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ABSTRACT
Kenya is facing irreconcilable tensions by competing interests from
conservationists, tourism developers and pastoralists. Concerns
arising from the well-being of flora and, in particular, fauna by
conservationists; tourists and commercial tourism; and the
increasingly restricted use of traditional lands and herding animals
by pastoralist indigenous communities, have populated the
discourse of land use in Kenya. In this paper, we look into the
varying perceptions of each group of stakeholders and seek to
analyse the current narrative that gives priority to wildlife
protection and the commercial exploitation of wildlife through
high-end tourism development to the detriment of the rights and
interests of pastoralism. As pastoral land becomes more
appropriated, our analysis shows that the antagonistic relationship
between conservationism, commercial tourism and pastoralism is
likely to deteriorate. We, therefore, propose a more participatory
model of tourism development that will allow pastoralist
communities to have a voice in the process.

KEYWORDS
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1. Introduction

Kenya is facing irreconcilable tensions by competing interests from conservationists,
tourism developers and pastoralists. In this paper, we look into the varying perceptions
of each group of stakeholders and seek to analyse the current narrative that gives priority
to wildlife protection and the commercial exploitation of wildlife through high-end
tourism development to the detriment of the rights and interests of pastoralism.

Tourism is one of the largest and fastest growing economic sectors globally significantly
contributing to the economies of different countries and communities (UNWTO, 2019).
The growth is expected to increase by an average of 3.3% per annum, reaching 1.8 billion
by the year 2030. The sector holds the future of many economies globally having contrib-
uted 5% of gross domestic product (GDP), 30% of service exports and 235 million jobs in
2017 (Signe’, 2018).

According to United Nations World Tourism Organization (UNWTO, 2017, 2018,
2019), key highlights on Tourism growth across continents, Africa has experienced
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continued growth over the years. The number of international arrivals to Africa
increased from 57 million in 2016 (UNWTO, 2017) and 63 million in 2017
(UNWTO, 2018) to 67 million tourists in the year 2018 (UNWTO, 2019). The contri-
bution of the tourism industry to the GDP and exports of many African countries has
been growing over time. A report by Knoema (2019) indicates that tourism in Kenya,
South Africa, Uganda and Nigeria, contributed 8.8%, 8.6%, 7.7% and 5% to the respect-
ive country’s GDP. Moreover, between the years 2011–2014, the tourism sector in
Africa generated approximately 1 out of 14 jobs, thereby creating more than 21
million jobs (UNWTO, 2018).

2. Tourism in Kenya

Kenya is heavily dependent on tourism as a source of revenue for central government and
a variety of other county government authorities. Consequently, the tourism industry has
continued to feature prominently in policies, plans and programmes for Kenya’s economic
growth. The tourism sector in Kenya played a significant role towards realisation of the
goals set out in the Economic Recovery Strategy for Wealth and Employment Creation-
ERSWEC (2003–07) (Kenya government, 2004). After the successful implementation of
ERSWC, which enabled the country’s economy back on track for rapid growth since
2002, when GDP grew from a low of 0.6% and rising gradually to 6.3% in the first
quarter of 2007 (Ministry of Tourism, 2010), the government launched Kenya Vision
2030. The Vision is anchored on pillars significant and relevant to tourism. One pillar
is envisaged on achieving a sustainable economic growth of over 10% per annum,
whereas the other seeks to build a just and cohesive society with equitable social develop-
ment (Kenya Government, 2007). Tourism has been listed as the leading player amongst
the six priority sectors identified by the Kenyan government to raise the national GDP
growth rate to 10% per annum (Ministry of Tourism, 2010). Since independence,
Kenya has continued to significantly rely on two forms of tourism; coastal and safari
tourism (Akama, 2013). The latter constitute places of abundant wildlife resources (Min-
istry of Tourism & Wildlife, 2018a) Thus, wildlife stands at the centre of Kenya’s tourism
offering and as a result, renders communities that live close by these wildlife resources an
important tourism stakeholder.

Reflecting on tourism development in developing countries, Akama (2000) and Sindiga
(1999) point out that the prime motivation for developing tourism is as a contributor to
economic growth and much- needed foreign exchange earnings. This drives the assump-
tion that as tourism develops economic benefits are spread out to communities, particu-
larly those nearby (Kieti et al., 2009). Often economic tourism development models are
not accompanied by the creation of local linkages to allow for equitable distribution of
socio-economic benefits to the lowest echelons of society (Kamsma & Bras, 2000). Evi-
dence suggests that majority of tourism development initiatives in Kenya under private
businesses and public agencies fall under this model of tourism development (Kieti,
2007). Economic objectives remain the top priority, overshadowing community societal
and environmental objectives (Ioannides, 2003; Elliott & Mann, 2005). Consequently, a
majority of local people do not capture much of the income generated from tourism
and consider themselves impoverished.
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3. Land use and land rights

In all nations of the world, land continues to play a crucial role, both as an important
resource for the economic life of people as well as a source of political power. For
many, it is a major asset (Azadi & Vanhaute, 2019) given its critical production factor
to sustain livelihoods and as a means to food security (Quan et al. 2014). Moreover, the
way people perceive and use land is a reflection of their social and economic status, liveli-
hood strategies, well-being, as well as, the quality of land resources (FAO, n.d; Kenya Land
Alliance, 2016). There are many uses of land in Kenya: for agriculture, pastoralism, water
catchments, nature reserves, urban and rural settlements, industry, mining, transport and
communications, tourism, recreation (Kenya Government, 2017a). Primarily, the Kenyan
economy is agro-based and approximately 90% of the population living in rural areas
derives their livelihood directly from land related activities (KLA, 2016). The World
Bank (2013) acknowledge that in a majority of rural populations, land is a significant
means for generating a livelihood and investing, accumulating wealth, and transferring
it between generations. This is because land resources determine people’s ability to fulfil
their social-cultural, political and economic obligations (KLA, 2016).

Ogutu et al. (2016) estimate that close to 10–12% of Kenya is designated for biodiversity
conservation, with wildlife protected areas covering 8% and the rest consisting of forests,
water catchments and private sanctuaries. The percentage of terrestrial areas in Kenya
covered by protected and strict protected areas is 11.4%. However, over the years, 6.8%
of protected areas in East Africa have been converted to agriculture and/or human settle-
ment (Riggio et al., 2019). In Kenyan Maasai landscape, primarily pastoralists and wildlife
areas, agriculture has engulfed 8% of the rangelands, with wheat farms occupying a signifi-
cant portion of the previous wet season range of the migratory wildlife. In the Amboseli
landscape, communal rangelands have been subdivided into small parcels of land, a trans-
formation driven by the belief that subdivision and privatisation of communal land would
increase investments in ranching and agricultural production systems. This makes difficult
for wildlife in Kenya’s rangelands to access grazing and water and to move between key
dry and wet season resources. Consequently, wildlife densities have been reported to
decline within and around protected areas. Nelson (2012) reported a 56% decline in resi-
dent wildlife population in the East Africa savannahs of Kenya and Tanzania. The loss of
wildlife population is attributed to climate change, land use changes and habitat loss
through land fragmentation and conversion to cultivation among other factors (Ogutu
et al., 2017; Green et al., 2019).

Over the last three decades, there have been significant changes in land uses in Kenya.
Cultural practices, population growth, urbanisation and growth of towns have led to sub-
division and conversion of land into residential, commercial and other uses (Kenya Gov-
ernment, 2017a). Large farms have been subdivided and transferred from state to private
ownership, and many smallholder areas are continuously getting fragmented into much
smaller and uneconomic sizes, which cannot support viable agricultural or livestock pro-
duction (Ogutu et al., 2017; Pas Schrijver, 2019). The processes of subdivision are attrib-
uted to poor governance and past policy design (ELCI, 2006; Bedelian, 2014; Byakagaba
et al., 2018;). Despite the value pastoralists land uses offer to the rising wildlife tourism,
Kenyan wildlife policies and laws continue to place restrictions on pastoralists land
uses, particularly on the ability of communities to capture revenues from tourism
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(Homewood et al, 2012). Consequently, Byakagaba et al. (2018) note that the current
trends of individualisation of rangeland has augmented pastoralists exposure to risks by
denying them benefits accrued from landscape heterogeneity in amalgamated landscape,
such as access to common grazing land, water and dry season resources. The traditional
solidarity, which existed amongst the pastoralists, is at the verge of disappearance,
leaving behind profound social strains, something which current transformations and sub-
division of communal land seems to propagate.

Generally, pastoralist communities emphatically link assets to access to basic needs;
increase in security; strengthening of family ties and shared community action; increase
in ones’ control and confidence to make decisions and choices and enhancement of
intra and inter-generational equity, through inheritance and asset sharing (Kieti, 2007).
However, as the per capita availability of livestock and land continues to reduce due to
increasing subdivision of communal land and constrained mobility of livestock, more pas-
toralists are likely to experience severe economic hardship. As individualisation and com-
munal land sub division cause social fragmentation, which Kaye-Zwiebel & King (2014)
caution that reduce social cohesion and collective action within a community, yet are
assets that are crucial for enduring and adjusting to changing environmental conditions.
Moreover, social cohesion and social ties are the only source of social insurance available
to the most vulnerable, and ‘includes’ rather than ‘excludes’ less most vulnerable groups.
Hence a breakdown of community cohesion and solidarity is deemed to increase material,
psychological and social strains of destitution (Kieti et al., 2009).

Ogutu et al. (2016) established that on average, Kenya’s wildlife population in range-
lands declined by 68% between 1977 and 2016. Similarly, Green et al. (2019) study in
Mara- Serengeti ecosystem revealed a decline in both resident and migrant herbivores
abundance, species richness and evenness between 1988 and 2013.

4. The rights and interests of pastoralism

Pastoralism in East Africa and particularly in Kenya goes back some 5000 years and has
long adapted to the risk of living in tropical rangelands (Hesse & MacGregor 2006). In
modern Kenya, pastoralism is considered in the context of subsistence pastoralism, not
market pastoralism; i.e. pastoralism with a survival orientation, not profit-driven
(Atsedu et al., 1996). According to Odote (2013), pastoralism is an important and expan-
sive land use in Kenya’s ASALs. Kenya’s pastoral areas are also known as rangelands and
are characterised by aridity, rough terrain, low investment and policy neglect by govern-
ment (Odote, 2013). The extant policy environments are often harmful to pastoralism
(Notenbaert et al., 2012), and the land policies are neither consistent with needs nor
responsive to the uniqueness of the pastoral system (Humanitarian Policy Group, 2009).

Other challenges facing pastoralist societies include problems of pastoral governance
and development including the ‘tragedy of the commons’ debate, which threatens
common property rights of pastoral communities (Bedelian, 2014). According to Odote
(2013), policy and law under the legal framework that has existed since Kenya’s indepen-
dence in 1963, local communities have been viewed as unfavourable to the sustainable
management of natural resources, therefore, preference for private ownership and
vesting rights of certain important resources such as wildlife to the national government.
Historical injustices experienced by a majority of pastoralist communities, particularly the
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Maasais, are still fresh in their minds and have been passed on to subsequent generations
(Okello & Wishitemi, 2013). In the past national, regional and international policy
process, the pastoralists societies have been excluded (Humanitarian Policy Group,
2009), giving way to bias land use for intensive crop and livestock development.

In Kenya, loss of pastoral lands to biodiversity conservation, and alternative land uses
through privatisation of rangelands are the most commonly reported manifestations of
land grabbing (Galaty, 2013). Moreover, according to the Segovia Declaration, in many
societies, governments have ‘nationalised’ and confiscated rangelands, forests and other
natural resources on which pastoralists depend alienating nomadic pastoralists from
their natural rights’(Segovia Declaration, 2007). Rights-based discourses on land are also
evident in diverse documentation of the activities from the World Alliance of Mobile Indi-
genous Peoples (WAMIP), World Initiative for Sustainable Pastoralism (WISP) and the
Dana Declaration (WAMIP, 2004; WISP, 2013). Distributive injustice is also invoked in
reference to pastoralists’ often limited access to education and healthcare (Segovia Declara-
tion, 2007). This is in addition to loss of land to conservation-related displacements and
land grabbing (Chatty, 2012). However, with immense potential for socio-economic devel-
opment through poverty reduction, economic growth, managing the environment, pro-
moting sustainable development, and building climate resilience pastoralism as a land
use has been embraced for ages and continues to be embraced even in the wake of increas-
ing drought prevalence and population explosion in the otherwise considered expansive
vast areas (United Nations, 2008). According to Chatty (2003), there are conflicts, tensions
and possible synergies between mainstream conservation practice and ‘mobile peoples’.
Moreover, Upton (2014) argues that over time, indigenous people who were especially
prone to conservation-related environmental injustices in terms of constraints on resource
access, and were lacking a voice in global arenas, their voice has been fronted. This is
through initiatives such as World Initiative of Sustainable Pastoralism (WISP), the Dana
Declaration on mobile peoples and conservation, International Union for Conservation
of Nature (IUCN) World Parks Congress and the World Conservation Congress (WCC).

5. Pastoralism and the political ecology of conservation

Political ecology is an interdisciplinary approach to the analysis of natural resources
access, control and management that accentuates the interaction between multiple
actors at varying extents over time (Bassett & Gautier, 2014). Political ecologists analyse
environmental/natural conditions as the creation of political, economic and social pro-
cesses that help shape human-environmental relations (Masse, 2016) and argue that the
way nature is understood has intense political implications (Adams & Hutton, 2007).
The creation of protected areas, for example, is done by different social and political
actors, grieved by other actors and enjoyed by yet another set of actors (Vaccaro et al.,
2013). These distinct actors define nature, legitimacy, rights or use in very diverse and cul-
turally dependent ways (Vaccaro et al., 2013). The significance of conservation and related
dislocation of indigenous people has been to create wilderness or nature spaces separate
from communities, livestock and related livelihood activities (Masse, 2016; Pas Schrijver,
2019), thereby estranging the very people from nature who depend on it and without
whose backing, conservation will not be fully realised (Adams & Hutton, 2007; Vaccaro
et al., 2013; Masse, 2016). These developments are a manifestation of political processes
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that have far reaching implication for the livelihood of pastoralists especially in relation to
accessing and controlling resources (Masse, 2016; Pas Schrijver, 2019).

In Kenya, the Laikipia ecosystem is a classic example of pastoralism- wildlife conserva-
tion conflict as a result of exclusionary practices, where armed pastoralist communities
invaded private ranches which are home to wildlife conservation areas, moved their live-
stock herds forcefully to the private ranches, destroyed property, displaced and caused
death of wildlife species. Elsewhere in Maasai Mara ecosystem, conflicts pitting pastoralists
and Maasai Mara National Reserve authorities have been on the rise. Yurco (2017) locates
the persistent human-wildlife conflicts experiences in Laikipia and Maasai Mara at the
centre of political-economic dynamics, where resources inequalities and contesting
desires for land use have resulted in a complex group of wildlife-tolerant and wildlife-
intolerant factions of stakeholders. Yurco (2017) further notes that at the very best pastor-
alists have had less economic or political capacity to put up with wildlife-related challenges
and at worst, they have been weakened by more powerful stakeholders. The situation is
often aggravated by political consternations such as corruption, which make it almost
impossible for the poor and vulnerable to play any meaningful role in tourism and wildlife
conservation, thereby jeopardising their rights (Kieti et al, 2009).

However, there has been a growing appreciation of wildlife conservation as a social and
political process with special emphasis on the need to incorporate local communities in
sustainable use of natural resources. Like Vaccaro et al. (2013) noted conservation,
NGOs including World Wildlife Fund for Nature (WWF) among others have redefined
the concepts of nature, use and jurisdiction in order to reflect nature and culture in
their work. As a result, conservation-based agreements have been devised to integrate
pre-modern forms of natural resources management and local communities in conserva-
tion activities. With respect to pastoral communities, donors and other global players have
recognised the potential of the pastoral communities in conservation of natural resources.
For example, pastoralists have been referred to as the ‘custodians of the commons’ (Upton,
2014). The recognition of the contribution of pastoral communities to conservation is evi-
denced in the Community Based Natural Resources Management (CBNRM) conservation
paradigm (Burrow & Muphree, 2001). CBNRM treats conservation as instrumental to
community development and vice versa. CBNRM further seeks to give natural resources
a meaningful use-value to rural communities who bear the cost of wildlife and habitat con-
servation (Hackel, 1999). The challenges, however, relate to CBNRM’s inclusion of stake-
holders especially communities in the decision-making process, domination by political
elites, white land-owners and safari operators (Metcalf, 1994; Bourn & Blench, 1999).
In other words, CBNRM is a programme essentially propelled by initiatives which are
exogenous to local communities thereby fostering the agenda of external factors (Musa-
vengane & Simatele, 2016). An additional challenge is insufficient compensation to com-
munities evicted from conservation areas (Kideghesho, 1999). There is also the challenge
of financial dependence on bilateral donors, non-governmental organisations and corpor-
ations, considerably restricting the degree to which a community can make managerial
decisions (Bourn & Blench, 1999). Reflecting on the CBNRM programme, Musavengane
& Simatele (2016) asserts the need for CBNRM programmes to embrace co-management
principles and participation of all community stakeholders, with special focus on creating
opportunities for local communities to take the lead.
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It is suggested that small conservation related enterprises are appropriate alternative
livelihood strategies because they are: a) less disruptive, b) associated with higher multi-
plier and smaller leakages, c) have control in local hands, and d) are more likely to generate
greater local benefits (Wall & Long, 1996; Adiyia et al., 2017). However, pastoralists com-
munities’ experiences suggest the opposite may be the case. For instance, it is estimated
that 96% of the revenue accrued to the cultural maasai manyattas (indigenous tourism
enterprises) remain at the hands of tour drivers (Homewood et al., 2012; Bedelian,
2014). While the entry fee for each tourist to a Maasai cultural manyatta in Maasai
Mara is approximately US$30, the sharing ratio is USD 10 for the tour-company, USD
10 for the tour driver, and USD 10 for the cultural village. Elsewhere, Tumusiime’s &
Vedeld’s (2012) study revealed that most of the revenue from Uganda’s Bwindi Impene-
trable National Park is remitted directly to the UWA’s central treasury and only USD 5 out
of USD 500 paid by tourists is shared by the community. Evidently, tourism revenues are
unevenly distributed with the well placed individuals seising most revenue (Bedelian &
Ogutu, 2017). This is an exploitation of resources where benefits of cultural consumption
by visitors are channelled to the powerful stakeholders, including tour drives and little
shared to the community members. This reduces the community’s trust and support
for conservation and wildlife-based tourism and creates ‘winners and losers’ scenario
where the winners are the government, the wildlife and the private business community.

A study by Akama & Kieti (2007) found that an overwhelming majority of international
tourists to Kenya travel under inclusive tour packages. As it is usually the case, such forms
of tourism packages are rather difficult for local entrepreneurs to access (Goodwin, 1998).
Consequently, any visit to the culturalmanyattas typically serve the interest of tour drivers
whose choice of a cultural manyatta where the gatekeepers are likely to demand less of
entry fees, is left at the drivers’ discretion. This often proceeds on the pretext that ‘if
these operators did not come, there would be no money injected into the community at
all’ (Wearing & McDonald, 2002:15). In his study in Turkey, Tosun (1998) found that
tourists were frequently directed to visit pre-determined large shops with which tour
guides and hotel companies own or have made a commission contract. It should be
noted that the more unequal distribution of benefit there is, the larger the percentage of
the population who are living in poverty. In essence, persistent inequitable distribution
of tourism benefits in most of the pastoralist communities living adjacent to protected
areas has translated into an increasing number of vulnerable groups, particularly
women, youth and the elderly falling into poverty. Moreover, Timothy & Tosun (2003)
assert that when control lies in the hands of external forces, community cohesion and
cooperative spirit diminish and consequently practices, such as unhealthy competition
and individualism, tend to replace the traditional social set-up where profound emphasis
is laid on group welfare. Meanwhile, Enne (2003) argues that even if high levels of leakages
may lead to lowmultipliers, if the level of expenditure is relatively high in total, the benefits
may still be significantly greater than those which would arise from economies with low
leakages but low levels of expenditure. This may be so, especially if tourists to cultural
manyattas spent more on the purchase of, for instance, local handicrafts and other souve-
nirs. However, a majority of communities experience difficulties in getting tourists to pur-
chase their handicrafts and spend money there.

Whilst a majority of the local communities living adjacent to protected areas acknowl-
edge provision of education and meagre health services, their lives have remained largely
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unchanged (Kieti, 2007), they are still unable to escape from poverty traps (Homewood
et al., 2012). Consequently, they continue to suffer from social-economic poverty
strains, including physical pain that comes with lack of enough food, emotional pain stem-
ming from daily humiliation, desperation and one not being able to clothe his/her family
(Kieti, 2007). Given their lifestyle and priorities, some members from pastoral commu-
nities like the Maasai’s, maybe less concerned about, for instance, attending school,
instead the focus may be on the possible sources of their next meal. However, it is
worth noting that a majority of community development initiatives adjacent to protected
areas are usually meant to prevent the affected communities from taking direct action
themselves, which would involve hunting down and killing wild animal species involved
(Obunde et al., 2005).

6. Pastoralist-tourism compatibility

Conservation and development partners including Environmental Liaison Centre Inter-
national (ELCI) have rooted for tourism development, particularly, wildlife-based
tourism, as the most viable alternative livelihood that is compatible to pastoralism
(ELCI, 2006). Proponents of this diversification strategy observe that pastoralist commu-
nities have rich cultural values, heritage, artefacts and natural resources that can support
sustainable community- based tourism (Jenet et al., 2016). This philosophy has therefore
led to the introduction of different forms of tourism in pastoralist areas. Most pastoralist
communities than any other community have accommodated wildlife. The compatibility
of wildlife conservation and pastoralist has been tested in different geographical areas and
communities within the continent. The evidence that exists reveal that pastoralists have
long co-existed with wildlife (Yurco, 2017) and that it is the pastoralists way of life that
has made it possible for wildlife to continue to flourish in the rangelands (ELCI, 2006;
Nelson, 2012). For example, in his study on the impact of pastoralist land use practices
on Tanzania’s wildlife economy, Nelson (2012) reported that the herbivory effect of
cattle was comparable to that of Zebras; where they stimulate renewed growth that gazelles
and other small mammals can eat. However, pursuing wildlife-based tourism and pastor-
alism has, in recent times, come into collision especially when carnivorous wildlife hunt
domestic animals, and/or wildlife spread diseases to livestock, and more importantly,
conflict emerges when pastoralists are denied access to grazing areas once declared a wild-
life protected area (conservancies, reserves and parks). This is one of the unending
conflicts between the local pastoralist communities and wildlife authorities with local com-
munities who have co-existed with wildlife for many years, yet until recently being
declared a threat to the existence of the same wildlife. One of the disquieting scenarios
is the pervasive invasion by wildlife, which has plunged the majority of pastoralists into
the poverty trap. Studies by Wishitemi & Okello (2003) reveal that over 60% of the
local communities in Amboseli ecosystem lose their crops and livestock annually as a
result of wildlife invasion. Elsewhere in Laikipia ecosystem, Obunde et al. (2005), found
that the majority of residents face food shortage because of frequently invasion by wildlife.
Consequently, residents adjacent to protected areas have continued to suffer from chronic
poverty, which forces them to rely on external sources of support, such as, remittances and
relief food in order to cater for their household needs (Kieti 2007).
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Although literature has highlighted instances where tourism has come into conflict with
other forms of land use (Kristjanson et al., 2002), there are a number of destinations where
pastoralism and tourism have co-existed well and resulted in mutual benefits for both land
uses and benefited the local communities. For example, the Il Ngwesi Maasai in Laikipia
ecosystem set aside approximately 60% of their land for tourism and wildlife conservation
(group ranch), which they use to graze cattle only in drought periods (Kieti, 2007). The
remainder of the land (40%) is used by members to live, cultivate, and graze cattle. A
Group Ranch Committee and Chairman manage the ranch on behalf of the 6,000
members. The committee oversees the running of the group ranch activities in line with
the Cap 276 of the laws of Kenya. Tourists’ activities in the ranch include; wildlife
viewing, night game drives, bush walks, camel rides and visit to cultural centres. The com-
munity own Il Ngwesi Eco-Lodge, which has six spacious sleeping grass thatched huts,
commonly known as ‘bandas’. Usually a conservation fee of US$20 per no-resident and
US$10 per resident per night is payable by all guests who visit the ranch.

Of the different forms of tourism, wildlife-based tourism emerges as the one that enjoys
the strongest compatibility with pastoralism, where pastoralist areas apart from providing
forage for livestock also provide excellent habitat for wild animals which support tourism
developments. Significant wildlife numbers continue to exist in pastoralist inhabited areas
and more conservancies continue to be established in these areas (Nelson, 2012; Kenya
Wildlife Conservancies Association, 2016). Even though conservancies limit access to
and use of pastoral grazing land, they maintain rangeland open by amalgamating individ-
ual parcels of land and having them free of fencing, cultivation and other land-use
changes, thereby being in harmony with mobile livestock keeping (Bedelian & Ogutu,
2017). More importantly, the environmental services provided by pastoralism contribute
not only to ecosystem function, but to the amenity value of the rangelands, which in many
countries is instrumental for generating significant income from tourism (WISP, 2008).

Although much of the existing literature paints a positive picture of pastoralist-tourism
compatibility, recent happenings have shown that pastoralism and tourism development
have come into collision. Recorded pastoralist-tourism related conflicts revolve around
fights over water sources, grazing land, denial of access routes, fines on trespass animals
among other conflicts (Kristjanson et al., 2002; IWGIA et al., 2016). While safari
tourism has gained currency as one of Kenya’s unique tourism products especially at inter-
national scale, there are negative under-currents which not only fail to get much needed
attention but also may put the entire product under serious jeopardy. Most of the safari
tourist activities take place in rangelands which are traditionally inhabited by pastoralist
communities. A number of studies have underscored the intricate relationship between
land and land use, and the local communities support for and participation in conserva-
tion efforts (Kristjanson et al., 2002; Mureithi et al., 2019). Hence, to link tourism to pas-
toralism, there must be an understanding of aspirations and priorities of the pastoral
communities, whether general to the community or specific to individuals. Communities
must be considered as the main actor in the tourism development process hence, actively
participate in the implementation of strategies and the operation of the tourism infrastruc-
ture, services and facilities. This implies that tourism development models need to be (re)
designed in such a way that the pastoralist communities are able to exercise their rights in
steering up development of spaces they own and inhabit and have a greater say in the
process. Moreover, tourism development should be seen to strengthen community
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cohesion within the pastoralist communities to enable them to have a meaningful inter-
action with the outside community and to negotiate more effectively on issues that
affect their well-being. Increased community cohesion would translate to increased bar-
gaining power and social insurance for the vulnerable Maasai communities and other pas-
toralist communities. Likewise, a conservation model that goes beyond protected area
boundaries to safeguard vast landscapes of cultural, biological and historical significance
should be embraced. Such a model should involve the local communities and tie together
conservation ideals and the aspirations of indigenous local communities (Okello &Wishi-
temi, 2013).

7. Conclusion

Pastoralists’ culture and lifestyle has interacted with the physical and biological environ-
ment to produce a distinct landscape that has supported pastoralism lifestyle, as well as,
conservation of biodiversity for many years. Indeed, the pastoral communities have
over the years followed a pastoral livestock land use system, which is largely compatible
with wildlife conservation. However, in the recent past, the pastoralist communities,
including those living in Maasai land and Samburu have diversified their livelihood
options into small scale and large scale cultivation. Such land use options have been
seen to compete with both traditional pastoral livestock keeping and wildlife- base
tourism. Moreover, the support for vibrant tourism activities and a healthy livestock
economy is threatened by increasing human population, land subdivision, changing
land tenure systems, crop farming, habitat fragmentation, blockage of migratory corridors,
environmental degradation and poverty. Indeed, most of the pastoral community lands in
Kenya are experiencing human-wildlife conflicts, which threaten the local communities’
livelihoods and conservation. The very participation of pastoral communities in
decision-making processes regarding land and other resources that directly affect their
livelihood should be appreciated as a fundamental human right.
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