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ABSTRACT 

This study examined livelihood activities that are related to wildlife conservation in 

the Siana, Mara, and Naikarra Wards of Maasai Mara Ecosystem (MME), Narok 

County. The focus of this paper was livelihood activities which included; 

ecotourism, tourism (travel and hotel industry), land leasing, beekeeping, green 

economy, selling of tree seedlings, public education for a fee, pastoralism, trade-in 

tourism artifacts and cultural activities (songs and dances). Alternative life forms in 

conservation areas, especially the ones compatible with wildlife conservation are 

important in reconciling the challenges the local community face in hosting wildlife. 

This paper demonstrates the place of livelihood networks, the contribution of 

alternative livelihoods to spatial and temporal harmony, and sustainable coexistence 

between wildlife and human beings. The study employed a Mixed Methods design 

and the main data collection tools were questionnaires, interviews, and Focused 

Group Discussion (FGD). The findings indicated that 86.3 % of the respondents 

noted the existence of livelihood activities supporting wildlife conservation. Further, 

the Chi-square test of association indicated a significant relationship between 

livelihood activities and the conservation of wildlife (x^2 = 106.401, df = 16, p = 

0.000) at 95 % confidence level, and since p < 0.05, it revealed that there are 

livelihood activities in Siana, Mara and Naikarra Wards related to wildlife 

conservation. It was also revealed that age (x^2 = 45.059, df = 20, p = 0.001) 

associated positively with satisfaction level on livelihood networks at 95 % 

confidence level, indicating that there was a significant positive relationship 

between the age of the respondents and their satisfaction on the influence of the 

benefits accruing from Maasai Mara National Reserve (MMNR) on their 

livelihoods. The study recommended for the establishment of support systems for 

https://doi.org/10.37284/eajenr.5.2.936


East African Journal of Environment and Natural Resources, Volume 5, Issue 2, 2022 
Article DOI: https://doi.org/10.37284/eajenr.5.2.936 

52 | This work is licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License. 
 

these livelihood activities, through the creation of credit facilities that could easily 

be assessed by the local community. 
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INTRODUCTION 

Human-wildlife conflicts are prevalent in Africa, 

where large numbers of big mammals, such as 

elephants and lions, still roam freely in marginal 

rangelands and protected areas (Schiess-Meier et 

al., 2007; Mmbaga et al., 2017). The increase in 

human population has resulted in encroachment into 

more marginal lands inhabited by wildlife, leading 

to fragmentation and conversion of land, for 

instance, to settled agriculture and other uses 

incompatible with wildlife (Obong et al., 2013; 

Amaja et al., 2016). Studies indicate that this not 

only escalates conflicts between the people, 

wildlife, and the authorities responsible for the 

conservation of wildlife but also poses a real 

challenge to sustainable wildlife conservation 

practice (Matseketsa et al., 2019). In Kenya, for 

instance, where much of the wildlife lives outside 

designated protected areas, it is observed that the 

people who live in these areas depend more on 

natural resources and find it difficult to tolerate wild 

animals in their lands when they consider them a 

threat to their lives and livelihoods (Crystal & 

Courtney, 2015). 

Past studies have indicated that the understanding of 

how land use change happens, variations in climate, 

and both human and livestock population numbers 

influence human-wildlife conflict (Kideghesho et 

al., 2013; Tallis et al., 2009). This can be a crucial 

precursor for creating effective human-wildlife 

conflict mitigation and biodiversity conservation 

strategies (GeAnge Imanishimwe & Nsabimana, 

2018; Mwakatobe, Nyahongo, & Røskaft, 2013). 

Previous studies have tried to link wildlife 

conservation and tourism with the intention to 

alleviate poverty from the adjacent communities, 

which in most cases has been observed to be 

pastoralist (Katherine M Homewood, 2012; 

Kathleen Krafte Holland, et al., 2021). Past studies 

also saw the establishment of a conservation wave 

that promotes the empowerment of the local 

community in order to support conservation 

initiatives (Noe & Kangalawe, 2015). The extent to 

which wildlife revenues contribute to pastoralist 

livelihoods is a matter that is between conservation 

and empowerment of the local communities in a 

way that will change their perspective towards 

conservation and, by extension, to coexist with 

wildlife (Femke et al., 2021; Walpole & Thouless, 

2009b). Past studies have also looked into the role 

of livestock and other activities in the context of 

rural pastoral communities and what they can do 

with their rural-local economies and livelihoods at 
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large (Katherine M Homewood, 2012; Schleyer, 

2018).  

From previous studies, it has also been noted that 

security concerns, which range from periodic 

raiding to prohibition of access to natural resources 

within protected area boundaries, have been 

reported to have numerous negative social and 

economic impacts on local people, especially when 

they have no alternative form of livelihood and they 

have traditionally relied upon those resources for 

their livelihoods (Bayani et al., 2016; Galanti et al., 

2006). Further, the local people, in many studies, 

have been reported to incur additional costs such as 

crop losses, livestock depredation, and human 

injury and death caused by wildlife from protected 

areas which often left their livelihood exposed and 

made them socio-economically vulnerable (Gren et 

al., 2018; Nyirenda et al., 2013; Obiero et al., 

2019). 

Previous studies have revealed that the survival 

ways in the face of the changing climate for pastoral 

communities living adjacent to PAs are actually 

diversification of livelihoods into viable alternative 

livelihoods forms, which in itself acts as a way to 

spread the risk (Baird et al., 2009; Sarmiento, 2011; 

Wittemyer et al., 2013). Moreover, in the wake of 

land fragmentation enabled by the sub-division of 

community lands, there results in an impediment to 

the movement of livestock and access to key 

resources, thus it has necessitated pastoral 

communities to opt for non-livestock sources of 

income for their livelihoods (Shah, 2019; Mekonen, 

2020). Diversification of pastoral livelihoods is 

widely observed among pastoralists in East Africa 

(Katherine M Homewood, 2012; Reid et al., 2016). 

At a place like MMNR, studies have indicated that 

diversification into tourism is a viable option, 

especially when the local community considers land 

consolidation to create more conservancies to host 

wildlife (Kelman, 2013; Reyers, 2013). Kenya, for 

instance, in its semi-arid and arid lands, is inhabited 

by pastoral communities whose majority coexist 

together with wildlife and so these pastoral lands are 

vital habitats for wildlife and tourism (Mutanga & 

Vengesayi, 2015).  

Social Exchange Theory 

This theory is based on the elements of reward and 

its value, cost, profit and equity and distributive 

justice. The current study relied on the postulation 

of (Homans, 1961). Homans (1961) observed that 

exchange is social in nature. He further noted that 

social exchange is the exchange of activity, tangible 

or intangible, or more or less rewarding or costly, 

between at least two groups (actors). The more 

valuable to a man a unit of the activity another gives 

him, the more often he will emit activity rewarded 

by the activity of the other. Cost is conceived as the 

activity forgone and behaviour change is also 

greatest when perceived profit is least (Homans, 

1961). 

Reward and the value of the reward, costs, profit 

(reward minus costs), equity and distributive justice 

are the main elements of the Social exchange theory 

(Homans, 1961). According to Redmond (2015), 

the social behaviour of actors often involves social 

exchanges when people are motivated to attain 

some valued reward for which they must forfeit 

something of value (cost). 

This study is informed by this theory that 

conservation and livelihood development at least 

must strike an equilibrium by actors in order to both 

be sustainable. The socio-economic benefits like 

employment, access to food, shelter, and health 

services are the benefits the pastoralist get as a 

reward for the conservation of wildlife in Maasai 

Mara National Reserve. The reward obtained is a 

result of foregoing their grazing land for the 

conservation of wild animals. Consequently, the 

pastoralist bears the brunt of conservation which in 

this study are the economic costs which include 

livestock depredation, human and livestock diseases 

(zoonotic), crop damage, accidents, and fear of 

wildlife roaming in homesteads and their grazing 

land. In this case, pastoralists may be willing to 

continue bearing the cost of conservation as long as 

the rewards emanating from conservation are 

greater than the costs they meet. 

Studies have also shown that the costs are greater 

for a protected area than the contrary. In this case, 

the local people closer to the MMNR, according to 

the principle of equity and distributive justice, 

would be the ones receiving the greatest reward 
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owing to the greatest costs they receive from 

wildlife conservation. Their livelihood networks are 

highly disrupted than the people living a distance far 

from the MMNR. Homans (1961) postulated that if 

the cost of members of one group is higher than 

those of another, distributive justice requires that 

their rewards should also be higher, for if the 

rewards are higher, the costs are higher too. The 

quest for pastoralists to continue supporting 

conservation initiatives is pegged on the great profit 

they derive from MMNR when they receive a great 

reward, and in reciprocation, they participate and 

support initiatives towards sustainable conservation 

and management of wildlife. 

MATERIALS AND METHODS  

Study Area 

The study was conducted in Siana Ward, Naikarra 

Ward and Mara Ward of Narok County (Figure 1). 

It is located in the South Western part of Kenya and 

lies between latitudes 0050’ and 10 50’ S and 

Longitudes 350 28’ and 360 25’ E. Siana Ward covers 

an area of 2800 km2, Mara ward covers 1318 km2 

and Naikarra Ward covers 1053 km2 (IEBC, 2017). 

Siana Ward has seven sub-locations, namely; 

Sekenani, Koyiaki, Nkoilale, Siana, Olkinyei, 

Eldonya Narasha and Megwara while Mara Ward 

has five sublocations; Aitong, Lemek, Mararianda, 

Rongena and Enelerai. Naikarra Ward has five 

sublocations; Leshuta, Naikarra, Esoit, Olderkesi 

and Osarara/ Entarado Wards. It lies at a mean 

altitude of 1600 m above sea level, a mean annual 

rainfall of 1015 mm, and daily maximum 

temperatures range between 260 C and 300 C, while 

minimum temperature range between 120 C and 140 

C (Bartzke et al., 2018). It borders Maasai Mara 

National Reserve, which is considered “Kenya’s 

Jewel” regarding wildlife resources. 

 

Figure 1: Map of the study area 

 
Source: Researcher, 2022 



 East African Journal of Environment and Natural Resources, Volume 5, Issue 1, 2022 
Article DOI: https://doi.org/10.37284/eajenr.5.1.829 

 

55  | This work is licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License. 

 

Population of the Study Area 

According to the Kenya National Bureau of 

Statistics (2019), Siana Ward, which comprises 

seven sub-locations has 55388 persons, of whom 

27928 are males and 27460 are females, while Mara 

Ward comprising 5 sublocations, has a population 

of 46661 individuals (23431 are males and 22930 

are females) and Naikarra Ward has a population of 

33081 (16003 are males and 17078 are females). 

Sample size and Sampling Techniques 

This study used mixed methods, that is, the 

concurrent design where both quantitative and 

qualitative components of the study were executed 

(Halcomb & Hickman, 2015; (Judith 

Schoonenboom and R. Burke Johnson, 2017; 

Almalki et al., 2016) 

The population of Siana Ward (N) is 55388 

individuals and 10385 households, Mara Ward (N) 

is 46660 individuals and 9400 households and 

Naikarra ward (N) has 33081 individuals and 6819 

households (Kenya Population and Housing 

Census, 2019) and all used the formula proposed by 

Kothari (2004), to derive the sample sizes for each 

area of study. For Siana Ward, the sample size was 

derived as follows; 

𝑛 =
𝑧2𝑝𝑞𝑁

𝑒2(𝑁−1)+𝑧2𝑝𝑞
     

     (1) 

Where N = the population of the study area, z = 1.96 

(using 95% confidence level), p = 0.5, q = (1-.5) = 

0.5, e = 0.05 (confident that the percentage has been 

estimated to be within ± 5% of the true value), then; 

Substituting equation (1) for every County 

Assembly Ward resulted in sample sizes as follows; 

Sample size (n) for Siana Ward was 382, Sample 

size (n) for Mara Ward was 381, and Sample size 

(n) for Naikarra Ward was 380. 

Mugenda, G.A and Mugenda (1999) proposed that 

30 % of the sample size can be used in the study. 

Therefore, this study used 30 % of the sample size 

in each ward computed as follows (Table 1); 

Table 1: Sample size (n) used in the study for each ward 

County Assembly Ward Sample size (n) 30 % of n 

Siana 382 115 

Mara 381 114 

Naikarra 380 114 

Source: Researcher, 2022 

Sampling Techniques  

This study used stratified sampling. Three County 

Assembly Wards (Siana, Mara and Naikarra Wards) 

were stratified using the existing sublocations. In 

Siana Ward, there are seven (7) sublocations that 

became seven strata in this study; in Mara ward, 

there are five (5) sublocations which in this study 

became five strata; and in Naikarra, there are five 

(5) sublocations became five strata. Within the 

strata, the subjects (respondents) were selected 

using systematic random sampling. Purposive 

sampling was used to select key informants that 

were interviewed on the wildlife conservation 

benefits accruing to the community. This study 

conducted 2 FGDs of 6 individuals in each at 

Nkoilale trading centre, where every ward was 

represented. All the members of the FGDs were 

identified based on their knowledge of the matters 

within their villages and were considered reliable 

sources of information. By use of SPSS Version 21 

and excel packages, for descriptive statistics, 

quantitative data were analysed using frequencies, 

measure of central tendency (median) and cross-

tabulations (Chi-square) while for inferential 

statistics Ordinal Logistic regression was used. 

Qualitative data in this study was used to develop 

the quantitative data. 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

Demographics 

From the study, it was noted that 62 % of the 

household heads were males while 38 % of the 

household heads were females. The study indicated 
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that the majority of household heads were between 

the age of 38 - 47 years (40.8%), followed by those 

between the age of 28 -37 years (26.2%), while the 

minority were of the age 68 and above years (0.9 

%). The majority of household heads had no formal 

education 47.2 %, household heads with primary 

education were 14 %, secondary education at 23.9 

%, tertiary education at 8.5 % and only 6.4 % of the 

household heads were university graduates or were 

still in the university (Table 2). This study compares 

with the Narok County CIDP (Government of 

Narok County, 2018) and the KNBS (Kenya 

National Bureau of Statistics, 2013) study, which 

indicated that 38 % of the residents of Narok had no 

formal education. It was expected that owing to the 

high percentage of young people in the study area, 

there would be a correspondingly high number of 

educated people. This indicated that there is more to 

be done in the form of educational facilities and 

personnel, including the stepping up of bursaries, 

scholarships, and other necessary support, 

especially for post-primary, tertiary colleges, and 

university students, in order to improve the uptake 

and completion rate. 

Table 2: Demographics of the respondents 

Demographic Factor Percentage 

Gender Male (%) 62 

Female (%) 38 

 Age 18-27 12.2 

28-37 26.2 

38-47 40.8 

48-57 16 

58-67 3.8 

68 and above 0.9 

Education None 47.2 

Primary 14 

Secondary 23.9 

Tertiary College 8.5 

University 6.4 

Source: Researcher, 2022 

From the findings, the majority of the households 

had members between 4-6 at 38.8 %, 25.7 % 

composed of members of 7-9, 13.4 % indicated 

members of 1-3, 11.1 % consisting of 10-12 

members and 13 and above (figure 2). These 

findings varied from other studies (Kemboi, 2020; 

Kathleen Krafte Holland et al., 2021; Claire 

Bedelian and Ogutu J, 2017), which recorded an 

average of between 8 and 9 individuals. In Table 2, 

the findings indicated that it is only in Mara ward 

that the majority of household members were 

between 7-9 individuals (41.3 %). In Siana and 

Naikarra wards, the majority of the membership of 

the households were between 4-6 at 52.1% and 37.2 

%, respectively. 
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Figure 2: Number of household members 

 

Source: Researcher, 2022 

Livelihood Activities in Support of Wildlife 

Conservation 

The respondents were asked to give their opinion on 

whether there were any livelihood activities they 

were engaged in and were supporting wildlife 

conservation and 86.3 % acknowledged that there 

were (Table 3). Akyol et al. (2018) observed that 

livelihood is the greatest of all the challenges to 

communities, households, and individuals. The 

researcher (Akyol et al., 2018) further noted that 

livelihoods comprise the capabilities, assets 

(including both materials and social resources) and 

activities required for a means of living and it’s 

about money, food, labour, employment, and assets. 

Research elsewhere indicated that pastoralists were 

often marginalised by government policy that 

favours the dominant settled farming lifestyles 

(Reid et al., 2016). Further, conflicts and illegal 

wildlife trade in most sub-Saharan countries were 

exacerbated by a lack of alternative livelihoods. 

This observation was not farther from what FGDs 

indicated because the majority of the residents were 

over-reliant on pastoralism and tourism as their 

main sources of income. Fausto (2011) noted that 

the emergence of the poverty alleviation wave on 

conservation aimed at addressing the livelihood of 

people adjacent to protected areas who felt insecure 

and suggested that empowerment of these local 

communities would guarantee the protection of 

biodiversity. (Walpole & Thouless, 2009b) also 

indicated that embracing the local community’s 

economic development, including diversification of 

livelihoods, is a strategy for wildlife conservation 

and conflict resolution. 

 

Table 3: Percentage of the locals acknowledging the presence of livelihood activities in support of 

wildlife conservation 

 Frequency Percentage 

Yes 296 86.3 

No 47 13.7 

Total 343 100 

Source: Researcher, 2022 

13.4

38.8
25.7

11.1

11.1

1-3 members

4-6 members

7-9 members

10-12members

13 and above
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Livelihood Activities in The Maasai Mara 

Ecosystem 

The study sought to understand the extent to which 

the respondents agreed with statements of 

livelihood activities. The following livelihood 

activities were considered in this study; ecotourism, 

tourism (travel and hotel industry), land leasing, 

beekeeping, green economy, selling of tree 

seedlings, public education for a fee, pastoralism, 

trade-in tourism artifacts and cultural activities 

(songs and dances). A Likert scale was provided 

where 1 = Strongly Agree (SA), 2 = Agree (A), 3 = 

Neutral (N), 4 = Disagree (D) and 5 = Strongly 

Disagree (SD). Descriptive statistics were then 

computed, where percentages and median were 

computed and represented in Table 4. 

The study observed that majority of the respondents 

agreed that ecotourism at 41.2 % (median = 2), land 

leasing at 42.9 % (median = 2), and trade in tourism 

artifacts at 46.8% (median = 2) were the main 

activity related to conservation in Maasai Mara 

Ecosystem. Tourism (travel and hotel industry) at 

41.9 % (median = 2), pastoralism at 78.1 % (median 

= 1), and cultural activities (songs and dances) at 

42.5 % (median = 2) were indicated by the majority 

of the respondents that they strongly agreed that 

these activities were the main livelihood activities. 

The majority of the respondents also were not sure 

that beekeeping at 48.2 % (median = 3) and public 

education for a fee at 29.9 % (median = 3) were the 

main livelihood activities in the Maasai Mara 

Ecosystem. However, the majority of the 

respondents disagreed that the green economy at 

48.2 % (median = 4) and sell of tree seedlings at 

43.9 % (median = 4) were the main livelihood 

activities across Maasai Mara Ecosystem (Table 4). 

Katherine et al. (2012); Mutea et al. (2019) 

observed that half or more than half of households 

earned off-farm income from trade, business, land 

leasing, tourism, and cultural activities such as 

boma performances, sales of beadwork jewellery, 

and other craftwork in conservation areas that 

included Maasai Mara, Tarangire, Amboseli, 

Longido and Kitengela. 

Nyumba Tobias et al., 2021, noted that individuals 

with diverse sources of income tend to have more 

favourable conservation attitudes than those with 

fewer sources of income. Nyumba Tobias et al., 

2021 further associated this with the spread-out 

effect of income on the costs of conservation, such 

as livestock predation, crop damage and restriction 

of movement. 

Ecotourism being responsible travel and 

sustainability of natural resources and livelihoods is 

practiced in Maasai Mara Ecosystem in the form of 

cultural activities that attract tourists and host 

tourists outside MMNR in tented camps. These 

areas must be kept as natural as possible in order to 

allow the environment to retain its natural effect. 

Comparatively, within the MMNR, there are several 

access roads that have been created under the 

pretext of enabling tourists to spot the much coveted 

big five animals, but this amounts to the degradation 

of the environment. It was noted from the FGD 

discussion that in Tanzania, the Serengeti, unlike in 

MMNR, there are hardly any access roads for 

tourists and this has left the environment in its 

natural setting without much human disturbance. 

Within the conservancies in the Maasai Mara 

ecosystem, the locals have been able to make a 

living from ecotourism activities that attracted both 

domestic and international tourists. However, it was 

observed that it is very challenging to distinguish 

between the main tourism activities and ecotourism. 

The study felt that immense public awareness, 

training, and capacity building was necessary 

consideration to debunk the difficulties surrounding 

the two. 

While the majority were able to strongly agree that 

tourism in the hotel and travel industry was earning 

them alternative income, this only benefited those 

who owned conservancies or lived in close 

proximity to the MMNR. The local community 

members who lived far, like in Rongena, practiced 

crop farming for a living. It was observed that the 

majority of the local community members also 

benefited from employment opportunities as most 

young people were employed as cleaners, cooks, 

drivers, security personnel, and junior supervisors in 

hotels. The local community also was able to supply 

their livestock products like meat and milk to the 

small hotel establishments within and without the 

MMNR but in small quantities since trade was 

minimal. Trade too was considerably observed as an 

alternative income earner as they engaged in 

supermarkets, wholesale, and retail trade of 
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household items. There was also a livestock 

enterprise where businessmen and women bought 

livestock from pastoralists and took them as far as 

Nairobi and Narok town or elsewhere to sell. 

From the FGDs, it was observed that most residents, 

especially those closer to MMNR, consolidated 

their land together and leased to conservancies, 

which supported the wildlife from MMNR. These 

conservancies provided money to the members as 

proceeds of tourism activities, but there have been 

reported cases of fencing in most villages which is 

impeding the movement of wildlife. These 

conservancies also are constricting grazing land for 

the local members because of the imposed 

regulations on grazing. These restrictions members 

complained about affecting their livestock, 

especially during periods of droughts. MMNR also 

does not allow livestock to be grazed within the 

reserve and HWCs sometimes stem from this as the 

local community members sometimes try to violate 

this restrictive measure. 

Pastoralism, trade-in artifacts, and cultural activities 

were revealed to be the dominant livelihood 

activities within the Maasai Mara Ecosystem. 

Though there is competition between the livestock 

of the Maasai and the wildlife, comparatively, it was 

the most compatible activity to engage in within the 

savannah grasslands. However, a few households 

residing far from the MMNR engaged in crop 

farming, where they planted maise, wheat, and 

tomatoes. Pastoralism was facing challenges from 

wildlife, especially from livestock depredation and 

zoonotic diseases. It was also observed that the 

majority of households were dependent on 

pastoralism for a living though the numbers of herds 

each family owned varied. The Maasai cultural and 

traditional customs indicated that the higher the 

number of livestock one has the higher the 

perception that the household is wealthier. The 

artefacts sold to tourists were done at the gates of 

the MMNR or in the Manyattas of the households 

living adjacent to the reserve. The same scenario 

happened for the showcasing of cultural dances and 

songs which was done mainly in Manyattas. In these 

bomas, the Maasai also showcased how they 

traditionally used to slaughter and roast meat and 

narrated the importance and consequences of certain 

cultural events in their culture which necessitated 

actions (slaughter of bull or goat) to be taken.  

The study further observed that most households 

practiced afforestation, and a few botanical gardens 

were noted through non-participatory observation in 

the Sekenani sublocation. These gardens were rich 

in medicinal vegetation, which traditionally, the 

Maasai community used for treating various 

ailments. The main vegetation occurring was 

observed to be natural and most planted trees were 

done in learning institutions like primary and 

secondary schools and a few homesteads. This trend 

was worrying and a lot of efforts through awareness 

of the importance of trees as carbon sinks needed to 

be made in the Maasai Mara Ecosystem. The trade-

off in carbon may most likely encourage the 

residents to plant more trees and maintain the 

existing vegetation as it attracted a benefit. 

Table 4: Livelihood activities related to wildlife conservation 

Activities SA (%) A (%) N (%) D (%) SD (%) M 

Ecotourism 10.6 41.2 13.3 3.7 5.3 2 

Tourism 41.9 41.2 10.6 1 5.3 2 

Land leasing 31.9 42.9 8.6 2.7 14 2 

Bee Keeping 5 10.3 39.5 26.6 18.6 3 

Green economy 5 8.6 14.6 48.2 23.6 4 

Sell of seedlings 5.6 6.6 20.9 43.9 22.9 4 

Public education 13.3 28.9 13 29.9 15 3 

Pastoralism 78.1 16.6 2.3 2.3 0.7 1 

Trade in artifacts 34.6 46.8 11.3 4.3 3 2 

Cultural activities 43.5 40.9 8.6 4 3 2 

Source: Researcher, 2022 
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Proceeds Supporting Livelihoods in Maasai 

Mara Ecosystem 

78.4% of household heads acknowledged that the 

proceeds from MMNR were supporting livelihood 

activities (Table 5). It was argued that the income 

from employment, when invested elsewhere, could 

help create an alternative source of livelihood. The 

same applied to infrastructural development done 

by the County Government in urban areas, like 

street lighting, which was aiding in providing lights 

to support business till late in the night and 

providing security in the vicinity. From the FGDs it 

was discovered that most poor households relied on 

bursaries to take their children to school. The issue 

of water too had been partially resolved by the 

creation of many pans and dams to provide water for 

livestock, wildlife, and humans, although the 

majority of households still suffered from water 

stress. 

Table 5: Proportion of the locals acknowledging that the proceeds from MMNR are supporting their 

livelihoods 

 Frequency Percent 

Yes 269 78.4 

No 74 21.6 

Total 343 100 

Source: Researcher, 2022 

Satisfaction Level on the Impact of the Proceeds 

from MMNR on Livelihood Activities 

From figure 3 below, the majority of the 

respondents 43.4 %, were satisfied that the proceeds 

from MMNR were changing their livelihood. 3.5 % 

of the respondents were not sure whether their lives 

had changed courtesy of MMNR. This finding was 

in concurrence with the observation of (Nyumba 

Tobias et al., 2021) that in Transmara, the 

favourable attitudes towards wildlife conservation 

could be attributed to both the direct and indirect 

income generation opportunities from the reserve, 

which included employment in catering, 

administration, business opportunities in lodges and 

sale of Maasai cultural items like embroidery and 

woodcarvings. Kathleen Krafte Holland et al. 

(2021) noted that at the community level, the higher 

levels of involvement in tourism activities resulted 

in more robust support for wildlife conservation in 

the MMNR. Further, (Mukeka, Ogutu, Kanga, & 

Røskaft, 2019) observed that HWC result in low 

satisfaction level as an outcome of negative 

perception, and thus promoting profitable 

conservation enterprise would and increasing 

conservation benefits to the local community would 

improve satisfaction level about the entire concept 

of wildlife conservation. 

Kathleen A. Galvin (2018) found out that physical 

capital benefits support enhanced ecotourism 

opportunities and, in turn, increased financial 

revenue streams for the local community. The 

researcher further noted that the challenge faced by 

most conservation areas is a lack of collaboration 

due to inequity in decision-making and participation 

of the locals. Mojo et al., (2020) observed that the 

relative proportion of benefits gained and losses 

incurred by the local people in relation to a protected 

area has important implications for biodiversity 

conservation and livelihoods. This was corroborated 

in the finding of this study from the accounts of an 

FGD, that the locals were discouraged when the 

control of benefit distribution was left in the hands 

of the elite and reiterated that, that kind of situation 

might not guarantee distributive justice of these 

benefits. 
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Figure 3: Satisfaction level to proceeds from MMNR on livelihoods 

 

Source: Researcher, 2022 

Relationship between Age, Education, Distance 

and the Satisfaction Level on the Impact of the 

Proceeds from MMNR on Livelihood Activities 

A chi-square test of association was computed 

between age, education, distance, and satisfaction 

level. The findings revealed that age ( 𝑥2 = 45.059, 

df = 20, p = 0.001) associated positively with 

satisfaction level at 95 % confidence level (Table 6). 

This, therefore, indicated that there was a significant 

positive relationship between the age of the 

respondents and the satisfaction level of the benefits 

accruing from MMNR. 

Education level ( 𝑥2 = 32.985, df = 16, p = 0.007) 

had a positive association with satisfaction level at 

a 95 % confidence level. This meant that there was 

a significant positive relationship between the 

education level of the respondents and their 

satisfaction level with the benefits from MMNR. 

Distance from MMNR ( 𝑥2 = 98.010, df = 28, p = 

0.000) indicated an association between it and the 

satisfaction level at 95 % confidence level. It, 

therefore, indicated that there was a positive 

relationship between distance from MMNR and the 

satisfaction level of the benefits resulting from 

MMNR. 

Table 6: An association between age, education, distance, and satisfaction level 

 Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-sided) 

Age Pearson Chi-Square 45.059a 20 .001 

Likelihood Ratio 41.307 20 .003 

Linear-by-Linear Association .418 1 .518 

N of Valid Cases 281   

Education Pearson Chi-Square 32.985a 16 .007 

Likelihood Ratio 33.832 16 .006 

N of Valid Cases 281   

Distance Pearson Chi-Square 98.010a 28 .000 

Likelihood Ratio 96.256 28 .000 

Linear-by-Linear Association 37.058 1 .000 

N of Valid Cases 281   

Source: Researcher, 2022 
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Livelihood Activities in Maasai Mara 

Ecosystem Related to Conservation Efforts 

The ordinal logistics regression computed indicated 

that there was a significant relationship between 

livelihood activities and conservation efforts ( 𝑥2 = 

106.401, df = 16, p = 0.000) at 95 % confidence 

level (Table 7). In this case, therefore, it indicated 

that there are livelihood activities in Siana, Mara 

and Naikara wards related to conservation efforts. 

Further, Table 7 indicates a model fitting 

information and depicts significance at 95 % 

confidence level that the model is a good fit for the 

outcome (dependent variable predicted). Table 8 is 

the Goodness of fit computation, and it affirms that 

the observed data is consistent with the fitted model 

(estimated values) since the p-value (𝑥2 = 52.330, 

df= 48, p = 0.310) of the Pearson Chi-square was 

insignificant at a 95 % confidence level.  

Table 7: Model fitting information for livelihood activities in MME related to conservation efforts 

Model -2 Log Likelihood Chi-Square df Sig. 

Intercept Only 242.962    

Final 136.561 106.401 16 .000 

Link function: Logit. 

Source: Researcher, 2022 

Table 8: Goodness of fit for livelihood activities in MME related to conservation efforts 

 Chi-Square df Sig. 

Pearson 52.330 48 .310 

Deviance 50.561 48 .373 

Source: Author, 2022 

CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

In conclusion, there are livelihood activities related 

to wildlife conservation in the Siana, Mara, and 

Naikarra Wards of MME. These activities are not 

well established, supported nor adequately funded 

which conceals their proper place in the whole 

concept of wildlife conservation. This paper, 

therefore, recommends proper funding and support 

of these livelihood activities through the 

establishment of credit facilities with enhanced 

access. Further, the establishments within MMNR 

(Hotels, lodges), should partner with the locals to 

enhance business interactions. 
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