. The
sampling unit for the interviews of randomly selected informants was the
household??, which is usually headed by an elder. Besides the nucleus formed by a
husband, his wife(ves) and their children, a household includes the people, relatives
or not, who are “taken care of” by the household head. In total, 96 household heads

were randomly selected from an updated sampling frame developed by BurnSilver

* Olmarei, pl. ilmareta (family; see Mol 1996: 245) has been conventionally used as the term for
household (e.g. Grandin 1991; Coast 2002; BurnSilver 2007). It has been acknowledged that there is no
single word in Maa that corresponds to household (and I concur) but that the context makes it clear that it is
the household that is meant (Grandin 1991; pers. obs.). Goldman (2006) defines olmarei as a polygamous
family unit associated with a usually male head. This definition, however, does not consider that, at least in
Amboseli, it might include dependants who may not be close relatives.
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(2007) and Worden (2007). This sample was stratified by study area, with 32
randomly selected households in each, and then by age of the household head.
Stratifying by age-set was impossible because of time and resource
limitations and the small proportion of younger and older age-sets representatives.
Using the Maasai distinction between Junior and Senior elders was also not feasible
because of differences in the dates of graduation to elderhood between the Kisonko
and Matapato sections. Based on key informant perceptions of similarities across
the age sets, the strategy was thus to group the members of the six current age-sets
into two categories and then sample within these categories. Members of the
Ilkiponi, [lkimunyak and Ilkishimu age-sets, respectively in their twenties, thirties
and forties-fifties, were classified into one group, hereafter referred to as “Young
Elders”. These elders are locally perceived as tending to be formally educated,
Christians, and involved in maendeleo (Swahili: development, progress). The other
group included members of the Iseuri (in their sixties-seventies), [Inyankusi
(seventies-eighties) and Ilterito (nineties) age-sets. These “Old Elders” are perceived
as being “traditional” Maasai: uneducated, following the Maasai traditional religion
and adhering to the pastoral mode of production and culture3°. In each study area,
16 members of each of these two groups were randomly selected for interviewing,
together with one dependant (e.g. wife, child, sibling, parent; see Appendix 3: Table
2.1). There was an attempt to interview equal numbers of dependants of different

age/sex groups. In practice, however, despite efforts to the contrary, the sample was

% Interestingly, this perception of differences between these two categories of elders was statistically
confirmed by the data on education and religion, but not by the economic data: economic diversification
was equally sought by both “Young” and “Old Elders”.
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biased towards people who spend more time at home (women) as opposed to
people who tend to be away during the day (herders; school-going children). In
total, after leaving out two inconsistent interviews, 191 interviews were analyzed.
Age has been shown to influence attitudes towards wildlife (e.g. Arjunan et al
2006; Bjerke et al 1998; Wang et al 2006). However, many informants did not know
their age or their dependants’ age3l. In Maasai culture, where identity, economic
responsibilities and societal expectations are defined by belonging to specific age
and gender categories (Kirk & Burton 1977; Spencer 1988; 1993), age is as much as
a social matter as a biological one. One way to estimate age is, thus, to verify which
age category an individual is culturally ascribed to. For both genders, adulthood is
attained at circumcision. The age of adult men can be approximated by knowing the
age-set to which they belong, which reflects the period during which they were
circumcised and became ilmurran3?. Age of adult women is more difficult to infer as,
upon marriage, women are said to “be of” the age-set of their husbands (Talle 1994;
2007). Given the common discrepancy in age between a husband and a wife in the
Maasai polygynic system, a woman'’s age-set thus does not reveal her biological age.
The way to estimate it was to ask adult female informants which ilmurran of which
age-set they associated with as “girl-friends” before marriage by asking “Which age-

set did you sing for?”

3! Some senior elders would happily declare that they were “at least one hundred years old” or “more than a
million years old”.

32 Otmurrani, pl. llmurran: “the circumcised ones”, from emurata (pl. imurat: circumcision). Ilmurran are
popularly, but erroneously, known as “warriors”. “Morans”, the anglicized version, is used by English-
speaking Maasai themselves. Sometimes described as “our security force” and “our policemen”, ilmurran’s
duties go beyond cross-sectional warfare, cattle-raiding (both now non existent in Kenya) and hunting
lions, for which they are famous. Locally, ilmurran’s current responsibilities include moving herds,
defending and finding lost livestock and performing any task that elders require them to do.
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For statistical purposes (regression analyses), all members of the “Old
Elders” group together with their dependants in the same age-range, were classified
as “01d”. All the members of the “Young Elders” group, their dependants in the same
age-range, as well as children and teenagers, were classified as “Young”.

There is a sizeable population of non-Maasai farmers in the Swamps study
area. In November 2002, [ thus had two local enumerators conduct a census of all
the non-Maasai households settled in the Kimana swamp in the Kalesirua/Isinet
area and Namelok swamps. This was followed, in Jan. 2003, by a survey of 70
randomly selected household heads. The survey was carried out by two Maasai
research assistants, who are fluent in Swahili and English, and focused on the
households’ demographic and socioeconomic information and the households’

economic costs and benefits of wildlife within the past year.

Interviewing/Conversing

In order to collect comparable qualitative and quantitative data (Bernard
2002), I developed a semi-structured interview guide, which was used in all the
interviews with household heads and dependants. The interview guide relied on
both open- and close-ended questions. The latter were followed by open-ended
questions asking informants to explain their answers. Both household heads and
dependants were asked the same questions and an effort was made to do that by
following the same order when asking them. However, this rule was flexible, and
whenever it was deemed more appropriate or in order not to spoil the interview’s
“flow”, the order was not followed. In other cases, some questions were not asked,

and/or ad-hoc questions were added. This approach allowed for unexpected
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information to emerge, whose collection would have been stifled by the rigid
structure of a survey questionnaire.

Besides the households’ socio-economic and demographic background
information and data on occurrences of human-wildlife conflict, which were
collected from household heads only, the questions covered the following topics,
which are relevant to this chapter: economic benefits from wildlife, perceived
“good” and “bad things” of wildlife, and perceptions of tourism and protected areas.

All interviews were carried out in Maa, recorded by hand and transcribed.
Richard ole Supeet, my research assistant, and [ carried out the interviews with the
household heads. Simayo ene Somoire, another research assistant, whom I trained
in the collection of qualitative data and instructed in the themes to be deeply
explored, conducted the interviews with the dependants (children and teenagers of
both genders; adult women) 33. Together, Simayo and I reviewed these interviews
daily, to ensure comparability of our interview data.

In addition, and just as importantly, major breakthroughs in my
understanding came from informal occasions: while cooking with friends in their
settlements and with my research assistants in camp, giving car rides, shopping at
markets, casually walking in the bush with friends and assistants, and during
impromptu visits to our campsite by herding children, ilmurran, elders and women.
Information originating from these conversations was also recorded, transcribed,

coded and analyzed.

33 My research assistants are Richard Solonka ole Supeet, a member of Imbirikani GR and a resident of
Kalesirua. Simayo ene Daniel Somoire is also a member of Imbirikani GR and a resident of Loitokitok.
Both are high-school graduates.
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Because this study relies greatly on qualitative data, translation was a critical
issue. The interview guide was pre-tested for accuracy of translation and
comprehension by the informant, first with the research team, then in ten pilot
interviews across the three study areas. Both research assistants were instructed on
the necessity of verbatim translation. The downside of the qualitative emphasis and
flexible interview format is that it does not allow for back translation (Bernard
2002). However, knowing Maa (although not fluently enough to conduct full
interviews, especially at the beginning of field work)34, and constantly cross-
checking the translation from Maa to English and from English to Maa helped
minimize this limitation. An example of the linguistic subtleties involved in this
study is the concept of “wildlife” itself. In Maa, “wild animals” are commonly
referred to as inguesi. There is, however, a second term, ilchangit, v_vhich tends to
designate a different set of species. Generically, inguesi are harmful or aggressive
(eerisho) animals, while ilchangit are “polite” (ebor; harmless, peaceful). However,
there is a significant variation within and across communities in their use of this
term, as well as other names and categories in addition to these two. To ensure that
interviewer and interviewee were “talking of the same thing”, time was spent
devising the informant’s personal taxonomy of wild animals before asking any
question mentioning “wild animals”. Subsequently, these questions simultaneously

included the terms that expressed the different categories of wild animals for the

 When I left the field, I could understand the largest part of most conversations, reply and even discuss at
length such intricate topics as sub-clan membership. All this, of course, with a disastrous accent.
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informant, in order to guarantee that he or she was not biased towards expressing
attitudes towards only one type of animals.

The informants were informed of the confidentiality of the data, and assured
that the research team was in no way associated with the government or KWS. In
time, my identity as a “school-going child” (enkerai esukul) became established. This,
together with the fact that my research assistants were respected individuals in

their communities, facilitated rapport with prospective informants.

Data analysis

Quantitative data were entered in ACCESS and exported to SPSS (Statistical
Package for the Social Sciences), version 16.0, for statistical analysis. I coded and
analyzed the qualitative data with QSR NVivo 2.0 software. Demographic and socio-
economic data, and perceived economic costs and benefits of wildlife were analyzed
using descriptive statistics and bivariate tests.

To assess the distribution of wildlife-based economic benefits, I classified
informants as coming from households economically benefited by wildlife if at least
one of four types of benefits was reported in the household by the informant (see
below). If no benefit was reported, the informant was categorized as coming from a
non-benefited household.

Household conflict with wild animals was estimated from data elicited from
household heads only, who were asked whether the following events had occurred
within the year before the interview: livestock killed/injured by wildlife; crop
damage; and disease transmission from wildlife to livestock. In addition, all

informants were asked whether they had ever had any family member injured

56

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



and/or killed by wildlife. Intensity of conflict in each household was measured by
assigning it a score of +1 for each type of conflict that had occurred. The scores
were summed and households were classified as having a LOW conflict level (scores
0- 2) or HIGH conflict level (scores 3-5). Households with no experience of human-
wildlife conflict (score 0) were assigned a LOW conflict level in order to obtain
enough counts for statistical analysis.

The analysis of attitudes and associated variables was carried out in three
stages. In the first stage, each informant was classified into one of three categories of
attitudes towards wildlife. Because of the qualitative character of the interviews,
there was no attempt to devise an attitudinal scale based on a list of statements
reflecting attitudes, with which informants would be asked to agree or disagree. One
first method to analyze people’s attitudes towards wildlife was to subjectively
classify each informant as negative, neutral/undecided or positive towards wildlife,
based on the knowledge of each interview’s content, which was gained from
transcribing and coding each one. Another method was to build a post-hoc Likert-
type attitudinal scale (Vaske In Press). Five questions (items) whose answers
reflected attitudes towards wildlife were selected from the questionnaire, and
combined into a 5-item scale. A subset of 113 informants who complied with the
condition of having answered these five questions was selected for classification of
attitudes based on the 5-item scale. Each informant’s responses were coded and
assigned a score of 0, +1 and +2, depending on the answer being negative,
neutral/undecided or positive, respectively. For each informant, these scores were

summed to obtain the informant’s total score on the attitude scale (Vaske In Press).
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Informants with scores from 0 to 2 were classified as “negative”; informants with
scores from 3 to 7 (with a majority of “don’t know” type of answer), were labelled
“neutral/undecided”; informants with scores from 8 to 10 were classified as
“positive”. A reliability analysis was performed and the internal consistency of the
items was determined by using Cronbach’s alpha, a measure of how well answers
correlate with each other. Cronbach’s alpha values range from 0 to 1, with values
close to 1 indicating greater reliability. An alpha of 0.65 to 0.70 is adequate (Mehta
& Kellert 1998). In order to corroborate the subjective classification of the same 113
informants, and thus also corroborate the subjective classification of the larger
sample of 191 informants, I then conducted a Pearson’s correlation between the
classification of informants based on the attitudinal scale scores and the subjective
classification (into positive, neutral/undecided and negative attitudes).

In a second stage, the association between attitudes and hypothesized
demographic and socioeconomic factors was tested with Pearson’s Chi-square tests.
Variables were considered to be independent of one another if the significance value
(p) was more than 0.05. When p < 0.05, Cramer’s V was used to determine the
strength of the association between the variables, with values ranging from 0 (no
association) and 1 (complete association) (Mehta & Kellert 1998).

Lastly, multinomial logistic regression was used to identify predictors of
attitudes towards wildlife. This method, an extension of the binary logistic
regression, allows for multiple categories of the outcome categorical variable to be
considered together in a single analysis (Roessler et al 2007). This analysis

employed eight independent variables to predict one variable (attitude towards
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wildlife) with three categories: negative, neutral/undecided and positive. The
categorical independent variables were coded as follows: age (Young=1/01d=2),
gender (Male=1/Female=2), religion (Christian=1/Traditional Maasai=2), education
(Uneducated=1/Educated=2), land use (Livestock only=1/Livestock &
Cultivation=2), economic benefit(s) from wildlife in the household (Yes=1/No=2),
wealth (Poor=1/Medium=2/Rich=3) and level of human-wildlife conflict in the
household (Low=1/High=2). The analysis followed a backward elimination
procedure, where the non-significant independent variables were sequentially
removed from the explanatory model until only significant variables were retained.
In the multinomial logistic regression, probabilities for response categories were
computed relative to the probabilities of a reference group, here set as “negative

attitudes”.

RESULTS
Informants’ demographic and socio-economic characteristics

A total of 191 interviews, conducted in 32 households in the Swamps (20.6%
of all the local households), 33 households in Emeshenani (33.3% of all the
households) and 31 in Osilalei (31.3% of all the households) were analyzed. Among
the “Young Elders”, one of the two age categories used to stratify the sample of
household heads, 30.2% were of the llkimunyak age-set33; 17.7% were llkishimu;
Ilkiponi household heads (already graduated to junior elderhood in Matapato) were

only 2.1% (Table 2.2.). Among the “Old Elders”, 29.2% of the household heads were

> See Appendix 1 (age-sets and age-categories of informants).
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Iseuri, 18.8% were IInyankusi. Only two were Ilterito (2.1%). With a total of 109
men (57.1%) and 82 women (42.9%), the sample was relatively gender-balanced.

Six household heads were women and widows (two in the Swamps; four in

Osilalei)3e.

Table 2.2. Household heads’ “age-groups” and age-sets. Number in parentheses are

percentages.

Study area Swamps (n=32 ) Emeshenani (n=33 ) Osilalei (n=31 )

Age

“Young Elders” (n=48) 16 (50.0) 17 (51.5) 15 (48.4)
Ikishimu (n=17) 6 (18.8) 3(9.1) 8 (25.8)
Nkimunyak (n=29) 10 (31.3) 14 (42.4) 5(16.1)
Ilkiponi (n=2} 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) | 2(6.5)

“Old Elders” (n=48) 16 (50.0) 16 (48.5) 16 (51.6)
Iterito (n=2) 0(0.0) 1(3.0) 1(3.2)
lInyankusi (n=18) 4(12.5) 7 (21.2) 7 (22.6)
Iseuri (n=28) 12 (37.5) 8 (24.2) 8 (25.8)

The subsequent characterization of the informants and their households
highlights the socio-economic contrasts that exist across the study areas. For
example, settlements presented strong differences in their layout, structure, and in
number and type of houses. Settlements are locally perceived as being “modern”
when they either have a double fence or a single fence only for livestock3?, as well as
“durable” houses (with varying combinations of iron roofs and wood/iron/cement
walls). In Osilalei and in the Swamps, 93.5% and 90.6% of the settlements in which

interviews took place were respectively classified as “modern”. In contrast, in

%% In Osilalei, these widows owned their private ranch. Being w widow is the only way in which a woman
can own land in Osilalei.

*7 Instead of the traditional single fence that encloses both cattle and houses in the center of the settlement
at night.
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Emeshenani, 54.5% of the settlements were “traditional” (x2=39.067, p<0.001,
V=0.451), which confirms local perceptions of Emeshenani as a “traditional” area.

With private land tenure and sedentary households, Osilalei is also
considered a “modern” area. Signs of sedentarization include the tall fences made of
live osilalei (Commiphera schimperi38) in the majority of the settlements, together
with taller and larger houses. There were, however, many fewer houses made of
“durable” materials (zinc sheets, cinder blocks, wood planks), probably because of
limited transportation and access to businesses that sell those materials.

The study areas also differed significantly in terms of the number of
households per settlement (F=13.925; df 2, 93; p<0.001). Osilalei had the lowest
mean number of households per settlement (2.45), while the average was 2.84 in
the Swamps and 4.70 in Emeshenani. There were also differences in terms of
number of people per household: at 12.88 people per household on average,
Emeshenani is the area where household heads supported the highest number of
dependants. This contrasts with the situation in the Swamps and Osilalei (6.69 and
7.13, respectively) (F=12.661; df 2,93; p<0.001)3°.

The study areas displayed significant differences in terms of the types of land
use the households engaged in (Table 2.3). In total, only 27.1% of the households
depended exclusively on livestock production for both food and income. The
rhajority (72.9%) combined livestock and agricultural production, for domestic

consumption (mainly maize and beans) and/or for the market (onions, tomatoes).

BT, Worden, Colorado State University, pers. com.
¥ See also Appendix 3 (table 2) for additional household demographic information (number of wives and
number of children per household, in each study area).
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Agropastoralism was more prevalent in the Swamps (87.5%; irrigated horticulture)
and Osilalei (87.1%: rain fed cultivation). In Emeshenani, 45.5% of the households
were cultivating plots in Namelok and the Loitokitok highlands, which are taken
care of by share croppers or family members. The differences across areas are
significant (x2=19.205, p<0.001, V=0.447).

Table 2.3. Distribution of households according to land use, economic activities and
wealth ranking. Numbers in parentheses are percentages.

Study area Swamps (n=32) Emeshenani (n=33 ) Osilalei (n=31)
Land use
Livestock only (n=26) 4 (12.5) 18 (54.5) 4(12.9)
Livestock + cultivation (n=70) 28(87.5) 15 (45.5) 27 (87.1)
Economic activities
Livestock only (n=13) 1(3.1) 10 (30.3) 2 (6.5)
Livestock + cultivation (n=13) 0(0.0) 3(9.1) - 10 (32.3)
Livestock + other {n=13) 3(94) 8(24.2) 2 (6.5)
Livestock + cultivation + other {n=57) 28(87.5) 12 (36.4) 17 (54.8)
Wealth ranking
Poor (n=46) 20 (62.5) 7 (21.2) 19 (61.3)
Medium (n=23) 8 (25.0) 7 (21.2) 8 (25.8)
Rich (n=27) 4 (12.5) 19 (57.6) 4(12.9)

Households can further be differentiated by the fact that some
complemented their livestock and agricultural income with off-farm economic
activities. Households, for whom selling livestock “when a problem arises” was the
sole source of income, were only 13.5% of the households. Other households, while
not cultivating, combined livestock keeping with businesses and/or wage labor
(13.5%). Local business types included livestock trading, petty trade, and renting ox
ploughs. Some members of these households were also employed as day laborers,

teachers and in tourism jobs. Included here are also households who owned
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shambas and rented them out for income. Households which engaged in livestock
and agricultural production were 13.5%. The majority, however, practiced a
combination of livestock production, cultivation and off-farm activities (59.4%).

The most economically diversified households were found in the Swamps
(87.5%) and Osilalei (54.8%). Only one Swamps household, among those in which
we interviewed, relied exclusively on livestock. In Emeshenani, households were
almost evenly distributed across the four categories, with 30.3% depending on
pastoralism only and 36.4% diversified into horticulture and off-farm activities. In
order to have categories with enough counts to enable subsequent statistical tests,
land use (Livestock Only vs. Livestock + Cultivation) rather than economic activity
was used as an independent variable.

Households were classified into three categories of wealth
(Poor/Medium/Rich) using the wealth ranking technique (Grandin 1988). While
being the most economically diversified areas, both the Swamps and Osilalei had the

“highest proportion of poor households (62.5% and 61.3%, respectively). In contrast,
in Emeshenani, 57.6% of the households were rich by local standards and 21.2%
were considered poor. The differences across study areas are significant (x?=23.160,
p<0.001, V=0.347).

The general level of formal education is low (Table 2.4): 85.3% of the
informants had no schooling and the mean number of years of education was 0.82.
Most Emeshenani informants were uneducated (95.4%), while 21.9% in the
Swamps and 17.7% in Osilalei had received some education (x2=8.376, df=2, p<0.05,

V=0.209). Comparing education across age categories shows the increasing
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influence of education: children were the only group with more educated (58.3%)
than uneducated members (41.7%). Among people in the “Young” category, 18.2%
were educated. This drops to a mere 1.6% among “Old Elders” and their dependants
in the same age range. Fewer, although not significantly, women (9.8%) than men

(18.3%) were educated (x2=2.762, df=1, p>0.05).

Table 2.4. Education levels and religion affiliation. Numbers in parentheses are

percentages.

Study area Swamps (n=64) Emeshenani (n=65 ) Osilalei (n=63)
Education level

Uneducated (n=163) 50(78.1) 62 (95.4) 51 (82.3)
Educated (n=28) 14 (21.9) 3(4.6) 11 (17.7)
Religion

Christian (n=116) 51 (79.7) 31(47.7) 34 (54.8)
Traditional (n=75) 13 (20.3) 34 (52.3) 28 (45.2)

Christianity is firmly implanted locally: 60.7% of the informants identified
themselves as Christians. Among these, 16.85% were Catholic and 44.0% were from
Protestant churches of various denominations. Religious affiliation varied
geographically (x2=81.357, p <0.001, V=0.461): Protestants predominated in the
Swamps# (75.0%) and in Osilalei! (51.6%). In Emeshenani#?, the majority among
Christians was Catholic (41.5%), while people who followed the Maasai traditional
religion predominated (52.3%)43. These were 45.2% in Osilalei and 20.3% in the
swamps. Most “Young Elders” were Christian (64.6%) while most “Old Elders” were

“traditional” (68.8%) (x2=10.685, p=0.001, V=0.334). There were also differences in

0 Local churches attended locally include the Kenya Assemblies of God; the Presbyterian Church of East
Africa; the Fountain of Life; the Immanuel church.

! In Emeshenani, the churches attended locally are Spirit of Jesus; Lutheran Church; Baptist Church;
Gospel Tabernacle.

*2 Churches attended locally: Roman Catholic Church; Free Pentecostal Fellowship of Kenya.

* See chapter 3 for a description of some characteristics of Maasai religion.
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terms of gender (x2=15.611, p <0.001, V=0.286): as many as 76.8% of the women
identified themselves as Christian, while 51.4% of the male informants were

“traditional”44.

The census of non-Maasai households showed the presence of 282 households in
the Kalesirua/Isinet area (41.1%) and Namelok (58.9%) swamps. Few households
(6.8%) were headed by women; 65.1% of the household heads were Kenyan
citizens, and 34.9% were Tanzanian. The most numerous ethnic groups were
Kamba, from Kenya (36.6%), followed by Tanzanian Chagga (23.3%) and Kikuyu,
from Kenya (16.1%). Other ethnic groups (e.g. Luo, Msambaa, WaMeru, Warusha,
WaPare, Luhya and Mbulu) were also represented, albeit in smaller proportions.
Within the surveyed sample of household heads (n=70), 7.14% of the respondents
were female. Tanzanian citizens were 74.28%; 25.71% were Kenyans. The most
represented ethnic groups were Kamba (32.85%), Chagga (28.57%) and Kikuyu
(12.85%). All the respondents were crop farmers; only 7.5% possessed livestock

(poultry). As many as 75% of the informants had some primary education.

Economic benefits from wildlife
Economic benefits at the Group Ranch level

The study areas presented contrasting situations regarding opportunities for
people to benefit economically from wildlife. Only the Swamps and Emeshenani had
such opportunities, thanks to their proximity to ANP and to CBC initiatives on their

land. Osilalei, on the other hand, being subdivided and located far from protected

* See Hodgson (2005) for an analysis of gender differences in the adoption of Christianity in Tanzanian
Maasailand.
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areas, is exempt from any tourism and conservation-related economic benefit*>. The
different sources and types of economic benefits derived from wildlife-based
enterprises and conservation initiatives in the Swamps and Emeshenani are shown

in Table 2.5. Three main sources include:

1) The KWS revenue-sharing program, which provides school bursaries to
children of GR members around ANP;

2) Lease of GR land for tourism operations by non-GR members. This has
provided employment, revenues from lease of land and bed night fees; and
such offshoots as health care, school bursaries, building of schools and
reservoirs, and wildlife damage compensation programes.

3) GR-owned or managed wildlife-based enterprises, such as game cropping,
bird shooting, camping sites, and sales of natural resources (e.g. sand,
firewood, gravel) to tour operators on GR land and lodges inside ANP (Roque

de Pinho 2004).

These last two types of activities provide income to the GRs, which is managed and
invested by the GR Committees. For instance, according to information volunteered
by GR officials#é, the Imbirikani GR Committee has used these earnings to develop
and maintain services and facilities for community use, such as schools, classrooms,

reservoirs, boreholes, cattle crushes, roads and a maternity ward (cost: Ksh

45 The use and sale of wild meat, which is locally not perceived as an economic benefit of wildlife, was
not considered in this analysis. This will be the subject of future analysis and publication.
7. Likampa, Treasurer, and J. Kitisia, Secretary, Imbirikani GR.
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1,580,000.00; US$ 24,159.0047). Money has also been allocated to support
community events, teachers’ salaries, and GR Committee members’ daily work
activities. Finally, needy families were helped with health and food expenses.

In Olgulului-Lolarrash GR?*, these revenues have funded the survey and
subdivision of the GRs arable portions, borehole rehabilitation, the building of two
schools, and assistance to poor families. In addition, KWS has provided capacity
building for the development of GR wildlife-based enterprises, as well as four

boreholes49. 59,

47 Exchange rate on 11-19-07: 0.01529.

“8 L. Partimo, Treasurer, and J. Melompuki, Public Camp Site director, Olgulului-Lolarrash GR.

Y35 M. Musyoki, Sr. Deputy Warden, Amboseli NP

50 In addition to revenue-sharing through school bursaries, KWS has set up a Conflict Resolution
Committee to address human-wildlife conflict around ANP, which is composed of volunteer GR
members of Olgulului-Lolarrash, Eselenkei and Kimana GRs.
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Direct Benefits at the household level in the Swamps and
Emeshenani

In addition to GR-wide benefits, such as schools and health facilities, which
are available to all GR residents (including non-members), GR members’ households
also received direct benefits, which are shown in Table 2.6. These included:
employment in wildlife-related activities (waiters and security guards at tourist
lodges; research assistants), school bursaries (which avoid people selling cows to
pay for school fees), selling produce or crafts to tourists and lodges, and financial
help from their GR Committees (health bills payment; cash hand-outs).

Table 2.6. Wildlife-based economic benefits in Swamps and Emeshenani households.

Numbers in parentheses are percentages. The Osilalei study area is not represented
here because no economic benefit from wildlife is available locally.

Wildlife-based Study areas Test statistics”
economic benefits
reported in the
households
Total Swamps Emeshenani X2 p Cramer’s V
Informants who 39(30.2) 27 (42.2) 12 (18.5) 8.606 0.003 0.258

reported at least one
benefit (n=129)

Type of benefit
reported
Employment 10 (7.8) 6(9.4) 4 (6.2) 0.468 0.494
(n=129)% .
Sales® (n=127) 22 (17.3) 11(17.2) 11 (16.9) 0.002 0.968
School bursaries 15(11.8) 14 (21.9) 1(1.6) 12,545 <0.001 0.314
(n=127)
Financial help 13 (10.2) 10 (15.9) 3(4.7) 4.323 0.038 0.184
(n=127)

§At least one household member employed
= Sales of crafts, agricultural produce or natural products as a business or occasionally, to tourist or lodges.
*df = 1.

In total, 30.2% of the informants reported at least one of these benefits in
their household. Mentioned by 17.3% of the informants, sales of crafts, produce or

natural products was the most frequent economic benefit. This was followed by
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receipt of school bursaries, (11.8% of the informants), and financial help (10.2%).
Only 7.8% mentioned that at least one household member had a wildlife-related job.

Despite presenting comparable opportunities to benefit from wildlife, the
study areas significantly differed in the numbers of people reporting benefits in
their households. In Emeshenani, only 18.5% of the informants did so, as opposed to
42.2% in the Swamps. The same pattern emerges regarding school bursaries and
financial assistance to GR members: In Emeshenani, with only 1.6% and 4.32 % of
the informants reported these respective benefits, in contrast with the swamps
(respectively 21.9% and 15.9%). On the other hand, both areas are not significantly
different regarding employment and sales to tourists or lodges. Interestingly, these
are the benefits whose reception is not mediated by the GR Committees. This
suggests elite capture of wildlife-related funds in Olgulului-Lolarrash GR, an
accusation that was repeatedly brought up in key and focus group interviews in
both GRs. This possibility was investigated by asking informants whether they
thought that GR members were equitably benefited by wildlife. Although the
differences are not significant (x2=7.146, df=3, p>0.05), fewer informants in
Emeshenani (3.1%) than in the swamps (15.9%) considered that benefits were
equitably distributed.

In the course of the interviews, a discrepancy between information provided
by household heads and their dependants was noticed, with some informants failing
to report benefits that were mentioned by the other informant in the same
household. Indeed, although the differences are not significant (y2=2.042, df=1,

p>0.05), more household heads than dependents mentioned benefits (27.7% vs.
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17.2%). This suggests that the results in Table 2.6 should be interpreted as
awareness of benefits (or lack thereof) received in the household. It seems to show
that household dependants are less aware than household heads of economic
benefits from wildlife in their household. Qualitative data also reveal lack of
knowledge regarding the origin of community-wide benefits provided through
wildlife-related activities. For example, a mobile clinic, which was funded and
implemented through a trust based at a tourist lodge on Imbirikani GR51, was
variously associated with “AIDS only”, “politics”, and the particular American donor
who was perceived as “owning” it, and not to wildlife and conservation. Recognition
of the linkage between wildlife tourism and conservation and the provision of these
services was not widespread among informants.

Imbirikani GR non-Maasai residents were entitled to community-wide
services provided through wildlife, such as health facilities and schools, but were

excluded from the household level benefits (school bursaries; financial help).

Human-wildlife conflicts and economic costs of wildlife

In total, 89.6% of the household heads reported having experienced at least
one type of human-wildlife conflict. This happened in all the households in the
swamps, in 81.8% of Emeshenani households and in 87.1% of Osilalei households,

with a significant difference between the communities (Table 2.7).

*! Maasailand Preservation Trust, Oldoinyo Wuas Lodge, Imbirikani GR.
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Table 2.7. Reports of occurrences of human-wildlife conflict by household heads and
conflict levels across study areas. Numbers in parentheses are percentages.

Human-wildlife Affected Study areas Test statistics*
conflicts in households
households
(n=96) Swamps  Emeshenani  Osilalei X2 /] Cramer’s
(n=32) (n=33) (n=31) |4

Reports of 86 (89.6) 32 (100) 27 (81.8) 27 (87.1) 6.059 0.048 0.251
human-wildlife
conflict

Level of
human-wildlife
conflict

Low 24(77.4) 23(71.9) 24 (72.7) 24 (77.4) 0.291 0.865

High 7 (22.6) 9(281) 9(27.3) 7 (22.6)
*df =2.

Intensities of conflict across study areas were compared by assigning
households a +1 score for each type of conflict reported. Households with scores
from O to 2 were classified as low conflict level; households with scores from 3 to 5
were labeled as having a high conflict level. The mean score was 1.84 (Std. Dev:
1.127); most households (77.4%) showed a low level of conflict.

Table 2.8 reports incidences of livestock injured or killed by wild animals,
crop damage and wildlife disease transmission within the year prior to the
interview, as reported by the household heads. Since household heads were
interviewed at different times, these figures do not reflect the level of conflict within

a definite period of time.
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Table 2.8. Household heads’ Reports of occurrences of different types of human-
wildlife conflicts. Numbers in parentheses are percentages.

Human wildlife Affected Study areas Test statistics*
conflicts within  households
the past year
Swamps Emeshenani Osilalei X2 /] Cramer’s
(n=32) (n=33) (n=31) |4
Livestock 47 (49.0) 13 (40.6) 18 (54.5) 16 (51.6) 1.389  0.499
killed/injured
(n=96)
Crop damage 44 (67.7) 23 (85.2) 3(27.3) 18 (66.7) 12.008 0.002 430
(n=65)§
Wildlife-disease 42 (43.8) 13 (40.6) 21 (63.6) 8(25.8) 9.486 0.009 314
transmission
(n=96)

§Only farming households (n=27 in the swamps; n=11 in Emeshenani; n=18 in Osilalei);
*df = 2.

Crop damage was the most frequently reported conflict (67.7%), among
those households that were cultivating at the time of the interview (n=65). It was
significantly more reported in the Swamps (85.2%) and Osilalei (66.7%) than in
Emeshenani (27.3%). Among non-Maasai farmers, this was reported by 62.5% of
the informants. Besides the danger involved in guarding crops against such
dangerous animals as buffaloes and elephants (see Human-Wildlife Conflict Diaries,
Appendix 2), crop damage can also be a major threat to household food security.
One of our Kalesirua swamp informants showed us the massive damage caused by
elephants the night before we interviewed him: the animals annihilated his ready-
to-harvest maize crop, leaving his seven-member household depending on two cows
only for food.

Killing or injuring of livestock by wildlife was reported by 49.0% of the
household heads. This includes predation by carnivores, as well as livestock killed

or injured by buffaloes and elephants. The differences across study areas are not
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significant. But there is a trend, with reports of predation being more numerous in
Emeshenani than in the Swamps and in Osilalei. The non-Maasai Swamps residents
did not report any loss of livestock between Jan. 2002 and Jan. 2003, which is not
surprising since they do not own cattle and small stock.

Forty three percent of the Maasai household heads reported losses of
livestock to wildlife-transmitted diseases, mainly Malignant Catarrhal Fever, which
is transmitted by wildebeests to cattle52. The problem was significantly higher in
Emeshenani (63.6%), than in the Swamps (40.6%) and Osilalei (25.8%).

Household heads and dependants were also asked about casualties caused by
wild animals in their families (household and/or extended family) (Table 2.9).

Table 2.9. Informants from families with wildlife-caused casualties. Numbers in
parentheses are percentages.

Human wildlife Informants Study areas Test statistics”
conflict with
casualties in
families
(n=191) Swamps Emeshenani  Osilalei x2 /] Cramer’s
(n=64) (n=65) (n=62) |4

Family member 44 (23.9) 23(40.4) 16(24.6) 5(8.1) 17.041 <0.001 0.304
injured (ever)
(n=184%)
Family member 20 (11.0) 10 (17.5) 9(14.1) 1(1.7) 8.411 0.015 0.216
killed (ever)
(n=181%)
§$Question not asked of all informants (reasons discussed below)
df = 2.

In total, 23.9% cited having had some family member injured by wildlife, at
some point. Deaths were mentioned by only 11% of the informants. The study areas

differed regarding these problems. Swamps’ informants reported a higher number

52 In Maa: Enkeeya oinkati (“disease of wildebeests™); oinkat (“wildebeest”); Emuyian oinkati (“disease of
wildebeest”); Inkutukie oolcangit (“mouths of the wild animals™); enkeyiaa oolukuny (“disease of the
head”); MCF is believed by Maasai to be transmitted by the wildebeests’ placenta. A common curse is
taduara anaa inkipa oinkat: “be bitter like the afterbirth of the wildebeest”.
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of injuries (40.4%) and deaths (17.5%) caused by wild animals, mainly by elephant
and buffalo crop raiders. Feelings towards these animals were intense: an elephant
that had been wreaking havoc locally, and known for being “very destructive and
very coward [sic]”, was baptized Osamas33. One strategy to defend the crops against
raiders is to scare the animals away from the plots at night. In Kalesirua, which has
no anti-wildlife electric fence, this puts guards, who are mainly non-Maasai, at great
risk. However, surprisingly, among non-Maasai, only two informants (2.5%)
mentioned injuries and no one mentioned any death. In Emeshenani, 24.6% of the
informants mentioned injuries and 14.1% mentioned deaths. These mainly
happened as a consequence of olamayio (lion hunt) and/or herding inside the park,
which exposes herders to buffaloes, elephants and black rhinos (when they were
present in the ecosystems54). Only 8.1% of the Osilalei informants reported injuries,
and only 1.7% reported deaths. It is important to note that not all the informants
were asked about this topic: Maasai do not talk of dead people and it is offensive to
ask. Below, I discuss this cultural aspect and how this biases investigation of
wildlife-induced losses in Maasai communities.

These are not the only problems caused by wildlife. Two other important
issues perceived by livestock herders are wildlife-livestock competition for grass

and for water. However, because these impacts are not quantifiable with interview

33 As in Osama bin Laden. See also Human-Wildlife Conflict Diary, Kalesirua (Appendix 2).

>* Black rhinoceroses were locally driven to extinction in the late 90’s by poaching and Maasai protest
spearing (as a consequence of ANP’s creation) (see Western 1972; Croze et al 2006). However, a small
population has recently been shown to survive in the Chyulu Hills, on Imbirikani GR (Interview data;
Anonymous 2003).
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data and because every household suffers from them on a more or less continuous
basis, they were not considered here (See Appendix 4).

These data represent perceptions of conflicts and costs, which were not
cross-checked with observational data. In order to contextualize human-wildlife
conflict relative to other problems, informants were asked at the beginning of the
interview to list the challenges encountered by their households at the time of the
interview. Wild animals, as a source of problems, were spontaneously mentioned by
only 13.8% of the informants, thus coming fifth after drought (cited by 41.8%),
diseases of people and livestock (39.2%), lack of water (27.0%) and “no problem”
(25.4%).

Below, I characterize and quantify attitudes towards wildlife across and

within the three study areas.

Characterization and comparison of attitudes towards wildlife

To determine and analyze attitudes towards wildlife, as mentioned above, a
post-hoc attitude scale was devised from the responses of the sub-set of 113
informants who answered the five questions (items) that make up the scale. The
scale’s Cronbach’s alpha value of 0.72 shows that it is internally consistent and
reliable (See Appendix 5). Responses to each of the five items and related scores

(from 0 to 2) are summarized in Table 2.10.
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Table 2.10. Five-item attitude scale. Numbers in parentheses are percentages.

Attitude Scale Items Answers and Scores Responses (n=113)

Frequency Mean Std.
score Dev.

1. Are wild animals part of a Good (+2) 45 (39.8) 0.80 0.983
“good” land or part of a "bad”
et P Bad (+0) 68 (60.2)
2. Do you think wild animals ~ Yes (+2) 77 (68.1) 1.05 0.953
have the same right as people
and livestock to live in this No (+0) 36(31.9)
area?
3.Isita good or a bad thing Good (+2) 54 (47.8) 1.36 0.936
that the government has ,
made killing wild animals [ don’t care (+1) 1(0.9)
illegal?* I don't know (+1) 9 (8.0)
Bad (+0) 49 (43.4)
4. How do the good things of  Good things more than bad things (+2) 25(22.1) 0.57 0.833
wild animals compare to . .
their bad things? P Good things as many as bad things (+1) 12 (10.6)
I don’t know (+1) 2(1.8)
Bad things more than good things (+0) 74 (65.5)
5. How do you feel about Ilike (+2) 51 (45.1) 1.16 0.882
st.aymg together” with wild I don’t know (+1) 1(0.9)
animals?
Idon't care (+1) 9 (8.0)
I both like and dislike (+1) 11 (9.7)
[ don't like (+0) 41 (36.3)

* Question developed by Kangwana (1993).

The mean score on the scale from 0 to 10 is 4.94 (Std. Dev.: 3.146). The
attitudinal characterization of the 113 informants was then extrapolated to the
remaining informants, after running a Pearsons’ correlation between the
classification based on the scores on the attitude scale (n=113) and the subjective
classification of the 113 informants. The ad-hoc classification results correlate
strongly with the subjective classification (r = 0.769, p<0.001), which allows for

inclusion of the subjectively classified informants in the subsequent analyses
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(VaskeS5, pers. com). The association between attitude types and independent
variables was analyzed using Pearson’s Chi-square tests and Cramer’s V.

To use human-wildlife conflict, which is a possible driver of attitudes
towards wildlife, as an independent variable in the subsequent analyses, informants
were categorized as coming from households with low or high level of conflict and
each dependant was classified as having the same level of conflict as the one
determined for the household56, as based on household heads’ interviews.

Table 2.11 shows the distribution of attitudes towards wildlife across groups
with different socioeconomic and demographic characteristics. Overall, informants
with positive attitudes predominate (44.4%). Negative attitudes are 36.0%, and
neutral or undecided represent 19.6% of the sample.

The study areas differed significantly in terms of dominant attitudes towards
wildlife, which are polarized between the Swamps and Osilalei. Almost 55.0% of the
Swamps’ informants were positive towards wildlife, while 50.8% in Osilalei were
negative. In Emeshenani, distribution of attitudes is more balanced: 23.4% of the
informants harbored negative attitudes, 32.8% were neutral/undecided and 43.8%
positive.

Unexpectedly, attitudes were not associated with wildlife-related economic

benefits and level of human-wildlife conflict in the households. Attitudes were also

% Dr. J. Vaske, Dep. of Human Dimensions of Natural Resources, Colorado State University, Fort Collins.
%% Dependants were not asked about the direct costs of wildlife due to human-wildlife conflicts. However,
in contrast with knowledge of benefits, it was clear that human-wildlife conflicts were events most
household members were aware of. Indeed, as I discussed below, some dependants even mentioned costs
that the household heads did not refer to.
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independent of land use tYpe, wealth and age. As predicted, however, attitudes were
significantly associated with land tenure: there were more positive informants
among GR residents than among residents of Osilalei private ranches. Education is
another factor with a positive effect on attitudes. Finally, there were also
significantly more positive males and positive Christians than there were positive
women and positive Maasai who practice the traditional religion.

A possible reason for women'’s negative attitudes towards wildlife is lack of
knowledge of economic benefits. Another explanation could be their fear of wild
animals. Both possibilities were investigated. The association between report of
benefits in the household and gender was significant: fewer wofnen (17.9%) than
men (39.7%) reported benefits in their households (¥?=7.185, df=1, p<0.01,
V=0.236). There are, however, significant differences across study areas: more
women in the Swamps than in Emeshenani knew about those benefits (27.6% vs.
7.4%) (¥?=3.881, df=1, p<0.05). To the question “Are there wildlife species that you
fear?” more women (97.5%) than men (88.0%) answered that they feared at least
one 'wild animal species (¥2=5.693, df=1, p<0.05, V=0.174). So, in general, women
were simultaneously more fearful of wild animals and less aware than men of

economic benefits of wildlife.

Predictors of attitudes towards wildlife

In this section, I used multinomial logistic regression to identify predictors of
attitudes towards wildlife. The influence of factors identified with x? tests is
confirmed. Three of the hypothesized predictors - religion, gender and land tenure -

are significant contributors to the regression model (Likelihood ratio tests: Religion,
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x2=13.281, p<0.001; Gender, x?=13.735, p<0.001; Land tenure, x?=7.133; p=0.028).
The individual contribution of each predictor is quantified in the parameter
estimates table below (Table 2.12).

Table 2.12. Multinomial regression model of the relationship between attitudes
towards wildlife and socioeconomic and demographic variables (n=189). g =

regression coefficient, SE = standard error, Wald = Wald statistic, p = significance,
Exp(g) = odds ratio; df=1.

Attitude type* Parameter Estimates
Variable B SE Wald P Exp(f2) 9..5%
Godds e
Neutral/undecided Intercept -0.878 0.528 2.763 0.096
Religion (Christian)  0.152  0.453  0.113 0.737 1.164 0.480 - 2.827
Gender (Male) -0.887 0.456  3.773 0.052 0.412 0.168-1.008
Land tenure 0920 0461 3988 0.046 2.509 1.017 - 6.189
(Communal)
Positive Intercept -1.539 0475 10475 0.001
Religion (Christian) 1.264 0.377 11.229 0.001 3.540 1.690 - 7.415
Gender (Male) 0.700 0377  3.445 0.063 2.013 0.962-4.213
Land tenure 0.855 0363 5540 0.019 2.351 1.154 - 4.790
(Communal)

*The reference group is “negative”.

When comparing neutral/undecided attitudes with the reference group
(negative attitudes), only land tenure is a significant predictor. Thus, according to
the model, being a GR resident increases the odds of holding neutral/undecided
attitudes towards wildlife by 2.509, as compared to residents of private ranches.

Land tenure is also a predictor of positive attitudes: again, being a resident of
a group ranch increases the odds of being positive (by 2.351). However, contrary to

expectations, being a Christian, rather than following the Maasai traditional religion,
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increases the odds of a person being positive by 3.540. Note that in the parameter
estimates table above, the individual contribution of gender on positive attitudes
and on neutral attitudes is not significant, although it is close to significance.
However, taken together, the overall gender effect is significant (Likelihood ratio
test: p<0.001). Thus, being a man rather than a woman increases the odds of holding
positive and neutral attitudes relative to negative attitudes.

Being Christian thus appears as the strongest predictor of positive attitudes
relative to negative attitudes towards wildlife, followed by living on communal land
and being a man. The regression coefficients were used to convert some of the odds
to probabilitiess?. Accordingly, there is a 78.0% probability for a male Christian from
a GR to hold positive attitudes towards wildlife. In contrast, there is only a 17.6%
probability for a traditional Maasai woman living on a private ranch to be positive.
The regression analysis shows real, statistically significant effects of the predictors.
However, a substaﬁtial proportion of variation remains unexplained by the model
(Pseudo R-square Nagelkerke = 0.175; Overall percentage of correctly classified

predicted to observed results: 51.9%) (See Appendix 6).

Conflict between Amboseli National Park and the Emeshenani
community

In this section, I more closely examine how Emeshenani residents, who live

on the edge of ANP and whose livelihoods have been constrained by park policy, feel

7 Log [p/(1-p)] = exp (Bo+ B,x)/[1+exp (Bo+ B;x)]
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about the park. Tense relationships between protected areas, their management and
the human communities living around them have been identified as sources of
negative attitudes towards conservation and wildlife. In Emeshenani, many
community members have used and lived in the Oltukai area8 inside what is now
ANP, using it for dry season grazing, water and settlement before the park’s
establishment in 1974. Indeed, 60.0% of the 50 informants who were old enough to
be asked the question have used and lived at Oltukai. Upon the park’s creation, these
swamps became off-limits for Maasai settlement and grazing. As compensation, a
water supply system, with pipelines and water tanks, was implemented to bring
water to the arid areas around the park to which people and livestock were
relegated. However, it has worked poorly, if at all at times (Western 1994).

In general (n=64), 70.3% of the Emeshenani informants held negative
attitudes towards the park. There were significantly more “old” informants who
were negative (94.4%) than “young” (60.9%) (x?=7.080; df=2; p<0.05; V=0.333), as
well as more negative men (81.6%) than negative women (51.9%) (¥?=8.264; df=2;
p<0.05; V=0.357). Asked whether “ANP has good things”, only 12.3% of the
informants (n=65) thought so. Among these, five people mentioned employment;
two mentioned the water tanks and one mentioned being able to use the park for
grazing>9. All but one of these answers came from “young” informants. For 64.6% of
the informants, ANP provided “nothing good” and 21.5% had no opinion. Asked

about ANP’s “bad things”, only 7.7% of the informants thought that ANP had no bad

%8 In the three study areas, Amboseli NP is still known by most informants as “Oltukai”, the Maasai name
of the Phoenix reclinata palm tree, abundant in that area of the park.

% In recognition of the malfunction of the water supply system, at the time of fieldwork, cattle were
allowed inside the park, for “water only”.
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things. Among the informants who cited bad things (70.3%), the most frequently
mentioned one was the prohibition on grazing inside the park (35.55%), which,
when not respected, leads to cows being chased out of the park and young herders
being harassed by game rangers (28.8%) (pers. obs., Nov. 2002; interview data).
Lack of “the promised water” outside of the park was mentioned by 28.8% of the
informants; finally, 6.6% perceived the park as benefiting only a few people

(government; staff; tourists):

It's only benefiting the people inside, the ilashumpa®®. But here we are really
suffering. When we were living there, no cows and no shoats were dying. Especially,
it's old people who were staying there. Cows were coming here [Emeshenani] when
it rained (Iseuri elder).

Some authors (e.g. Akama 1995; Holmes 2003; Infield & Namara 2001;
Kangwana 1993; Newmark et al 1993) have inferred attitudes towards protected
areas by asking whether people wished to see a protected area abolished. Here,
similarly, | asked informants whether they would like to see ANP used for other
activities, instead of tourism and conservation. Contradicting the previous negative
answers, as many as 52.5% of the informants were opposed to the idea of
converting the park to a land for cultivation and grazing, and 16.9% had no opinion.

The reasons for not wanting to see the park used for those other activities
include perceptions that “It is too late/impossible to undo what has been done”, and
“The Park has been sold and the money spent”. Others mentioned that fellow
community members are economically benefiting from it. Finally, some informants

thought that the park’s main land use should remain tourism and wildlife

% Olashumpai, pl.ilashumpa: white people; educated people.
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conservation on the condition that it becomes managed by the Maasai and/or that
more money flows from it to the community.

In Emeshenani, negative attitudes towards the park appear to influence
attitudes towards wildlife in general. After collapsing the “negative” and
“neutral/undecided” categories in order to obtain sufficient counts for analysis,
cross-tabulating attitudes towards the park and attitudes towards wildlife shows
that they are not independent: 61.0% of the people who were negative/neutral
towards the park now were also negative/neutral towards wildlife in general

(x?=6.973; df=1; p<0.01; V=0.330).

DISCUSSION

In this chapter, I 1) explored perceived costs and benefits of wildlife at the
household level, by focusing on human-wildlife conflict and direct economic
benefits, 2) characterized attitudes towards wildlife and their distribution, and 3)
examined how these and socioeconomic and demographic variables influence
attitudes towards wildlife.

Most informants (44.4%) were positive towards wildlife, 36.0% were
negative and 19.6% of them were neutral or undecided. This happens despite a high
degree of friction between humans and wildlife that results from competition over
resources between wildlife, herding and farming. These conflicts have intensified in
the past 30 years (Campbell et al 2003). In the early 1990’s, working in the area

immediately around ANP (in Olgulului-Lolarrash and Kimana GRs), Kangwana

87

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



(1993) found similar proportions: 67.4% of her informants were positive and 32.6%
of them were negative.

The statistical portion of this study shows no evidence that human-wildlife
conflict affects attitudes towards wildlife in the study area. Unexpectedly, neither do
household’s land use, economic benefits from wildlife, wealth, and age. Land teniure,
gender and religion are the socioeconomic and demographic variables that emerged
as predictors of attitudes towards wildlife. Below, I discuss why these factors do or

do not influence attitudes towards wildlife.

Economic benefits of wildlife and attitudes towards wildlife

In contrast with a tenet of the community-based conservation paradigm, in
this study wildlife-related economic benefits in the households were found to have
no influence on attitudes. However counter-intuitive, this situation has been
reported elsewhere (e.g. Gillingham & Lee 1999; Parry & Campbell 1992; Romafiach
et al 2007). In addition, BurnSilver (2007) showed that, in this area, wildlife-based
economic activities have not significantly contributed to improving livelihoods and
economic well-being. This could explain why I could not detect any effect of

economic benefits of wildlife on attitudes towards wildlife.

The positive influence of benefits on attitudes towards wildlife has, however,
been described in other areas of Maasailand, namely around Nairobi NP (Ole
Nkedianye 2003) and Amboseli NP (Kangwana 1993). However, as shown above,
the data in this study really seem to reflect awareness of benefits rather than actual

receipt of benefits. Both this and the knowledge of the origin in wildlife-related
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activities of those benefits is low in the population. This is especially the case
among women. One reason for this could be women’s “traditionally” domestic role?.
This is suggested by the fact that Swamps’ women were found to be more
knowledgeable than women of the other areas: they are heavily involved in self-help
and church groups. Arguably this gives them more exposure to information on
wildlife-based activities and benefits thereof. Another confounding factor could be
that Swamps informants mentioned benefits that they erroneously associated in
their minds with wildlife, such as school bursaries, which were also provided by

Christian and development NGO'’s, as well as by a private lodge on the GR.

An additional reason for relatively few people mentioning benefits at the
household level could also be an actual lack of receipt of benefits because these are
misappropriated. As we saw, a frequent complaint was that only a few community
members (i.e.,, the GR Committee members) were “eating the money from wild
animals by themselves or to help their friends”. This was more reported in
Emeshenani than in the Swamps, and is a situation that was already suggested by
the fact that Emeshenani people received less of those benefits whose distribution is
mediated by the GR Committee. The elite capture problem is possibly exacerbated
by the attitude of outside tour operators who “[I] do not feel the responsibility to
ensure that the money reaches all the individuals in the GR” (pers. com., private tour
operator), despite their awareness of the problem. Real or perceived inequitable

distribution of benefits is an issue that was already identified by Western (1994),

8! Note that Hodgson (1999a; 2000a) argues that Maasai women’s status as subordinate, powerless,
“irresponsible” and “unreliable” beings and their relegation to the domestic realm, away from public life, is
not “traditional”. Rather, it results from colonial state formation and monetarization of the Maasai
economy.
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Campbell et al (2000), Kellert et al (2000) and BurnSilver (2007) in the area. This
results in mistrust by the communities towards their leaders and also in an

increased desire to subdivide the GRs:

These leaders are the only ones eating all the money from the wild animals. We
don’t even get one cent. After subdivision, the wild animals on my ranch will be
mine (Iseuri elder, Swamps).

The strength of Emeshenani community's feelings regarding the perceived
embezzlement of community benefits by their GR Committee was strongly conveyed
in interviews, as well as dramatically expressed by local ilmurran, who burned down
a developing tourist operation. This was instigated by the elders as retaliation for
the GRC renting out GR land without community approval and not sharing that
income®2, Thus, distribution of economic benefits of wildlife is an issue with
sometimes grave consequences. Another illustration of such strong emotions, felt
when access to necessary natural resources is lost, and ensuing intra-community
conflict over distribution of tourism benefits is illustrated by the circumstances of
the deaths of the Kimana GR chairman and several of his family members. Allegedly,
these were consequences of their being cursed by the senior elders, the women and
the cows®3, for the chairman'’s giving away part of the swamp for establishing the
Kimana Wildlife Sanctuary (created in 1996). A similar fate is said to have been
encountered by Stanley Oloitiptip in 1985, then Assistant Minister of Health in the
Kenyatta Government (1964-78), and a mediator between the community and the

government in the negotiations over the future Amboseli NP. He is perceived as

%2 This lodge was located near the Iremito gate of ANP. This incident was cited by several informants (see
also Emeshenani Human-Wildlife Conflict Diary, Appendix 2). However, I was not able to find out what
exactly happened, who owned the lodge etc.

8 Looking at the Sanctuary, the cows were observed turning their mouths towards the swamp and making a
“special sound”: “the sound of the hunger of a cow” (Ilnyankusi elder, Swamps).
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having cheated the local Maasai into having them sign off the swamps that became
part of the park. So, “He was Killed by eating soil [...], cursed by the senior elders”
(Iseuri elder, Swamps) (See “Cheating Narratives”, Appendix 7). These dramatic
reactions and perceptions reflect the potential for tourism to fuel conflict within a
community, in turn potentially harming tourism and conservation initiatives
themselves.

Another issue related to inequitable distribution of economic benefits
concerns the situation of the growing population of non-Maasai land users in the
swamps. Although they are welcome in the facilities and services which are
provided through wildlife-based revenue®?, they are not entitled to the direct
benefits (e.g. school bursaries; financial help)¢®, while their positions as mostly
share-croppers and shamba guards put them at the forefront of wildlife attacks. |
would support Campbell’s et al (2003) contention that there is a lack of appreciation
by the several entities providing and/or managing wildlife-based revenue for the
increasing diversity of livelihoods and cultures in the GAE. This has obvious
implications for human-wildlife interactions: for instance, some non-Maasai ethnic

groups in the swamps are renowned for their use of bushmeat and were locally

 The same seems to apply to members of other GRs. I once transported sick members of a family from
Olgulului-Lolarrash GR to the Mobile Clinic in Imbirikani GR, where they were attended even though they
were not members of Imbirikani GR. When I expressed my surprise at this fact, the several Imbirikani GR
members who were in the car thought it perfectly fine that these non-members should be treated there. This
reflects traditional Maasai values of solidarity, cooperation and reciprocity, which have expressed
themselves, for example, through sharing of grazing across sections and, nowadays, across GR boundaries,
in times of need.

5 This rule is flexible for Maasai non-members. One of the Namelok elders we interviewed was officially a
member of Eselenkei GR. However, being extremely poor, his family had been financially helped by
Imbirikani GR Committee.
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accused of poaching®. Studying non-Maasai attitudes towards wildlife was out of
the scope of this study, but would constitute a step towards addressing the concern
that non-Maasai have not been considered as stakeholders in wildlife-related issues
in the GAE (Campbell et al 2003).

Finally, another possible confounding factor is the fact that, even if not
directly benefited by wildlife, some people might be satisfied with community-wide

benefits and/or with the fact that at least some community members are benefited:

I support [ANP] the way it is now [...] because there are some people who are eating
that money from wild animals and so I also want these people to have something to
eat just like we are also eating from our cows (Ilkimunyak elder, Emeshenani).

This fuels expectations that more people might, in turn, benefit in the future

(even if not legitimately):

The only people benefiting from wild animals are the [GR] chairman and the GR
Committee. These ones are really benefiting: people come and kill [wild animals]
and they get at least Ksh 1,000,000 every year®’. But us we don’t get that money.
That's why we want to substitute them, so that the new GR Committee members
also eat. So, by changing them, more people will eat that money (Iseuri elder,
Swamps).

Kangwana (1993) found that knowledge of benefits enjoyed by other
members of the community was one factor explaining attitudes. Expectations of
future economic benefits also explained positive attitudes in Udaya Sekhar (2003)
and Wang et al (2006). A related problem is that, as acknowledged by, e.g., Abbott &

Thomas (2001), Ali (2006) and Udaya Sekhar (2003), if not fulfilled, such

5 For example: “Let me assure you that /lmeek (non-Maasai) eat a lot of everything. They only don’t eat
humans and donkeys” (Ilkishimu elder, Swamps feedback workshop, Kalesirua, July 2004).

57 He is mentioning the game cropping operations conducted yearly on Imbirikani GR by an external
company.
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expectations do not sustain positive attitudes in the long term and may even
contribute to a worsening of attitudes (Romafiach et al 2007).

Thus, the combined problems of financial mismanagement by GR leaders
(whether real or perceived is difficult to determine) and lack of awareness of and/or
confusion over the origin of benefits in the population make it difficult to test the
hypothesis that positive attitudes towards wildlife are linked to the provision of

economic benefits from wildlife.

Human-wildlife conflict and attitudes towards wildlife

Next, I compared types and levels of conflicts with wildlife across study areas
and explored their influence on attitudes towards wildlife. As expected, because
there are ecological and land use differences across the study areas, there were also
geographic differences in types and level of conflicts with wild animals. Campbell et
al (2003) compared human-wildlife conflict data from 1977 and 1996 in the GAE
and found that human-wildlife conflict had intensified within that period,
accompanying changes in land use: in 1996, conflict with wild animals was
strongest in the swamps settled for cultivation, a finding that is confirmed here.
However, it is also in this area that attitudes are the most positive.

This study does not show the association between human-wildlife conflict
and attitudes that has been demonstrated in other settings (e.g. De Boer & Baquete
1998; Wang et al 2006).

A possible confounding effect here is that some factors interfere with the

assessment of costs of wildlife from interview data. For example, there is a well
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described tendency for informants to over-report losses. This was obvious with only
a few informants in this study and usually happens either because of inflated
perceptions of conflict (e.g. Aboud 1989; Gillingham & Lee 2003; Hazzah 2006) or
from seeking to influence wildlife management interventions (Gillingham & Lee
2003). Quantifying the economic impact of wildlife on households in one of the focal
GRs (Imbirikani GR), Mizutani et al (2005) found that predators were often blamed
for the disappearance of livestock that had actually gotten lost. They also found that
wildlife-induced losses of livestock (due to predation, wildlife-transmitted disease)
were negligible when compared with other causes of losses, such as non-wildlife
diseases. This is comparable to this study’s and Hazzah’s (2006) findings that
wildlife-caused problems were not perceived as the main problem by most
informants, when compared to drought and human and livestock health issues.

Rather counter-intuitively, however, the major problem here appears to be
under-reporting of losses. For example, in Emeshenani, although more than a third
of the households were agropastoralist, a disproportionately small number of
household heads reported crop damage. This could be attributed to a lack of
awareness of crop damage in their very distant plots, as these are tended by family
members or share-croppers.

The under-reporting problem also applied to losses of cattle and human lives,
and this reflects intrinsic aspects of Maasai culture. This issue was most
dramatically illustrated by the strong reactions of informants of older age-sets to my
questions on wildlife-induced human deaths and injuries in their families. This has,

on occasion, disrupted friendly interviews:
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Cases of deaths are exceptional! We don’t even want to mention them, so don’t ask
about them. It is rude and I really don't want to answer these questions. (llkishimu
elder, Osilalei)

Yes, of course, it has happened. But I cannot mention it! (Iseuri elder, Swamps)

Such experiences led me to avoid asking these questions in ten interviews,
where I felt they might have been especially unwelcome because of the age of the
informant. In other cases, it appeared that the informants simply answered “no” to
the question. Subsequent triangulation of information revealed that those people
had lost loved ones. A clear instance is this exchange, with a friendly informant with

whom I felt at ease to probe, later on:

JRP: Your son mentioned a brother of yours who was killed by a lion at olamayio
(lion hunt)...”

Iseuri elder: “It is true. But I was trying not to remind myself of that accident... It
always hurts me when I remember! Yes, it is true that my beloved brother was
killed by that terrible animal (engues torrono) (Swamps).

In a heart wrenching episode, I interviewed an Emeshenani elder who had
recently lost a young wife, the mother of an infant. She had been killed by an
elephant while walking in the bush during the day and her story had been told to us
by other, shocked, informants®8. The husband merely mentioned the loss of a wife,
without volunteering details and I did not ask for them. In contrast to other people,
he did not try to exploit the event by complaining about inadequate economic
compensation by KWS. Indeed, in Maasai culture, a dead person’s name is never to

be mentioned again, especially in the case of young people.

% Elephants have been responsible for several fatal incidents around ANP during my time in the field. The
general perception is that their population has increased and that they have become “more aggressive”,
killing people and cows. There seems to be a worsening of attitudes towards elephants since Kangwana’s
(1993) study.
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Another source of non-disclosure of wildlife attacks involves the feeling of
shame, which reveals the significance of symbolism in human-wildlife interactions
(see Knight 2000 and contributors). I let this episode told by one informant, whose

protagonist is an elder we had previously interviewed, speak for itself:

Iseuri elder: Hyenas are really becoming so bad: one hyena attacked another guy, a

Iseuri called Lemanka®.
JRP (to RS70): Isn’t this the mzee’ we interviewed the other day? He didn’t talk of

that...

RS: Yes, but it is a bit shameful to say that you were bitten by a hyena. It’s very
ridiculous!

Iseuri elder: The hyena reaily wanted to eat him. He just had his club (rungu) and he
beat the hyena with it on the face. He did not have his spear. He kept on beating until
his arm was really tired so he really thought the hyena was going to finish him. He
didn’t want to scream because this was just a hyena and it is very shameful for a
mzee to scream for [because of] a hyena. Finally, the hyena also became weak and
he was able to escape’?.

I did not anticipate to find such few reports of human casualties from non-
Maasai who live and work in the Kalesirua irrigated area, considering the intensity
of conflict there and their vulnerability to wildlife attacks, as shamba guards?3. This
could result from their precarious status (illegal immigrants; lack of land
ownership), which possibly makes them hesitant to share incidents that would

attract attention to them74

5 All names are changed.

"0 RS: Richard ole Supeet, research assistant.

™ Mzee, pl. wazee: old man (Swahili); Used in the Maasai context, it is equivalent to olpayian, pl. ilpayiani:
elder, husband.

"2 Also, cases of hyenas attacking people (perceived as rare but on the increase), are believed to result from
elders’ curses, especially from Iltaatasero sub-clan members.

> This was dramatically expressed by an incident that involved elephants and two Tanzanian brothers. As
one of our informants was showing us how much of his shamba had been destroyed by elephants, he
became extremely distressed when he saw elephants coming out of the Kimana Wildlife Sanctuary, in the
direction of the shambas. He predicted that they would be there that night. The following day, we heard
that, indeed, that very night, a Tanzanian sharecropper had been killed by an elephant and that his brother,
who had later returned to his house to collect his belongings, had been badly injured too by the same
elephants.

74 See non-Maasai Survey Reports, Appendix 8: some respondents expressed suspicion and even fear
at my research assistant’s, Simayo, questions, as some of them associating her with KWS in their
minds.
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Among Maasai, the selective memory regarding or unwillingness to talk
about human casualties also appeared concerning the question of losses of cattle to
wildlife. This is not surprising, considering the affective dimension of people’s
relationship with their cows. In several cases, “never!” was the answer. Probing,
however, elicited information on losses that were, in some cases, recent and
substantial. In other cases, dependants mentioned recent losses of cattle and small
stock that had not been mentioned by the household head. Finally, some simply
refused to answer the question: “Now that [the cow] was eaten by lion, I don’t want
to talk about it because what should I say about it?” (Woman, Osilalei). Once again,
the explanation is to be found in the pain of recalling such losses: “You're reminding
me of my lost cows. I had recovered from my pain, but now I am being reminded of
it” (Ilnyankusi elder, Emeshenani).

For all these reasons, it is difficult to objectively assess actual costs of
wildlife. According to Gillingham & Lee (2003), because a mismatch between
perceived and real costs is common, understanding the nature and costs of human-
wildlife conflict requires the assessment of both perceived and actual dimensions of
the problem. The latter should be done through collection of observational data,
which was not done here. On the other hand, it has also been argued that, because of
the influence of perceptions on attitudes and actions, perceived costs of wildlife are
an equally important factor in shaping attitudes towards conservation (Gillingham
& Lee 2003).

An additional limitation is that the measure of conflict with wildlife and the

associated losses adopted in this study is a coarse one. A more realistic estimate of

97

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



conflict should involve the simultaneous consideration of other dimensions of
conflict, such as the frequency of conflict and the degree of psychological pain
associated with each type of loss’>.

Also, there are cultural and intangible dimensions to human-wildlife conflict.
For pastoralists like the Maasai, the value of a cow goes well beyond its economic
utility (Abbink 2006; Evans-Pritchard 1940; Hutchinson 1992; 1996). Cows are, for
example, considered to be more or less beautiful (e.g. Coote 1992; Evans-Pritchard
1940; Infield et al 2003), and to vary in their personalities. Each cow has a name
that reflects, for instance, its genealogy or the circumstances in which the cow was
obtained’6. When exchanged between stock associates and friends, they firm ties of
friendship and love, and allow marriages to happen. Known individually, no matter
how big the herd, they are never counted by their owners (neither are children
counted by their parents), under the risk of bringing misfortune to the family??. This
is one reason why it is extremely difficult to obtain information on livestock
numbers: people refuse to tell, lie or genuinely do not know?’8. These are cultural
and subtle dimensions that are not easily integrated in conservation projects that
rely on economic valuation of wildlife. In recognition of this, the Amboseli Trust for

Elephants called their program, whereby owners of cows killed by elephants are

> These data were collected but not entered and analyzed.

7® For instance, cows that ilmurran bring back home from cattle raids can be named according to that enjore
(cattle raid) or for things that happened during that enjore. The name will then be transmitted to the
offsprings of those particular cows. For example, a cow can be named Pukoret from apukoo (to be hungry)
to reflect that the moran was hungry for a few days during that cattle raid. Then, the sons and grand-sons of
that moran will know that the cow called Nepukoret is a child of that particular cow.

7 Acknowledging how “rich” one is in cows and children by counting them attracts jealousy and even
hatred. These feelings escape the control of the person holding them and harm the objects of the jealousy.
78 “Uncountable!” was a common answer to this question.
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awarded compensation money, a “consolation” program (C. Moss”°, pers. com.)
rather than a compensation program: some cows just cannot be replaced with
money. Despite Maasai society’s increasing integration in the market economy, such

feelings are extremely strong.

In general, consideration of non-economic dimensions of human-wildlife
conflicts has been missing from stuaies of attitudes towards wildlife in conservation
biology. Structured questionnaires and attitudinal scales do not capture these
nuances well. Thus, social science has an important role to play. Anthropologists and
geographers have, indeed, highlighted the highly social, symbolic and political
dimensions of human-wildlife conflict (e.g. Knight 1999; 2000; Knight 2003;
McGregor 2004). In some cases, these studies have been able to explain unexpected
outcomes of community-based conservation projects as a result of perspectives that
are too narrowly focused on economics (e.g. Alexander & McGregor 2000; Gibson &

Marks 1995; Richards 2000).

Effects of socio-economic variables on attitudes

In this study, neither land use, wealth nor education level were found to be
predictors of attitudes. Given the intensity and frequency of crop damage and its
negative effects on safety and food security, it is surprising not to find that more
agropastoralists than pastoralists were negative towards wildlife, as found by

Akama (1995), Okello (2005) and Gadd (2005)8¢ in Maa-speaking areas of Kenya.

7 Cynthia Moss, Amboseli Trust for Elephants.

%0 Working in Laikipia, N. Kenya, among several ethnic groups, Gadd (2005) found land use to be a
stronger predictor of attitudes towards wildlife conservation than ethnicity: Maasai farmers were as
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Kangwana (1993), however, found that Amboseli agriculturalists were more
positive than pastoralists. There is, thus, a lack of consensus regarding the effect of
land use on attitudes towards wildlife in Maasailand.

In this study, characteristics of the interviewed agropastoralists might have
had confounding effects. As we saw above, Emeshenani agropastoralists, are little
aware of their losses to wild crop raiders; in Osilalei, where cultivation is rain fed,
low input (BurnSilver 2007) and not a source of food that is as relied upon as it is in
the Swamps, the conflict might not be as strongly felt. In the Swamps, the Namelok
anti-wildlife electric fence (although ineffective against destructive smaller animals,
like primates, small gazelles and birds), might also have contributed to improve
attitudes of local agropastoralists towards wildlife8!.

Although not a predictor in the regression analysis, formal education was
associated with positive attitudes among the educated informants. Interviews with
local primary school teachers and formally educated informants reflect the “official”
discourse, which is taught in school and which primarily stresses the value of
wildlife, national parks and tourism to the nation’s economy. Education has been
shown to positively influence attitudes towards conservation in other areas of
Kajiado Distfict (Akama 1995; Ali 2006; Mwangi & Warinda 1999). Berger (1993),
however, sees modern education as having intrinsically negative effects, as it

undermines Maasai practical knowledge of ecology and range management that is

negative as their Kikuyu farmer neighbors, while pastoralists of different ethnicities (including Maasai)
were more tolerant of wild animals.

81 Despite the sample being too small for statistical analysis, there is a trend, with more positive people in
Namelok than in Kalesirua. By hindering occasionally extreme crop destruction events by big animals,
which have stronger effects on perceptions than cumulatively larger losses due to smaller animals (cf.
Naughton-Treves 1997), the electric fence seems, indeed, to minimize negative attitudes.
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gained through herding, moranhood and dependence on natural resources. Here,
nevertheless, at least at the level of perceptions of wildlife as an economic asset,
formal education has a positive effect. However, as Boonzaier (1996) points out, this
might also merely show that people have learned the language of international
conservation. This does not necessarily mean that they have internalized its ideas
and behave accordingly.

As expected, private land tenure is a predictor of negative attitudes towards
wildlife: significantly more Osilalei residents were negative than neutral or positive
towards wildlife. This area was “emptied” of dangerous animals (lions, elephants,
buffaloes) in the process of subdivision, as settlements have spread over the
landscape (Rutten 1998). This result was anticipated because individuél ranch
ownership increasés the costs of accessing grazing resources (BurnSilver 2007) and,
thus, makes competition for resources between livestock and wildlife less tolerable.
Indeed, Osilalei residents complained profusely about competition for grass with
zebras and wildebeests (“they graze day and night and you cannot stop them!”).
They also complained about increasing individualism and selfishness, two
traditionally abhorred traits, within their community: neighbors no longer tolerate
neighbors’ cattle on their land or ask for payment. If Maasai have become intolerant
of cows, it seems all the more natural that they would alSo become intolerant of wild
animals, which they do not own. This intolerance of both livestock and wildlife is
manifested locally by some fencing of private ranches, disputes among neighbors
and wildlife snaring. This finding gives credence to Collett’s (1987) prophecy that

Maasai sedentarization would ultimately be the biggest threat to wildlife.
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One unexpected results was that Christians emerge as the most positive
people towards wildlife. The opposite prediction, that Maasai following traditional
religious practices would be more positive, was based on the assumption that
converting to Christianity (which is facilitated by sedentarization) and losing touch
with traditional Maasai practices and cultural norms would also erode a
hypothetical tolerant relationship with wildlife. However, the opposite happens
here. Protestant Maasai, in their majority agropastoralists, who uttered such proud
statements as “We don'’t practice dirty Maasai customs anymore”, and who are
locally perceived as being “modern”, actually appeared as the most tolerant towards
wildlife when compared with Catholics and Traditional Maasai®? (see also chapter
3). In Imbirikani GR, Hazzah (2006) also found Christianity to be a predictor - in her
case, of propensity to Kill predators. Our conclusions are not necessarily in
contradiction, though, as it is conceivably possible to hold positive attitudes towards
wildlife (or “God’s creation”), while feeling the urge to kill the animal that has

caused a direct loss, a position that was held by a majority of informants:

I don’t hate any [wild animal] as long as they don’t come close to my cows because
that’s my heart. (Ilnyankusi elder, Emeshenani)

We just kill the problematic ones. If a wild animal kills a cow, then that animal will
die automatically because it has touched a cow, which is Maasai life. (Iseuri elder,
Swamps)

I don't hate any [wild animal] except the one that causes problems to me like
destroying the esilanke [dam] or my shamba. I don’t hate all the wildebeests: I just
hate the one that wronged me. (Ilkimunyak elder, Osilalei)

8 A word of caution: local religious affiliation is fluid, adherence to Christianity geographically variable,
and sometimes superficial: some informants called themselves Catholics even if they had been to mass only
once in their lives. Others were “strong Christians” (Born Again) who, however, also strictly adhered to
and respected Maasai traditions (e.g. circumcision, graduation ceremonies etc).
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Unfortunately, the possibility that Christianity would be the strongest
predictor of positive attitudes towards wildlife was overlooked in this study.
Regrettably, local preachers and priests were not interviewed during the fieldwork.
So, the role played by Christianity remains unclear (but I explore it in more depth in
chapter 3). This is an issue worth examining in future research83. The fact that
Christianity is a predictor of attitudes towards wildlife, however, compellingly
illustrates the magnitude of the social and cultural changes occurring in Maasailand,

and their effects on how people relate to their natural environment.

Effects of demographic variables on attitudes

Among demographic variables, only gender emerged as a predictor of
attitudes towards wildlife in this system, with women being more negative than
men. This situation has been described in other parts of east Africa (e.g.,, Hill 1998;
Gadd 2005). Two possible explanations, confirmed by the data, are that women’s
fear of wild animals induces negative attitudes. As shown above, they also appear to
be less aware of economic benefits provided by wildlife84. Kangwana (1993) also
found that Maasai men were more positive than women. This author relates this
result to women's subordinate status in Maasai society, which entails their being
excluded from meetings where information is shared. Indeed, we have seen that

Swamps women, although little educated, were both more involved in community

8 This will be done in the context of a smaller project funded by a fellowship awarded by the Center for
Collaborative Conservation, CSU.

8 This fear seems to derive from women’s lesser exposure to wild animals. For instance, when discussing
wildlife taxonomy, one Osilalei woman explained: “I know the ones I’ve seen close to the boma and then
there are others deeper in the bush that us, mamas, are not able to see” (e.g. lion, elephant, rhino, buffalo).
She, however, went on to describe how she and an elder killed (by spearing) a leopard that was inside the
boma eating one of her goats!
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life and more aware of economic benefits from wildlife than Emeshenani women38>.
This underscores the significance of awareness of benefits and of their origin if they
are to have a positive impact on attitudes towards wildlife. Hill (1998), in addition,
proposes that being less exposed to conservation discourse, women could be less
prone than men to give the “right answer” to the researcher who is perceived as

associated with wildlife conservation. This might have happened in this case.

People - protected area conflict

Previous studies have reported that people living close to protected areas
tend to have antagonistic attitudes towards the protected area and/or its
management, even though they might be positive towards wildlife and/or the
abstract concept of conservation (e.g. Bauer 2003; Fiallo & Jacobson 1995; Ite 1996;
Kangwana 1993; Picard 2003). In Emeshenani, too, some disconnect between
attitudes towards wildlife and attitudes towards ANP appeared: more people were
positive towards wildlife in general than there were people who were positive
towards the park, even though negative attitudes towards wildlife were associated
with negative attitudes towards ANP.

Counter-intuitively, amidst overwhelmingly antagonistic attitudes towards
the park, most informants were against a conversion of ANP to grazing and
cultivation, away from tourism and conservation. It became apparent, though, that

this opposition to the abolishment of ANP does not reflect a positive attitude

% These differential gender dynamics also played themselves out at the feedback meeting that I held at the
end of my fieldwork. In the Swamps, women were a large proportion of the participants; in Osilalei, they
kept themselves in a separate, silent group, away from the proceedings; in Emeshenani, despite my
expressed desire to see our female informants attend, only ilmurran and elders came.
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towards it. Rather, it reveals a sense of disempowerment and fatalism over events
that led to the loss of a crucial area. Most people see themselves as disenfranchised
from the park’s control and destiny, which they perceive as the property of others
(government; white people)8é. |

Finding a higher number of both “young” people and women who are
positive towards the park is consistent with other studies. In Amboseli, Kangwana
(1993) found ilmurran and women to be more positive towards the park than the
elders. In this study, too, members of these two groups appeared to be little aware
of the history of intense conflict betWeen the park and the community, which started
before the creation of the park and entailed people feeling “cheated” by some
leaders “who sold the park” (Péron 1994; see “Cheating” narratives, Appendix 7)
and perceptions of “broken promises” as the water supply system broke down after
three years (reviewed in Lindsay 1987; Western 1994). Born after the park was
created, some young informants even considered the dysfunctional water tanks that
were provided as part of the agreement to vacate the park a benefit, rather than a

compensatory measure.

CONCLUSION

This comparative study is a “snapshot” of attitudes towards wildlife across
the Greater Amboseli Ecosystem. However, as it covered areas at different stages of
the gradual shift over time in land tenure and land use away from communal land

tenure and extensive pastoralism to private land tenure and land use intensification,

86 Surprising Kenyans and the world, in Sept. 2005, President M. Kibaki de-gazetted ANP and handed it
over to the Kajiado County Council to be run as a National Reserve. Now seen as a move to win Maasai
votes for the referendum over the new constitution, this decision has since been fought in courts.
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it can be seen as reflecting possible concomitant changes in attitudes towards
wildlife. Broadly, the results suggest that private land tenure, which hinders
extensive pastoralism and exacerbates conflict for resources, fosters negative
attitudes towards wildlife. Unexpectedly, educated, Christian Maasai (and men)
emerged as more likely to be tolerant of wildlife than more “traditional” people
(uneducated, non-Christian) and women. In general, the majority of the informants

held positive and neutral/undecided attitudes.

A substantial amount of variation in the data remains unexplained by the
regression model. An explanation lies in the influence of confounding effects present
in this study, which is typical of research in social settings (Coast 2002) as opposed
to controlled experiments. In this study, spatial autocorrelation of independent
variables prevents the separation of the effects of those variables (see correlation
matrix, Appendix 9).

Another influence could be that of factors which are not easily investigated
with attitudinal scales and are less amenable to statistical analysis. This might
include cultural and other non-economic dimensions of Maasai-wildlife relationship.
A few attitudinal studies have touched upon the influence of cultural factors, such as
religious affiliation and practices (e.g. Noss & Cuellar 2001; Udaya Sekhar 2003)
and/or traditional beliefs about species (e.g. Gadd 2005; Kuriyan 2002). In the same
way that cattle are valued in multiple ways, in addition to their subsistence and
economic value, it could also be argued that wild animals are valued in multiple,
ambiguous and possibly contradictory ways. The linguistic data suggest as much.

There is not a single word in Maa for “animal”: animals are domestic (“taken care
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of”, eramatare) or “from the bush” (enosero); harmless or harmful; or even
“monsters” (inkukuuni). There are, however, many instances of boundary crossing
and flexibility in these classifications, which underscores the need to examine local
interpretations of and possibly competing meanings attached to, as Adams and
Hulme point out, what conservationists call “wildlife?”” (2001:197).

It could also explain the relatively large proportion of informants whom I
classified as “neutral” and “undecided”, who could not decide whether they liked or
disliked “wildlife”, or who both “liked and disliked” “wild animals”. Thus, feelings
are possibly contradictory as different species are valued or hated for different
reasons and the same person might express ambivalent or conflicting feelings.

Likewise, community-based conservation projects, tending as they do to
work on a predominantly economic basis, have not paid enough attention to the fact
that valuation of natural resources and linked activities are complex, situated and
include non-quantifiable cultural, social and other non-economic dimensions.
Several authors (Alexander & McGregor 2000; Gibson & Marks 1995; McGregor
2004; Neumann 1992; Richards 2000) have discussed how perceptions of and
attitudes towards wildlife and conservation are shaped by more intricate factors
than utilitarian cost-benefits analyses, which interact in subtle ways. These include
national and global political economic pressures, ideological forces, colonial
legacies, conservation discourse, cultural specificities and practices and historical
factors that affect how people interact with different components of their

environment, how they perceive them, conceptualize them and relate to them. Thus,

¥ Emphasis added.
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simply giving people an economic and managerial stake, as advocated in t};e CBC
approach, may not be enough to create conservationist attitudes towards wildlife
(Boonzaier 1996). Thus, there have been recent calls from within conservation
biology to increase consideration of these dimensions in the design and planning of
conservation projects (Gadd 2005; Infield 2001).

Also, using attitudinal surveys does not capture many of the subtleties
involved in people-environment relations, especially in non-Western contexts. This
study, by combining quantitative and qualitative data, has highlighted discrepancies
and inconsistencies that would have gone undetected had only quantitative data
been collected. In addition, as suggested by Boonzaier (1996) and Infield (2001),
attitudes towards conservation are difficult to study because they are in constant
flux. However, to date, few studies have compared human-wildlife conflicts and/or
attitudes towards wildlife over time. Exceptions include Campbell et al (2003) and
Infield and Namara (2001). Thus, considering the potential for attitudes to evolve in
a system in which livelihood strategies are rapidly shifting, this study highlights the
importance of time-series data for helping in the identification of characteristics or
events that influence attitudes. I have imperfectly attempted to indirectly capture
some of this temporal variability by investigating different areas at different stages
of land use and tenure change, as well as across age-categories.

In Amboseli, wildlife is a politically charged issue, not only because of the
history of land alienation, perceptions of “cheating” by politicians, conservationists
and local leaders, restrictions on use of natural resource, competing land uses,

consequent conflicts among countless stakeholders, and recent electoral uses of

108

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



ANPS8. It is also so because of decades of scientific research and NGO work in the
ecosystem. Many informants in the Swamps and Emeshenani clearly suffered from
interview fatigue and frustration with the lack of solutions coming out of the
research conducted over the years®. It is also conceivable that some “positive”
informants expressed towards a foreign fieldworker what they believed is the
publicly condoned attitude among ilashumpa (white
people/tourists/researchers/missionaries) - which is to like/love wild animals®.

Finally, what has not been examined here, and which has rarely been
investigated (Holmes 2003) and even less established in conservation biology (see,
e.g., Infield & Namara 2001; Lewis & Phiri 1998; Waylen 2005), is the link between
attitudes towards wildlife and behaviors towards wildlife. More difficult to study
than attitudes in and of themselves, evidence of this connection in conservation
biology has remained elusive and should be the focus of future research.

This study is one of several studies to have examined Maasai attitudes
towards protected areas, wildlife and/or conservation, both within the Amboseli
ecosystem and in other regions of Maasailand. All these studies have yielded results
at variance with one another across different areas and different groups of land
users. Given the complexity inherent to determining attitudes towards wildlife, this

study does not confirm nor does it refute past romantic depictions of Maasai as

% The return of Amboseli to the Maasai was one of the electoral promises of Katoo ole Metito, a local
Kisonko Maasai running for Kajiado South Member of Parliament in 2004. I had not envisioned then that
what I interpreted as an empty promise would become reality in 2005.

% Having been “spared” from most research, Osilalei informants had a much more welcoming attitude to
us. That is, the ones who did not think that we were “Korean” devil worshippers did.

90 This did not prevent some informants from being surprisingly candid about their use of poison (to
getrid of predators) or bushmeat.
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“natural conservationists”, whose nomadic ways and cultural respect for wildlife
would have allowed for a peaceful coexistence with the wild fauna. Instead, this
study stresses the impact on attitudes, both across and within communities, of a
diversity of individual experiences and local and non-local political-economic forces
that are affecting people and wildlife in a system in transition. This should
underscore that “Maasai attitudes towards wildlife” are not to be taken for granted.
Rather, they should be questioned and examined as part of specific temporal and
spatial circumstances, especially in the rapidly shifting contexts of Kenya and
Tanzania Maasailand’s historically and currently diverse assortment of political,

linguistic, cultural, and ecological units.
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CHAPTER 3

FROM “STAYING TOGETHER” TO “LET’S BE SEPARATED":
CHANGING CULTURAL MODELS OF PEOPLE-WILDLIFE
RELATIONSHIPS IN THE AMBOSELI ECOSYSTEM, SOUTHERN KENYA

Cows coming back from the Chyulu hills dry season grazing area; giraffes going the
other way (Imbirikani Group Ranch, September 2003).
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INTRODUCTION

Of women, children and lions in Amboseli

In the Maasai pastoralist and agropastoralist communities that surround
Amboseli National Park, in SE Kajiado District, southern Kenya, African lions
(Panthera leo) are believed never to kill children and women, instead protecting
them against dangerous wild animals?L. This belief is one facet of the complex and
ambivalent relationship that Maasai pastoralists and African lions have with each

other (see Chapter 2,Goldman et al In prep.; Goldman et al 2009; Lichtenfeld 2005).

In this savanna region, stories are told of women traveling with babies on
their backs, who, for some reason, spend the night in the bush and then wake up the
following morning to find the tree under which they slept surrounded by lion tracks.
These tracks, in turn, are encircled by tracks of other carnivores, such as hyenas.
This, to local Maasai, means that the lions protected these women and children
against other predators (see narratives in Appendix 10). In another story, a woman
and her donkeys loaded with water containers were on their way from a swamp
inside Amboseli National Park (hereafter, ANP) back to her home on the park's
outskirts. The sun was setting, and she was inside the park when a lion appeared to
her. She was not scared and simply told the lion “Let me go”. As she reached her
family’s settlement in the darkness, still followed by the lion, someone lit a torch and

disclosed the presence of the lion nearby the boma®2. When they saw the lion, the

91 To my knowledge, this belief has not been reported for other areas.
92 Boma: fence (Swahili); understood as settlement, kraal.
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ilmurran?3 became very excited at the prospect of spearing it. But one of the elders
restrained them from doing so and ordered them to instead take a goat, kill it
outside of the boma and leave it there for the lion to eat “because we must thank this
lion for not having killed this mama®¢ and maybe having protected her against other
wild animals”9s.

When I later told this story to a zoologist friend, who has been working on
lion conservation in a Group Ranch near ANP, he invoked the fact that lions are
stalkers and that they follow their prey for a while before attacking (McLennan,
pers. com.%), whfch would explain this lion's behavior. However, this western,
scientific interpretation of the story ignores that, thanks to the certainty that Maasai
have that lions do not kill women and children, the lion was spared and even fed.
This should be seen as relevant for lion conservation strategies, especially those that
aim at collaboration with local communities. Indeed, it suggests the existence of a

nuanced and complex relationship with lions that contrasts with the current

93 Olmurrani, pl. ilmurran: “the circumcised ones”. Erroneously translated as “warriors”, this term
describes the age-grade of circumcised males, who have a protective role in the community, before
they graduate to elderhood. These cohorts of men who were circumcised within the same periods
form distinct age-sets (olaji, pl. ilajijik), each with their own name. Within each age-set, age-mates
display strong loyalty towards each other throughout Maasailand. They are also known as “morans”,
the anglicized version, which I will sometimes use here to reflect local English-speaking Maasai use of
it.

94 Mama: woman, mother (Swabhili)

95 This story was told by an elder of the Ilkimunyak age-set (30-40 years old; see Chapter 2 for
explanation of age-sets), from Emeshenani ridge, Olgulului-Lolarrash Group Ranch (GR). Other
beliefs related to a reciprocal, respectful relationship between people and lions include the idea that
unless you are a “warrior” intent on provoking a lion into fighting back, a lion “cannot get you” and
“will not get you”: “a lion does not come for you. Only if you go and chase it, then it decides to fight
you”. Another Ilkimunyak elder from Imbirikani GR told me: “If I'm walking and there’s a lion in that
bush, I just know it is there, even without seeing it. So, I avoid it” (see Watson and Orville 2008) for a
similar example among the Koyukon Athabascans). Reflecting the effect of this belief on human
attitudes, in this area, is the fact that lions do not top the list of most feared animals (interview data).
Although they are cited by 51.6% of the informants as being an animal that they fear, the elephant
supersedes the lion (67.9%). The lion is closely followed by the buffalo (42.1%) and the rhino
(42.1%), even though rhinos disappeared from the ecosystem in the 1990’s (see Appendix 11).

96 S, McLennan, Kilimanjaro Lion Conservation Project, Imbirikani GR.
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depiction of Maasai as the main threat to lion survival in southern Kenya (see Frank
2007; Frank et al Undated; Frank et al 2006).

These stories about lions not attacking women and children surfaced in the
course of interviews and conversations with friends and seemed well-known in the
areas of the Amboseli Maasai Kisonko section®” where [ worked. While interviewing
a woman,v a resident of Kalesirua, an area settled for irrigated cultivation close to
Isinet town and the Kimana swamp, | probed for more information on this topic.

Here is her answer:

Whoever told you that story of lions not killing and protecting women and babies
cheated you®8... Just the other day, at Morkoit, near Tsavo®, I saw cows without
their herder because a lion had eaten the boy completely! That story is just a belief:
I've never seen it, I've never heard it. The Maasai believe that because a mama is
carrying an innocent baby, she will not be eaten... But I don’t think a lion knows a
baby: flesh is flesh to him. It is only by luck that you're not eaten... If it is not your
day to die, you won't be dead. It only depends on God's protection.

This was surprising, coming from an elderly woman who, despite her
western clothes and “modern” house, made of mud walls and grass roof and inside
which chickens freely came and went!%, showed signs of adherence to “traditional”

Maasai culture such as elongated ear lobe holes (although devoid of beadwork).

97 Sections (olosho, pl. iloshon) are historically politically autonomous territorial units with their own
cultural characteristics (Mol 1978). This research took place in two sections of southern Kenya: the
Kisonko Maasai and the Matapato Maasai sections.

98 | probed by broadly asking whether lions would kill women and children, without specifying any
specific story or belief. The fact that she answers by invoking “that story of lions not Killing and
protecting women and babies” seems to indicate that she is, indeed, familiar with “that story”.

99 Lions in Tsavo National Park {where Amboseli people take their cows in severe droughts) are
reputed for attacking people “just for nothing” and livestock, a behavior that Maasai impute to the
fact that they live in an area devoid of livestock and people “so when anything comes, they go for it”.
The situation in Amboseli is different: it is believed that, because lions and people “know each other
and know that they can fight each other”, a lion attacks a person only when provoked into fighting
(what morans do in the course of a lion hunt). So, it is perhaps not coincidental that the example this
woman chose to illustrate her lack of belief in lions as protectors of women and children is precisely
an example from the Tsavo area.

100 Keeping poultry is a recent practice, associated with sedentarization and a sign of “being modern”.
Traditionally, birds of any kind and their eggs are not eaten. Several of our older informants
expressed surprise and disgust at the chickens that are kept by younger members of their
homesteads.
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This, together with her age (approximately 70’s) lead me to expect that she would
be familiar with such stories. However, she is also one of the numerous local
members of a Pentecostal church, the Kenya Assemblies of God (KAG). For members
of local Evangelical churches, converting to Christianity and becoming “Saved”
(llairukok)91, or Born Again!02, entails abandoning Maasai traditional beliefs and
practices. Thus, I initially interpreted her refusal to acknowledge these stories about
lions protecting women and children as her signaling how strongly she had
separated herself from her past “unenlightened” Maasai life. Her denial of this belief,
however, could also be construed as indicating a shift in how people conceptualize
their relationship with the wild animals with which they share the land. This
interpretation was reinforced as similar instances of diverse and competing ideas
about wildlife accumulated as we interviewed more people throughout the region.
In this chapter, I am interested in local understandings (or models) of
people's relationship with wildlife, the extent to which these understandings are
shared (which makes them cultural), and how they are distributed within and
across three Maasai communities of the Greater Amboseli Ecosystem (hereafter,
GAE), thus possibly revealing sources of differences and changes in these models.
We have seen, in Chapter 2, that religious affiliation and land tenure were the
strongest predictors of attitudes towards wildlife in the Greater Amboseli
Ecosystem: Christian Maasai unexpectedly emerged as more likely than non-
Christians to hold positive attitudes towards wildlife; residents of private ranches

were more likely to be negative towards wild animals, as opposed to residents of

101 Qlairukoni, pl. ilairukok: believer, faithful, “Saved”.
102 Born Again: einoto eare (“born twice”)
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group ranches (where land is held in common). Are local processes of
socioeconomic change (e.g. land tenure and use change, Christianity, immigration,
education and global conservation practice and rhetoric) contributing to
diversifying local ideas about how people and wild animals relate (or should relate)
to each other?

Drawing from cognitive anthropology's cultural models theory (D'Andrade
1995a; Holland & Quinn 1987; Strauss & Quinn 1997) and methodologically
combining discourse analysis (Quinn 2005a) and cultural consensus ahalysis
(Romney et al 1987; Romney et al 1986), I investigate local cultural models of
people's relationship with wildlife and whether and how local and extra-local
processes of cultural and socio-economic change are associated with differences and
transformations in these cognitive models. Considering the ongoing rapid
socioeconomic changes in the Amboseli ecosystem, my expectation is that
alternative cultural models of how people frame their relationship with wild
animals are emerging.

Here then, I strive to offer a nuanced picture of the complex and multifaceted
relationship between people and wildlife in Amboseli. This type of enquiry is
relevant for local conservation strategies because there is a link between cultural
models of nature and environmental decision-making (e.g. Atran & Medin 2008;
Medin et al 2006; Ross 2002; Ross 2004). In particular, research has focused on how
conflict over meanings of natural resources (e.g. Medin et al 2007; Medin et al 2006)
can fuel inter-group conflict over them, including between land users and

conservationists (e.g. Haenn 1999; Paolisso 2000; Paolisso 2002; Pfeffer et al 2001).
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Finally, this line of research has relied on and contributed to understanding culture
as a dynamic process rather than a static entity, and as differentially distributed
within and across populations. This notion is crucial to the study of non-western
populations’ relationship to their natural environments in times of globalization and
associated changes. Also, in Maasailand, this has implications for local collaborative
wildlifé conservation efforts that might rely on preconceived or outdated ideas of

the relationship between Maasai and wildlife.

This chapter is organized in the following manner: first, after briefly
describing past and current wildlife conservation and development initiatives in the
GAE, I provide background on Maasai relationships with wildlife in the context of
Maasai traditional cosmology, religion and daily life, as well as on the processes of
socio-economic and cultural change currently underway throughout Maasailand.
Second, [ present this research’s theoretical framework and the methodological
approaches that I combined to address the research questions. Finally, I review the
research findings and discuss them in terms of their implications for wildlife

conservation efforts in the ecosystem.

Wildlife conservation in the Greater Amboseli Ecosystem

Le gibier multiplie 4 foison sur cette terre, pourtant si aride et désolée.103 (Thomson
1886: 178)

Early travelers, such as Joseph Thomson in 1882, the first European to cross
Maasailand, have marveled at the rich and diverse wildlife populations that

inhabited Amboseli, home to the Maasai pastoralists. Such fascination has lasted to

103 “Wild game multiplies in abundance on this land, despite its being so arid and desolate.”
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this day, with Amboseli the focus of long-term conservation efforts and scientific
research and one of Kenya’s three most visited parks (Croze et al 2006). In this
section I briefly outline the history of wildlife conservation and tourism
development in the GAE as a background to exploring local human-wildlife

relationships and understandings thereof.

The GAE, whose ecological dynamics have been thoroughly described by
Western (1973), is situated in southern Kenya’s Kajiado District’s rangelands and
located within the basin of a former Pleistocene lakebed situated between the slopes
of Mount Kilimanjaro to the south, the Oldoinyo Orok hills and the Ilaingarrunyoni
hills to the west, and the Chyulu hills to the east (Ole Katampoi et al 1990). The
ecosystem is also characterized by a bimodal rainfall regime, a separate drainage
system, and springs and swamps, which in combination with complex vegetation
and soil patterns, have created conditions that favour large and diverse wild
herbivore populations (Croze et al 2006). This system of east-west oriented swamps
and springs has historically acted as key dry season resource areas for people,
livestock and wildlife, and as stepping stones for wildlife moving between the Tsavo
and Amboseli ecosystems (Reid et al 2004a). Some swamps (e.g. Kimana, Namelok
and Esampu) are currently settled for irrigated horticulture (Githaiga et al 2003;
Southgate & Hulme 1996; Worden et al 2003). The ecosystem’s boundaries are
defined by the range covered by wildlife dispersing out of the Amboseli basin in the
rainy season (8,500 km2) (BurnSilver 2007; Croze et al 2006; Western 1973; 1975).

Maasai and their specialized form of pastoralism (Spear & Waller 1993) are

said to have arrived in the Amboseli region in the 19t c. from the north, displacing
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earlier Nilotic and Maa-speaking pastoralists (the [loogolalal04) (Galaty 1993; Jacobs
1965). Other authors (e.g. Western 1971) place the arrival of Maasai in Amboseli as
early as the 16t . In any case, in southern Kenya, the existence of pastoralism since
500 AD (Galaty 1993) alongside wildlife attests to their ecological compatibility and
complementarity (Western 1973). Amboseli wild animals are even said to have been
tamed through contact with people and livestock (Lovatt Smith 1986; Western
1971).

This was not lost on British colonial administrators who established, in 1899,
the Southern Game Reserve (27,700 km?) between Nairobi and the Tanganyika
border (Lindsay 1987; Rutten 1992)105, By the 1940-50’s, colonial authorities |
adopted policies aimed at sedentarizing the Maasai and at increasing their livestock
productivity and participation in the national economy (Lindsay 1987). In
subsequent decades, rising livestock numbers and excessive sport hunting had
conservationists worried about the future of Amboseli wildlife (Lindsay 1987;
Rutten 2002). This led to the creation, in 1948, of the Amboseli National Reserve
(3,260 km?) around the Amboseli basin, within which pastoralism was allowed
(Croze et al 2006; Rutten 2002) 106, In 1974, 392 km? surrounding the central
swamps (the dry-season concentration area for livestock and wildlife) (Western

1975) were gazetted as Amboseli National Park (ANP) and grazing and settlement

104 “The ones of the hard teeth” (interview data).

105 [ts boundaries corresponded roughly to those of the Southern Masai Reserve, one of the two
reserves set aside to receive the Maasai who were displaced when white settlers took over the
“White Highlands”.

106 “A national reserve denotes an area for wildlife preservation where the reasonable needs of the
human inhabitants living within the area take precedence” (Lovatt Smith 1986: 22).
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within it prohibited (Lindsay 1987; Rutten 2002; Croze 2006). In 1977, Kenya
banned all hunting (Steinhart 1989).

As part of policies designed to improve Maasai livestock productivity,
modernizing them and limiting perceived pasture degradation (Rutten 1992), land
tenure was formalized through the 1969 Land (Group Representatives) Act of
Parliament. Government-held trust land was converted to land under group tenure,
with fixed and legally recognized boundaries. Within the newly created group
ranches (GRs), grazing was theoretically restricted to registered GR members’
livestock. However, the program failed and from the mid-1980’s onwards, for
diverse reasons, GRs started to break up into private holdings (Bekure et al 1991;
Kimani & Pickard 1998; Rutten 1998). Meanwhile, land use change and
intensification, with expansioh of cultivation in key resource areas (e.g. swamps,
highlands) (Campbell 1986; Campbell et al 2000; Reid et al 2004a; Reid et al 2004b)
increased.

At about this time, the scientific community was coming to appreciate the
adaptiveness of nomadic pastoralism in savanna ecosystems (e.g. Behnke & Scoones
1993; Ellis & Swift 1988) and its compatibility with wildlife. Because East African
pastoralist ecosystems are non-equilibrial (Ellis & Swift 1988), human and non-
human resource use has to be mobile, opportunistic and carried out at large spatial
scales. GR subdivision, sedentarization, land use change and ensuing landscape
fragmentation constrain that mobility and have thus raised concern among

conservationists!07 because they threaten wildlife’s ability to disperse and migrate,

107 See e.g. Croze (2006) on the “tragedy of fragmentation”.
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the ecosystem’s integrity and the tourism industry (Collett 1987; Croze et al 2006;
Rutten 2002; Western & Gichohi 1993)108,

On the human side, the creation of protected areas has profound social and
economic consequences (West & Brockington 2006; West et al 2006; Western &
Gichohi 1993). Amboseli National Park is no exception. Its establishment has
hindred pastoralists’ access to grazing and water resources (Campbell 1986;
Lindsay 1987; Rutten 2002; Western 1994). This has caused great hardship to
households that have depended on the swamps, now inside the park, for dry-season
grazing. The park’s creation process and subsequent dealings between Maasai and
park authorities have generated mistrust of and resentment towards conservation
(see Chapter 2). Near the park, this has translated into political killings of wildlife
(Lindsay 1987; Lovatt Smith 1986; Western & Sindiyo 1972) and negative attitudes
towards the park and wildlife in general (see Chapter 2).

To address these mounting conflicts and the threat of subdivision and land
use change to the ecosystem’s integrity, Amboseli has pioneered efforts to
economically benefit communities around the park through tourism and
community-based conservation initiatives (Berger 1993; 1996; Rutten 2002;
Western 1994). In 1996, KWS started the Parks beyond Parks program which
promoted the development of small-scale tourism activities on GR land (Rutten
2002). The goal is to have wildlife be locally perceived as an economic asset. It is
assumed that this enhances tolerance towards wild animals and discourages land

uses less compatible with their existence. These economic benefits, however, have

108 Also in interviews with M. Kipkeu, ANP Senior Warden (January, April and June 02); P. Granli and
S. Sayialel Amboseli Trust for Elephants (June 04).
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been elusive for most households (see Chapter 2) and in some cases, “community-
based conservation” on Maasai-owned land still entails resource use restriction and
loss of access to grazing (pers. obs.; interviews with managers of local tourism

operations199; see also Rutten 2002).

In 1991, UNESCO declared Amboseli a Biosphere Reserve, with the park as its
core; four surrounding group ranches as its the buffer zone; and Kajiado District as
its transition zone (Croze et al 2006). Currently, several local wildlife research and
conservation projects have collaborative dimensions, promoting local participation
in conservation through employment (e.g. wildlife monitoring, community conflict
resolution, collecting ecological data, etc) 110. Underlying these strategies of
encouraging economic valuation of wildlife, collaboration with local communities
and expansion of conservation beyond the park’s boundaries .is the goal of

maintaining ecosystem connectivity and securing migration corridors for wildlife!1.

Maasai culture and wildlife

Ici, la sagesse qui entoure le rapport a la faune sauvage est proche de I'enseignement
de Bouddha (Péron 2003: 219) 112

109 Eselenkei Conservation Area; Tortilis Camp; Oldoinyo Wuas Lodge; Oltukai Lodge.
110 E g, the Amboseli-Tsavo Game Scouts (African Conservation Center)
http:/ /www conservatlonafnca orglconservatlon 0r0|ects/ project-details.php?pid=1; the Lion

: -guardians/); Maasailand Preservation

: - i rust.htm); the Hifadhi
Network (Maasai antl -poaching game scouts) (African Wildlife Foundation). Accessed Aug. 5, 2008.
www.awf.org/content/solution/detail /3583). Accessed Aug. 5, 2008.

111 See, e.g., AWF (Kilimanjaro Heartland: http://www.awforg/content/heartland /detail /1283); ACC
(Amboseli Research and Conservation: http://www.conservationafrica.org/conservation-
projects/project-details.php?pid=12); KWS (Community Wildlife Service:

http://www.kws.org/community.html); Amboseli Trust for Elephants
http://www.elephanttrust.org/node/217). Accessed Aug. 5, 2008.

112 “Here [Maasailand], the wisdom relating to the relationship with wildlife is similar to the
teachings of Buddha” (Péron, 2003)
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The Maasai, in truth, like [...] any indigenous people everywhere, do whatever they
must to feed themselves and their families, and that may include taxing the
environment beyond its capacity to regenerate itself. The Maasai are just as capable
as Westerners of reshaping the natural order of things to fit their needs. (Adams &
McShane 1992)

The establishment of Amboseli National park as a world-class tourism
destination has taken place among people who have been described as “par
excellence conservationists” (Richard Leakey, quoted in Horgan 1989: 42). Maasali,
as other indigenous peoples, have been celebrated for their alleged harmonious
relationship with the natural environment. Whether indigenous people are
conservationists, and whether they are so by design or by accident, are themes that
have been debated in anthropology and conservation biology (e.g. Alvard 1998;
Redford 1990; Smith & Wishnie 2000). Snodgrass, Tiedje and contributors (2008)
argue that labeling indigenous peoples as conservationist or as environmental
degraders is oversimplifying: their long-term and complex involvement with the
world-system and colonial and post-colonial nation-states may make them appear
as more or less conservationist at different points in time and scales. The same
caveat applies to the Maasai, an ethnic group that is geographically diverse and
historically dynamic in its economic and cultural characteristics (e.g. Hodgson 2001;
Spear & Waller 1993).

In the above description of the GAE, it was noted that pastoralism has not
had a significant impact on local wildlife populations. While the East African
archaeological record shows no wildlife extinction due to pastoralism (Collett
1987), some pastoralists, such as the Turkana, have hunted wildlife and participated

in the wildlife products trade (e.g. Beachey 1967; Dalleo 1979; Watson 1969). The
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Maasai, in contrast, have been described as peacefully co-existing with wild animals,
“respecting wildlife and wildlife keeping their distance” (Lovatt Smith 1986: 15).
Some authors (e.g. Mol 1981; Reid et al 2003; Talbot 1972), however, have
suggested that this coexistence is the indirect consequence of communal grazing
management practices, settlement patterns and local political economic
arrangements that have allowed for benign interactions based on avoidance of
conflict (Kangwana 1993) and indifference (Brown 1969; Mol 1981; Simon 1962).
Other authors, perhaps more romantically and without specifying, have ascribed
this coexistence to some cultural “wisdom”(Matampash 1993; Péron 2003), “love”
for wild animals (Kipuri 1983) and practical knowledge of nature (Berger 1993;
1996). Others still (e.g. Grzimek & Grzimek 1960; Kabubo-Mariara 2005; Prins
i992), have depicted Maasai as threats to their natural environment. In this section,
drawing from my fieldwork data and the literature, I non-exhaustively review
aspects of Maasai culture and livelihoods that overlap with wildlife as a background
to exploring contemporary local understandings of human-wildlife relationships in

the GAE.

Traditional Maasai religion

Here, I draw on Hodgson'’s (2005) excellent synthesis of Maasai religion and

cosmology and on my data to highlight those aspects of Maasai religious beliefs that
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pertain to the relationship with the natural environment in general and to wildlife in
particularl13,

Central to Maasai religion is an emphasis on fertility, birth, nurture and
reverence for nature (Hodgson 2005). Enkai, the Maasai genderless divinity!14, has
created “everything on top of the land” (interview data) and natural events are
understood as manifestations of Enkai (e.g. rain as blessing; drought as displeasure;
lightning as anger). Certain sacred trees, such as the oreteti (Ficus thonningii), are
the setting for fertility prayers and ceremonies (Hodgson 2005).

As [ will show below, wild animals are seen as part of Enkai’s creation, on
equal terms with people and livestock. Maasai treat some of them with respect out
of reverence for Enkai (Hodgson 2005), calling herbivores “cattle of God” (inkishu
eEnkai) and “goats of God” (enkineji eEnkai) (Mol 1981)115. Some species are
especially “holy” (sinyati) and are never Killed. Killiﬁg them is engoki (a “curse” or a
“sin”) and attracts misfortune upon the offender and his family1¢. Among the holy
species, the ostrich, whose Maasai name esidai means “the good/beautiful one” and
whose body displays the three colors of Enkai (black, red, white}, is the most
“protected”. Ostrich killers and their descendants are cursed and forbidden to use
ostrich feathers upon their circumcision. Other animals that should never be killed

are the “lucky” ones (emunyak), such as the aardvark (enaishirr damall?). A certain

113 Distinguishing between what is religious and not religious is artificial among cultures like the
Maasai (Hodgson 2005) because religion is practiced by everyone in the context of everyday life,
usually at no specific time and place.

114 But note the feminine prefix en- and the fact that Enkai is strongly associated with female
principles (creation, fertility, motherhood) and is thus close to a mother figure.

115 However, even after probing, I did not hear about this in the Ambaoseli area.

116 See list of species that must never be killed in Appendix 12.

117 Its Maasai name means “the one that cries at daytime”.

134

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



“type” of eland, which has long black hairs on its face and is known as the eland with
olmasi (osirua lolmasi), is also respected. Olmasi refers to the liminal, holy state of
certain people (e.g. recently circumcised youth, new mothers, newborn babies) who
wear black and whose hair is not shaved. This eland is said to pray to Enkai on
behalf of the herd of eland every morning!18 (interview data). Snakes are
particularly feared (and killed) but members of specific clans will not kill “their”
snakes (interview data; Hollis 1905). My informants also reported a strong
prohibition to killing animals engaged in reproductive activities (e.g. being
pregnant; mating; giving or having recently given birth; being a newborn). This
applies to all species and reflects Maasai utmost respect for motherhood and life in
all its forms (Hodgson 2005; Voshaar 1998)119. This reverence extends to restraint
against “finishing whole families”. Having heard that a boy had tried to sell me an
ostrich egg, an elder condemned his action: “Torrok doi! Very bad! That’s the
beginning of an ostrich family, so you're finishing [sic] them completely if you're
selling the eggs!” Another enlightening story concerns the killing by ilmurran of
seventeen elephants in retaliation for an elephant killing one of the morans’ father.
An elder begged the morans not to Kill the last elephant “otherwise that family
(house: enkaji) will be completely finished!” Elephants are somewhat respected and
are believed to descend from a young bride who turned back on her wedding day

and was transformed into an elephant?20, In recognition of their human origins,

118 As one Protestant informant explained, the eland with olmasi is “like the pastor of the herd of
eland”.

119 At war, killing pregnant women was extremely taboo (Merker 1910).

120 According to my informants, that elephants descend from human is obvious in their intelligence,
their blood, their teats like women'’s and their “hand” (the trunk). They also “drink water and take

135

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



people will place grass (a gift of Enkai) in dead elephants’ skulls (see also Kangwana

1993; Kuriyan 2002). Seeing its placenta brings good luck (interview data)12t,

It is possible to control, to a certain extent, the actions of people and wild
animals through magic. In Amboseli, members of the Ilatayiok clan are renowned for
their powers over natural elements. Stories are told of “strong Ilaitayok” elders
ordering giraffes that had dispersed their cattle calves to break their own legs, for
example. They are also famous for “tying cows” (aen inkishu), a magic act that
involves making a knot out of a small “rope” of lion skin and that protects cows
against lions and thieves!22. In the past, after a lion attacked cows, elders would ask
iloibonok (sing. oloiboni; ritual experts) to ensure that the predator would not come
back by practicing some magic on dust collected at its tracks. They could also ensure
that the lion would become silly (emada) and easily speared by the ilmurran.
Ilmurran keep their lion hunts secret to avoid their mothers using magic that would
avoid them finding the lion (and risking being injured or killed) (interview data).
Upon death, what Enkai has created is returned to Her through nature: corpses are
left in the bush to be eaten by hyenas and other predators (Bland-sutton 1911;

Hodgson 2005; Hollis 1943; Storrs Fox 1930; Straight 2006).

baths like people”. This explains why eating elephant meat is strictly forbidden but does not prevent
people from killing elephants.

121 A little fence of bushes will even be placed around it.

122 | have interacted with Ilaitayok people and (somewhat) benefited from their curative powers. In
one case, | had been stung by a scorpion and an Ilaitayok moran who was visiting the camp declared
that, being from that clan, he could cure me. This he did by spitting gently on the affected bitten
finger. Unfortunately, the pain did not subside. At another time, one llaitayok assistant slapped me
hard on the neck and copiously spit on it after he saw a caterpillar fall on me from a tree. The goal,
again, was to cure me from the caterpillar poison. However, the pain of the slap was so strong that
do not know if it has cured any problem caused by the caterpillar.
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Maasai Pastoralism and wildlife

The Maasai have historically been transhumant pastoralists with a
subsistence economy based on cattle and small stock (Western & Dunne 1979)123,
Pastoral activities (e.g. grazing management and conservation, fire use and
settlement patterns), such as practiced by the Maasai, have shaped East African
savanna ecosystems in ways beneficial to wildlife (Goldman 2007; Homewood &
Rodgers 1991; Lamprey & Waller 1990; Little 1996; Ole Saitoti 1978; Reid & Ellis

1995; Reid et al 2003; Western & Dunne 1979).

Traditionally, Maasai see the land as a territory containing resources that are
used by all rather than as a resource owned by individuals (Campbell 1993). Land
(and grass, water and salt) is a gift of God to all the people (Hodgson 2005; Rigby
1981) and, within Maasai sections, grazing is communal (Galaty 1981b). Land
belongs to God and had no human owner before recent land privatization. Semi-
nomadic movements of people and livestock, communal use of the land and
strategies and rules to conserve grazing have ensured a relatively peaceful sharing
of resources between livestock and wildlife. The absence of fences, private parcels
and sedentary settlements allowed for the migrations of wildlife. In addition, in
moister East African savannas, livestock grazing has been shown to promote
pastures that are of higher quality for wild herbivores than the ones inside
protected areas (Gichohi 1990 cited in Western & Gichohi 1993). In the GAE,

transhumant movements of people and livestock paralleled those of wildlife, with

123 But see Spear and Waller (1993) and contributors for a more nuanced discussion of Maasai
economic strategies, identity and ethnicity.
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livestock and wild animals sharing the swamps in the dry season and dispersing out
of them in the rainy season (Western 1973; Western & Dunne 1979)124, Around the

Masai-Mara National Reserve, Reid et él. (2003)showed that some herbivores enjoy
the vicinity of pastoral settlements. They are possibly attracted to the vegetation of

nutrient-rich soils of nearby abandoned settlements, to the productive pastures

created by livestock grazing or to some measure of protection against predators.

So, in general, Maasai pastoralism has been considered as a land use that is
compatible with wildlife (e.g. Homewood & Rodgers 1984; 1991; Homewood et al
1987; Ole Saitoti 1978; Western 1989; 1994). Maasai coexistence with and tolerance
for wildlife is possibly, in part, a consequence of this extensive use of the land, which
minimizes direct conflict with wildlife and which has provided wildlife with what

Talbot (1972) terms “indirect protection”.

Maasai hunters?

Maasai are conservationists: they don’t eat wild animals (interview with Amboseli
National Park, Senior Warden. April 2002)

Ilmeek people fear us [Maasai): they would have finished all the wild animals if we
weren't here. [...] And let me assure you that Iimeek eat a lot of everything: they just

don’t eat humans and donkeys! (Maasai participant at research feedback workshop,
Kalesirua. July 2004)125,

Maasai pastoralism is more than a land use: it is also an identity26,

Associated with it is the ideal pastoral diet composed of milk, meat and blood

124 Resource conservation among Maasai is dynamic and responsive to land use and land tenure
changes. In Amboseli (BurnSilver 2007) and (Worden 2007) showed how, because of water
infrastructure development and ensuing sedentarization, herding patterns were deliberately shifted
from rainy season movements to the current dry season movements, an idea initially suggested by
one Eselenkei GR elder, then replicated across the local GR’s.

125 Olmeeki, pl. ilmeek: Non-Maasai, mostly farmers.

126 Albeit a flexible one (see Spear 1993 and contributors; Galaty 1986).
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(Arhem 1989) and scorn for other fdods, especially the meat of wild animals127
(Cronk 2002; Fosbrooke 1948; Galaty 1979; 1986; Hollis 1905 (1970); Jacobs 1975;
Lewis 1968; Simon 1962). Nevertheless, out of necessity, in the same way that
Maasai have depended on non-Maasai farmers to supplement their diet with grain
(Spear 1993), they have also eaten wildlife in droughts (Collett 1987; Kangwana
1993; Western 1982a; b)128,

This cultural aversion to eating the flesh of wild animals has been anecdotally
credited with contributing to the persistence of wildlife. It should not, however, be
seen as the rule for Maasailand as a whole. Among my informants from the Kisonko
section, eating wild meat is associated with poverty and shame and the thought of it
even induces physical symptoms of sickness'2°. However, among Matapato Maasai,
wild meat is not only actively sought (bought; hunted), it is also enjoyed without
embarrassment. This has landed the Matapato their derogatory “Rhino Eaters”
nickname (llkinyamuny: “the ones who eat rhinos”). In both sections, killing wild
animals for food and for the bushmeat trade seems to be increasing, perhaps
accompanying local pauperization and economic and ethnic diversification. At the
same time, people are psychologically opening up to idea of eating different foods in

general and wild meat in particular (interview data)!30.

127 Other restricted foods include fowl, fish and pork.

128 According to Western, who works in Amboseli, wild animals are seen as Maasai “second cattle”
(Western and Nightingale 2005). However, I have never heard this from my Amboseli informants.
129 | witnessed this while preparing an ostrich egg omelet: one of my assistants was about to vomit
while watching me use our daily kitchen ware to cook a meal out of something that is “not edible”.
130 [ronically, wildlife conservation might be contributing to this. Some of my informants had their
first taste of wild meat when wildebeest meat, remaining from a game-cropping operation on
Imbirikani GR, was distributed to local households. Others ate buffalo meat when working at a local
tourist lodge (pers. com, S. Rodriguez). Goldman (2003) gives a similar example for Northern
Tanzania Maasailand.
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In general, Maasai are said to have rarely killed wildlife, mostly doing it in
defense of livestock (Rutten 2002) while herding or in retaliation for killed
livestock. This impact has been qualified as negligible (Mol 1981). According to Mol
(1981), the main culprits for killing wildlife are the herding boys (ilayiok le shoo).
While out herding, these boys will kill “anything” (from rabbits to the aggressive
oryx) by using sticks, spears and dogs. They do it out of curiosity, for fun, to feed
their dogs, to eat, and to train their spearing skills. They also bring home hides for
their mothers and wildebeest tails for the elders. As informants explained, boys do
this because “boys can do anything”. Later in life, killing “innocent” and harmless
wild animals is condemned as inadequate and ridiculous for adults (interview data).
Newly circumcised boys, the ilaibartak, shoot birds that they stuff and make into
headdresses (Galaty 1998; Hollis 1905 (1970); Mol 1981; Storrs Fox 1930). They
use small bows and blunt arrows to target species of specific colors and behaviors

(interview data; see Figure 3.1 and 3.2; Appendix 13).
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Figure 3.1. Initiates (ilaibartak) wearing ostrich feather headdresses and carrying
birds that they shot to insert as part of headdresses (April 2003).

Figure 3.2. llaibartak’s small bows and arrows and a bird that they shot for their
headdresses (on the right) (April 2003).
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Perhaps the most famous facet of Maasai relationship with wildlife is the lion

hunt, or olamayio, carried out by the ilmurran (see e.g. Farson 1940; Gilbert 2003;
Hinde & Hinde 1901; Hunter 1953; Kessel 1958; Maddox 2003; Ole Saitoti 1988;
Shelford 1910; Simon 1962; Spencer 1988) (see Figure 3.3). A successful olamayio,
where a lion has been killed and no moran has been injured, is joyfully celebrated by
the whole community. Commonly described as a “manhood ritual” (e.g. Frank et al
2006; Hazzah 2006), its meanings are considerably more complex (Goldman et al In
prep.). In Amboseli, the motivations behind olamayio are multifaceted and include
having fun and attracting girls by displaying strength and courage; acquiring
prestige and showing leadership skills; getting the “lion name” (enkarna
olowaru)131; competing with other “manyatas” (emanyata)'3?; killing a lion that has
harmed the community, thus preventing it from coming back; and controlling the

| populétion of lions (Goldman et al In prep.). If a lion is not found, other dangerous

animals (e.g. buffalo, elephant) are targeted (interview data; Mol 1981).

131 See Appendix 14 for a list of “lion names”, which are given to the first moran who drew blood from
the lion. This name is awarded at the site of the kill in recognition that he is the “owner of the lion”
(olopeny olowaru). This is a traditional practice in the Kenyan Kisonko section and a recent one in the
Matapato section. It is not necessarily practiced in other Maasai sections.

132 Emanyata, pl. imanyat, in this context, is the settlement of morans, their “barracks”. In Amboseli,
they are organized by clan.
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Figure 3.3. Lion hunt (olamayio) in progress in a local group ranch (June 2000).

Maasai are reputed for having collaborated with the conservation authorities
in fighting poaching (Grzimek & Grzimek 1960; Lovatt Smith 1986). However,
several informants of the Ilnyankusi (ilmurran from the early 1940’s to mid-50’s)
and the Iseuri (ilmurran from the mid-1950’s to late 60’s) age-sets!33 candidly
reported their involvement in rhino horn and ivory poaching for the trade

(interview data)134.

Uses of wildlife

Certain species have ritual and medicinal value, as well as use as implements
of daily life. Earlier literature (e.g. Anonymous 1884; Bland-sutton 1911; Hollis
1905 (1970); Leakey 1930) describes how elders used fly whisks made of

wildebeest tails; rhino horn was carved into clubs; eland hide strips were made into

133 See Appendix 1 (age-sets and age-categories of informants).
134 Sold to Somali middle-men. See also Beachey (1967).
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thongs and “beds” (mattresses); giraffe hair was used as thread; and ostrich feathers
and lion manes were prepared into headdresses for ilmurran, who made shields out
of buffalo hides. Some of these uses have persisted: according to my informants,
nothing is as strong as a “rope” made of eland skin. Other practical uses include the
utilization of certain parts or substances from wild animals as medicine (Mol 1981)
and charms (entasim)?35. For the most part, animals are not killed with the purpose
of getting these items: wildebeest hair is collected where wildebeests sleep136;
ostrich feathers are gathered from the ground; skins and other parts are taken from
animals found dead. Some parts are also bought if unavailable locally. In Amboseli,
this is the case of the black and white!37 tail of the Colobus guereza monkey138
(enkoroi, a species that inhabits the Loitokitok highlands), and which is used by

brides and girls as a ceremonial ornament (see Figure 3.4).

135 See Appendix 15 for these uses in Amboseli.

136 Flywhisks made of wildebeest tail hair are signs of seniority that are highly sought after by the
elders. The fact that most elders desire them but do not own them attest to the fact that wildebeests
are not Killed in order to collect their hairs, even though they are abundant and generally disliked
because they transmit the fatal malignant catarrhal fever to cattle.

137 Again, two of the colors of Enkai (God).

138 The Black-and-white eastern colobus monkey.
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Figure 3.4. Young girls (isiankikin) wearing enkoroi ornament made of the black and
white tail of Colobus guereza monkeys (June 2000)

Knowledge of wildlife

As extensively shown by Goldman (2007; 2006), Maasai possess a deep and
sophisticated knowledge about wildlife ecology and behavior139. This knowledge
reflects how intertwined the lives of people, livestock and wild animals are in these
pastoral ecosystems. Through practice, Maasai are educated to become expert
observers of and knowledgeable about natural processes (Berger 1993). It s,
indeed, impressive to witness how, in the dark, the faintest sound of a wild animal is

recognized as belonging to a specific species; or how species are visually identified

139 In particular, Goldman (2006) argues that combining Maasai knowledge of wildlife whereabouts
with scientific techniques of counting and recording animal provides a more thorough knowledge of
wildlife ecology.
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at great distances (pers. obs.). I have also witnessed the rich ornithological
knowledge of Maasai friends, which they ascribe to their “education” in the bush as
initiates trying to shoot the “right” bird for their headdresses. Wild animals are
observed for the clues they provide about pasture status (see also Goldman 2006);
wildebeest, for example, are said to move to places where the first rain will fall or
where green grass has just appeared; ostriches are likened to iloibonok, the ritual
experts with divinatory powers: their sound indicates that “God will rain” (esha
Enkai) (interview data). Maasai also show a remarkable knowledge of livestock
diseases, including the ones transmitted by wildlife (Lewis 1968; Mol 1981; Ole

Miaron 2003).

Wildlife in oral literature

Mepal olowaru enetadaare (the lion does not stop frequenting a place where it has
fed; Kipuri 1983).

Maasai rich oral literature profusely features wildlife. In riddles, tales,
proverbs, myths and poetry (see Hollis 1905 (1970); Kipuri 1983; OI' Oloisolo
Massek & Sidai 1974; Ole Sankan 1971), wild animals fulfill an educational role:
certain species show moral characteristics and behaviors to be emulated (e.g., the
hare); others have despicable personality traits that are condemned (e.g, the
hyena).

In summary, my aim here was to briefly review Maasai practices and beliefs
as they relate to people’s relationship with wildlife and expose some of the
ambiguities and complexities inherent to this relationship: while semi-nomadic

pastoralism is more compatible with wildlife than other land uses and while there
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are practices and beliefs that appear as conservationist (even if they are not so by
design and intent: see Smith and Wishnie 2000), Maasai culture also displays beliefs

and practices that would not qualify as so in the eyes of western conservationists.

In the preceding section, I have sometimes used the ethnographic present,
which downplays the economic and.cultural dynamism and the ethnic flexibility that
have characterized Maasai history and identity (see Cronk 2002; 2004; Hodgson
2001; Spear & Waller 1993). Below, I review processes of socio-economic change
ongoing throughout southern Kenya Maasailand and that hypothetically contribute

to spatial and temporal variation in such practices and beliefs.

Being Maasai/becoming “modern”: cultural change in Maasailand

[In the past] there was respect among people and the land was good [...]. When |
say the land, I mean the people on the land. For example, if an old man sent a son to
bring a cow, the son would go straight and come back very quickly [...]. Children
had respect: they would greet people, even from far. Now, children pass by and fail
to greet elders [..]. This is the kind of life we're living in now. When we were
growing up, religious people were saying “There will be changes”. Indeed, those
changes we have seen! 1 think these are the changes that religious people were
foreseeing... [...] These ilkanisani people (Christians}'4’ are the ones who brought
this bad luck (kiserani; Swahili)... (Ilkishimu elder, Osilalei)

This life is better [than the past] because there are schools and we go to church: this
has really made people to change because we don’t follow the traditions anymore.
For us, Saved People, we don’t find anything important in tradition. We were lost
when we were following the traditions. [ don't hate traditions but I don’t find them
helpful. (Young Pentecostal woman, Swamps)

Croze et al. (2006: 7) argue that, regarding ecological patterns, “changing
[emphasis in original] is the best way to characterize the core of the Amboseli
ecosystem”. The same can be said of the human component of the ecosystem.

Indeed, the reality in Maasailand is more nuanced than in the popular ahistorical

140 [lkanisani: “the ones of the church”; from enkanisa, pl. inkanisani: church.
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and essentialist depictions of Maasai as quintessential pastoralists (Galaty 2002;
Hodgson 2001). Processes of socioeconomic change, such as land privatization, land
use change, conversion to Christianity, market economy integration, formal
education, non-Maasai immigration and tourism and conservation are underway in
Amboseli. And Maasai are actively negotiating their “becoming modern” and what
“Maasai culture” (olkuak looIMaasai) is about (see also Hodgson 1999b; May & Ole
Ikayo 2007). Some authors (e.g. Mol 1981; Simon 1962; Western 1994) have
predicted that these transformations would negatively affect Maasai tolerance

towards wildlife.

Although it is artificial to distinguish between processes of change that might
be intimately coupled, I offer a brief overview (based on the literature and field
data) of some of these in Kenya Maasailand. This is a way to contextualize this
research on (possibly) associated changes in people’s relationship with wildlife, in

both its practical and ideational dimensions.

Land tenure/land use change and market economy integration

Above, | mentioned how land tenure and land use changes (e.g. adoption of
cultivation - now increasingly culturally acceptable) have had ecological and
economic impacts in the Amboseli ecosystem. These changes in Maasai relationship
with the land also have had other consequences. For instance, land privatization
and/or adoption of cultivation have encouraged household sedentarization (see also
Lesorogol 2005). This, in turn, has promoted economic diversification (BurnSilver

2007), adoption of formal education and Christianity, dietary and health changes
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(Bekure et al 1991), decreasing boma and household sizes and changes in housing
style (Bekure et al 1991; Rukwaro & Mukono 2001; Seno & Shaw 2002; Worden

2007; Zaal 1999).

Increasing integration of households in the market economy and
commodification of aspects of livelihoods have also induced cultural changes. With
privatization, land has become a commodity and social stratification based on
control of the land has increased (Galaty 1981b; Hodgson 1999b; Lesorogol 2003).
With this ideological shift in values, private land ownership has become a signifier
of “modernity”(Lesorogol 2003). In the GAE, land privatization has also implied a
partial breakdown in social cooperation and increasing isolation (Ntiati 2002; Zaal
1999)141, As a result of the increasing monetarization of livestock production (e.g.
veterinary inputs; livestock trading etc.) (Bekure et al 1991; BurnSilver 2007; Zaal
1999), the economic value of livestock is increasingly emphasized (although non-
economic dimensions of livestock remain important; see Chapter 2). An Ilkimunyak

elder from Osilalei sums up the advantages of land privatization:

Before [GR] subdivision, there was no benefit for people because you didn’t have
your place, your land; you didn’t know how to manage where you are; how to
change breeds for your milk; how to dig; how to keep beehives; how to build a
modern house... There were no developments when land was temporarily owned...

Non-Maasai immigration
Since the 1960’s, the local non-Maasai population has increased tremendously
through immigration of farmers from Tanzania and other parts of Kenya to irrigated

areas and urban centers in the ecosystem (Campbell et al 2000; Ntiati 2002;

141 [n Osilalei, among the most frequent complaints about subdivision, especially among women, are
physical and social isolation, selfishness and individualism, There is also the fact that neighbors “have
become enemies” and “people don’t love each other anymore”.
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Southgate & Hulme 1996). One effect, among others, on local Maasai culture
(besides promoting the acceptance of cultivation and teaching Maasai about it), has
been the rising recognition of wildlife as food. Many Kisonko informants credited
their eating bushmeat on learning from their IImeek neighbors that wild meat does

not cause diseases.

Christianity

World religions are powerful forces of globalization and socioeconomic and
cultural change (e.g. Robbins 2004a; Robbins 2004b; Woodberry 2006). In Kenya,
about 88.5% percent of the population is Christian and local and international
churches, especially Evangelical/Pentecostal and Charismatic ones, are booming,
with attendant effects on local cultures (Anderson 2020; Droz 2001; Hearn 2002;
Kalu 2007; Lugo et al 2006)142. In Maasailand, which has previously been described
as impervious to Christian conversion (Rigby 1981; Waller 1999), Christianity is
now well established. In the GAE Kiringe (2005) found that 81% of his Kuku GR
informants were mainly Born Again Christians. In local “shopping centers” (e.g.
Kalesirua, Kimana, Isinet) the spread of Evangelism is patent in mushrooming
churches (Figure 3.5) and associated crusades and Christian movie shows (pers.

obs.).

142 Pentecostal-Charismatic Christianity is the form of Christianity in which believers receive the gifts
of the Holy Spirit (Robbins 2004b).
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Figure 3.5. Kenya Assemblies of God church in Kalesirua (Swamps study area), a
Pentecostal church of US origin.

Christianity covers “many denominations, sects and churches [ranging] from
extreme American fundamentalism to a more liberal Catholicism”(Voshaar 1998:
138). Amboseli presents a similar diversity in affiliations, which differ in their
encounters with and effects on the local culture. Here, it is especially relevant to
distinguish between Catholic and Protestant attitudes towards Maasai culture.
Following the inculturation approach (Hillman 1992), local Catholic missionaries
have respected Maasai culture, incorporated some of its elements and highlighted
the similarities between Maasai religion and Christianity (pers. obs.143; Hodgson

2005). In contrast, Protestantism has disallowed traditional Maasai beliefs, practices

143 | witnessed this during my five-week stay at the Lenkisem Mission (Olgulului-Lolarrash GR), as
well as during shorter visits to Mashuru Catholic Mission. For instance, a catholic Maasai woman
explained to me that olamayio, the lion hunt, is “the baptism of the morans”, since the killers of the
lions are given new names.
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and institutions (e.g. moranhood, ceremonies, foods!44 and dietary restrictions)
(Hodgson 2005)145. In practice, Protestant Maasai, especially the “Saved” ones (Born
Again) from Evangelical churches!#6 who embrace the values of “modernity”147 (e.g.
formal education, being “productive” through business and cultivation etc), look
down on Catholic Maasai for being “traditional” (i.e. attending traditional
ceremonies; drinking alcohql ; using tobacco; wearing traditional clothes) (interview
data) 148, Adjectives that Saved Christians use to describe Maasai traditional life

»n

ways include, among others, “misleading”, “aimless”, “idle”, stupid”, “not beneficial”,

»n «

“ignorant”, “immoral”, “dirty”, “lost”, “foolish”, “lazy”. In contrast, “modern” people
are praised for being “productive”, “clean”, “clever”, “knowledgeable”, “wise”, “self-
reliant”, and “busy”. Several informants described their conversion to Christianity as

“being delivered from the dirty Maasai culture”, which has freed them from

following customs seen as sinful and as a waste of time.

Formal education: “the pen is the best”

Now it is our children who are educating us, unlike in the past... (Iseuri elder,
Swamps).

144 Blood and the meat of animals that have not been properly slaughtered (with their neck cut while
the animals are alive and the blood is collected) are forbidden. Thus, Christians who attend Maasai
traditional ceremonies will only take chai (tea with lots of milk and sugar) and avoid the blood and
the meat of animals that were ritually suffocated.

145 Of course, there is great individual variation. Some individuals, as I witnessed, are able to or strive
to maintain a fine balance between modernity and tradition in their lives; between both their
identities as Saved Christians and as people respectful of the elders and Maasai tradition.

146 Interestingly, locally, the term “Saved” is also applied to members of Mainline Protestant churches
(e.g. Presbyterians and Lutherans) who also call themselves “Saved”.

147 Known in Swahili as maendeleo: development, progress, modernity.

148 In other parts of Kenya, Protestants even perceive Catholics as indulging in “satanic activities”
(Droz 2001). In Osilalei, we had the same reputation: the “Korean” missionaries of the Spirit of Jesus
Church in one of our study areas (Osilalei) were perceived as being devil worshipers. So were we, as |
was presumed to be Korean. This made our work in that area difficult: on the scheduled days of
interviews, we would find settlements empty, as if people had ran away to avoid us. I suspect that
such rumors, in some cases, are spread by “competing” churches.

152

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



Although still low in comparison with national rural levels (Coast 2001;
2002), formal education is nowadays highly desired in Maasailand (Bekure et al
1991; Galaty 2002; Hodgson 1999b); in the past, “you sent to school the child you
hated the most [...] Nowadays, you send to school the child you love the most”
(focus-group, Imbirikani GR, Sept. 2002). Educated offspring are seen as a guarantee
of economic security in a changing world. Contrasting with traditional seniority-
based leadership structures (Spencer 1988; 1993), modern leaders (e.g. GR
committee members; elected politicians) are educated men of younger age-grades
(Hedlund 1971; 1979). In Kenya, formal education and Christianity are closely
coupled, as many public and private schools are affiliated with particular
denominations and the national curriculum offers Christian Religious Education

(CRE) (Onsongo 2002).

Tourism and wildlife conservation

Above, we saw how the creation of ANP has negatively affected pastoral
welfare. Another way in which conservation policy and tourism influence local
culture and livelihoods is by introducing western concepts and values (West et al
2006). By banning all hunting, the Kenyan government outlawed the culturally
significant lion hunt (olamayio). Tourism, too, potentially affects local Maasai
culture (Berger 1996; Charnley 2005). In Amboseli, “cultural bomas” (settlements
open to paying tourists) have been promoted by conservation authorities and NGOs

as a way to develop tourism on Maasai-owned land and spread economic benefits
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from wildlife14%. Many Maasai have welcomed such initiatives as an opportunity to
enter the cash economy (Berger 1996). However, besides contributing to
commodifying Maasai culture (see Bruner & Kirshenblatt-Gimblett 1994), these
ventures have sparked intra-community conflict because of the freedom they afford
Maasai women and the perceived corruption of Maasai youth by white women. In
Imbirikani GR such “immoralities” have caused local Christians to oppose the start
of a cultural boma. We have also seen in Chapter 2 how perceptions of leaders

“selling” land for tourism without community backing have fueled conflict.

“Traditional” vs. “modern” Maasai

English-speaking Maasai frequently used the terms “traditional” and
“modern”, without my prompting, to describe fellow Maasai. What do these terms
entail in Amboseli? A picture emerged out of combining meanings that were
informally captured during fieldwork and data from a participatory ranking exercise
designed to elicit local criteria of “tradition” and “modernity”15,

In the words of “modern” informants, “traditional” Maasai are those people
who have “done nothing to advance their lives”, i.e. they are exclusively pastoralists;
have not obtained improved livestock breeds; do not cultivate; do not go to church;
are not employed; and do not educate their children. In contrast, “modern” Maasai
are actively engaged with maendeleo: they cultivate; own urban plots; are employed

and/or do some business(es). They also go to church; educate their children; wear

149 E.g. Amboseli Trust for Elephants; African Wildlife Foundation.
150 Adapted from Grandins’ (1988) wealth ranking method.
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western clothes and live in tin roofed houses. This diversity of criteria gives an idea

of how heterogeneous contemporary Amboseli Maasai society is.

Research questions and objectives

The objective of this chapter is to present an integrated approach to how
people conceptualize the relationship between humans and wildlife in the GAE, a
pastoral system in transition. The analysis includes cognitive, social, economic,
religious and cultural dimensions of the relationship and interactions among these
dimensions. Taking into consideration the contrasting socioeconomic contexts
throughout the GAE, I am specifically interested in investigating patterns of
variation in cultural models of human-wildlife relationship and whether and how

these patterns relate to socioeconomic changes.

To answer this general question, [ use a cultural models framework, based on
the distributional view of culture (Atran & Medin 2008; Atran et al 2002; Atran et al
2005; Sperber 1985) and combine quantitative and qualitative methods from
cognitive anthropology to answer three specific questions:

1 What is or what are the cultural model(s) of people’s relationships with wild
animals within and across different groups of land users in the ecosystem?

2) Is there variation in agreement and disagreement among land users
regarding the model(s) of this relationship? If yes, what are the patterns in this
variation?

3) What are the processes underlying this variation?
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I hypothesize that although individual variation in models of human-wildlife
relationships is expected and although differences in socioeconomic contexts
possibly influences content and distribution of cultural models, there is a shared,
common cultural model of people-wildlife relationships among the Maasai of
Amboseli. First, I will describe the content of predominant cultural model(s) of
people-wildlife relationships. Then I will investigate patterns of agreement with
these model(s) within and across communities and explore the processes related to

the variation thereof.

Several characteristics of the GAE make it an excellent case-study to explore
how research on cultural models of the environment can inform conservation
science and practice. These include the Maasai historically benign co-existence with
wildlife and the presence of both a range of wildlife conservation initiatives and of
contrasting socio-economic contexts that possibly allow isolating mechanisms of
variation in cultural models. As [ discuss below, emerging models of human-
environmental relationships may influence conservation decision-making in

unanticipated ways and with consequences for local wildlife conservation efforts.
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Theoretical framework

At the intersection of psychology and anthropology: cultural
models theory

The study of culture formation and cross-cultural relations requires careful
attention to group dynamics and individual psychological processes. To causally
understand cultural cognition and behavior, anthropology and psychology must be
close companions (Atran 2005: 772).

In this chapter, I draw on recent developments at the intersection of
anthropology and psychology to explore how people in the GAE conceptualize their
relationship with wild animals, as well as the prdcesses underlying specific
understandings thereof. Major aims of cognitive anthropology are to “[represent]
aspects of the way the world is understood to be within particular cultural settings
as well as intracultural variation in and the social distribution of cultural
knowledge”(Garro 2000: 279). Here, cultural knowledge loosely means ideas,
knowledge, concepts, biases, beliefs, values and every mental process that is subject
to social transmission (Paolisso 2000; Ross 2004).

Cognitive anthropologists have developed the concepts of schemas and
models as conceptual frameworks and interpretive processes that mediate our
understanding of the world (see D'Andrade 1995a; Holland & Quinn 1987; Strauss &
Quinn 1997). Formed through accumulated experience and learned from others
(Garro 2000; Holland & Quinn 1987; Quinn 2005a), we use them to perceive,
process, organize and interpret information; to reason about the world; to attribute
meaning to situations and events; and to guide behavior and solve problems (Garro
2000; Holland & Quinn 1987; Kempton et al 1995). They are both data structures

and data processors; both patterns of action and patterns for action (Casson 1983).
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Typically, these cognitive structures and processes are described as nested
hierarchies in the mind, where a schema, the prototypical representation of some
object or event, is part of a system of interconnected building blocks constituting
more complex models (D'Andrade 1995b). A cognitive model, as Dressler (2000:
246 ) explains, is “a highly schematized, skeletal representation of some conceptual
domain, including the elements, structure, associations and processes within that.
domain”. It also defines how‘ the model’s elements relate to one another (D'Andrade
1995b). We draw on these internalized representations when deciding how to
behave in certain situations or when making sense of our thoughts, feelings,
motivations and actions and the actions of others (Dressler 2000; Quinn 2005a).
However, models are not precisely stated rules and rigid structures. Rather, they are
loose patterns of association that enable flexible reactions to events (Strauss &
Quinn 1994).

Psychologists refer to “mental models” as the subjective representations held
by individuals and constructed from idiosyncratic experience in a relatively direct
relationship with a physical environment. Anthropologists focus on intersubjective
representations built by individuals from common experience and thus shared
within social groups (Shore 1996; Strauss & Quinn 1994). This sharedness makes
them “cultural models”(Holland & Quinn 1987; Quinn 2005a; Ross 2004; Strauss &
Quinn 1997). It also means that these models are taken for granted by and tacit to
the individuals holding them (D'Andrade 1995a; Holland & Quinn 1987; Paolisso
2007). Instead of being formulated as explicit declarative knowledge, they are

implicit and based on schemas embedded in words (D'Andrade 1995b).
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The sharedness does not imply the exclusion of other, alternative models
(Holland & Quinn 1987; Ross 2004; Strauss & Quinn 1994). Cultural models are in
peoples’ heads but a given cultural model is not necessarily in everyone’s heads
(Strauss & Quinn 1994); across individuals, there is considerable difference in the
amount and elaboration of the knowledge encoded in cultural models (Dressler
2000) and people can draw from different models at different times (Strauss 2005).

My approach relies on a definition of culture that stresses intracultural
variation and change, and causal processes of stability and change. This contrasts
with the “common-sense” view of culture which posits culture as a stable and bound
system of equally shared and perfectly transmitted rules, norms, beliefs and
practices (Atran et al 2005; Ross 2002; Ross 2004). In the more recent
distributional view of culture {Atran & Medin 2008; Atran et al 2002; Atran et al
2005; Sperber 1985), cultures are composed of linked and overlapping mental
models that are imperfectly shared and diversely distributed across individuals in a
population, and the models’ attendant behaviors (Atran et al 2005; Dressler 2000).
Without giving up the idea of sharing, culture is thus seen as an emergent system
consisting of individual cognitions arising out of interactions with the social and
physical environments and that are distributed according to processes involved in
their creation and modification (Ross 2004). Within a given population, agreement
and disagreement with cultural models have clear patterns of variation that reflect
differences and changes in physical and socio-political environments (Kempton et al
1995; Ross 2004). These patterns can then be explored with respect to their origin

and the knowledge involved, which allows identifying the processes involved in
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cultural models’ production, maintenance, transmission and change (Atran et al
2005; Ross 2004).

Thus, it is important to study how individuals handle novel situations and
introduce new ideas and concepts into their existing frameworks (Ross 2004).
Building upon previously learned models and schemas (Strauss & Quinn 1997),
change in cultural models also results from socioeconomic or political factors that
affect and constrain exposure to social discourses, information flow, and individual
learning processes (Atran et al 2005; Paolisso 2000; Strauss 2005). Taking into
account the social forces that shape and are shaped by persons and that lead to
variation and change in cultural understandings, Strauss (1994) draws attention to
the existence of competing models within populations, the existence of sub-cultures
and the change in cultural models over time (Handwerker 2002; Ross 2004; Strauss
& Quinn 1994). This approach stresses the need to first identify patterns of variation
and then only ascribe “boundaries” to groups of people so as to move beyond
“reified and essentialized social groups that exist only by assumption” (Hvandwerker
2002: 108). This is especially relevant in the study of groups undergoing rapid

changes linked to globalization and “westernization” (Ross 2004).

This theoretical and methodological focus on cultural change and associated
variability in cultural models is particularly appropriate for this study, if one
considers Maasai historical cultural diversity and dynamism, and the intensity of

current socio-economic transformations in Maasailand.
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“Why meanings matter”15! in environmental management and
conservation

Focusing on the contested meanings of environmental problems and
resources across stakeholders, cognitive anthropology has contributed to research
on environmental issues ranging from forestry (e.g. Atran & Medin 2008; Medin et al
2006)) and fisheries (e.g. Miller et al 2004; Paolisso 2002; 2007) to global changes
(e.g. Kempton et al 1995) and pollution (e.g. Paolisso 2000; Paolisso & Chambers

2001).

Because of the established link between cultural models and behaviors (e.g.
Chavez et al 2001; Dressler 2000; Medin et al 2006), uncovering these meanings is a
relevant contribution to research on environmental decision-making, and thus for
conservation policy. Cultural models of the natural environment and how these vary
across and within populations have been shown to correlate with values, attitudes
and resource management behaviors (e.g. Atran & Medin 2008; Atran et al 1999;
Atran et al 2002; Atran et al 2005; Kempton et al 1995; Medin et al 2006).In a
telling study of environmental decision-making in the lowland rainforest around the
Maya Biosphere Reserve (Guatemala), Atran, et al. (2005), Atran, et al. (1999),
Atran, et al. (2002) and Atran and Medin (2008) show how three culturally distinct
groups of people living in the same environment and holding contrasting cultural
models of the forest’s ecological relationships have corr(;spondingly divergent

patterns of land use that also differ in sustainability.

151 From book by Medin, Ross and Cox (2006): Culture and Resource Conflict: Why Meanings Matter.
Russell Sage Foundation.
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Also, when stakeholders hold competing cultural models of nature and
associated knowledge, meanings and values, this might hinder communication
among stakeholders who use natural resources or spaces and thus generate
intragroup and intergroup conflict. This can happen both among communities using
the same resources (e.g. Medin et al 2007; Medin et al 2006; Strang 1997) and
between conservationists and/or governments and local communities (e.g.
Casagrande 2004; Haenn 1999; Paolisso 2000; 2002; Pfeffer et al 2001). Thus, as
Paolisso (2000}, Atran et al. (2005), Medin, Ross and Cox (2006) and Medin et al.
(2007) argue, knowledge of cultural models and of how they change can be used to

improve dialogue among stakeholders and thus contribute to solving these conflicts.

In this study, I am concerned with 1) the cultural model(s) of human-wildlife
relationships that are held by different groups of land users in Amboseli, 2)
whether, how and why these models are changing and 3) the implications of these

changes for local wildlife conservation efforts.

Changing cultural models of the environment and forces of change

Cultural models of the environment change over time, in part reflecting
interrelated changes in the social and economic spheres of the communities (Ross
2002). They are the products of ever-changing historical contexts and cultural
specificities (Descola & Palsson 1996a) and vary with political economic factors that
condition access to resources, patterns of land use, context of learning and explicit
transmission of knowledge (Paolisso 2007; Paolisso et al 2006; Ross 2002). In

particular, indigenous cultural models and associated knowledge and behaviors

162

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



which may have conservationist value are often negatively affected by
transformations associated with globalization (Ross 2002; Snodgrass & Tiedje
2008). Here I review socioeconomic drivers that have been discussed as influencing
human-environmental relationships in general and cultural models of the

environment in particular.

Among drivers of change in cultural models of nature are changes in land
tenure and land use change. For example, in Indonesia, Ellen (1993) shows how
Nuaulu conceptualizations of the forest have been affected by logging, market
economy penetration, land privatization and the 1980’s transmigration policy.
These changes have promoted the idea that humans can overcome previously
uncontrollable natural forces. I would argue that in Maasailand, the transformation
in perceptions of the land (from being shared and abundant to being a bounded,
scarce, individually controlled asset) (Galaty 1981b; Hodgson 1999a), could result
in important changes in models of the natural environment.

Immigrants have been blamed for introducing new models of nature and
destroying local environments (e.g. Noss 1997). However, immigrants can also
internalize local cultural models of nature. In the Maya Lowlands (Guatemala), Atran
etal. (1999), Atran et al. (2002) and Atran et al. (2005), show how one group of
immigrants, the Ladinos, are actively changing their mental models of the forest and
adopting sustainable practices from their indigenous Itza Maya neighbors.

Although the impact of judaeo-Christianity on (strictly defined) cultural
models of the environment has not been investigated, its role in mediating human

relationship with the natural environment has been widely debated. In particular, it
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has been denounced as contributing to a world view that is anthropocentric,
hierarchical, patriarchal, abstract and entailing human separation from and
dominion over nature, a position famously associated with Lynn White’s (White
1967) seminal article152. However, extensive quantitative research in the USA and
Europe on the influence of Christianity on environmental attitudes and behaviors
has not conclusively shown whether and how Christianity and its different
denominations influence human-environmental relationships (see e.g. Boyd 1999;
Eckberg & Blocker 1989; Eckberg & Blocker 1996; Greeley 1993; Guth et al 1995;
Guth et al 1993; Hand et al 1984; Hayes & Marangudakis 2000; Hayes &
Marangudakis 2001; Kanagy & Nelsen 1995; McCammack 2007; Schultz et al 2000;
Sherkat & Ellison 2007; Tarakeshwar et al 2001; Wolkomir et al 1997).

In the non-Western world, Christianity has played an important role in the
transformation of indigenous environmental constructions (Robbins 1995) by
muting certain belief systems and associated practices that may have been
conservationist in their effects (if not in intent). Appell (1997), for example,
discusses how among swidden agriculturalists of Malaysia, a post-conversion loss of
reverence for an environment that was alive with spirits and is now seen as an
economic resource (as encouraged by Christian missionaries) has led to sacred
grove destruction and environmental damage. Similarly, Robbins (1995) shows
how, among Urapmin (Papua-New Guineé), Pentecostalism, exclusively, has
transformed local perceptions of the environment through the injunction to use and

dominate the earth and its fruits and the rejection of spirit ownership of resources

152 The same author, though, highlights such early Christian conservationists as St Francis of Assisi,
whom he proposes as the saint patron of ecologists.
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and taboos on foods and uses of the land (now seen as “false laws”). To follow these
taboos is to sin, while willingness to break them is a sign of Christian faith. In East
Africa, too, conversion to Christianity has generally been equated with loss of
indigenous knowledge and beliefs credited with conservation value (e.g. Kideghesho
2008; Kiringe 2005).

In other contexts, however, Christianity, in its diverse forms, has promoted
conservationist values and behaviors. With a shift away from the idea of dominion
to the idea of stewardship of God’s creation53, both the North and the South are
now witnessing what has been termed a “Greening of Christianity” (e.g. Gitau 2000;
Kanagy & Willits 1993; Kearns 1996; McCammack 2007). For instance, in the
Borneo interior, in pre-conversion animistic contexts now faced with environmental
degradation, Christianity is contributing to a resacralization of the forest (and its
indirect protection) (Amster 2008). Among Inuit communities, local Pentecostal
movements have developed “healing the land” rituals with shamanistic elements
that stress the connection between people’s behaviors and the productivity of the
land (Laugrand & Oosten 2007). In Kenya, there are several international Christian
conservation NGO’s that have partnered with local churches to spread an
environmental conservation messagel54. Finally, we have seen (Chapter 2) how
Christianity emerged as the strongest predictor of positive attitudes towards

wildlife in the GAE. Thus, Christianity’s effects on conceptualizations of nature and

153 Hart (2002} defines these two concepts as follows: in the dominion worldview, people see the
world as created for humans, to be used by them; in the stewardship understanding, people have a
trust from God to care for the earth and its goods on behalf of God, their ultimate owner.

154 E.g. A Rocha (http://en.arocha.org/kenya/); Care of Creation

(http://careofcreation.org/pri.brackenhurst.cfm). These NGO’s collaborate with local churches, such

as the Anglican Church of Kenya and the African Inland Church, among others.
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associated behaviors can be counter-intuitive. As Robbins (1995) argues, the
outcomes of struggles between Christian and indigenous beliefs need to be
examined on a case-by-case basis.

In non-western settings, formal education also potentially influences cultural
models by conveying western ideas about nature. This, Berger (1993) sees as a
threat to the sustainable practices associated with Maasai practical ecological
knowledge gained through the pastoralist lifestyle. In Kenya, among Kajiado District
primary and secondary students (including Maasai), Ali (2002; 2006) found a
dominant perception of wildlife as sources of economic benefits to the country.

Transformation of indigenous understandings of the environment can result
from global conservation discourses and initiatives implemented in non-Western
settings (Pfeffer et al 2001; Snodgrass & Tiedje 2008; West et al 2006). Indeed,
Pfeffer et al. (2001) argue that global environmentalism represents a cultural model
that has grown out of First World environmental concerns, has been promoted by
international environmental NGOs and is based on distinctive shared values, norms,
attitudes and knowledge about the environment. For instance, Atran et al. (2005)
show that Q’eqchi immigrants to the Maya lowlands get most of their expertise on
agroforestry from local and international development NGOs (which value local
resources economically) and, incidentally, are the group with the least sustainable
agroforestry practices when compared to two other groups who hold different
cultural models of the forest. For West (2006), the creation of protected areas
(themselves a form and expression of globalization) has imposed the western

nature/culture dichotomy on places where this distinction did not previously exist
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- a pattern that can even be, counter-intuitively, reinforced by some community-
based conservation initiatives (Goldman 2006). Also, in Maasailand, Goldman
(2003; 2006) has argued that reshaping the landscape into protected and
unprotected areas is reshaping Maasai relationships with wildlife into more
antagonistic ways (see also Chapter 2). Also, local appropriation of the language of
environmentalism can influence how people see themselves in relation to their
surroundings (Pfeffer et al 2001).

In western contexts, too, changes in conservation policy can play a long-term
role in changing cultural models of hatural resources. In Wisconsin Medin et al.
(2006) demonstrate how, under the influence of changes in state fishing regulations
(size limits), cultural models of appropriate fishing practices have shifted away from
the idea of “fishing for food” (a “do not waste ethic” still held by native Americans
locally) to “fishing for sport” (with catch-release), which is typical of the white
majority culture. Holders of each model perceive the other group’s model as leading
to environmentally detrimental actions. Some of these general processes of
modernization are underway in the GAE and I will investigate their association with

variation in cultural models of human-wildlife relationships.
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METHODS

The study areas

The fieldwork took place in the GAE in SE Kajiado District, southern Kenya,
between February 2002 and July 2004. To capture both spatial and temporal
dimensions of variation in cultural models, I selected three strongly contrasting
study areas that are at different stages in the process of land tenure change (from
communal to private), land use change (from extensive pastoralism to intensive
agropastoralism) and development of tourism and wildlife conservation (Table 3.1).
These three areas belong to two Maasai sections (Matapato section in the NW;

Kisonko in the south).

Two study areas, hereafter called “Swamps” and “Emeshenani”, were chosen
for their proximity to the park55, the presence of conservation and tourism
initiatives and their contrasting land uses (respectively agropastoralism and
extensive pastoralism). In the north, I selected Osilalei for its private land regime

and the absence of tourism and conservation initiatives (see Figure 3.6).

155 Both are part of the Amboseli Biosphere Reserve buffer zone.
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Table 3.1. Study areas’ characteristics.

Osilalei Emeshenani Swamps
Study area
Group Ranch Osilalei Olgulului-Lolarrash Imbirikani
Maasai section Matapato Kisonko Kisonko
Administrative Mashuru Loitokitok Loitokitok
Division
Land tenure Private Communal Communal

Land use Sedentary pastoralism  Extensive pastoralism  Sedentary pastoralism
+ rainfed cultivation + irrigated cultivation

Tourism & No Yes Yes

conservation

initiatives

Infrastructure access” High Low High

*From BurnSilver (2007).

A
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School
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Figure 3.6. The Greater Amboseli Ecosystem and study areas. Osilalei study area lies
in the eastern side of Osilalei former GR; Emeshenani is on ANP’s northern
boundary; the Swamps study area lies around Namelok and Isinet settlement areas.
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The “Swamps” study area is located in the south of Imbirikani GR (4,600
registered members; 122, 89 hectares) (Ntiati 2002), around the Kimana and
Namelok swamps. These have been settled for horticulture since the 1970’s by non-
Maasai farmers and Maasai agropastoralists. The settlement areas included here are
Kalesirua and Namelok, two small bustling “shopping centers” that cater to an
ethnically diverse population. This area is close to a road linking the Nairobi-
Mombasa road to Loitokitok and the Tanzanian border, as well as to roads to ANP

and offers livestock markets, churches, mosques, consumer goods, schools and

dispensaries (see Figure 3.7).

Figure 3.7. Hollywood at the market (Kimana town; October 2003).
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At the time of fieldwork, both Kalesirua and Namelok irrigated areas were
being subdivided into private plots. Namelok plots are enclosed within an anti-
elephant electric fence installed by Kenya Wildlife Service (KWS) in 1997. In
contrast, Kalesirua’s cultivated area shares an unfenced boundary with the privately
held small Kimana Wildlife Sanctuary56. Imbirikani GR has been the focus of
extensive community-based conservation initiatives (see Chapter 2).

Located within Olgulului-Lolarrash GR (6,418 members; 147,050 ha) (Ntiati
2002), along ANP’s northern boundary, Emeshenani is a semi-arid area with no
permanent natural water source. Transhumant pastoralism is the main land use and
some families cultivate in the GR’s arable parts (Namelok; Loitokitok). Access to
health and education is low; infrastructure is limited to malfunctioning water tanks
and boreholes!57.

Osilalei lies in the eastern part of Osilalei GR, a 38,629 ha former GR (Rutten
1992) that was subdivided in 1990 (BurnSilver 2007; Worden 2007)158, It is
relatively close to Mashuru, the headquarters of the Mashuru Administrative
Division. Households combine herding and rain fed cultivation on their private
ranches (100 - 250 acres)15%; wildlife populations are low (J. Worden, pers. com.)16,

although herbivores from the Amboseli basin migrate to the area.

156 Owned by the African Safari Club at the time of fieldwork. See Chapter 2 for more information.

157 This water provision system was originally provided as part of the agreement between the
government and Maasai communities that made official Maasai departure from what is now ANP.

158 Osilalei GR still has a GR Committee and 900 registered members.

159 [n Osilalei, settlements are theoretically single-household settlements that “belong” to the owner
of the land. However, some families (e.g. fathers and sons) decide to live together, even if
momentarily, as a way to keep access to grazing that has been made inaccessible because of land
subdivision. The average number of households per settlement is the lowest there (2.45). Itis 2.84 in
the Swamps and 4.70 in Emeshenani.
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Despite selecting the study areas for their differences, some spatial
correlation was unavoidable. For instance, the association between
presence/absence of economic benefits from wildlife and land tenure was known
from the outset and was impossible to circumvent: there is no subdivided area with
tourism and conservation initiatives and, conversely, no group ranch without them.
Other correlations, however, only became evident later and could not be controlled
for. For example, the association between land tenure and Maasai section: all the
private ranches are located in Matapato section, while all the GRs are situated in
Kisonko. Another incidental correlation is how religious affiliation varies spatially
according to the geographic location of different Christian missions and churches?é1.

In such cases, qualitative data are crucial to tease out these confounding effects.

Data collection

To address the research questions in a holistic way, I collected both
quantitative data, which are amenable to rigorous statistical analysis, and
qualitative data, which are crucial in shedding light on statistical patterns and
contextualizing results.

As Ross (2004) argues, formal methods in anthropology have to be
complemented with in-depth, ethnographic and historic knowledge of both the

studied populations and domains. Thus, within a general ethnographic approach

160 | Worden, International Livestock Research Institute, Nairobi, Kenya. Locals attribute this to land
subdivision and the relatively even spread of settlements across the landscape. Former reserved dry
season-grazing areas (enkaron) have now become imparnati areas (areas of permanent settlement).
The ensuing disappearance of “bush” has led to the most dangerous wild animals “moving away”.
Some informants even believe that those wild animals were actually taken on airplanes to ANP by
white people.

161 See Appendix 16 for church membership per study area.
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that combined long-term permanence in the field, participant observation and the
collection of unstructured data in the course of daily interactions, I also collected
data formally.

Throughout the fieldwork, my locally-recruited research assistants62 and I
carried out 46 interviews with key-informants (unstructured and semi-structured).
These included Maasai leaders (elected and appointed), GR Committees’ members,
non-Maasai and Maasai tour operators, conservationists, KWS staff, as well as
knowledgeable Maasai individuals. We also conducted four focus-groups (with
elders, women and herding boys); and three interviews with primary school
teachers (the goal was to identify the contribution of formal education to ideas
about wildlife, conservation and tourism). Finally, at the end of the field work, we
carried out one workshop in each study area, where we presented preliminary
results and obtained feedback on them. Throughout, I kept a field diary where I
recorded observations on people, formal and informal interactions and events.

Most of the data that I use to describe and analyze cultural models come from
semi-structured interviews that we carried out in 96 households163 (32 per study
area). These households were randomly selected from an updated sampling frame
that was developed by BurnSilver (2007) and Worden (2007). In each household,

two informants (the household head and one of his/her dependents)164 were

162 Richard ole Supeet and Simayo ene Somoire, both Imbirikani GR members.

163 A household is usually headed by an elder. It includes a husband, his wife(ves) and their children,
as well as the people, relatives or not, who are “taken care of” by the household head. In Osilalei and
the Swamps, some households are headed by widows, something we did not see in Emeshenani, a
more traditional area.

164 For example, a wife, a child, a sibling or a parent (see Appendix 2, table 1, for household
composition). Despite attempts to interview equal numbers of dependants of different age/gender
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interviewed (total n = 192), following an interview guide designed to collect both
quantitative and qualitative data. Its questions were derived from preliminary data
collection (informal and key-informant interviews; focus-groups) and tested with
ten informants of different gender/age categories in the three study areas. The
questions were thus culturally appropriate and relevant.

The interviews were not‘ tape recorded: the English-Maa-English
translations, the number of interviews and their length (they ranged from two hour
interviews to full days affairs with meals included) made the transcribing process
overly time-consuming,. Instead, after training both my assistants in the importance
of translating verbatim and in the research themes that needed to be more deeply
probed, I opted to take scrupulous notes during the interviews. R. Supeet and |
conducted the longer interviews with the household heads, while S. Somoire carried
out the household head dependents’ interviews!65. Everyday Simayo and I reviewed
each of her interviews for clarity.

From early on, translation issues appeared as crucial. In this chapter, it is
particularly relevant that, in Maa, there is no single word for “animal”; that the
concept of “wildlife” is articulated through several words; and that this shows
individual and regional variation. This makes “wildlife” a problematic notion
concept to deal with in talk. While wild animals are sometimes generically referred

to as inguesi (at least based on my experience in Amboseli), this term is mostly

groups, the sample was biased towards people who spend more time at home {women) as opposed
to people who tend to be away during the day (herders; school-going children).

165 The interviews with the household heads were longer because we collected the households’
demographic and socioeconomic background data from them.

174

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



employed to speak about harmful and aggressive (eerisho) wild animals66. Thus,
using the word inguesi can bias informants towards speaking only about those
usually disliked species. Another word, ilchangit, tends to apply to a different set of
species: the “polite” (ebor; harmless, peaceful) animals. To minimize these biases,
we inquired about the informant’s personal wildlife taxonomy at the beginning of
the interview. Then, by asking questions that simultaneously included these
different terms, we obtained data on “wildlife”167. In addition, aware of individual
and spatial variation in Maasai naming of wildlife species, we minimized potential
confusion among species by having the informapts identify the species they were
talking about with the help of a guide to African wildlife (Alden etal 2001).

In order to investigate possible spatial and intergenerational differences in
cultural models, I stratified the sample by study area and by age. Stratifying by age
allows inferring changes over time, which is something to be expected in contexts of
rapid social transformation (see Atran & Medin 2008; Atran et al 2005; Garro 2000;
Ross 2002). In the Maasai context this approach is easy to implement because well-
defined male age-sets are formed of cohorts of age-mates of equal ages. Also, in the
past 100 years, age-sets have responded differently to government policies, the
market economy, Christianity, formal education and development interventions
(Rigby 1989). Thus, interviewing members of distinct age-sets possibly taps into

cognitive models that are based on common experiences within age-sets - an

166 These are also sometimes generically called “lions” (ilowarak; also carnivores), which also
includes elephants and baboons, as well as inkukuuni (“monsters”).

167 According to free list data (“Which wild animals do you see the most often?”), animals recognized
as “wildlife” include the following species (in no special order): wildebeest, impala, gerenuk,
Thompson'’s gazelle, Grant's gazelle, giraffe, eland, baboon, hyena, lion, elephant, buffalo, zebra,
leopard, cheetah, warthog, oryx, hare, kudu, jackal, ostrich, snakes, hippopotamus, wild dog, dikdik,
mongoose, fox, vervet monkey, common duiker, hartebeest, squirrel, eagle.
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interpretation that informants confirmed: age-sets are differently talked about
depending on their perceived level engagement with maendeleo. However,
interviewing large age-set stratified samples was made difficult by time and
resource limitations and the small number of members of the youngest and oldest
age-sets among household heads. So, in order to increase sample sizes, older age-
sets (Iseuri, IInyankusi and Ilterito; age range: 60s-90s), perceived as more
“traditional” (following the traditional religion; uneducated) were sampled together,
forming an “Old Elders” age-group; the younger age-sets (Ilkiponi, Ilkimunyak and
Ilkishimu; age range: 20s-50s), perceived as “modern” (Christian; educated) were
sampled together (as “Young Elders”). In each study area, sixteen “Old Elders” and
sixteen “Young Elders” were randomly selected for interviews. The members of
these two groups and their dependants!68 were then aggregated in two broad age-
categories (Young vs. Old) to achieve samples large enough for statistical analysis6°.

In total, 191 interviews were analyzed17.

Having completed the fieldwork in Kenya, I have since been in contact by
phone with my Amboseli assistants to ask for clarifications about the data and
additional information. In March 2008, R. Supeet asked questions to the pastor of
the local Pentecostal church he attends, while I had a conversation over coffee with
a Fort Collins Pentecostal pastor (both pastors are from the Assemblies of God

Church, of US origin). Information was also obtained through Christian

168 See Chapter 2 for explanation on how age of women was determined.

169 Age ranges: “0Old”: 50s-90s; “Young”: children-50s.

170 We carried out 193 interviews, but I discarded two of them - incidentally from the same Osilalei
household - for being inconsistent and erratic.
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environmental NGOs in Kenya, fellow researchers in the GAE and the Korean

embassy in Nairobil7l,

Analytical methods

Within cognitive anthropology, the investigation of cultural models has been
approached from both qualitative and quantitative angles. In this study, | combine
the strengths of a qualitative approach (discourse analysis) and of a statistical
approach (cultural consensus analysis) to explore the content and the distribution
of cultural models of people-wildlife relationships in the GAE. I transcribed and then
coded and analyzed all the qualitative data with the help of the QSR NVivo 2.0
software; I entered all quantitative data in ACCESS and exported them to SPSS 16.0
for statistical tests and to Ucinet (Borgatti et al 2002) for cultural consensus

analysis.

Discourse analysis

Typically, cultural models are inferred from what people say because
people’s talk on a subject is the best window into its cultural meaning for them
(Garro 2000; Paolisso 2002; Quinn 2005c). To describe and analyze the content of
the cultural model(s) of human-wildlife relationships in the GAE, I carried out
discourse analysis of the interviews.

Discourse, here, means language in use, either spoken or written, consisting

of fragments of speech or written text longer than single words or sentences; and

171 | contacted the South Korean embassy in order to identify the origin of Spirit of Jesus church in
Osilalei, which was locally perceived as being Korean. However, this church turned out to be
Japanese.
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discourse analysis is the effort to tease from it the rarely explicitly stated cultural
understandings and meanings that underlie it (Quinn 2005c). It is an in-depth and
systematic analysis procedure that is concerned with representative sampling and
disclosed evidence (Quinn 2005b; c).

Although there is no single way to do it (Quinn 2005c¢; Strauss 2005}, a
common feature is the investigation of cultural models and meanings through
interviews and their rigorous reconstruction from clues provided in them. Ideally
unstructured, the interview generates extended samples of rich discourse and
provides a great density of clues to cultural understandings (Quinn 2005c).
Reconstructing cultural models is done by searching for and comparing patterns
across multiple interviews and passages (Quinn 2005b; c}). Some of these patterns
are frequent features of discourse, such as metaphors, key words and phrases, and
instances of reasoning and linkage of ideas; and the contexts in and regularity with
which they are uSed (Muhlhausler & Peace 2006; Paolisso 2002; Quinn 2005b). Also,
people’s talk will reveal traces of explicit social discourses and ideologies, such as
ideas, jargon and phraseology typical of those discourses (Strauss 2005), thus
providing evidence of their origin.

These linguistic expressions are all culture-laden, and their selection and use
are governed by underlying cultural models (Quinn 2005b). They thus provide
powerful insights into the human conceptual system (Casson 1983). Metaphors,
especially, are revealing. According to Lakoff and Johnson (1980), the centrality of
metaphors in language reflects how fundamental they are to our cognitive

functioning and conceptual systems. Their relevance for discourse analysis stems
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from their being 1) frequent in speech, 2) like flags waving (speakers choose
metaphors that are cultural exemplars of the points they are making) and 3} key
concepts in schemas or models (Quinn 2005b).

Quinn (2005) recommends that talk be tape-recorded and transcribed.
D’Andrade (2005), however, argues that if the main goal is to describe the content of
a cultural model (rather than attitudes, feelings etc), less details are needed and
verbatim records are enough. Discourse analysis also requires native or near-native
control over the language and interviewee’s culture (Quinn 2005). Finally, for
D’Andrade (2005), rather than asking informants directly about their model(s), it is
better to ask something that will make them use the model(s) in the answers.

My interviews fell short of several of these recommendations: they were
semi- structured (as required for a comparative study) rather than unstructured;
they were not tape-recorded; [ did not carry out all the interviews face-to-face (most
dependants’ interviews were conducted by Simayo); neither I nor my assistants
were perfectly fluent in, respectively, Maa and English. Finally, many questions
directly and explicitly asked about aspects of the models [ was interested in.

[ explained above why tape-recording was impossible. Despite this
limitation, as most questions were open-ended, we collected large chunks of
detailed qualitative data (including narratives) that are amenable to discourse
analysis. Also, close-ended questions were followed by questions asking to explain
the answers, which provided additional rich discourse. I addressed the problem of
our respective limited linguistic fluencies by having the questions back-translated

and reviewing the translation of the answers for accuracy by asking for the Maa
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word of each new concept to me and checking with a Maa-English dictionary (Mol
1996). In some cases, my Maa'72 was good enough to identify mistranslation and
“shortcuts” and to pick up important subtleties. For example, one assistant would
translate “wild animals don’t have a shepherd” (meata inguesi olchekut) as “wild
animals are not taken care of”173, Or “beautiful” was translated as “good” (sidai)174.
Of course, there were countless nuances that I did not grasp. Finally, my assistants’
translations themselves sometimes reveal more on the origins of their‘cultural
models than of the interviewees’. For example, when a traditional elder mentions
wildlife as a “source of foreign exchange”, 1 suspect that my high-school educated
assistant heard something like “wild animals provide money to the country”17>.
Finally, while it is true that some questions explicitly asked about aspect of the
model(s), many others indirectly had the informants bring into play concepts and
metaphors that reflected the underlying models (e.g. “the cow” as a metaphor was
used frequently across very different questions and narratives; see below).

After transcribing and reading several times all the interviews and the field
notes, I coded them using NVivo. Then, [ explored the data for patterns in several
(sometimes simultaneous) phases, keeping in mind the shortcomings mentioned

above. First, I coded the answers into response categories; second, I coded the

172 | started learning Maa during a five-week intensive course at the Lenkisem Catholic Mission
(Olgulului-Lolarrash GR), taught by Father F. Mol (Kajiado Diocese) and H. Stocks (Feb. - Mar. 2002).
173 Below, I explain the relevance of this.

174 This, in itself, is culturally significant and revealing but misses the point that the question was
asked to specifically explore aesthetic perceptions from a narrower western point of view (focused
on the visual aspect) (see Chapter 4).

175 This is revealing of the discourse on wildlife that children hear in school {more on this below).
Another interesting example is one Christian research assistant translating “[wild animals have the
same right as people and livestock to live here] because we all belong to one person” (oltungani obo
oitushula yiook pookin) as “[...] because we all belong to one father”. This shows how my assistant has
internalized the Christian idea of a male, father-like God, as opposed to the Maasai gender-
less/female-like Enkai.
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answers, as well as narratives and field notes, according to emerging and recurrent
themes, paying special attention to metaphors and key-expressions!76, Finally, I
qualitatively explored patterns in the coded data according to socioeconomic and
demographic variables!””. Coding is not just a way to organize and retrieve data: it is
also an analytical process that has been ongoing simultaneously across all the

dissertation chapters, since my return from the field.

When the same structure is reconstructed from different people’s talk, this
shows that they share the understandings embodied in that structure. These
understandings are thus “cultural” (Quinn 2005). However, it is also vital to be alert
to competing ideas in the data corpus (Strauss 2005), which reflect variation in
cultural models. One limitation of discourse analysis is that it provides no grounds
for determining whether and how much (a) cultural model(s) is/are shared (Garro
2000). Neither does it, for example, accurately tell us whether people holding some
or different models belong to groups that share common or different characteristics.
Indeed, to describe such group response patterns, it is necessary to compare all the
informants in all their responses (Ross 2004). But no qualitative method can keep
track of differences and similarities in the response pattern of many informants
answering many questions. Tackling this requires using formal statistical methods,

such as the cultural consensus model, which I describe below. This method allows

176 See Appendix 17 for the node tree [ developed in NVivo. Nodes are structures in the NVivo
program that store chunks of data that are categorized or “coded” according to concepts, ideas, or
topics. NVivo nodes allow for the retrieval of all the data “coded” there for a more targeted analysis
of their content.

177 For this, | used the NVivo intersection matrix option, which allows to “pull out” all the data
associated with the informants of a group defined by specific attributes (e.g. demographic or socio-
economic) (see Appendix 18).
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ascribing cultural boundaries after the fact, based on knowing the distribution of
cultural models in a population and patterns of agreement with the models, rather

than doing it a priori.

Cultural consensus analysis

The cultural consensus model (CCM) (Romney et al 1987; Romney et al
1986)is a formal statistical method that objectively describes and measures the
distribution of cultural knowledge among informants!78. [t determines whether
there is enough sharing in responses to a set of structured questions to infer that the
informants are drawing from cne common cultural model of that domain (Dressler
2000). In other words, whether there is cultural consensus, which is defined as a
generally agreed upon set of beliefs and values (Kempton et al 1995). The CCM also
measures individual “cultural competence” and estimates the “culturally correct
answers” to the questions (Romney et al 1986)17%. The idea behind the CCM is that
high agreement among informants (consensusj reflects shared knowledge (Atran et
al 2005; Kempton et al 1995; Ross 2002; Ross 2004). In this procedure, informants
are asked to answer a set of structured questions that all relate to a single domain
(Weller 2007). These questions should be first derived from preliminary
qualitative data collection (such as informal interviews, free-lists) so that they

reflect local meanings and understandings.

178 Here, too, knowledge is taken to loosely include beliefs, perceptions, ideas etc.

179 Some examples of application of the CCM: fisheries and knowledge (e.g. Miller, et al. 2004);
international management research (e.g. Caulkins 2004); medical anthropology (e.g. Dressler 2000;
Garro 1988; Monarrez-Espino et al. 2004; Trotter et al. 1999); gender (e.g. De Munck et al. 2002);
forestry and natural resource management (e.g. Medin et al. 2007; 2006; Atran et al,, 1999; 2002;
2008; Ross 2002).
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Cultural consensus analysis is a factor analysis of people (the informants)
rather than of variables (Berges et al 2006). It produces an informant by informant
correlation matrix (adjusted for guessing). A factor analysis is then performed on
that matrix (Boster 1986; Weller 2007).

The analysis then unfolds in three steps: first, inferring the existence of
consensus; second, estimating how much each informant agrees with what the
group agrees on (the “cultural competence”); third, determining the “culturally
correct” responses (answer key) (Dressler 2000; Romney et al 1986). There is
consensus if: 1) the ratio of the first eigenvalue to the second eigenvalue is at least
3/1; 2) the first factor accounts for a large portion of the variance; 3) all individual
first factor loadings are positive and high and 4) there are no or only small numbers
of high loadings on the second factor (Handwerker 2002; Romney et al 1986; Ross
2002; Weller 2007).

If these conditions are met, a single-factor solution explains the structure of
the agreement among informants and reflects a homogeneous response pattern
‘across people and across questions (Ross 2004; Weller 2007). Across informants,
then, the agreement is strong enough that we can assume the existence of one
underlying shared cultural model, the consensus, from which informants are
drawing when answering a set of structured questions on a specific domain. This,
however, does not imply that all informants give the same answers. Variability in
their response pattern will be reflected in the individual loadings on the first factor,

" which measure how strongly each informant’s responses are correlated with the

group’s response pattern (the consensus) (Atran et al 2005; Dressler 2000;
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Kempton et al 1995; Weller 2007) - or the extent to which informants share, or not,
what everybody else agrees on (Atran 2005). These loadings are termed “cultural
competence” scores (Romney et al 1986). For instance, if one person has a
competence score of 0.90, his/her responses reflect 90% of agreement with the
consensus. Note that “competence” is not a judgmental term: these scores are just
measures of individual agreement with the consensus (Ross 2004)189,

Another output, after determination of a single consensus, is the answer key,
which reflects the group’s responses (Berges 2006) (what Romney, Weller and
Batchelder (1986) and Weller (2007) call the “culturally correct” responses). These
are estimated by weighting each informant’s responses by their competence scores
and aggregating the responses across people (Weller 2007)81, The responses of the
informants with whom more informants agree with are given more weight. In
discourse analysis, this is equivalent to looking at which ideas are expressed most
frequently (Garro 1988). However, the group responses (answer key) are not the
cultural model: it can only be inferred that the informants are drawing from a
shared model of the domain when answering questions (Dressler 2000).

As Boster (1986) has pointed out, “there is more to culture than consensus”.
Critiqued for its unrealistic assumptions and reliance on essentialized views of
culture (see Handwerker 2002), the CCM has since made major contributions to the

study of intracultural variation (e.g. Atran & Medin 2008; Atran et al 1999; Atran et

180 Personally, I find the term “competence” misleading. Experts, for example, might show low
“competence” because of possessing specialized knowledge that is not shared by the more numerous
non-experts within a given population.

181 The competences scores are used to weight the responses of each individual (by multiplication)
and then are summed together {Weller 2007).
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al 2002; Atran et al 2005; Berges et al 2006; Dressler 2000; Garro 2000; Medin ét al
2007; Medin et al 2006) and temporal, inter-generational change in cultural models
(e.g. Ross 2002). Within and across populations, exploring patterns of agreement
among informants reveals who “knows” what. This helps understand the processes
underlying differences and change in models (Atran et al 2005; Ross 2002; Ross
2004). For Ross (2002: 125), “intracultural differences open new insights into basic
processes of knowledge formation and transmission in changing contexts, such as
globalization”.

Lack of consensus is also instructive: it might suggest that informants are
drawing from more than one cultural model; that there are multiple consensuses
held by different subsets of individuals within the same population (Kempton
1995). For instance, a great number of positive loadings and negative loadings on
the first factor indicate two different cultures within one population (Handwerker
2002; Weller 2007).

Another situation is when there is consensus but also agreement that
extends beyond the shared cultural model (e.g. Atran et al 2005; Berges et al 2006).
This is explored by looking at the loadings on the second factor. A non-trivial second
factor will capture agreement in addition to the overall cultural model, or
submodels (Ross 2004).

To describe these types of variation (intracultural; subcultural) and explore
its origins, first and second factor loadings can be used as dependent variables in
further statistical analyses. The goal is to test whether the loadings correlate with

socioeconomic and demographic variables, and thus to identify whether agreement
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patterns relate to subgroups within the population. If this is the case, then a
separate cultural consensus analysis can then be ran on each group (Berges et al
2006; Weller 2007).

In this analysis, [ selected 32 questions with dichotomous answers (yes/no)
out of the household interview guide. All the questions are related to fhe conceptual
domain of human-wildlife relations. They ask about the conditions under which it is
acceptable to kill wild animals; desirable solutions to human-wildlife conflicts; and
beliefs, knowledge and feelings about wildlife (see Appendix 19). Derived from
unstructured data collected during the fieldwork'’s first year, the questions reflect
local concerns, ideas and values (e.g. the solutions to human-wildlife conflicts were

all suggested by informants).

To prepare the data, I first dropped out of the database with 191 rows
(informants) the rows with more than 10% of missing values and/or “I don’t know”
answers, thus reducing the number of rows to 99. I then filled the remaining empty
cells with randomly generated 1s (yes) and 2s (no) (see Miller et al 2004; Weller
2007). 1 used Ucinet (Borgatti et al 2002) and the covariance model (true/false) to
perform the analysis. Its outputs are a 99X99 informant correlation matrix,
individual first and second factor loadings and the answer key (see Appendix 20).
Finally, I combined methods (e.g. one-way ANOVA; regression and cluster analyses)
to explore which personal attributes explain patterns of variation in agreement with

the cultural model(s).

186

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



RESULTS

Below, following Ross’s (2004) stress on the importance of explaining who
one’s informants are (which has consequences for result interpretation and theory
building), I present information on the informants’ socio-economic and
demographic characteristics, followed by the findings from the discourse and

cultural consensus analyses.

 Informants’ socioeconomic, demographic and cultural
characteristics

A total of 191 interviews was carried out in 32 households in the Swamps
(20.6% of the local households), 33 households in Emeshenani (33.3% of all the
local households) and 31 in Osilalei (31.3% of the local households). Of the three
study areas, the Swamps study area appears as the most “modern”, a place where
maendeleo activities (e.g. cultivation, businesses) are eagerly experimented with.
Informants from this area are more educated (Table 3.2), practice a self-perceived
more “modern” version of Christianity (mostly Protestantism) (interview data; see
Table 3.3 and Appendix 16) and have a more diversified economy (Table 3.4) (i.e.
employment in tourism/research/conservation; businesses; horticulture for the

~ Nairobi, Mombasa and export markets). Most households are small (6.69 people on
average), agropastoralist and sedentary (Table 3.4). In contrast, north of the park,
Emeshenani is locally considered a more “traditional” area because of people’s and
livestock’s mobility. Some households82 are agropastoralists (Table 3.4), cultivating

plots in swamps and/or the Loitokitok highlands; the average level of education is

182 Average size: 12.88 people; In Osilalei: average size: 7.13 people.
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low (Table 3.2) and the people who identify themselves as Christians (47.7%)
practice Cétholicism (Tablé 3.3)183, This is the least economically diversified area
(Table 3.4). Osilalei can be said to be at an intermediate level of “modernity”, in
terms of education (Table 3.2), adherence to Christianity (Table 3.3} and economic
diversification (Table 3.4). Interestingly, the Swamps and Osilalei areas are the

poorest (Table 3.4).

Table 3.2. Education in the study areas. Numbers in parentheses are percentages.

Study area Education level* Mean number of years
’ of education’
Uneducated Educated
Swamps (n=64) 50 (78.1) 14 (21.9) 1.45
Emeshenani (n=65) 62 (95.4) 3 (4.6) 0.20
Osilalei (n=62) 51(82.3) 11(17.7) 0.84
Total (n=191) 163 (85.3) 28(14.7) 0.83

* Differences in education level are significant: 2 = 8.376; df = 2; p = 0. 015;
§ Differences in mean number of years of education is significant: F = 5.407; df = 2; p = 0.005.

Table 3.3. Religious affiliations in the study areas. Numbers in parentheses are

percentages.
Study area Religious affiliation*
Catholics Protestants Traditional
Swamps (n=64) 3(4.7) 48 (75.0) 13(20.3)
Emeshenani (n=65 ) 27 (41.5) 4(6.2) 34 (52.3)
Osilalei (n=62) 2(32) 32 (51.6) 28 (45.2)
Total (n=191) 32 (16.8) 84 (44.0) 75 (39.3)

* Differences in religious affiliation significant across study areas: x? = 81.357; df = 4; p <0.001

183 Besides the fact that Catholicism has been more respectful of Maasai culture, local Catholics are
also maybe less committed to their faith than the “Saved” Protestants. This might, however, also be
related to the harshest ecological conditions under which Emeshenani pastoralists live. A “Catholic”
elder, when I asked him how often he went to mass: “Never this year; a few times last year [...]. Going
to church must not prevent you from going with the cows”. This attitude is prevalent among men,
who, as [ witnessed, rarely frequent the Sunday masses in Lenkisem, as compared to women.
Hodgson (2005) has described how Maasai women in Tanzania have disproportionately converted to
Catholicism in comparison to men (in an attempt to reclaim the spiritual power they have lost since
changes introduced, in part, by colonialism).
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Table 3.4. Distribution of households according to land use types, economic
activities and wealth ranking. Numbers in parentheses are percentages.

Attributes : Study area

Swamps (n=32 ) Emeshenani (n=33)  Osilalei (n=31)
Land use
Livestock only (n=26) 4(12.5) 18 (54.5) 4(12.9)
Livestock + cultivation (n=70) 28(87.5) 15 (45.5) 27 (87.1)
Economic activities
Livestock only (n=13) 1(3.1) 10 (30.3) 2(6.5)
Livestock + cultivation (n=13) 0 (0.0) 3(9.1) 10 (32.3)
Livestock + other (n=13) 3(9.4) 8(24.2) 2 (6.5)
Livestock + cultivation + other (n=57) 28(87.5) 12 (36.4) 17 (54.8)
Wealth ranking184
Poor (n= 46) 20 (62.5) 7 (21.2) 19 (61.3)
Medium (n=23) 8 (25.0) 7 (21.2) 8 (25.8)
Rich (n=27) 4 (12.5) 19 (57.6) 4(12.9)

In terms of gender, the sample was relatively balanced, with 109 men
(57.1%) and 82 women (42.9%). Six household heads were widows (two in the
Swamps; four in Osilalei). Although not significantly, there were more formally
educated men (18.3%) than women (9.8%) (x?2=2.762; df=1; p=0.097). Household
heads were distributed across age-sets as follows: 30.2% of the “Young Elders” were
of the Ilkimunyak age-setzss; 17.7% were Ilkishimu; [lkiponi household heads
(already junior elders in Matapato) were 2.1%. Among the “Old Elders”, 29.2% were
Iseuri, 18.8% were Ilnyankusi. Only two were llterito (2.1%). Among the
dependants were five girls (uncircumcised; 8-12 years old), seven boys
(uncircumcised; 11-16 years old), 10 ilmurran (15-22 years old) and 71 adult

women (15-80+ years old).

184 Wealth ranking (Grandin 1988) is a method to determine household wealth that relies on intra-
community definitions of wealth.

185 See Appendix 1 (age-sets and age-categories of informants) and Chapter 2 for an explanation of
the sampling strategy according to age.
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Discourse analysis results: the content of cultural models

In this section, I present what has emefged out of the discourse analysis as
two contrasting cognitive models (and one possible “submodel”) of human-wildlife
relationships among Amboseli Maasali. The existence of competing cultural models,
which was manifest during fieldwork, was also evident while exploring and coding
the qualitative data: in fhe midst of great variability and complexity in answers,
some informants consistently gave answers and explanations that fell within a
similar range of ideas about wildlife, while others provided answers consistently in

opposition to these. This pattern was corroborated by the discourse analysis.

For the sake of simplicity, while I strive to highlight the complexities and
ambiguities contained in the data?8é, [ follow Roy D’Andrade (2005) and present two
cultural models in parallel and as a series of consequent propositions. Propositions
are assertions made by the analyst of the way informants represent something
based on their understanding about it (which is implicit in how they talk about it}
(D’Andrade 1995). I identified the central ideas of each model, grouped the
corresponding propositions and use informants’ quotes to illustrate them?87. While.
tend to present the most “colorful” quotes (without altering the English), I do so
only if they are representative of the speech of a large number of informants. For
each proposition, I indicate the number of interviews and number of passages that
are coded at the corresponding NVivo node. This gives an idea of the prevalence of

the respective ideas in people’s speech.

136 See Strauss (2005) and her discussion on how people can hold contradictory models.
187 In my NVivo node structure, each proposition became a node at which all the data representative
of that proposition are “coded”.
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Below, in a series of propositions and sub-propositions, which I mix with
quotes, simple statistical data'® and expianations, I present the “traditional”
cultural model of how Amboseli Maasai talk (and think) about the relationship
between livestock, people and wildlife. I then explore and analyze the “modern”

model of these relationships.

The “traditional” model: people, livestock and wildlife “staying together”

Everything belongs to God: the land, the people, the grass, the wild animals...
(Ilnyankusi elder, Emeshenani)

In Maasai cosmology, peopie and wildlife do not exist in a vacuum. Therefore,
before presenting the cultural models relating to people-wildlife relationships, 1
offer contextual information on the local meaning(s) of “environment” because
these understanding(s) inform the cultural models!8. In Maa, there is no word for
“the environment”. The closest to it, as explained by educated key informants and
my research assistants, is “the land” (enkop, pl. inkuapi). Enkop includes wild
animals, people, livestock, trees, mountains, as well as such “modern things” as
schools, hospitals, roads, cities, and the government. Truly, in Maasai culture, the
land is “everything that God has put on top of the land” and all these elements are
part of “God’s creation” (Enkai naitayuo). This contrasts with the western vision of
“nature” as a “wild” and “pristine” space, of which humans are not part and which
has driven European conservation efforts in Africa (Adams & McShane 1992).
Maasai culture does not emphasize the western nature/culture divide. Maasai do,

however, distinguish between the realm of “the bush” (osero or angata) and the

188 Percentages of informants having answered structured questions in the interviews.
189 Here, | combine data from my fieldwork and the literature. Unless authors are specified, the
information in this section comes from interviews.
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domestic realm (ang: home)19, Still, humans are considered such an integral part of
“the land” that, for instance, a “good land” (enkop sidai) is essentially a land where
people have respect (enkanyit) for each other, live in peace and cooperate. It is also
a land that “likes cows” (enyor inkishu) by providing water and grass (when Enkai
“rains” on it).

As we saw, traditionally, the land belongs to Enkai and is used
communally!91. The concept of private land ownership, although now desirable
locally, is sometimes not deeply ihternalizédwz, This is true even where land has
been privatized and among “progressive people”, such as this Evangelical elder from
the Swamps, for whom “[the land belongs to] Enkai but She lets us Maasai use it".
This ethic is still so strong that people believed to have sold land have been
cursed1?3, For others, the view of land as a commodity is interpreted by likening it to
a cow194, For instance, for this traditionall% Iseuri elder from the Swamps, “[Before
subdivision], the land used fo be God’s spouse. [Now], it is still God’s, but itis asif a

father gave a cow to a son”. For others, though, like this Iseuri elder from Osilalei,

190 However, boundaries between these two domains are, as I show below, porous and negotiable
(interview data; see also Goldman 2006).

191 Among my informants, 61.1% believe that “the land belongs to God” (n=190).

192 Motivations for subdividing the GRs and “good things of subdivision” (prospective and actual)
include, among the most frequently mentioned, fear of land grabbing by politicians, desire for land
tenure security and for autonomy, promoting equality in use of resources, using the title as a loan
collateral and a wish for a more settled “modern” existence.

193 See Chapter 2 on how GR leaders accusad of having sold GR land for tourism and conservation
died as a result of curses. An Iseuri elder from the Swamps explains: “If you sell land, you'll be cursed;
you'll never e successful with your life. [...] Now we realize that it is just naturally bad to sell land...
We've seen that many people who got land at Loitokitok and sold it, they are not normai, they don’t
do things right, they became very poor and they don’t take care of their families properly. They’re
useless.”

194 A5 [ show below, the “cow” is so central to Maasai culture and lifestyle thatitis used as a
metaphor to conceptualize and speak about widely different aspects of life. For instance, as new
sources of income, cultivated plots and businesses are also “cows”. This is hardly an exclusively
Maasai characteristic. See Coote (1992) on the centrality of cattle in other Nilotic cultures and
associated metaphors.

195 Here, I use “traditional” as reflecting adherence to the traditional Maasai religion.

192

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



God is now out of the picture: “[now] you own land prop.erly, SO you count it as your

property, ‘just like your cows.” | )
The "traditi_onal" model of human-wildlife relationships is made up of three

main propositions, which in turn present several sub-propositions, which I detail

below. The main propositions of this model are:

1. Wild animals are not cows;

2. People and wildlife were created together by God; people and wildlife have

always stayed together;

3. “Conservation” is about people and cows.

Proposition 1: “Wild animals are not cows”

[n the “traditional” model, people fundamentally distinguish between
domestic and wild animals, the latter being perceived as not being what “cows”
arel%, As [ will show repeatedly, Maasai draw on what I call the “cow frame” and
associated metaphors to think through and speak about their relationship with
wildlife (or lack thereof). In the Maasai “cow frame”, the cow (understood as
livestock in general) is “everything” in people’s lives and livelihoods: it provides
food (milk, meat, blovod), medicine (fat) and cash; affection and beauty; a source of
pride and social status; the ability to build friendships, arrange marriages and
contribute to ceremonieé; it is also an endless cause of worry. In this strongly

reciprocal relationship, people depend on cows and cows depend on people. Cows

1% See also Turton (1987) for a similar situation among the Mursi pastoralists of the iower Omo
Valley Ethiopia. ’
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are “Maasai life”; they are “our hearts” (oltau), “like children” and “our bank

account”. Below I show how, in this model, wild animals do not fulfill these roles.

1.1. Wild animals are not at home and they are not taken care of'97

First, wild animals are those animalls “who do not stay at home” (nemenya
ang): they “stay in the bush” {etii osero/angata) - a fundamental difference with
“cows”, which “stay at home” with people. This is both explicitly stated by
informants and linguistically encoded in Maasai taxonomy. As we saw above there is
no word for “animal” in Maa 198. Instead, several words are used that reflect the
distinctioﬁ between livestock and wildlife. The former, generically called “cows”
(inkishu)19§, are also knowh as eramatare (“the ones that are taken care of”). The
other animals, the-ones that “stay in the bush”, present two categories: the
aggressive wild animals (inguesi) and the “polite” ones (ilchangit). As a young
Emeshenani woman simply explains, “[animals from the bush are] all inguesi
because they are not cows and they are not people”. Donkeys, although of the same
“family” as zebra, are not inguesi because “they belong to home” [sic]. And “this is
why”, says this elder, an llnyankusi from Emeshenani, “you don’t see [inguesi] in my
boma: I'm not rearing them”. Wild animals are “things of the bush” (intokitin

eangata) and “they do not have a shepherd” (meata olchekut).

Reflecting this perceived distance between “home” and “the bush” people

state that they are ignorant about wildlife: “We don’t know [the wild animais]

197 In NVivo, 71 interviews and 98 passages are coded at this node.

198 See Morris (1998) and Turton (1987) for similar situations in Malawi and Ethiopia, respectively.
Furthermore, for Maasai, people are not “animals”: they are “people” (iltunganak).

199 This is not to say that Maasai do not linguistically distinguish between the different livestock
species and the various ages and types: these distinctions are extremely fine and there is a name for
each.
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because they don’t wait for us to know them”200 (Ilkimunyak elder, Osilalei). People
do not know these animals’ families and anélestries (while they know their cows’
genealogies) or their health condition (which makes them risky to eat); they do not
feed them, treat them or see them give birth; they do not give them names, as is the
case with cows?201 énd do not get affectively attached to them. The fact that others,
such as the government or scientists, “take care of wild animals” (eramat inguesi) is
puzzling: “I don’t know why people take care of wild animals because, us Maasai, we
know that it’s only cows that need to be taken care of” (IInyankusi elder, Osilalei).
Ultimately it is Enkai who takes care of wild animals, by making them give birth and
providing them with food (grass; preys).

However, even though distinctions between “animals at home” and “animals
in the bush” are rhany and clear in people’s minds, these boundaries are repeatedly
blurred and crossed, both conceptually and physically202. Some animals are closer to

- “home” than bthers. Typicalfy, these include the herbivores that peacefully mix with

the livestock when grazing and are said to be “cows/goats that went to the bush”203,

200 Interestingly, of course, this declaration of ignorance about wildlife could also be interpreted as a
public discourse on Maasai identity as people of cattle who pride themselves on not subsisting on
wildlife, as opposed to poor people or the Dorobos (hunters) who do. Actually, Maasai have a deep
and sophisticated knowledge of wildlife behavior and ecology (interview data; Goldman 2006).

201 An exception to this assertion that wild animals do not have names is the notorious Kimana crop
raiding elephant who was named Osama (as in Osama Bin Laden), for being “destructive and a
coward”. However, note that this is the case in a especially “modern”, urbanized and ethnically mixed
area. Other instances where wild animals are given names, which are then adopted in the Maasai
communities, result from zoological research in the area, with western researchers givirg names,
usually of people, to lions and elephants. Also, some Maasai employees of western researchers and
conservationists have expressed their puzzlement at witnessing the strong emotional attachment
that Westerners have with individual wild animals.

202 See also Goldman (2006) on the flexible bush/home boundary.

203 In a locally widely known story, these animals were originally the “cattle of women”. However,
because of women’s careless management, these animals escaped and “went to and stayed in the
bush”. And this is how women lost their cattle and became dependents of men (interview data;
Kipuri 1983). However, as Goldman (2006) argues, this narrative can also be read as a comment on
how close wildlife are to humans.
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Some, such as wildebeests, even “come home with the cows”, mixed with the cattle
herd. This is a source of pride for elders, since it signals the ownership of a large
herd. In other cases, calves follow giraffes or wildebeests into the bush, putting them
at risk of being killed by predators. Maasai -‘have also long observed that zebras and
wildebeests erijoy the proximity of human settlements for predator protection.

‘ln gener;lal,v fhese “polite” anirhéls physically and behaviorally resemble
livestock: gazélles and giraffes both look like and graze like goats; zebras are
“cousins of donkeys”; and the eland would be a perfect cow if only it could be
domesticated, a wish repeatedly expressed in interviews and put in practice by one
informant’s father who had raised a young eland in the hope of cfossing it With his
cows204, Attempts at domesticating wildebeests have been reported(Hinde & Hinde
1901); I saw one domesticated ostrich (Figure 3.8) and an Osilalei informant
reported that he had two ostriches living inside his house‘s and “staying with [his]
cows”. Still, in general, it is in the “mean” nature of wild animals not to let
themselves be “taken care of”: “We cannot stay with wild animals because they don't

wait for us to milk them or slaughter them peacefully” (Iseuri elder, Osilalei).

204 The “experiment” was aborted by an overzealous moran who killed the eland when he saw it
inside a cattle herd.
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Figure 3.8. Domesticated ostrich, at a boma on Eselenkei GR {(March 2002). Note
goats in the background.

1. 2. Wild animals are useless?%5

Since they are not cows, wild animals are declared to be useless: they do not
“take care of” (aramat) people, as cows do. They are not a resource. As one
surprised Osilalei llnyankusi elder asked: “Is there any animal that I don’t milk, that
I don’t eat, that I don’t take home, without any benefit, which can please me?”
Another Osilalei elder (Ilnyankusi age-set) answers: “No, thgre’s none that I can
make a cow of or make it useful to me”.

Some wild animals have important uses, as we saw above. However, when

probed about these, people would specify that they do not depend on wildlife for

205 NVivo: 52 passages and 43 interviews coded at this node/proposition.
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them: they are more like occasional “bonuses” that they get “by accident”2%, Finally,
of course, in contrast with cows, which incarnate everything that is “good”, some
wild animals are not just useless, they are also plainly “bad”, with behaviors that
negatively affect people’s s‘a‘\fe‘ty and livelihoods (see Chapter 2, on human-wildlife

conflicts).

1.3. Wild animals belong to God, not to people?97

A final characteristic distinguishing livestock from wildlife in people’s minds
is that people do not own wild animals as they do cows: wild animals belong to God

only (era inguesi inEnkai ake) (a view shared by 52.6% of the informants; n=190):

[Wild animals belong to] God... God protects them so much: [even though] they
don’t have a shepherd and a home [...] God still protects them... They belong to God
because nobody can go and graze them or take them to their home... (Woman,
Swamps)

“After God”, another owner of wildlife is the government (17.9%): wild
animals are now “the government’s cows” and the government is “milking” them
(profiting from them) 208, For some, however, like this Iseuri elder from Emeshenani,

the government is “cheating itself” that wild animals belong to them: “To us Maasai

206 An important difference in the relationship with wildlife across the Kisonko and Matapato
sections is the perception of wildlife as food or non-food (see Murcott 1999). In contrast with the
Kisonko who strongly shun the use of wildlife as food except under the direst of circumstances,
Matapato residents readily acknowledge that they eat wild animals (even zebra, one of the most
tabooed of wild animals!), that they enjoy doing it and even go out hunting for that reason. In Osilalei
(Matapato section) as many as 59.0% of the informants agree that it is acceptable to kill wild animals
for food (this is probably an underestimation since it is illegal to kill wildlife), while orly 21.3% of the
Kisonko informants think so (x2 = 32.300; p<0.001). However, interestingly, Matapato refuse to
acknowledge this as a benefit: they specify that they do not depend on that source of food; that they
mostly get it “by chance”. Although wildlife as food or non-food is an important dimension of Maasai-
wildlife relationships, here I only give it a superficial treatment, reserving a deeper analysis for a
later publication.

207 NVivo: 51 interviews and 54 passages are coded at this node.

208 And “the government’s cows are eating our cows!” exclaimed an angry Iseuri elder from the
Swamps, speaking about the predation problem.
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wild animals belong to God”; for a young olmurrani from Emeshenani, “the

government only takes care of them: God is the rightful owner”.

Proposition 2: We were created together by God; we have always
been staying together '

“Staying together" (Kiriamunye; or Kiboita “we are together”) is the most
recurrent expression in people’s speech about their relationship with wildlife, thus
making it the key-expression209, It expresses the idea that people, livestock and
wildlife have always coexisted and co-exist on the same land by virtue of being part
of God’s creation (Enkai naitayuo): “[People and wild animals] stay together,
because wild animals also have their mothers and fathers heré" (Ilnyankusi elder,
Emeshenani).; “Wild animals are fine to stay with me... When [ was growing up, |
found them here and they’re God’s creation. So I agree to stay with them”
(llkimunyak elder, Emeshenani). Thus, as conceptually distant as wildlife might be
from cows (and thus from people), wild animals, livestock and people are seen as
part of a joint creation by God. And in the same way that “togetherness” is a
desirable feature of human relationships, so itis in this “traditional” model of
human-wildlife relationships. Below, I deconstruct this general idea of “togetherness

with wildlife”.

209 NVivo: 116 interviews and 212 passages are coded at his node.
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2.1. Wild animals have the same right as people and cows to live here

A majority (710.3%; n=185) expressed that wild animals have the same right
as people and cows to be on the land210. Mostly, this is because they are considered a
part of God'’s creation, as much as people and cows (40.5%)21%. The creation of
humans is not distinguished from the I;eSt of God’s creation: “[wild animals] are also
like hufnan beings and cows... They ére God'’s creation, so they have the rjght to be
on this land” (Ilkimunyak elder, Swamps) and “God made wild animals just like
[people]” (woman, Emeshenani); “They’re all God’s creation, just like us...”
(Ilkishimu elder, Osilalei). Other reasons include the related ideas that “wild animals
have always been. here”, “they were born here” and “they have nowhere else to go”
(23.2%).

2.2. Wild animals do what God created them to do?1?

For some informants, the right to live on the land extends to harmful wild
animals. When wild animals conflict with human livelihoods (by killing livestock
and competing for resources), they are seen as doing what God created them for:
“Alfhough we don’t like them, [wild animals] were also created to eat and drink on
top of this land. Whether we liké them or not, they have thé right to be here.”

- (llkimunyak elder, Emeshenani). Enkai created grass for “everything that eats

grass”: [competition for grass] is not a big deal because grass comes from Ged and

it’s all for cows and wild animals” (Iseuri elder, Swamps). And even if predators “eat

210 NVivo: 120 interviews and 126 passages are coded at this node.
211 NVivo: 51 interviews and 54 passages are coded at this node.
212 NVivo: 27interviews and 36 passages are coded at this node.
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cows by force”, they also eat other wild animals, “just being fed by God"213
(Ilkishimu elder, Emeshenani). And although this IInyankusi elder from Emeshenani

might be exaggerating, here is how he feels about depredations by lions:

We don’t count cows killed by lions because lions are hungry. For lion, it's ok
because it's going for its own food. I will try to kill the lion. But if I don’t manage to
kill it, it was just lucky, it’s ok.”214

Some of this tolerance towards problematic behaviors by wildlife is

predicated on the view of wild animal as individuals:

I don't hate any [wild animal] except the one that causes problems to me like
destroying my esilanke [dam] or my shamba [cultivated plot]... I don’t hate all the
wildebeests: I just hate the one that wronged me??5 (Ilkimunyak elder, Osilalei).

2.3. Maasai do not kill wild animals for nothing?16

Because they “belong to God” (as part of God’s creation), “innocent” (ebor)
wild animals should never be killed “for nothing” (pesho): 97.3% rejected this as a

valid reason to kill them (n=188). According to this Ilkimunyak elder in Osilalei,

Wild animals belong to God and not to the government or to you. So if you kill them
for nothing throughout your land, you will be cursed???,

On the other hand, and although there is some tolerance for wild animals that
do what God created them for, this tolerance is not absolute, especially towards
predators: “For us, Maasai, the enemies of our cows are our enemies”. In this case,

any wild animal that has attacked a person or a cow must be eliminated:

Maasai [..] don’t kill wild animals anyhowly [sic]: they only kill the problematic
ones. If a wild animal kills a cow, then that animal will die automaticaily because it

213 Some creatjons of God elicit puzzlement, such as the crocodile (“God just created something that
we don’t know what it is, just an animal put inside the water”) and the snake (“I just don’t know how
God created it”). And the hyena is almost pitied because “the way it is made, the way its stands and its
colors... God just didn't favor it”.

214 See Chapter 2 for a discussion of “not counting” (children; cows; killed cows etc) in Maasai culture.
215 Wildebeests transmit Malignant Catarrhal fever (MCF), a disease that is deadly to cows.

216 NVivo: 40 interviews and 60 passages coded.

217 In the sense of being punished.
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has touched a cow, which is Maasai life. But if you see a zebra, a giraffe, an ostrich, or
a gazelle, you just pass them, you don’t touch them. (Iseuri elder, swamps)

It is not us protecting wild animals: we were all created by the same God and put on

the same land so we just agreed to stay together. But if an animal causes a problem

to a Maasai, then the Maasai also kills it, the lion for example. Others like gazelles,

they’re polite [supati] and they just run away if you scare them a little. (Iseuri elder,

- Swamps)

The “guilty” predator will be tracked for as long as necessary until it is killed.
The rationale is to prevent it from coming back and doing it again. For instance, as
an Ilkishimu elder from Emeshenani explains, in the event of a lion killing one of his
cows, “I would gather the morans, follow the lion and make sure we kill it so it never

comes back again. Now that killingfwild animals is forbidden”, however, “that lion

will just go and maybe the next day it will eat another cow”.

This distinction between “innocent” and “guilty” animals and the notion of
animals as individuals reflects recognition that wild animals have subjectivity,
agency and personality?18, “Staying together” is predicated on managing the
relationship 5etween people, livestock and predators by “teaching them” to keep
their distance from humans and cows. Thus, to “stay together” with wildlife means
sharing the same land, tolerating the “innocent” wild animals while establishing
some distance between people and some animals by scaring away and killing the

“guilty” ones219,

2.4. In the past, the relationship between people and wildlife was better?2°

218 This is also reflected in how species or individual animals are perceived as having human
personality traits. Some species are greedy, gentle, clever etc...

219 At olamayio, non-guilty dangerous animals (e.g. elephants, rhinos) are also killed by the morans
(for fun, prestige etc). However, the result is still that those animals are “taught” to stay away from
people and livestock and their population decreased.

220 NVivo: 36 interviews and 41 passages coded.
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Killing guilty wild animals is seen as crucial to maintaining a good
relationship between people and wildlife. In the past22l, when killing was allowed,

this relationship was better:

The problem with wild animals was less in the past because wild animals used to
fear people... Because if a lion killed a cow, morans went and killed it; if an elephant
tried to cause problems, morans would go and kill it; if a buffalo troubled people, it
was followed until it was killed. So, animals were fearing people and they were not
causing as many problems as they do now. (Iseuri elder, Emeshenani)

People and wild animals are now “fighting” more as a result of the
prohibition to kill wild animals and the creation of “places only for wild
animals” (parks, sanctuaries) (see beldw). Now, wild animals “know” that
they will not be killed and fear people less: “They’re aware that they are
protected so they’re very brave and can fight you and kill you very easily”
(Ilkimunyak elder, Emeshenani); according to a woman from Emeshenani
“They boast because the government is protecting them”. They have even

become more aggressive:

Because they are not being killed anymore, the problem [of wildlife attacking
people] has increased: we're not used to each other anymore. So, the moment we
meet, we are enemies. Even before, the lion didn’t eat people that much [...]. It was
believed that if you were eaten by lion for nothing (rather than at olamayio) it
meant that you have been cursed. (Elderly woman, Swamps)

In this way, conservation has disrupted a previously “peaceful relationship”:

Wild animals were taken by the government and then they have become more
aggressive. Before, they used to graze with the cows and they didn’t cause any
problems... The moment the wild animals were snatched from us, they have become

221 | phrased this question as “Comparing today’s situation and what you have heard of the past (for
example when your grand parents were children) or seen (when you were a child), how do you see
the way in which people at that time stayed with wild animals compared to the way in which people
stay with wild animals nowadays?”
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reaily wild [...] Wild animals now hate us and are very anndyed with the Maasal.
(Iseuri elder, Emeshenani)?22

Before, [wild animals and us] stayed together more nicely because by then people
would kill wild animals without any problem [...]. Now, people and wild animals
hate eqch other, I don’t know why. (Ilnyankusi elder, Osilalei)

Socioeconomic changes are also recognized as affecting this

relationship:

[The relationship between people and wild animals] was better before because wild
animals were cowards, they just ran away from people. Now, they’re really killing
people because people are not killing them. So, they're really taking advantage of
people and cows and killing... [Why are wild animals not killed anymore?] Because
before, the morans went to the bush and ate meat. When they came out of the meat
camps, they were very strong and wanted something to kill. Nowadays, morans
don’t go and eat meat, so they cannot do anything... Now, even if we ask them to Kill
a lion that has killed a person, I don't think they will kill it [Why are not morans
eating meat nowadays?] Because now people are selling their cows instead of giving
them to the morans to eat?23, (Ilkimunyak elder, Emeshenani)

So, somehow paradoxically for Western sensitivities, to Maasai killing

wild animals is essential to maintaining a healthy relationship with wildlife.

2.5. As part of God'’s creation, people and wildlife are meant to stay together.

Through the creation-of ANP and other protected areas, conservation policy

and tourism have both spatially “separated” places for people and places for wildlife

222 Again, note how this expresses the idea of animals as actors. Elephants, in particular, are seen as
having become extremely aggressive. Around ANP, where they come into frequent contact with
people and cows, they are now killing “for nothing”: “the elephant has become a lion tukul
[completely]! Not like before when it used to be very polite” (IInyankusi elder, Emeshenani). Among
tragic incidents that occurred during fieldwork, one informant had lost a wife, the mother of an
infant. This was a traumatizing event that locally generated deep resentment against the park,
elephants and conservationists (see Chapter 2). It is all the more traumatizing because, compared to
other animals who are doing what God created them to do (to eat), there is no logical explanation for
an elephant killing a cow or an innocent person, since it does not eat it (see also Esikuri (1998).
Incidentally, research has suggested that East African elephants are suffering from post-traumatic
stress resulting from poaching incidents (Bradshaw et al. 2005).

223 “Going to the bush and eating meat” refers to the olpul , or “meat camp”, a place in the bush away
from settlements where ilmurran assemble to bond, feast on meat for several days and nights, as
well as drink herbal “soups” that build up their strength and make them “trance” (interview data;
pers. obs.) ' :
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and contributed to increasing the “aggressiveness” of wild animals. They have upset

the “togetherness” of people and wildlife:

After wild animals have known that they are protected, inside [the park], they just
come to kill cows and then they go back to the park. Because there was a time when
we were just grazing together... We were not seeing this problem. (Iseuri elder,
Emeshenani)

[In the past], the relationship was closer because people and wildlife were staying
together most of the times and people ‘were moving- together with the wild
animals224. But nowadays they are protected and kept away from people... So, they
have forgotten about people, and so they have become more aggressive. (Woman,
‘Swamps). I '

And this “separation” is bad because, ultimately, wild animals and people, as

part of God’s creation, should not be separated; they are meant to be together:

God has created the cows, people, and wildlife and God has said for all of us to stay
together. But now some people are trying to put wildlife apart, which is not good.
They should have let us stay like that without trying to separate us. We should just
stay together. So it is good for those areas [protected and non-protected areas] to be
one and we should just kill a lion when it eats cows [...]. (Ilkishimu elder, Swamps)

An elder logically argues that it is impossible to separate what God has
created:

I think [fencing ail the wild animals inside ANP] is not possible because these things
have been tried for many years and have never worked.... After my investigation, I
think that Amboseli is suitable for both livestock and wild animals: this is God’s plan
and this is why it was never possible to fence the park completely. [This is] also why
the government has failed to provide us with water [outside of the park] so that we
stay out of the park. Water is taken ali the way to Nairobi [without any problem],
while this water is only a short distance [and its provision has failed] and it is the
same government? So, this shows that it is God’s plan for wild animals and cows to
mix inside the park?2s (llnyankusi elder, Emeshenani)

224 This is what Western (1973) describes a complementary and compatible ecologies of people,
livestock and wildlife, which used to have similar seasonal movement patterns across the Amboseli
landscape (congregating in the swamps at the core of the ecosystem in the dry season and dispersing
out of the swamps onto more nutritious pastures in the rainy season).

225 This elder is mentioning the water provision system implemented upon the park’s creation as a
compensation for Maasai moving out of the swamps now inside the park: It has been mostly
inoperative over the years since then (see Chapter 2).
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This unbalanced, “separated” situation where wild animals use areas that

were made off-limits to livestock but still come to people’s land is seen as unnatural

and unfair:

Elephants... Lions... Zebra... And all kinds of wild animals... In the past; we were just
staying together, and none of us get finished, neither people nor wild animals. But
now we have a double loss: we are still suffering the costs of wildlife killing people -
and that happens by accident - but now we are not eating our grass, which was
reserved for them?26, In the past, even if wild animals killed people and cows once in
a while, at least we were grazing in our land. (Iseuri elder, Swamps)

This situation affects tolerance towards wildlife:

'[The government] is not serious. They should do one of two things: either let us stay
together like God created us or lock the wild animals seriously. To have a place only
for wildlife without knowing that most wild animals are with the cows does not
make sense! So, either lock them inside completely and do no let them come out; or
let us share everything all together, the park, the grass, the water... (Ilkishimu elder,
Swamps). :

“Some informants (44.3%; n=191) agreed that people, wildlife and livestock

“staying together” would be a solution to human-wildlife conflicts and 13.1% cited it

as the best solution:

I like for us to stay together the way we have always been doing. It's really hard to
chase the wild animals. So it is better to stay together because we found them on
this land. It is much better if we stay in the way God made us all (Ilnyankusi elder,
Emeshenani)

“Staying together” thus reflects the idea that wildlife is part of a whole, which
is God'’s creation. People’s sense of unity with wild animals (as well as their
aesthetic appreciation; see Chapter 4). despite (big) problems caused by some
species, is strong: “I like seeing the wild animals... My hearf just likes it” (young
woman, Emeshenani); .“wild animals are like colors that God put on the land to
decorate it” (elderly woman, Swamps); “the land would appear bare without them”

(young woman, Swamps) and “people would be bored without them” (non-

226 By “reserved”, this elder means that livestock are not allowed to graze inside the national park.
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practicing moran, Swamps); “If all of them disappeared, we would be lonely because

we are used to seeing them around” (moran, Emeshenani).

Asked whether, given the choice, he would live in a land without wildlife, a
puzzled [lkimunyak elder from Emeshenani replies “Is there a land without wild

animals? There is no land without wild animals”.

Proposition 3: “Conservation” is about children and cows.

As I was interested in local definifions of “conservation”, as well as in how
the western concept of “conservation” is understood (and whether/how it relates to
wildlife in people’s minds), | asked formally educated key informants how they
would translate “conservation”. It was rendered as eramata enkop, which signifies
“the land is taken care of”. It is derived from aramat, which means to herd, to care
for, to look aftefi tovtend, to take care of(Mol 1996). I then asked all the infqrmants

to free list what “eramatata enkop” evoked for them.

First and foremost, “to take care of the land” is “to take care of children and
cows”?227, This, in turn, is done by ensuring that cows have enough grazing, thus

guaranteeing that people have food and prosper:

We conserve the land by conserving grass, that's the main point. [...] We conserve
grass, so that cows eat the grass so nicely, so that they increase in numbers. Then,
we sell those cows for daily needs or to pay bride price and so people increase in
numbers.

This is achieved through social cooperation and careful grazing conservation

and managementZ28;

227 “Taking care of people” NVivo node: 44 interviews and 46 passages (includes “taking care of
children”: 18 interviews; 19 passages); “Taking care of cows”: 55 interviews and 55 passages coded;
228 NVivo node: 47 interviews and 62 passages coded.
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[“Taking care of the land”] is what we did yesterday: we brought back those two
elders’ cows and the cows of [that other elder] that were [illegally] in the dry season
grazing area so that all the cows start [grazing] from the same point so that nobody
is cheating. Like this, care is taken of the Maasai... Because “taking care of the land”
is done to take care of the cows so that cows take care of the Maasai... Because we
don’t have any other bank account except for our cows (Iseuri elder, Emeshenani)

_ Enkai (vGod.) aiso “takes care of the land” by blessing it with réih229: “Only
Enkai can tai<e care of the land because only Enkai is able to rain on the land?23°,
That's the “conservation”” (Iseuri elder, Swamps). For this elderly woman in the
Swamps, “conservation” is Ged’s responsibility: “I don’t know... That is God’s work. |
don’t think human beings can do that.'..” To ensure Enkai’s blessings (and thus rain),
people will strive to maintain harmony among them, és well és pray and offer Her

sacrifices:

I only know what taking care of the land is from the past when my fathers were the
elders and used to do sacrifices to God and the land was blessed and there was use
for iloibonok who used to do lots of things: they would give certain orders such as
“slaughter a certain cow of a certain color”. And God received the blessings and
people all over the land were blessed. Then the land was really conserved. (Iseuri
elder, Emeshenani)

In a “modern” twist of these ideas, the government, by providing heaith
services and education, roads and maintaining law and order, is also “taking care of

the land”231;

[The government is conserving the land] by giving people free education. That's
really good conservation! Also relief food sometimes... And hospitals are built so
that a sick person gets healed. It also settles disputes between people. That’s
conserving the land. (Iseuri elder, Swamps)

In this model, then, “conservation” is cow- and people-oriented, and it does

not.include protecting wild animals: as we saw above, only God takes care of wild

229 In Maasai culture, a form of blessing, which symbolizes rain and fertility, takes the form of gentle
spitting on someone’s face or hands. NVivo node: 13 interviews and 14 passages coded.

230 Enkai (God) is synonymous with “rain”. Eeou Enkai, which literally means “God is coming” is used
when “rain is coming” (about to rain).

221 NVivo node: 46 interviews and 49 passages.
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‘an_i.mval__s.232. Asked gbpu; Mvaasai”rqle in “taking care of” wildlife, most informants

| thought that Maasai did not “take care of” wildlife, neither in the past (85.9%] nor
now (62.9%). As this elderly woman expléins, “mostly, [Maasai] didn’t kill wild
animals... But they didn’t protect them e‘ither: they were just there, they never

minded them. Or as an elder argues:

Some people can tell you during your interviews that we're really protecting these
animals. That is not true because the truth is that we grew up together with these
wild animals... It's God who put us all together, so we just stayed together (Isenri
elder, Swamps) :

Some, howevér, recognize that if Maasai did not actively “take care of”
wildlife, their way of life has benefited the animals. It was “not organized [..] but the
way we were staying with wildlife allowed wildlife to increase” (Ilkimunyak elder,
Swamps):

We were not killing them and not eating their meat because it looked beautiful for
wild animals and cows to graze together... Maasai could finish all the wild-animals in
one year if they wanted to! We did not do much to protect: we were just not eating
them and not killing them for nothing. That’s why you see the government coming to
Maasailand to take the wild animals. So even if we haven’t done much, at least we
have known how to stay with them. The only species that is gone is the rhino,
because it was too aggressive. It's not the Maasai’s fault: the rhinc was finishing the
people first, so we had to finish it first. (Ilnyankusi elder, Emeshenani)

. For this reason, 47.1% of the informants (n=153) stated that there would still

be wild animals in Maasailand even without the government’s protection:

There would still be wild animals here even without the government’s protection
because Maasai were born together with these wild animals on our land and we are
still staying with them. We've been staying with them all this time and they are only
found in Maasailand... The government doesn't have wild animals and those people
have finished their own wild animals. (Iseuri elder, Swamps) -

232 The perception that Maasai are not “conservationists” extends to trees: “Maasai don’t know how
to take care of (aramat) trees” (Iseuri elder, Osilalei).
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'fo summariie, this “traditional” model of human-wildlife relétionships has
three major propositions: |
1. Wild animals are not cows;

2. People and wild animals were created together and should “stay together”;
3. “Conservation” is about cows an.d people; it is not about wildlife.

Even though Maasai have no reéson to “love” wild animals and do not have
with them the reciprocal relationship that they have with cows, the recent
development whereby people and wild animals are “separated” because of
conservation policies (which have turned people and wild animals into “enemies”),
is deplored. “Staying together” is what God has intended for the Maasai, their cows
and the wild animals. Maasai who hold this model do not think of themselves as

“conservationists”. Only God (or nowadays the government) takes care of wildlife.

Below, I present the “modern” model of human-wildlife relationships in the

GAE.

The “modern” model: “Let’s be separated”

If it was possible for them to just stay in their protected areas, then we'll stay
together in peace: them in their areas and us in our areas (Iseuri elder, Swamps).

As I explain below, some of the ideas in this model find their origin in or
reflect recent socio-economic changes, which Maasai themselves associate with
“modernity”. I thus call this model of wildlife-human relationships the “modern”
model. It has three main propositions (with sub-propositions):

1. Wild animals afe COWS;

2. People and wild animals should be spatially separated;
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3. “Conservation” is about wild animals and trees.

Proposition 1: “Wild animals are cows”

1.1. Wild animals are taken care of: “they have shepherds"?33

_ Again, the cow frame and associated metaphors are d_eployed here to make
sense of what wild animals have become in people's livelihoods as a result of socio-
economic changes. Their new roles are reinterpreted in light of the traditional role
of people as ’caretakers of cows and the role of cows asvproviders of subsistence and
income.

In this model, wild animals have “shepherds” (eata olchekut):

Elephants are the best because they are having someone who is herding them
[aramat], they have a shepherd... So many people around here are taking care of the
elephants [and that is good] because all are employed to do that?34 (llkimunyak
elder, Emeshenani)

In this way, by attracting tourism, employment and other economic
benefits, wildlife are "taking care of” people and thus are to be “taken care
of”: “I don’t hate [elephants] because I'm now eating [from them] indirectly...
If it wasn’t for the problems [they cause], I'd love them very much; I could
even treat a sick one!” (Ilkishimu elder, Swamps).
People now “take care of” wild animals by refraining from killing them (even
in cases of predation) and preventing others from doing it. Now, even dangerous

animals are “taken care of” because they are also “cows”: “[If we had a tourism

project set up by the GR members], we would not be mind'ing if a wild animal kills a

233 Nvivo: 53 interviews and 94 passages coded.
234 Salaried employment with the Amboseli Elephant Trust (scouts; research assistants; researchers).
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cow because it would be a cow killing a cow” (Ilkimunyak elder, Emeshenani). Even
the lion, the quintessential enemy of cows, is now a “cow”: “[the lion hunt is bad]
becguse lions} are like our livestock”. One difference with cbws, though, is _that wild
animals do not stay “at home”: they are “taken care of” at their own “enclosures”
(olale): the protected areas, which are known as v"enclosuresfor wild animais” (olale

loonguesi)?35 (see below).

1.2. Wild animals are useful?3¢

How have people come to see themselves as “shepherds of wild animals”?
Because, now providing income énd other benefits, wild animals are perceived as
being useful: “Before, people didn’t care for wild animals. Now, they are taking care
of them like cows because people are getting some profit out of them” (Ilkishimu
eider, Swamps)." Metaphorically, wild animals are being “milked”: “[they] are cows;
we are milking them like the ones we have in the bomas [...]: some of our children
are educated thanks to fhese wild animals”237 (Ilkimunyak elder, Emeshenani).

Wild animals have become commodities: they are being “sold” (to game
cropping companies, to tourists, to tour operators who lease GR land etc)?38:

“Before, [wild animals] had no meaning. Nowadays, they have a meaning:
we're selling them. as our cows” (Ilkimunyak elder, Swamps). The government “has

opened [people’s] eyes that wildlife can be protected, taken care of and sold, just

238 Also known as olale loonguesi leserikali: “enclosure for the wild animals of the government” An
olale is a calf pen outside the boma.

236 Nvivo: 64 interviews and 131 passages coded.

237 He is referring to school bursaries provided by KWS and the Maasailand Preservation Trust (see

Chapter 2).
238 See Chapter 2 for the list of economic benefits provided by wildlife in the study area.
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like cows” (Ilkishimu elder, Swamps). This is a “message” that is heard in school, as

this primary school teacher in Imbirikani GR explains:

About the tourism industry, we teach students that wild animals are very important,
just like our own cows. [I tell them] maybe you have heard that your brothers and
sisters in secondary school are being paid; some have their school fees paid by KWS
money... So generally, we teach them the [economic] benefits accrued from wildlife.

Also, the influence of wildlife management theory and practice is evident in
people’s speech. Here, an elder’s discourse reflects the scientific view that wildlife

are economically superior to livestock as a form of land use?3°:

We're getting love for these wild animals... We think we can conserve them... [After
we subdivide our GR] twenty people can unite and decide to set aside a piece of land
to conserve wild animals. [The objective] is to have economic benefits... We realize
that rearing wild animals is easiér than rearing cows: there is no need to hire
somebody to go out with them; no need to buy medicine and spray them; you just
release them. Then, someone comes to take pictures and pays us. (Ilkishimu elder,
Swamps)

In free lists of “good things” of wild animals, economic benefits were the most
frequently mentioned (by 30.5% of 190 informants). In the words of an Iseuri elder
from the Swamps: “It is not good to Kill the wild animals because now there is hope

that wildlife will benefit people...”

1.3. Wild animals are “my cows”

Associated with this process of commodification of wildlife is the idea of wild
animals as property of the GR members: “I heard there is some money accrued [to
GR members] from wildlife [...] Some people are going to school because of it. So

wild animals are also our properties like cows”. (Ilkishimu elder, Swamps)

239 See, e.g., Prins et al. (2000) and Talbot (1972).
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Wildlife commodification is also associated with land privatization and the
idea of “natural resources” as private property. In Imbirikani, people look forward

to the GRs subdivision and to “owning” those wild animalis on their piece of land:

[After I get my own ranch], the wild animals on my ranch, I will take care of them
because they will be mine... They will be like my cows. If I have an order from
people who want to crop them, I will sell them; if tourists want their pictures, I will
make them pay.. That is why I want to take care of them. For example, these

_ stones... If we subdivide the GR, they will be my property: if someone wants to use
them for construction, they will buy them from me. (Ilkishimu elder, Swamps)

Some see GR subdivision - which is feared by conservationists - as the

only way to come to benefit from wildlife. This motivates support for it:

I heard that money in the GR comes from wild animals [...]. But I am not eating any
money from them [although others are]. Now, tell me, if they don’t give you money,
what else is there? I cannot milk them, they don’t carry my luggage, they don’t help
me in my shamba... They even eat it! So, if [ don’t get money from them, what is their
help to me? [...] That's why I want subdivision. Then I will have my own money from
my wild animals, on my ranch. (Ilkishimu elder, Swamps)

In Osilalei, subdivision is a reality and “everything on the land” is now seen

as “property”:

I don’t hate zebras because they’re food2+. They're my cows! [..]. I don’t hate
wildebeests either because they all belong to me... They stay together with the
zebras [..] I don’t hate anything. Everything within my ranch is my property. If
anyone tries to Kill an animai within my ranch, I will report them. It's just like these
trees: they’re all my properties. (Iseuri elder, Osilalei)

The idea of wildlife as private property is, however, a misconception since all

wildlife in Kenya, independently of land tenure, is owned by the state.

Proposition 2: People and wild animals should be separated

In contrast with the strong “staying together” ethic of the “traditional model”,
a predominant idea in this model is the spatial separation of people and wildlife. It

has several dimensions that I analyze below as separate sub-propositions.

240 This elder is from the Matapatc section. Conceiving of zebra as food is utterly unthinkable in the
Kisorko section.
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2.1. Wild animals have their own places?*!

That wild animals have “their own places” (their “enclosures” or their
“bomas”), which are off-limits to people and livestock most of the time 242, is both a
fact (existing protected and conservation areas) and a belief, sometimes “colored”

by limited knowledge:

[ANP] is near Loitokitok, as I hear. I know it is where the government has put
wildlife for wazungu to come and see them and then pay money (Olmurrani,
Osilalei)

For this elder, the reason why there are less wild animals in Osilalei, where
land has been privatized, is because...

The government has taken [the wild animals] to their places [..] Usually, the
government comes in planes and takes them to their places. [Where are their
places?] Oltukai [ANP] and Lenkisem [Eselenkei Conservation Area] [who owns
these places?] The government. [What is special about these places?] I don’t know...
The government knows that. But cows don’t step there. The government doesn't
want... It doesn’t allow that. (Ilkishimu elder, Osilalei)

Some informants even suppose that these places are partially fenced, such as
this woman from the Swamps who would like “the government to increase its
protection of wild animals by fencing them completely”; or like another woman
from the same area who presumes that tourists would not be coming here if wild
anifnals ha»d not all been “fenced in one place”. For others, the wild animals have in

the meantime been left out again:

Before subdivision [of Osilalei GR], all the wild animals were locked in enclosures
for wild animals (vlale loonguesi). But now they were released (Ilnyankusi elder,
Osilalei)

241 NVivo: 29 interviews and 34 passages are coded at this node.
242 During droughts, certain tour operators and Amboseli NP will sometimes, officially or unofficially,
allow livestock inside for grazing.
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Another belief is that wild animals will be fenced in one place once
subdivision of Imbirikani GR happens: [when subdivision happens] I think the game

scouts who protect them will fence them in one place too (Woman, Swamps).

2.2. Maasai as enemies of wild animals.

In this model, Maasai see themselves as enemies of wildlife, either now or in
the past. Any killing of wildlife, even in retaliation or for cultural reasons, is
interpreted as evidence that Maasai were or are unable to live with wild animals.
Killing is especially looked down upon now that wild animals, especially the most

harmful ones (which are perceived as attractive to tourists) are lucrative.

[I don’t want people, cows and wild animals to stay together as they did in the past]:
I think they must be taken care of, just like cows. Otherwise, they will end up being
killed by people. (Ilkimunyak elder, Swamps)

[I don’t want people, cows and wild animals to stay together as they did in the past]
because, we will finish them, us the Maasai (Iseuri elder, Swamps)

Many do not trust themselves and would rather have the government take
care of wildife because “[Maasai] are so harsh with the wild animals” (non-

practicing olmurrani, Swamps);

[How do you feel about the government giving Maasai the authority to manage the
wild animals on their land?] To the Maasai? No! Because we don't know how to
manage wildlife... We only know how to kill them! (Elderly woman, Swamps)

Reflecting this perception, as many as 55.3% of the informants reject the idea
of the government giving Maasai the authority to manage the wildlife on their land

as a viable solution to human-wildlife conflict (n=179).
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2.3. People’s relationship with wild animals is better now?#

Reflecting the above proposition, the relationship is seen as being better now
than it was in the past, since people are killing wild animals less (or saying that they

do so). People and wild animals are “reconciled”:

It's funny because, in the past, people were staying with wild animals. Maasai used
to be together with the wild animals: we moved together, we came back together to

© grazing ‘areas- [...]. The relationship; then, was not very good because we were
fighting. Now, if a wild animal comes and tries to trouble these bomas, people will go
to the top of the hill to leave the wild animal alone. They will not kill it. So, now, we
are so much reconciled with these wild animals, because we’re not fighting. It’s only
them that are still trying to harass us. But we don’t bother them. This shows that the
relationship is much better now. (Ilkishimu elder, Swamps)

Nowadays, people stay well with wildlife because they are protected by the
government and people are also protected because their shambas have electric
fences. (Young woman, Swamps) 244

Past killings of wildiife by Maasai are seen as evidence of a “bad”

relationship between Maasai and wild animals:

[1 don’t want people and wildlife to stay together as in the past] because, before,
people were harassing the wild animals and they were harming people and nobody
was bringing them together to reconcile. (llkimunyak elder, Swamps)

2.4. People and wildlife should be separated

The fact and belief that wild animals have “their own places”
reinforces a expectation that they should be circumscribed there (“only the
land was taken: the wild animals are still roaming around”, according to a
young disappointed woman in the Swamps who was referring to the creation
of ANP) and, thus, a decreased tolerance for their presence: “Wild animals’
land has been set aside forv them... So now they have no righ'; to be here and

graze with our cows” (Iseuri elder, Emeshenani)... because “there are

243 Nvivo: 88 interviews and 110 passages coded.
244 She is mentioning the anti-wildlife electric fence around the Namelok shambas.
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limitations for our cows and no limitations for the wild animals; there are
places that a cow cannot step on and there is nowhere that a wild animal
cannot step on...” (Ilnyan‘k‘usirelder, Emeéshenani). So, after Imbirikani GR
subdivision, this woman says that “[she] will chase them all to their
proteéted areas because [she is] als!o not allowed to go into the park”. Also, if
“staying together” is no longer possible because people are not allowed to
defend themselves and their cows anymore, then the “government’s cows”
should.be locked away: “If [the government does not] want to [let us kill wild
animals], then it should take them to their land” (Elderly woman, Osilalei).

Also, ‘because of the conflicts between peoplevand wildlife, complete
separation between people, livestock and wildiife is desired: “The best is to fence all
the wild animals in their protected areas and put an electric fence around where
they stay. So, there will be no more problems betweén people and wildlife”
(Ilkimunyak elder, Swamps)245. In this way “we all stay in peace: wild animals in
peace and our shambas in peace” (Ilkimunyak elder, Swamps). Very logically, and
displaying the type of ecological reasoning that, in general, characterizes Maasai
discourse about their relationships with wildlife246, this Ilkishimu elder from
Emeshenani declared that he “wanted all the predators fenced inside ANP so that

they stay together with the wildebeests and eat them all!”.

245 There are several mentions to “electrically fence” (sic) wild animals in their own places. This is
inspired by the fact that, in Namelok, the cultivated plots are surrounded by an anti-elephant electric
fence (which is regularly out of service because elephants have apparently learned how to “short” it).
246 | did not explore in-depth this aspect in this study because this seems to be a cognitive
characteristic that is present in both models. See Medin et al. (2006) and Atran et al. (2008 for the
importance of awareness of ecological connections in cultural models of nature for sustainable
practices.
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As a solution to human-wildlife qonﬂict, the majority of informants (66.7%)
agrees with the idea of fencing all the wild animals inside protected areas; and
25.7% consider it as the best solution, ahead of other proposed solutions (e.g.
economic compehsatidn: 14.9%; people, livestock and wildlife “staying together” as
in the past: 13.1%).‘Sinc<‘é fhe 1990’s, When Kangwana (1993) asked similar
questions around ANP, this desire to separate people from wildife (in crder to
protect people against wildlife, to protect wildlife against people and for people’s
economic benefit) has increased2+’.

Other reasons for the desired separation between people and wildlife include
land privatization, such as for this Ilkimunyak elder from Emeshenani: “I like to
have them around because they aiso belong to God. But I don’t want them on my
ranch”. Others see in “separation” a way to benefit economically from wildlife
without having to bear the costs associated with their presence: “I want them to be
fenced. But in different places so that benefits get scattered... not all fenced in one
place only. I'd like them fenced but close to me” (Ilkishimu elder, Swamps). An
likishimu elder from Osilalei disagrees with the idea of people, wild animals and
livestock “staying together” as it used to be in the past since “already people are
benefited by the wild animals so it is better to keep them separated... When I was
living near Oldurko [Eselenkei Conservation Area]?48, people were saying that

people there were getting some money out of the wild animals...”

247 Asked whether wild animals should be all removed from the area, more than half of Kangwana's
(1993) informants were opposed to the idea; only 25.3% wanted wildlife confined to the park
(n=175).

248 Tour operation/conservation area located on Eselenkei GR (see Chapter 2; Rutten 2002).
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Finally, “separation” of people and wild animals is seen as having educational

value:

It is not good for children not to see wild animals.... It's good to have a place where
they are “stored” so whoever wants to see them can go and see. It's good for
children to see all the kinds of animals, so that they know the kinds of animals that
_are here and their importance. So that whoever is clever can know and learn that it’s
through such animals that we get some benefits. (Ilkimunyak elder, Emeshenani)

I don’t want [my children and grand-children] to see [a rhino] because it's just a
killer. Or I’d like them to see it in a very small fenced place. I just want my children
to see rhinos in pictures, so that when they see rhinos they can say “our father used
to tell us that these things are very aggressive, so let’s go away”. Or to see a very well
fenced one. (Iseuri elder, Emeshenani)

Finally, for others, “staying together with wild animals” even has undesirable

connotations of backwardness, as expressed by a Protestant woman from Osilalei:

[I don’t want people, cows and wild animals to stay together as in the past] because
we cannot go back to the old life where people used to live like animals.

Proposition 3: “Conservation” is about wild animals and trees

In this section, again, | explore local meanings of “conservation”, with a focus
on wildlife. In this model, “taking care of the land” (eramatata enkop) includes
“taking care of” trees and not killing wil-d animals, two western conservation

preoccupations that are evident in some informants’ discourse. -

[Taking care of the land] is not cutting trees... See how I am conserving this place? I
don’t cut these trees [...] I started to do it recently... Because I think it is good, it has
profit: we've heard through other people that a bare place without trees doesn’t get
rain. l[lashumpa [white people]24° told us that (Iseuri elder, Swamps).

{Taking care of the land] is protecting the wild animals for the wazungu?° to come
and see and protecting the livestock (Young woman, Emeshenani)?5!

249 Olashumpai, pl. ilashumpa: white people (Maa)

250 Mzungu, pl. wazungu: white people (Swabhili)

251 An interesting quote comes from this Ilkimunyak elder from Emeshenani who associates
conservation and wildife in a counter-intuitive way that actually reflects the “traditional” model and
its focus on both cow’s and people’s welfare, and social harmony: “Avoiding morans to kill wild
animals is part of nature conservation... Because if we are asked not to kill wild animals but let the
morans go and kill them, then we fight with the government and we will not be conserving the land
because then our cows will not be given water in the park and our people will be chased every now
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In this model, both sedentarization and land privatization are seen as
conditions to “properly conserve the land”:

Nowadays, conservation of the land has become more real with the development of
permanent settlements (imparnati). Before, people just used to move randomly, in
all directions. With the development of imparnati, there are restrictions on livestock
movement, which conserves the land (Iseuri elder, Swamps)

[In the past Maasai did not .take care of the land] because they didn't have
imparnati. 1 would live here, kill all the trees to fence my boma then move. But now
we're developing permanent settlements, we don't move, so we conserve the land

(Iseuri elder, Swamps)

I don’t know exactly [what taking care of the land is] because so far we're not in
personal Iand' we are on a land called "ours"... (Ilkkishimu elder, Swamps)

[In the past, taking care of the land] was not done because nobody was owning a
plece of land permanentl ... (Iseuri elder, Osilalei)

[Taking care of the land is] to do subdivision of the gfoup ranch so that people will
conserve properly the things on their land because you know they are yours
(1lkishimu elder, Swamps)

The idea of land use zoning, present in the speech of conservationists and

NGOs and disseminated at community meetings, is also present:

[For land to be properly taken care of], people should have different areas for
cultivation, grazing and wildlife conservation (Ilkishimu elder, Swamps)

[In order to take care of the land], it is good to put wildlife in their own areas and
people and cows in their own areas; shambas should be set aside and grazing should
also be set aside. And trees should not be cut down and should be reared [...].
(llkimunyak elder, Swamps)

To compare, here is a comment by an expatriate local tour

operator/conservationist:

[GR] Subdivision is inevitable. The question is how can it happen in the most
positive form? The best case-scenario would be to identify different zones according
to their importance for wildlife and keep open sectors to be accessed by wildlife and
fence the irrigated farms. We need to identify wildlife migration corridors and the
wet and dry season grazing areas. We could then have a land easement program: an
agreement with the communities about which activities are allowed to take place on

and then out of the park. But if we ourselves avoid morans killing wild animals, everythmg will be
smooth and we'll be conservmg our land. Just this.”
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particular pieces of land. People would be paid not to live in certain areas and not to
engage in certain activities there.

Thus, in this'model, “taking care of the land” approximates (somewhat
outdated) western notions of conservation?52, Table 3.5 summarizes these

two cultural models.

252 As I discuss be!ow/and privatization and sedentarization are no longer seen by non-Maasai
conservationists as necessarily having conservation value in the Amboseli context.
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I now turn to a set of ideas that is expressed by a specific group of

informants, the Protestant Evangelical Maasai.

The Protestant submodel

‘Within the range of ideas that belong in the “modern” model, there appear to
be distinctivé elements of Christian (more particularly Protestant) origin. Given the
strong identity of local Evangelical/Pentecostal Christians and the fact that
Protestants (both mainline and Evangelical) represent 43.2% of my informants253,
for simplicity and emphasis, | assembled these ideas into a common “Protestant”
submodel of the “modern” model of human-wildlife relationships. The propositions

in this model are:

1. People are a special creation of God;
2. God created everything to be used by people, for people’s benefit;

3. God‘s creation is to be taken care of;

4. To kill wild animals “for nothing” is a sin.

Proposition 1. People are a special creation of God?>*

In this model, people see themselves as a special creation of God, which is
above and separated from God’s other creatures. Paraphrasing the Biblical Genesis
account?55, the pastor of the Kenya Assemblies of God (KAG) in Kalesirua (Swamps),

a Pentecostal church, explains:

253 See Appendix 13 for information on local denominations and church membership.
254 Nvive: 4 interviews and 4 passages coded.
25 Genesis 1 (New International version).
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God created the earth and the heavens and everything... And God said “let it be”...
Let it be everything on top of the earth... God also said “it is good to have someone to
take care of the earth”... So He created Man in his own likeness.

Other KAG congregants explain:

In church, I hear that God created the earth and the heavens and everything on it...
The trees, the people, the livestock, the wild animals... They are all God’s creation.
God created Man in His own image. But the other things, He just said “Let it be”... Let
it be water... Let it be wild animals... Let it be livestock... Let it be day... Let it be
night... [...] These other things, He just said “Let it be...” (Ilkimunyak elder, Swamps)

A person is more important than an animal: a person was created by God
personally... While for animals, God has just said “Let them be on earth”. So, they
were not created by God in the same way as the human beings and the value of a
human being is much bigger than the value of an animal. (Ilkimunyak elder,
Swamps)

Proposition 2. God created everything to be used by people, for
people’s beneﬁt256

As a corollary of the previous concept is the idea of dominion over God’s

creation and of its use for people’s benefit:

It is good to be allowed to eat the edible wild animals because God gave us authority
over all the things on earth. (Young man, Lutheran, Osilalei)257

[Wild animals have the right to live on this land] because the reason why God
created them was to benefit people. When God created everything, Man was given
power over everything. So, even wild animals are part of what God wants Man to
use. (Elderly woman, KAG, Swamps)

[It is] good for wildlife to be reared like cows because everything created by God has
benefits and is useful. (Ilkimunyak elder, KAG, Swamps)

Since everything was created by God for the benefit of people, then

wild animals can be killed if they are going to be eaten:

[We hear in church that] God has given Man power to use everything on top of the
land. If you want to kill a wild animal to eat, that is good, it is not a sin. But if you kill
for nothing, that’s a sin, that is very bad [...] (lkimunyak elder, KAG, Swamps)

256 Nvivo: 15 interviews and 21 passages coded.
257 This is a young man of the olmurrani age-grade, who has not engaged in moranhood.
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Accerding to the Kalesirua KAG pastor himself:

I tell people that wild animals are also God's creatioh and people agree with that.
That means that they must not kill the polite animals just for nothing. But to kill for
food, in order to eat, that is not killing for nothing?58.

Christianity, by prorrioting the idea of God’s creation for human benefit thus
reinforces commodification of wildlife and contributes to a shift in perceptions of
wild animals from "non-coWs" to “cows”. Interestingly, almost only Protestants
(13.4% vs. 1% of Traditional/Catholic Maasai) mentioned provision of economic

benefits as giving wildlife the right to live on the land.

Proposition 3. God’s creation is to be taken care of?>*

However, in parallel with the idea of dominion,‘the notion of stewardship of
God’s creation is also expressed. According to this KAG congregant (an Ilkimunyak
elder, from the Swamps), “In church, the pastor tells us to take good care of God'’s
creation by planting trees and taking good care of God’s livestock and wild animals.”
For another elder (Ilkishimu; KAG, Swamps): “The land.belongs to God. But when
God created it, He had a purpose for it. God gave the land to a person and the person
is protecting everything on the land”. We saw above that the KAG pastor explained

that God created Man to “take care of the earth”.

258 However, killing wild animals for food, although permitted (in contradiction with Maasai
traditional taboos against eating wildlife), is not unproblematic for these Evangelical/Pentecostal
Maasai. In order to be acceptable as food, animals need to be slaughtered in a proper way: the blood
(life) needs to be collected and for this, the animal’s neck must be cut while the animal is alive. In
practice, this makes animals found dead (both livestock and wildlife; including when snared) off-
limits. One case I heard where a wild animal was eaten in “a proper way” by Christians is that of a live
giraffe that broke its legs in an irrigation ditch. It was then properly slaughtered and consumed
(Kalesirua swamp). : :

259 Nvivo: 4 interviews and 4 passages coded.
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Proposition 4. To kill wild animals “for nothing " is a sin?6Y

-Moran.s killing déﬁgeroué animals at olamayio or i‘ecenﬂy circumcised youth
(ilaibartak) killing birds is no longer accéptable. It is now considered as b“killing for
nothing”, which is a sin. This might reflect the idea that God's creation is only to be
killed if it is to be used (for food). But it might also reflect the Protestant
condemnation and rejectioh of traditional culture in general?él. Indeed, Evangelical
“salvation” is incompatible with the practice of Maasai traditional customs. Thus,
killing wild‘animals ina cultural context is now possibly discouraged by local

churches that frame it negatively as “killing for nothing”.

Also, the Protestant emphasis on formal education and other “productive”
modern activities implies that there is both less respect for traditional beliefs and
less engagement in activities related to wildlife among “Saved” families. Killing lions
and birds is now despised for being foolish and “unproductive”. Especially frowned
upon is the practice of male initiates (ilaibartak) killing birds and wearing them as

headdresses, a clear sign of backwardness for Saved Maasai:

Newly circumcised boys Killing birds for their headdresses [...] only happens in the
interior of Maasailand, very far away from towns, in the bush completely [...]. You'l
be surprised because, there, they're really practicing the old Maasai culture! They'll
even call us Ilmeek! Even children will run away from us, Saved Maasai, because we
are wearing [western] clothes. They will only speak to you if you speak Maa...
(Elderly woman, KAG, Swamps)

It is even more a sin because these birds are not eaten; they are ‘killed

for nothing”:

[In Osilalei], ilaibartak are not killing birds: they're just putting beads around their
heads... My yournger sons did not put on birds on their heads and they will not put.
My family used to put on birds. But now we just put on beads because people don't

260 Nvivo: 20 interviews and 21 passages coded.
261 See also Amster (2008) and Hodgsen (2005).
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want to kill birds... And because boys go to school, they have no time to kill birds.
People are saying that it’s bad to kill birds for nothing; it is a curse (engoki; sin). To
kill and to eat is ok... But just to kill and not to eat, that is taking [the bird’s] life for
nothing [...] This is because of school... Because the boys who don't go to school put
on birds. My older sons have put on birds but the younger ones go to school and
they said “We don’t want to put birds”. So, I decided to change and have them use
beads instead of birds26? (Iseuri elder, Osilalei)263 (see Figure 3.9)

Figure 3.9. Initiate (olaibartoni) with beaded headdress (instead of stuffed
birds) (May 2004, Osilalei). Compare with the traditional attire of ilaibartak
in Figures 2.1 and 3.2.

Similarly, moranhood (emurrano) and the lion hunt are rejected by

Protestants:

iThe practice of moranhood has decreased] because Maasai have come to know
school and people are getting Saved... Those who've known God do not participate
in it (Elderly woman, KAG, Swamps).

262 [ncidentally, this beaded ornament is called “birds” {ilmotonyi). The practice of using beads as a
replacement of real birds was prevalent in Matapato section and non-existent in the Kisonko section
(Emeshenani and Swamps). For some elders, another reason for their forbidding their sons to kill
birds is that, since they own their own ranch, they want to have birds on their Iand because they
“enjoy their music”. This is an interesting conservationist twist of iand privatization.

263 The school mentioned by this elder is the Emashini primary School, which is sponsored by and
associated with the Lutheran church.
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Nowadays, I don’t like moranhood. [...]. The importance ‘of moranhood is to kill
wildlife... If morans don’t do the proper thing [to kill wildlife] then they should go to
church. The only good morans are the ones going to church. (Iseuri elder, Swamps)

The following illustrates how this attitude can be, partly, linked to religious
conversion. At a Catholic mass in Lenkisem (O]gulului-L‘olarrash GR),  met a tall and
skinny teenagér, who was c‘léd.in'a primary school uniform, which, composed of
shirt and shorts, madé him look childish. Besides being a student and a Catholic, he
was also a olmurrani andﬂ “the owner of a lion” (olopeny olowaru). qu this, his mates
awarded him the name bf Olaitotioni264, éne of several prestigious "iion némes"
(enkarna olowaru)?6s, On another occasion, at the Isinet market (Swamps study
area), I met another “warrior” who was also wearing a primary school uniform.
When [ asked him whether he was a “moran”, he replied, in English, “Yes,I am a
moran for Jesus”. Even though he was of the ilmurran age-grade, he was not
practicing “moranhood" (emﬁrrano) because he was attending school and was
“Saved”. In the swamps, among Born-again Christians, being “Saved” and/or
attending/having attended school precludes practicing moranhood activities266,

Finally, assqciated With this rejection of elements of Maasai culture by
Protestants, is a also lesser cognizance of (or lesser willingness tc report) traditional
prohibitions on killing certain wild species. Although not significantly, more |
Protestants answered “I don’t know” to the question of whether there are certain
species that should never be killed (68.4%); less answered “yes” (41.6%) compared

to Traditional /catholic informants (58.4%) (x? =5.28; df = 2; p = 0.071).

264 The name was changed.

265 See Appendix 15 for a list of “lion-names”.

266 [ndeed, these two variables are correlated and there are significantly more educated Protestant
(26.2%) than educated Traditional/Catholic Maasai (5.6%) {x2=15.936; df=1; p<0.001; n=190).
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In the Protestant framework, respect for these taboos on killing species is

rejected as idolatry?267:

There before, Maasai believed the ostrich was good. That is why it is called esidai?®s.
And so people wanted to have its feathers so that newly circumcised boys would
have good luck. So the ostrich was like a small god for the Maasai. That is why the
ostrich’ was not killed. Now, -people have gone to school; they don't see the
importance of the héaddress... And some have gone to church and have abandoned
the culture. (Elderly woman, KAG, Swamps)

As a final characteristic in this modél, it is worth mentioning that more
Protestant Maasai than other Maasai invoked the law as a reason not to kill wild
animals (and not to cut trees)?69. This possibly reflects the strong respect for the
“laws of the land" (secular poiitivcal power) that generally characterizes members of
Evangelical churches (Droz 2001; Woodberry 2006)270. This could represent a
synergy of Evangelism with wildlife conservation through a heightened respect for

the rule of law (here, the governmerit’s prohibition to kill wildlife).

Discussion of the cultural models

In this section I compare the cultural models’ main features and discuss the
processes possibly underlying differences between the models and changes thereof.
Two points strongly stand out: the “traditional” model is relational and Maasai do
not see themselves as “conservationists”; the “modern” model is oppositional and

the Maasai frame themselves as “conservationists”.

267 See Deuteronomy 13 (New International Version). Similarly, for the KAG pastor in Kalesirua,
drinking blood and consulting iloibonok is akin to “worshipping other gods” (even though traditional
Maasai are monotheistic). I thank Steve Main, CSU Anthropology alumnus, for helping me trace the
biblical connections of these Maasai statements.

268 Esidai: “the good, beautiful one” (ostrich).

269 Twenty one interviews of Protestants mention this concern vs. only two by Traditional or Catholic
Maasai.

270 As a congregant of the Kenya Assemblies of God puts it, “Everything is good about what the
government does”.
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In the traditional cultural model, peqple perceive themselves, wildlife and
livestock as e-qually parf of God’s creation. Humans, wildlife and cows have a»lways
“stayed together” and are meant to stay so. This model tends to reflect a relational
ontology (see Bird-David 1999; Bird-David & Naveh 2008; Castree 2003; Ingold
2000; Ingold 2006; Neves-Graca 2005),‘whe'reby the natural environment is
understood in non-d‘ualistic-andvholistic ways. Maasai religious beliefs and
associated practices, iﬁdeed, reflect recognition of the interdependence between
people and other forms of life. For Maasai, who see “everything on top of the land”
as part of God’s creation, humans do not stand apart and above “nature”, as is the
case in the Western worldview (Descola & Paisson 1996b; Pickering & Jewell 2008;
Snodgrass & Tiedje 2008). They lack the Western nature/culture dichotomy.
Relational ontologies and recognition of the existence of complex ecological
connectedness have been linked to reverence for nature and/or possible sustainable
use of natural resources among ihdigenous peoples (Atran & Medin 2008; Medin et
al 2006).

A related characteristic is that this model recognizes subjéctivity in wild
animals?71 (see Nadasdy 2007; Watson & Huntington 2008): they are seen as
individuals with agency and personality who respond to human purposeful action.
Recognizing that animals can be “taught” to stay away from people and livestock
translates into strategies of management of the human-Wil.dlife relationship. As we
saw, “togetherness” with wild animals is predicated on killing wild animals (either

“guilty” ones; or “innocent” ones, preemptively). In Amboseli, Kangwana (1993)

271 The subjectivity aspect is a good example of an implicit meaning that I derived from discourse
analysis, since I did not ask directly about this (I did not have a reason to do so).
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interprets Maasai spearing of elephants (which ha.s .reduced encounters between
people and elephants}) as an example of local management of wildlife272, ‘For
traditioﬁal Maasai, forbidding to kill Wild animals can only have negative
consequences for their relationship with humans, which they see as being worse
nowadays: because wild animals know that they are protected and/ of Because they
have become less used to people (as a result of “being separated” in their |
“enclosures”), they have become more aggressive. On the other hand, believing that
lions consciously protect women, translates into, as we saw, acts of gratitude
towards (ahd, ultimately, some protection of) lions.

Together, the Maasai rélational onto]ogyr and the associated perception of
wild animals as subjects, approximate what is described as “animism” (Bird-David
1999; Hornborg 2006; Snodgrass & Tiedje 2008). Animistic cosmologies are
characterized by absence of boundaries between humans and non-humans and by
dialogical ways of interacting with the world. Animals, material objects and features
of landscapes are treated as “communicative subjects”, who can be related to as
subjects rather than as inanimafe objects; human mentalities and abilities are
projected onto the natural world. All of this challenges ideas of human
exceptionalism (Snodgrass 2008; seé also Nadasdy 2007). While Maasai religion and
relationship with the environment are not strictly animistic - as far as I could

ascertain, Maasai do not see the environment as inhabited by “other-than-human

272 Another strategy was reported once to me by an elderly woman from Osilalei: as children herding
goats, if they saw a big group of elephants, they would “hold the tail of a goat very strengly and when
the goat made a strong sound, the elephants would disappear and not come back again”.
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pe'rs'qns” and do not see wild animals as kin (see Snodgrass & Tiedje 2008)273 - they
have .ai relatibhship With the natural WOrld that is somewhat reciproéal and they
consider animals as subjects. In addition, Maasai do not consider humans to be in
control of nature: people’s destinies are subordinated to Enkai’s will, which
manife.sts itself in natural events (i.e. droughts, diseases etc).

As a result of this sense of lack of powef over nature (and also because wild
animals are “not cows”, since they lack the economic, social and affective value of
cows), Maasai do not frame themselves as “conservationists” (in the western sense).
Conceptually, the ’tradit.ional.modél illustrates the case of epi‘phenomenal'
conser\}ation, whereby elements 61‘ the natural environment (wildlife in this case)
are consefved and sustainably managedv as side effects of cultural or social aspects
rather than through consciously designe.d “conservation” strategies (Hunn 1982;
Smith & Wishnie 2000). Managing and “taking care of” resources (grazing) is aimed
at benefiting livestock and humans. This, in turn, has incidental positive ecological
consequences for wildlife274. |

We have also seen that there is respect for certain species for religious
reasons, as well as a general ethic thaf refrains from “killing for nothing”; some
tolerance is shown for a}limals that are seen as doing what God created them to do,

even as they conflict with human interests; and some species are protected because

273 However, there are especially strong relationships between the members of certain Maasai clans
and subclans and certain wild species (particularly snakes).

27¢ See Ruttan and Borgerhoff Mulder (1999) for a related discussion of the Tanzanian Barabaig
pastoralists.

233

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



of a fear of curses?75, These beliefs and practices might have some‘conservation
value for wildlife. But this is not something that the Maasai holding this model
acknowledge. Indeed, asked whether Maasai have ever protected (“taken care of”)
wild animals or are do‘ing it now, for most people this idea is ludicrous because
“wild anima‘ls are not cowé". God is the bnly "‘shepher‘d 6f wild ariimals".‘Similaf
situations were deécribed for Christian fishermen of the Chesapeake Bay (USA) by
Paolisso (2002) and for Lacandon Maya (Mexico) by Ross (2002). In these cases, it is
God who takes care of nature; human action is seen as having no effect.
Paraphrasing Paolisso (2002), it could be said that for Maasai “[conserving wildlife]
is an oxymoron”. Frequently portrayed as “custodians of wildlife” (e.g. Asiema &
Situma 1994; Matampash 1993), traditional Maasai do not see themselves as such. It
is thus ironic that precisely those ’people whose traditional pastoral practiceé grant
them the reputation of “stewards” of wildlife negate any conscious action on their
part that would benefit those animals. The popular description of Maasai as “natural
conservationists” does not reflect what some Maasai think of themselves.

Below, I discuss the characteristics of the modern model and discuss possible
sources in current socioeconomic and cultural changes of three major differences in
comparison with the traditional model - namely, a desire to separate wild animals
and people; and how wild animals have come to be seen as both commodities and in

’ "

need of people’s “protection”.

275 In traditional contexts, these taboos are not respected by everyone and great individual variation
exists, as Snodgrass (2008) reminds us. For example, uncircumcised Maasai boys kill even those
species that are protected by taboos because “boys can kill anything!”
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A maj‘or transformbatic')n in the human-wildlife relationship modei is the shift
away from the concept of “togetherness” with wildlife. In contrast with the
traditional model, the modern model stresses conceptual and physical separation
between humans and wildlife; and between human and livestock occupied spaces
and spaces for wil(’ilif‘e‘; In th‘e modern model (and most strongly among
Protestants), peoble are seen as apart from wildlife, as a special creation of God.
Dominant perceptions of human-wildlife relationships are of separation and
antagonism: Maasai are enemies of wildlife; wildlife must be protected against
people; and wild animals are hazardous to people. So, for all these reasons, people
and wildlife should be spatially separated and this model can be described as being
oppositional.

This shift from a relational ontology to a dualistic one that stresses
opposition and separation can possibly be traced to, in part, changeé in use and
tenure of the land and conservation policy, which have delimited areas for certain
land uses, while increasing human-wildlife competition and conflict. An obvious
influence is the creation of Amboseli NP. Preventing people and livestock from
accessing the swamps has disrupted the synchronized seasonal movements of
people and wildlife in and out of these key dry season grazing areas (Western 1973)
and thus some of their ecological “togetherness”. This has also created an
asymmetrical and unfair situation that has exacerbated résentment, human-wildlife
conflict and the desire fo‘ have wildlife physically kept “in their areas”. Similarly,
both land privatization (in Osilalei) aﬁd sedentarizatilon (in the Swampsj, by

redu;ing livestock mobility, have strained the sharing of resources that existed
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under communal pastoralism. Also, adoption of cultivation in both areas has
introduced wildlife crop raiding, which is especially critical for poor families who
rely on Cfdps for food.

Cognitively too, the delimitation of protected areas aﬁd changes in land use
have created the expectation that spatial separation betweeh people and wildlife is
or should be the norm. Conservationists and NGOs, in the context of local land use
planning, have disseminated the idea of zonation (see Croze et al 2006) with the
demarcation of areas for gxclusive land uses. Finally, the conceptuavl separation of
people and wildlife can alsd be traced to conversion to certain brands of Christianity
and théir view of “Man as a special creation of God”.

In this way, the “modern” model held by some Maasai is close to the Western
dualistic ideas embodied in western culture in general and in mainstream
conéervation thought and practice jn partiéular. |

In addition, even though my data on this are sparser, there is some
suggestion that, in contrast with the traditional relational model, the modern model
tends to deny subjectivity to animals. This also reflects a greater conceptual
separation between humans and wildlife (see also Nadasdy 2007; Watson &
Huntington 2008). This was implied in the reaction of the Pentecostal woman who
denied agency to lions as protectors of women and children, and deserves further

investigation?75.

276 For instance, a NVivo matrix intersection search to compare Protestants vs. traditional and
Catholic Maasai on numbers of mentions of subjectivity and agency in animals shows Protestants
doing it less: 32 interviews of Protestants were coded under “animal subjectivity” vs. 54 for
Traditional/Catholic Maasai.
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Finally, in éontrast with the traditional model, Maasai holding the “modern”
model see themselves as "conservationists, as “shepherds of wild animals”. Partly,
this is an outcome of the process of commodificatipn of wildlife, with wild animals
traditionally seen as “non-cows” reconfigured as “cows” and thus economically
worth “taking care of".

Commodification of wildlife itself results from separate processes or
combinations thereof. In part, increasing participation in the market economy and
general commaodification of aspects of Maasai livelihoods is possibly contributing to
it. Wildlife conservation disﬁourse and practice, under the guise of community-
based conservation, also heavily promote this process of commodification: people
holding the modern model have internalized the concept of wild animals as
resources and providers of economic benefits (independehtly of whether they have
experienced them or not; see Chapter 2)277. Information about these benefits is
transmitted at community meetings that are convened by leaders and
conservationists278 and during which people are urged not to kill wild animals, not
to let children do it and to denounce people who do. Another factor contributing to
commodification of wildlife is laﬁd privatization (expected or actual), which entails

the idea that “everything on my land” is or will be “property”27°. A final influence is

277 Also, tourism fuels an illegal trade in wild animal products. For instance, seeing me as a “tourist”,
one of my assistants’ niece tried to sell me an ostrich egg (although the omrlrh is the most “culturally
protected” animal) “because other white people also buy them”.

278 My own feedback workshops contributed to this: Osilalei residents were extremely surprised by
and interested in my preliminary data on the economic benefits from wildlife existing in the other
two GRs (See Chapter 2, tabie 5).

279 Regarding the impact of land subdivision on human-wildlife relationships, there is a distinction to
be made between Imbirikani GR (where subdivision has not occurred) and Osilalei former-GR. In
Imbirikani, where only irrigated areas had been formally subdivided at the time of fieldwork,
prospective land privatization feeds the illusion of future private ownership of wildlife (a
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formal education’s focus on nationai parks as primarily sources of revenue for the
country (Ali 2002; 2006)3289,

Also, Maasai seeing themselves or saying that they see themselves as
“conservationists” can result from their having internalized the discourse of some
conservationists about the Maasai (and their purported harmonious relationship
with wildlife), as well as Maasai appropriation of such ideas (for instrumental
purposes or not) (see Pfeffer et al 2001; Snodgrass et al 2008) 281, Interestingly, the
expressed self-perception that Maasai are now conservationists presupposes that
Maasai were once “enemies of wildlife” and environmentally destructive. This is
close to some colonial and early conservationists’ representations of Maasai and of
pastoralists in general.

Lastly, the role of Christianity in this regard should not be neglected. By
promoting the idea of the usefulness and of the stewardship of God’s creation, as
well as the idea of respect for the government’s laws, Protestantism possibly
encourages the concept of people as “shepherds of wild animals”, while reinforcing
wildlife commodification. This could also be a reflection of its embracing of modern
values and rejection of Maasai traditional values. Additionally, it might be linked to

the spatial correlation between formal education, being an Evangelical Christian and

misconception) and the possibility of benefiting economically from wildlife on an individual basis
(thus bypassing capture of wildlife-based economic benefits by the GR leaders; see Chapter 2).

280 Also in primary school teachers’ interviews.

281 An incongruous vision at the Kimana Wildlife Sanctuary was to see a domesticated baby
wildebeest follow its Maasai caretaker (dressed “traditionally”), for the joy of the surrounding
tourists. In the romantic words of the white South African manager of this tourism operation, “this
Maasai man really likes his job. The love that Maasai have for wild animals is the same love that they
have for cows. They have a natural love for animals”.
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living on Imbirikani GR where exposure to and participation in community-based
conservation benefits is the greatest.

To conclude, there seems to be substantial qualitative evidence suggesting
that people in the GAE think about their relationship with wild animals in highly
contrasting ways, which can be organized in two distinct cultural models. However,
these two models should be seen as simplifications that are useful in highlighting
local ideas about wildlife in their relationship with people rather than as defining
strict boundaries “around” the cognitions of two local well-defined groups of people
(with one group strictly adhering to traditional understandings of wildlife and the
other holding perceptions influenced by modernity). Presumably, there is a range of
models in between, with people possibly holding elements of both models as part of
their personal model. More realistically, it could be said that the two models are
partially overlapping and that most people find themselves in between these two
more extreme models. As Strauss (2005) explains, people can be on a continuum
between ideal types rather than neatly within one. As an example of this apparent
ambiguity and complexity, here is a quote from a Pentecostal man (from the Kenyan
Assemblies of God) who, nevertheless, sees God as a mother (Enkai) rather than as

Christianity’s patriarchal figure (Olaitoriani: the Lord):

Wild animals and us were all created together by the same God. It is making God
happy to see us staying together because we're all from the same mother and we’ve
been staying together in the past. That is why you see a lion eating a cow and that is
fine. That is why people sometimes eat wild animals and that is fine. Because we are
all sharing each other. (Iseuri elder; KAG; Swamps)

Also, for instance, as we saw above, for the majority (70.3%; n= 185), wild

animals have the same right as people and livestock to live on the same land, and
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being equally part of God’s creation is the most frequently cited justification for this
(40.5%). As we will see below, this concept is shared by both Protestants and
Catholic/Traditional Maasai. This shows a convergence, or perhaps even a synergy,
between traditional and modern beliefs that promotes some tolerance for wildlife as
part of God’s creation, independently of which God is considered (whether the
Christian God or Enkai?82),

Thus, for all the differences that [ described between these two models, their
limits are not always well defined and there possibly are convergences between
them. So, how can we confidently know whether the distinctions found through
discourse analysis describe real boundaries between two groups of people holding
two different models? Who are the members of these groups? Can variation in the
models be explained by differences in informants’ demographic characteristics or
changes in their socioeconomic circumstances? Do these differences reflect
temporal changes in cultural models? What are the processes behind the existence

and emergence of these contrasting models?

In the next section, | attempt to answer these questions by using a statistical
technique, the cultural consensus model (Romney et al 1986). This approach helps
to assess how agreement with these two models or with versions thereof, is
distributed in the overall population, and within and across groups in the
population. Thus, it will help avoid preconceived notions of who the people are who

hold these models (see Handwerker 2002).

282 When I asked an elder which God he was talking about during a conversation, he philosophically
answered “But it’s the same God anyway, my child”.
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C uitu‘ral m‘odels'cii.‘étfibution‘: cultural 'con.éen.‘évus_andb).‘sis results

In this éectiOn, [ use Culturél convslehs4us’ar'1alysis to 'ivnves.vtigate'thé extent to
whfch fﬁe infbxfménts share .(or do not share) ideas and beliefs about human;wildlife
relationships; whether there are patvterns‘of variation in the égreement with these
ideas and beliefs; and what are the processes underlying these patterris.

The cultural consensus analysis produced a single-factor solution: the ratio of
the first eigenvalue to the second is 4.23 and 36.2% of the variance in the data is
explained by the fiyst factor?83, This is evidence of consensus, or overall agfeement,
among all fhe inforfnarifs. In .o:the‘r words, vthey share a simi]ér pattern of answers.
This, in turn, suggests thét they are drawing from a single cultural model relating to
wildlife-human relationships when answering the structured questions on human-
wildlife relationships (see Ucinét output in Appendix 2‘Q).

Some relevant features of this consensual model, as suggested by the answer
key (see Appendix 20), are that:

- Peopie, livestock and wild animals have the same right to live on the land;

- There would be wildlife in Maasailand even without the government’s
protection;

- Maasai have never protected and are not protecting wild animals;

- The only two acceptable réasons to kill a wild animal are in self-defens‘e and
after they caused a problem (not to make money; not for food, fun, no reason or

prestige);

283 The first seven components explain the majority of the variance.
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- The best solutions to human—Wildlife conflicts are to enclose ail the wild
animals iﬁ tﬁeir‘ o.wn aréaé, for Maasai tb start their own wildlife tourism project,
and for the government to pay compensation for wildlife-caused problems.

In general, with its focus on sepafating people and livestock from wildlife and
expectation of economic compeﬁsation, this statistically demonstrated consensus
more closely.approximates theb"modern"’ fnodel fhén the "tradi‘tional" model, as
described by the discourse analysis. However, it also includes elements from the
Maasai “traditional” model (e.g. Maasai have never protected wild animals; there are
some speciés that should never b‘_é killed). This suggests that the consensus is weak.
This is supported by evidence of intracultural variation that is visible in:

1) Two negative competence scores;

2) A low mean competence score (i.e. a low average agreement: 0.577 + 0.182),
which is close to the 0.5 lack of consensus threshold (Weller 2007);

3) A broad range of competence scores {-0.1156 to 0.8176);

4) A broad range of second factor loadings (-0.6881 to 0.7165);

5) The fact that the second factor also explains some of the variance (8.6%).

. A-scatter plot of the fifét factor l‘éadings (competence scores) by the second
factor loadings further illustrates this fragile consensus (Figure 3.10)284: the
clustering is loose, with several low and negative first factor ioadings and a wide
range of second factor loadings (including negative loadings} (see Handwerker

2002).

284 The x axis measures how close each individual is to the overall consensus. The y axis reflects the
greatest remaining differences among informants that are not explained by the first factor (Kempton
etal 1995).
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F igure 3.10. Scatter plot of informant loadings on first factor by informant loadings
on second factor.

So, in general, informants agree with each other (they share a similar pattern
of answers), and the consensual model is actually a mix of elements from what I
previously described as two distinct models (the “traditional” and the “modern”
model). However, as shown by the spreads of the first and second factor loadings,
there is both intracuitural variation and agreement beyond the consensus

(subcultural variation). Below, I explore these patterns and their possible origins.

Variation and change in the cultural models

To explore patterns of agreement and disagreement with the consensus and

to identify demographic and socioeconomic variables that underlie these patterns, |
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used the first and second factor loadings aé dependent variables in analyses of
variance (ANOVA) and regfession analyses (see Berges et al 2006; Handwerker
2002; Ross 2002; Weller 2007).

First, | compared mean competence scores (first factbr loadings) and mean
second factor loadings across groups of infdrmants that are defined by
socioeconomic and de.mographic characteristics (e.g. economic benefits from
wildlife in the household; land tenure; land use; economic activity; study area;
human-wilbdlife level; religion285; gender; age; education level; wealth). Then I
included the significaﬁt variables in a general linear model] (GLM) univariate
procedure.

The one-way ANOVA on the competence scores shows that the informants
with significantly higher average competence scores are males (mean: 0.61 + 0.195;
F=5.334; p=0.023); GR residents (mean: 0.60 * 0.176; F = 7.422; p=0.008); and
informants from households economically benefited by wildlife (mean: 0.66 £+ 0.139;
F=7.353; p=0.008). In.other words, mémbers of these groups agree more strongly
with the‘consensus; they more strongly share the cultural model among themselves
than do women (mean competence: 0.52 0.145), private ranch residents (mean:
0.49 £ 0.175) and informants from households not economically benefited by

wildlife (mean: 0.55 £ 0.186) do.

285 Tg compare with the findings from the discourse analysis, here [ compare Protestants versus
Catholic and Traditional Maasai, which I joined in the same group. As [ explained above, local
Catholics are essentially “traditional” in their beliefs and practices. Protestant (“Saved”) Maasay, on
the other hand, are a distinctive group with self-ascribed “modern” and progressive characteristics.
This, I think, justifies this grouping.
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Also, mean competence was higher in the Swamps (0.605 + 0.162) than in
Emeshenani (06.602 + 0.188) and Osilaleii (0.489 £ 0.175) (F=3.676;df=2;p=
0.0029). Although differences acvcording td age are not significant, they are close
enough to significancé that I incllided age in the subSequent regréssion analeis (F=
3.784; p = 0.055). In the ANOVA of the second factor loadings, thé significant
variables are economically benefited household (F = 9.658; p = 0.002); land tenure
(F=12.936; p = 0.001); and religious affiliation (F = 6.214; p = 0.014).

I further explore the association between informants’ attributes and
agreement with regression analyses (GLM univariate; main effects) in which the
independent variables are thé variables previously shown to be significant (i.e.
gender; la‘nd‘tenure; economic benefits from wildlife; study area). | used the
backward and forward inodel selection methods, and obtained identical results.
Study area, although significant, was not included because it is correlated with all
the other variables?86,

The GLM analysis confirms.land tenure, gender and age as predictors of

differences in individual competences scores (Table 3.6).

286 y2tests. Household benefits: p <0.001; land tenure: p<0.001; religious affiliation: p < 0.001; land
use: p <0.001; education: p = 0.0015; clan: p < 0.001; economic activity: p < 0.001; wealth: p < 0.001.
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Table 3.6. GLM Univariate analysis (main effects) (n=99). Dependent variable: _
competence scores (first factor loadings). § = regression coefficient, SE = standard
error, p = significance. R2 =0.156.

Parameter Parameter Estimates
B SE t Sig. 95% Confidence Interval
Lower Bound _ Upper Bound
Intercept : 0.501 - 0.049 10.267 0.000 0.404 0.597
Land tenure (Comminal) 0.120 0.041 2900 - 0.005 0.038 0.202
Gender (Male) 0.072 v 0;036 2.009 0.047 0.001 0.143
Age (Young) -0.083 0.038 -2.198 0.030 -0.158 -0.008

Older people, men and GR residents are more likely to have higher
competence scores (which means that they agree more strongly with each other and
with the consensual model) than younger people, women and private ranch |
residents. Thus, these three variabies have an effect, although subtle (R% = 0.156),
on competence scores. A subsequent GLM analysis taking interactions between
these variables into account showed no effect 