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The empirical analysis of the study is classified into two thematic parts. First, I present the 

results from the socio-economic case analysis. In the following chapter I present empirical 

results from the stakeholder analysis on conservation attitudes.  

The socio-economic evaluation is relating to cases, that is, every case’s impact is evaluated 

separately. Considering economic impact, several issues are of importance: I first discuss the 

economic impact and the impact on local communities and livelihoods. Subsequently, I judge 

the socio-economic sustainability of each study site.  

8,58,58,58,5 ��������
��������������
��������������
��������������
������





The economic impact considers financial figures in order to compare the cases. This already 

provides a good first indication of the economic impact. To estimate the regional economic 

impact more comprehensively, in addition multiplier effects and profit leakage must be assessed.  
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With a selection of financial key figures, one can already approximately estimate the economic 

impact. The figures required are: financial turn-over, expenses, employment and tax payment. 

These figures, obtained from the management of the respective case study sites, are presented in 

Table 5.  

Borana Ranch clearly has the highest financial turn-over. A high guest volume and prices at the 

high end lead to total revenues of around US$ 1’400’000 annually. Thus, expenses and tax 
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payment from Borana Ranch are much higher than in the remaining comparable lodges. 

Consequently, the highest economic impact can be expected from Borana Ranch. The 

engendered demand for goods and services in Laikipia District is in fact three to twenty times 

higher than in other case study sites. National tax payment consists of PAYE (pay as you earn), 

VAT and catering levy. Even though Borana does not remit any PAYE, the difference in tax 

payment between Borana Ranch and the remaining lodges is similarly high. In terms of regional 

tax, the difference is lower. Regional tax, the County Council Levy, is measured according to 

capacity, not income or bed nights. The remaining lodges reach however a comparable turn-

over, originating from differing prices and bed nights. Koija Starbeds has very low expenses, as 

payment to community is not included. According to its economic success, Sosian Ranch has 

lower tax payments (no PAYE), while Il Ngwesi Lodge and Koija Starbeds are comparable in 

tax payment too. For reasons of confidentiality, the Ol Gaboli management did not share many 

of the financial figures with us. Some missing figures are estimated on the basis of figures such 

as bed nights and of informal conversations.  

Table 5. Financial key figures.  

 
Il Ngwesi 

Lodge 
Ol Gaboli 

Bandas 
Koija 

Starbeds 
Borana 
Ranch 

Sosian 
Ranch 

Turn-over (average) 130’000 215'000* 200’000 1'400’000 290’000 

Total expenses  100’000 105'000* 30’000 1’000’000 215’000 

Expenses District 60’000 21'000* 29’400 600’000 170’000 

Annual bed nights 1’380**  2’000 500 3’000 1’000 

Employment 21 9 8 35 55 

Tax national 26’000 N/A 20’000 160’000 8’800 

Tax District 2’140 N/A 2’140 2’140 1’140 

Notes: Financial figures in US$, rounded. * Estimation based on personal conversation (+/- 50 %). ** Il Ngwesi has 
different conservation fees for residents and non-residents, bed nights were 540 and 840 respectively.  

 

The expenses compared above are on the district level because the volume of local expenses, i.e. 

in communities around the respective lodge, is negligible. Communities mostly fail to provide 

what is demanded by the lodges and do not offer more than limited amounts of milk, eggs and 

meat.  

As for employment, the comparison is not as clear. In many lodges, park, ranch and lodge staff 

is engaged in different units, blurring a direct comparison. Borana Ranch for example counts 35 

employees in the lodge and 180 on the whole ranch, while a total of 85 employees work for 

Sosian Ranch. One can however identify the rather low number of staff employed at Ol Gaboli 

Lodge and Koija Starbeds, where very few ranch scouts are employed. Plus, in the otherwise 

labour-intensive tourism industry (Neto 2003), tourism at Ol Gaboli has a low need for labour. 

As a lot of work is done by partnering Loisaba, for staff at Koija, their only task is to cater for 

guests at the lodge.  
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An additional financial impact is generated through visitors’ local expenditures for souvenirs, 

food, transport and other goods. However such data from visitors could not be obtained and 

therefore this potentially important information is missing (see questionnaires in Appendix 

9.3.4).  
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As I explained in Methodologies (4), quantifying multiplier effects is rather impossible with the 

present research design. Multiplier effects are most likely to occur on the District level, where 

this study can not assess them, and not in the community.11 Nevertheless, multiplier effects are 

estimated for the adjacent communities, namely from investigating community perceptions. 

Community-members have been asked for changes in business activities in the respective 

communities in this study, rather than quantifying direct, indirect and induced effects. The 

cumulated responses are presented in the Figure below. 

Figure 8. 
Perceived change 
in business 
activity in 
respective 
communities 
(N=59).  
 

 

 

 

It becomes evident that the perceived economic impacts on the adjacent communities are low. 

Only in the Il Ngwesi community, some positive impact was perceived. For the purpose of this 

investigation, an analysis of community responses is done. Reasons why or why not tourism led 

to a change in business activity are numerous (figures are provided in 9.1, in Figure 27 and 

Figure 28). The most important argument seems to be around income effects. The crucial factor 

is whether lodge staffs have enough income to spend and whether they spend this income 

locally (in the community) or not. Consequently, the beneficiaries of economic impact are 

mostly small shops. Besides small shops and restaurants there is hardly any off-farm economic 

activity, and in some communities there is even no business activity at all. Other beneficiaries 

are livestock vendors, as many employees invest their income in additional livestock (goats and 

cattle). We were told that in the Il Ngwesi community the price for a goat tripled from around 

                                                      
11 In the district, mostly Nanyuki feels the impact. The LWF estimates that the Laikipia tourism sector 
annually spends 100’000’000 KES (1.4 million US$) in Nanyuki town for supplies such as food, fuel, 
maintenance of vehicles, hardware, plumbing supplies etc.  
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KES 1’000 to 3’000 over the last few years since the opening of the lodge. Also, some 

community-members engage in livestock trading, buying livestock to resell it later.  

The second important impact mentioned by community-members is the curio business. Curio 

(foremost beadwork) that is since long produced for private purposes is now sold to tourists. 

Sales are increasing dramatically. Curio is one of very few direct economic links between the 

communities and tourism and, as informal economy, is providing a direct and immediate 

income for many local people. Consequently, community-members attribute a high economic 

potential to it. All communities - apart from communities adjacent to Sosian Ranch - felt a 

remarkable rise in beadwork. Nowadays, beadwork is even traded within some of the 

communities (for example Koija).  

An additional factor, observed in the Il Motiok community, is improved transport that leads to 

increased economic activity. Respondents state that improved transportation to the remote 

community leads to the emergence of small shops and higher prices for livestock.  

As for explanations why economic secondary effects do not occur in the respective communities, 

it is a reversed image. Community-members either state that staffs are too few to create an 

impact (Koija) or do not spend any of their income locally (Borana and Sosian), and that the 

lodge (Borana) or the tourists (Koija) do not spend locally. It must be mentioned that this is the 

community perception. In interviews, lodge managers state that they try to spend as much as 

possible locally and regionally.  

One can conclude that economic impacts in the communities are mainly attributable to direct 

and induced effects. Tourism does directly impact the local (informal) economy through the 

business for curio. Induced effects originate in the re-spending of incomes generated by the 

lodge. This impact however is limited as the number of staffs is low or because the income is 

spent elsewhere. Indirect effects can not be detected in any of the communities as none of the 

lodges is demanding any substantial goods and services from within the community. Not even 

agricultural products. Il Ngwesi lodge, for instance, monthly spends around US$ 1’400 for 

foods alone and a negligible part is purchased in the community, despite the management’s will. 

Because of lacking supplying capacity in the communities, the indirect economic benefits are 

generated in town (mostly Nanyuki). No supplying structure does emerge in the local 

communities. In the communities, economic secondary impacts remains more or less restricted 

to income effects, that is, induced effects.  

8,5,68,5,68,5,68,5,6 +�"��
�����	�+�"��
�����	�+�"��
�����	�+�"��
�����	�





Profit leakage, the process through which tourism income leaves the destination economy, 

reduces the local economic potential of tourism and must be considered in any impact 

evaluation. As discussed in the Methodology, for the purpose of this study, leakage is not 

assessed quantitatively, but rather estimated relative to the total expenses and the potential 

income in order to judge the extent of leakage at the specific sites. Leakage is assessed with the 
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following indicators: import of building materials and financial capital, consumables (food and 

drinks), the employment of foreigners, outflow of profits (repatriation by foreign companies) 

and payment for promotion and advertisement in foreign countries by travel agencies and other 

companies.  

Imports do induce leakage that not only occurs at the regional but the national level. As for the 

import of building materials, the management in all cases state that Kenyan building materials 

were used. Imported consumables are frequently used in the lodges. As they are bought in 

Kenyan stores and not imported directly, quantification is nearly impossible. Imported financial 

capital is only present in Sosian Ranch in form of foreign investment. The import of services 

however leads to substantial leakage in the studied cases. LWF (personal communication) 

estimates that lodges on average pay as much as 30 % of their income for promotion abroad. 

The question was asked in all management interviews and the high figure is confirmed. In the 

case of Borana Lodge, this figure has been confirmed by the management. The Il Ngwesi Lodge 

pays a commission of 20 % to the travel agent. Visitors to Koija Starbeds largely arrive through 

Loisaba Wilderness, where leakage amounts to 30 % as well. In the case of Sosian Ranch, the 

imported service is considerably lower, as bookings are made through a Nanyuki company, 

owned by one of the investors, which charges 5 % commission. This way however, ‘hidden 

leakage’ may arise. Figures for Ol Gaboli are missing.  

Leakage through employment of foreigners is minimal. Many employees are recruited from 

within Laikipia District, many from the local communities. Koija Starbeds on-site staffs are 

exclusively members of the Koija community, it is however low-skill employment. In the case 

of Il Ngwesi, only the chef and the accountant are recruited from outside the community. These 

rates are less favourable for the remaining lodges, which employ a small number from the 

adjacent communities.  

The repatriation of profits by foreign companies is not an issue in any of the studied cases, as 

only Sosian Ranch is not regionally owned. By now they did not break even in this lodge and 

are still investing into the infrastructure. In addition – according to the lodge management – 

future profits will be reinvested in the company. So far, from none of the studied lodges did any 

profit flow out of the country. In fact, the studied lodges do hardly make any profits to leak 

away.  
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Table 6. Purchasing pattern and leakage at the study sites. 

 Il Ngwesi 
Lodge 

Ol Gaboli 
Bandas 

Koija 
Starbeds 

Borana 
Ranch 

Sosian 
Ranch 

National expenses (% of total) 100 100 100 100 100 

Regional expenses (% of total) 100 20 98 60 80 

Imported goods (% of total) 0 0 0 0 0 

Imported services (% of total) 20 N/A 30 30 5 

Estimated Leakage (in %) 20 80 31 58 24 

 

For a rough estimation, one can sum up leakage for imported services and for purchases outside 

Laikipia District. Thereby, leakage for spending outside the District is calculated on the missing 

inflow of profits due to travel agent commissions. Simply put, in the case of Borana Ranch,  

30 % of total holiday costs paid per visitor to do not reach Laikipia, and another 40 % of the 

remaining income directly leaves Laikipia. Accordingly, leakage in Borana Lodge is at least  

58 %. While in Sosian Ranch it amounts to 24 % or more, it is 31 % in the case of Koija 

Starbeds. The only leakage occurring at Il Ngwesi is for imported services and is 20 %. In the 

case of Ol Gaboli, leakage without travel agent commission is 80 %. Commission however may 

be less important, as a lot of sales are made via internet and word-of-mouth advertising.  
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The local community impact represents a major part of the evaluation. The impact on local 

communities can be called socio-economic in comparison to the above analysed economic 

impact, as the lodge likely affects the socio-economic structure of the local economy. The 

lodge’s influence on the community can be beneficial, i.e. improving livelihoods and 

community infrastructure, or disadvantageous, i.e. by constraining traditional livelihoods. In the 

following, I discuss the benefits and constraints on the local livelihoods, namely the magnitude 

of community benefits, the nature of perceived benefits, and the livelihoods impact. This 

analysis can only be case-centred.  
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Community lodges, as compared to private ventures, have a community income. In the present 

study, the CBET lodge Il Ngwesi generates a community income as well as Koija Starbeds and 

Ol Gaboli Bandas. The private Borana Lodge and Sosian Ranch do not provide a community 

income but can provide community infrastructure.  

In the case of Il Ngwesi, the Group Ranch receives a direct income through the conservation 

fees, which every visitor pays in form of a bed night levy. Additionally, the lodge, which is 

organisationally independent from the Group Ranch, annually pays a dividend to the Group 
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Ranch. All together, the community income amounts US$ 47’885 per annum. The annual 

general meeting decides on how the money is to be shared between the different community 

projects (water, education, medical services).  

The Il Motiok community and the Woman Group receive an income from Rift Valley 

Adventures in form of a land lease and through a bed night levy and a camping fee. The 

community income sums up to US$ 14’285 – 17’142 annually. The money is divided between 

the woman group and the group ranch. The former receives 70 % while the remaining 30 % are 

directed to the community.  

Loisaba Wilderness, the private partner who runs Koija Starbeds, remits a bed night levy and a 

conservation fee to Koija Group Ranch for each visitor. The annual community income sums up 

to US$ 40’000 to 50’000 (US$ 80 per bed night) and is to be understood as a land leasing fee 

and as community development. The money is mainly invested in bursaries; the aim is to send 

every kid to secondary school (at least). Additionally, Loisaba Wilderness is carrying out 

philanthropic activities (health and education) in the community, worth US$ 50’000 per annum. 

Koija Group Ranch, formally the poorest around, is nowadays wealthier than its neighbours.  

The communities adjacent Borana Ranch do not get an income, but benefit through community 

projects funded by Borana: schools, roads, mobile clinic, radio phones and vital support of 

neighbouring CBET Tassia Lodge. The worth of these philanthropic investments is estimated to 

US$ 50’000 or more annually.  

Sosian Ranch does not share benefits with local communities. The only philanthropic activity is 

executed in the Clinic of Kinamba where Sosian Ranch together with five surrounding ranches 

pays the nurses’ salaries worth US$ 285 monthly. 

Table 7. Annual community income and estimated value of philantrophic activities carried out 
by the lodge in adjacent communities.  

Notes: information from interviews, * = estimated.  

It becomes apparent that CBET is not automatically more beneficial than private ecotourism. 

Expert interviews indicate that CBET, standing at the beginning of its development, has a big 

potential. For the time being however, conventional tourism may have the bigger impact.  

A comparison of community perceptions on benefits from tourism supports the above statement. 

As shown in Figure 9, members from the Il Ngwesi community feel much more tourism 

induced benefits than members from communities around Sosian Ranch where almost no 

Il Ngwesi 
Lodge

Ol Gaboli 
Bandas

Koija 
Starbeds

Borana 
Ranch

Sosian 
Ranch

Community income (rounded in US$) 50’000 15’000* 45’000
Estimated value of philanthropic 
activity (rounded in US$) 

50’000 50’000 700
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benefits are felt. In the Il Motiok and Koija communities and in communities around Borana 

Ranch, perceived benefits are similarly high. This finding thus does not support the assumption 

according to which community participation leads to higher benefits or higher perceived 

benefits.  

Figure 9. 
Perceived 
benefits from 
tourism in the 
respective 
communities 
(N=60).  
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In interviews, community-members are asked to identify the most important improvement 

induced by tourism and to identify the element most urgent to improve. Following elements, all 

aspects of livelihood, were available for selection in the interviews: education, health, roads and 

transportation, communication, information, water supply, electricity and food security.  

Figure 10. The 
most important 
tourism induced 
improvement, as 
perceived by 
community-
members (N=59).  

 

 

 

Figure 10 illustrates quite a clear picture on the perceived improvements. Where an 

improvement in community infrastructure takes place, education is perceived as the major 

improvement and clearly outbalances health and communication, the second most important 

improvements. The improvement in education originates in the building of primary schools in 

the respective communities and in bursaries for secondary schools. As for medical services, 

small clinics have been built in several places with the incomes from tourism and Borana 

operates a mobile clinic. The improvement in communication can be attributed to the radios. In 

most communities radios become available with tourism and key persons (such as the local 
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chief) receive a radio. In remote places, where transportation and mobile phone reception are 

minimal, radios highly facilitate communication. Respondents around Sosian Ranch perceive 

minimal improvement. As stated above, the lodge only provides assistance in the local clinic 

and a few respondents recognize an improvement. These results suggest on one hand that 

education is the factor that improved most and, on the other hand, is the factor most appreciated, 

more than medical services. This finding is supported by results on the element most urgent to 

improve, as shown in Figure 11.  

Figure 11.  
Community responses on the element 
most urgent to improve (N=60).  

 

 

 

 

Although the major improvement has 

been achieved in education, members of all communities perceive education as the element 

most urgent to improve. As compared to above (Figure 10), all elements are mentioned at least 

once to be the most urgent to be improved. In all communities, except Il Ngwesi where a pump 

was built, water supply is another important issue mentioned for improvement. The next most 

important issues are health, transportation and electricity. Transportation is notoriously weak in 

the studied communities. The areas are remote and public and private transport is rarely 

available. To reach public transport, long distances are to be covered on foot or by hitchhiking. 

Considerations of economic development must include means of transportation for the 

connection to markets and educational institutions.  

Figure 12 shows how the impact of tourism on different livelihoods aspects has been rated in 

the respective communities. According to Figure 12, education and communication improved 

most, followed by health, information and water supply. Food security improved little and in 

terms of power supply, no improvements are perceived. A comparison between cases shows that 

Sosian clearly falls behind, with no improvements in any of the rated livelihood aspects. While 

no improvements in medical services are cited in the Il Motiok community, transportation is 

badly rated in the Koija community. Interviewed members from the Il Ngwesi community rated 

livelihood improvements high.  

The aggregation of ratings gives an over-all impact on livelihood. It shows Sosian Ranch clearly 

falling behind and Il Ngwesi appearing above average. Ol Gaboli, Koija Starbeds and Borana 

Ranch are rated average.  
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Figure 12. Average of impacts on selected livelihoods aspects, rated by interview community-
members (N=60). Ranging from very much improvement (5) to no improvement at all (1).  

 

With a content analysis of responses, I want to further examine community benefits. Answers to 

the question ‘why does the community benefit from tourism?’ result in a list of 23 different 

answers that match ten answer categories. These categories can be grouped, as shown in Table 8. 

The most nominations fall into the categories of community impact and financial benefits. 

Community impact embraces elements of non-personal benefits like a general development of 

community and of Kenya, as well as community income. Community development mainly is 

understood as community infrastructure, such as educational and sanitary institutions, roads and 

communication. Financial impact groups impacts on local business and personal advantages. 

Soft factors are additional to economic factors, they embrace environmental improvements and 

cultural aspects like pride, gender, cultural exchange and the demarginalisation of the Maasai 

culture.  

Table 8. Creating groups from answer categories.  

Category groups Answer categories 

Community impact 
 

Community development (education, health etc.) and security; foreign 
exchange and development of Kenya; community income. 

Financial impact Employment; business boost (curio and livestock); funds and donations. 

Soft factors (cultural 
and environmental) 

Empowerment of women; interaction and cultural exchange; unlocking of 
Maasai; conservation incentive and improved natural resource services. 

 

Ideally, benefits from all category groups are mentioned. That would represent a well supported 

development which originates in economic, social and environmental improvements. Figure 13 

shows the answers. Nine respondents mentioned improvement in all three areas (4 in Il Ngwesi 

and Ol Gaboli respectively, 1 in Borana). The most frequently mentioned benefits fall in the 
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category of general community impact and financial benefits. Together, they account for more 

than two thirds of responses; every second respondent (30) locates the improvement in a 

combination of financial and communal benefits. Six respondents adjacent Sosian Ranch do not 

name any benefits.  

Figure 13.  
Community benefits categorized 
(N=60).  

 

 

 

 

Results indicate that development is broadly supported in the Il Ngwesi and the Il Motiok 

community and sufficiently supported in the case of Koija and around Borana. Adjacent Sosian 

Ranch, the benefits are rare and one-sided as the only points mentioned are financial and 

community benefits. In the Il Motiok and the Koija community, cultural benefits mostly 

originate from the improved position of women, which is achieved through women’s economic 

success in beadwork and women’s direct income from tourism (Il Motiok Woman Group). 

Cultural exchange is another factor mentioned (Il Ngwesi).  

Most frequently mentioned are community income (36), employment (29), education (15) and 

community development (14).12 It also becomes apparent that only 20 % do not mention any 

community benefits, and 25 % do not mention any financial benefits.  
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The study is not only interested in impacts on livelihood assets, but also in the compatibility of 

tourism with local livelihoods. Firstly, an open-ended question examines whether tourism and 

conservation do constrain other activities. The answers are listed in Table 9.  

In total, 18 respondents state that tourism and conservation compromise hunting. 11 respondents 

say that livestock grazing and the cutting of trees respectively interfere with conservation. Other 

factors minimally affected by tourism are living in the conservation area, bushfires, the 

production of charcoal, and beekeeping and fishing. Nearly half of the respondents (26) did not 

mention any implication of tourism and conservation. It is relevant to note however that not all 

                                                      
12 Interestingly, the perceived benefits from tourism do however not directly depend on the perceived 

volume of job creation.  
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of the above statements are to be understood as constraints literally, that is, they are not 

necessarily perceived as being adverse. Several respondents clearly say that they can not pursue 

a certain activity anymore but that it is even better this way. This is especially true for hunting.  

 

Table 9. Traditional activities that are constrained by tourism and conservation. Responses 
from community interviews (N=60).  

Hunting 18  Fire  1 

Livestock grazing 11  Charcoal production 1 

Tree cutting 11  Bee keeping and fishing 1 

Living in conservation area 3  None 26 

 

Wildlife that was hunted (and may still be hunted) mainly includes giraffes, buffaloes, elephants 

and gazelles. Grazing land is lost to conservation areas, as in communities that put land aside 

for conservation, grazing in the protected area is prosecuted. Surprisingly, many respondents do 

not perceive it as a loss of land (compare Figure 14). It is rather considered as a livelihood asset, 

as it is less degraded and overgrazed, and still open to livestock in cases of draught. Many 

respondents say that it is still their land and not lost. That tourism constrains living in 

conservation area was only mentioned in the Il Ngwesi community. There, some homesteads 

were resettled to make way for the conservation area. As minor constraint, bee keeping is 

affected by tourism insofar as fire smoke is used to collect the honey. Since fire in the bush is 

prohibited, some abandoned honey collection. The same applies to the production of charcoal.  

In a follow-up question, respondents classify how crop farming, livestock keeping, loss of land, 

security from wildlife, and homestead infrastructure (fences, buildings) are affected by tourism. 

The results are shown in Figure 14. It is apparent that for all tested factors, positive and negative 

perceived impacts were equally mentioned. Secondly, a rather big number of respondents do not 

perceive any impact on one or more factors.  

In the case of crop farming, pastoralists, who make up a big number of the study’s sample, are 

naturally not in a position to judge the impact of tourism. Agriculturalists tend to judge the 

impact on crop farming more negative than pastoralists. On average, the impact on livestock 

keeping and grazing is judged as slightly positive despite the confinement. Respondents from Il 

Ngwesi, Il Motiok and Koija do judge the impact on livestock significantly more positive, the 

same is the case with pastoralists who are more positive than agriculturalists. Like crop farming, 

loss of land receives many neutral answers. Clearly, tourism does not lead to the perception of 

land being lost to conservation. As for perceived security from wildlife and destruction of 

homestead infrastructure through roaming wildlife, no change due to tourism becomes apparent. 

As a cross tabulation shows, perceived security from wildlife and impact on infrastructure are 

linked closely. Interviews suggest that these perceptions are strongly influenced by personal 
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experiences, for instance the loss of a family member to an elephant. Unsurprisingly, perceived 

impact on livestock and land loss are also linked statistically. 13  

Summing up these findings, no adverse impact on local communities can be found. Even the 

conservation areas that confine grazing, which seems to be an obvious constraint, is not judged 

negatively.  
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Figure 14. Livelihood impact: How tourism affects crop farming, livestock keeping, land loss, 
security from wildlife and homestead infrastructure. The scale shows the number of mentions, 
while the class neutral is left out in this Figure. Rated by community-members (N=60).  

 

Livelihood impact also implies change in strategies that are followed. Adapted to the model 

provided by Wiesmann (1998), resources are mainly invested into two spheres of action: 

livestock keeping and production, and educational activities. On the community level, education 

is the main sphere of action. Primary schools are built and maintained in several places (Ewaso, 

Koija community; Leparua, Il Ngwesi community; Ethi and Ngare Ndare; through Borana; 

Naserian, Il Motiok community), and bursaries are set in place to send selected students to 

secondary school and even university. On the household level, the main investment is into 

livestock, as a Maasai’s wealth and position is typically measured in numbers of livestock. 

However, on the household level, resources are also put into secondary education.  
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In the following, the socio-economic impact is examined on its sustainability. The study does 

not consider the sustainability of economic growth; it rather focuses on local socio-economic 

sustainability of economic activity. Hence, the following indicators are employed: reasonable 

                                                      
13 Pearson correlation coefficient for “livestock” and “land loss” is r=.459, significant at 1%-level, N=60.  
Pearson correlation coefficient for “security” and “infrastructure” is r=.707, significant at 1%-level, N=60.  
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employment income, equality of employment, stability of commodity prices and diversity of 

economic activities (Tsaur et al. 2006, Wallace and Pierce 1996).  
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Employment income is reasonably high in all studied cases. Figure 15 shows that general life 

improvement due to tourism employment is very high in all cases except Sosian Ranch House 

and notably high in Il Ngwesi. Satisfaction with salary is similarly on average (around 3) in all 

studied cases and may not be an appropriate indicator. Alternatively, figures that reflect the 

respondents’ comparison of their salary to salaries in the Kenyan tourism industry and to 

Kenyan salaries in different sectors are more conclusive. Respondents generally judge their 

income as being relatively low compared to tourism industry salaries, but much higher if 

compared to incomes in different sectors. Incomes in the tourism industry are perceived as 

being rather high and higher than in other sectors. 

Figure 15. Indicators of salary satisfaction. Average of employee respondents per study site 
from higher than (5) over average (3) to lower than (1), (N=29).  
 

Evidence seems to point towards reasonable employment income. Admittedly, salaries in Sosian 

Ranch might be low and general satisfaction with salary rather on the lower end. But if salaries 

are compared to different incomes in tourism and in different sectors one must conclude that 

tourism income is adequate, even for respondents in Sosian Ranch.  
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The response pattern on equality of working opportunities suggests inequality in several cases, 

as shown in Figure 16. According to empirical evidence, working opportunities are assigned 

inequitable in Koija Starbeds and Sosian Ranch House, and not fully equitable in Borana Ranch 

and Ol Gaboli Bandas. Over all communities, 57 % of respondents perceive working 

opportunities as equitable.  
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Figure 16.  
Perceived equality of working 
opportunities in the respective 
communities (N=58).  
 

 

 

 

When focusing on responses closely, it becomes apparent that the communities argue with 

reasons originating in arguments different from gender and ethnic origin. A frequent perception 

of inequality is that employees are either recruited from outside community and District (Sosian 

Ranch and Ol Gaboli) or from other communities around the ranch (Borana). Additionally, the 

perceived gender inequality often ignores the work requirements. Hence, the perceived 

inequality of working opportunities regards factors different from those defined above. Still they 

must be taken seriously, above all, the perception that employees come from outside can lead to 

dissonance. The results show a general dissatisfaction with insufficient local employment.  
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In none of the studied communities did the prices for everyday goods rise over the last year. As 

shown in Figure 17, measured in price stability, no unsustainable influence of economic 

development is felt.  

Figure 17.  
Perceived change in commodity prices over all 
communities (N=60).  

 

 

 

The only rise in prices is found in the Il Ngwesi 

community, where the price for a goat tripled over the last years from KES 1’000 to 3’000, due 

to an increased demand for livestock. With a part of their income, many lodge employees buy 

livestock to enlarge their herd. This investment in livelihoods assets occurs in all studied 

communities. A rise in commodity prices would make it necessary to examine if tourism is 

indeed the cause for this rise.  
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Above all, the indicator diversity of economic activities means that tourism did not induce 

abandonment of traditional activities. For a thorough assessment the actual economic diversity 

must be compared with the state before tourism development. Economic diversity at the same 

time implies that the community is not over-dependent on tourism.  

Judging community dependence on tourism is difficult, as in the studied communities no 

comparable economic activity takes place. Apart from subsistence herding and farming with 

little cash income, only few economic opportunities are available. Employment can be found on 

neighbouring ranches and horticulture plantations. Often they are however far away. Nearby 

industry is inexistent and business is rather limited, confined in space and volume. Therefore, it 

is rather unsurprising that tourism creates a certain economic dependency (Figure 18) where 

there was only negligible economic activity before.  

Figure 18.  
Community perception of dependence on tourism 
(N=60).  
 

 

 

Il Ngwesi community, where 6 out of 11 

respondents state that the community is highly dependent on tourism, is very illustrative for this 

economic dependency. In communities adjacent Sosian Ranch, where benefits are lowest, 10 

out of 12 respondents say there is no dependency on tourism at all. It clearly seems that in 

remote areas, where economic alternatives are scarce, a certain dependency on tourism is 

inevitable. Compared to the difficult economic situation before, such a dependency on tourism 

income is not a bad sign. But it indicates that until now the community did not succeed in 

developing substantial economic activities and income sources outside tourism. And with 

tourism being a vulnerable industry, a certain risk of unsustainability is inherent in 

overdependence on tourism. Tourism to Laikipia can break down because of several externally 

influenced factors such as international terrorism, world economy and pandemics on which 

international tourists respond sensitively. Then, a one-sided focus on tourism is obviously 

becoming adverse. In the case of successful Il Ngwesi, such an additional risk is inherent. Not 

only is the community economically dependent on tourism, to some extent the lodge is 

financially dependent on funds.  
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Laikipia financially benefits from the studied ecolodges. Combined, they provide over 100 

jobs and generate nearly US$ 900’000 in expenses in Laikipia District. On the district level, 

considerable multiplier effects into the regional economy can be expected. Leakage is roughly 

estimated at between 30 and 60 %, lower than comparable figures in tourism research suggest. 

Economically, CBET is not automatically more advantageous. Backward linkages into the 

local economy may be higher with CBET, but the economic volume is comparatively low. A 

cost-benefit analysis for the region is positive as there is only minimal public investment in 

tourism infrastructure and a considerable income.  

Local communities benefit in terms of community infrastructure, whereas education is the 

main improvement. Perceived livelihood improvements are comparatively high in the Il 

Ngwesi community and negligible in communities adjacent Sosian Ranch. Tourism and 

conservation are compatible with local livelihoods and imposing minimal constraints only.  

Measured with reasonable employment income, equality of employment, stability of 

commodity prices and diversity of economic activities, tourism is judged as socio-

economically sustainable. With the restriction of job equality and rather low working quality 

in Sosian however.  
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The aim of the following stakeholder analysis is to investigate conservation attitudes in the 

study area and to identify potential conflicts between actor groups. I will focus on stakeholder 

perspectives on ecotourism principles, benefit-sharing and conservation. Finally, I will examine 

the link between community benefits and conservation support.  
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As illustrated in Methodologies (Chapter 4), ecotourism principles are translated into indicators 

in order to examine the importance of each principle and to investigate possible differences 

between actor groups. Empirical results are presented in Figure 19.  

First of all, Figure 19 shows that all ecotourism principles are judged as desirable by every 

stakeholder group. No ecotourism dimension is clearly falling behind, which is very promising 

from a conservation point of view. Secondly, empirical evidence shows that appreciation of 

community and employees are similar in most aspects. More substantial variations are manifest 

only between the management on one side and community-members and employees on the 

other side.  

The general trend confirms the assumption that stakes are reflected in the judgement of 

importance of ecotourism principles. Accordingly, the management is more likely to positively 

appraise nature conservation and wildlife protection as tourism depends on those natural 

resources. Management is however more indifferent when it comes to community benefits such 

as job creation and infrastructure. Likewise, cultural sustainability in the local communities is  
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judged as more important by communities and employees than by the management. The 

educational aspect of ecotourism too is felt as more important by communities and employees 

than the management. It must be noted however that communities strongly support 

conservational aspects too. 14  
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Figure 19. Importance of ecotourism principles, response pattern for each stakeholder group. 
While values on the outside signify ‘more important’ than values on the inside. For additional 
information(N and standard deviation) see Appendix 9.1.  

 

Figure 20 shows nominations of the most important ecotourism principle for communities and 

employees. For both actor groups, job creation is the most important feature, closely followed 

by community infrastructure in community interviews. Employees second most name 

community infrastructure and nature conservation. In interviews with employees, nature 

conservation and wildlife protection are significantly more often mentioned than with 

community-members. This finding again supports the assumption that stakes influence opinion. 

However, in places where employees are recruited from within the community (Il Ngwesi and 

Koija), support for community benefits is not clearly higher than for conservational elements, as 

could be expected.  

                                                      
14 Research suggests that answer patterns from visitors are similar to those of the management. From 
other places we know that for this stakeholder group, the economic dimension is the least important too 
(Cottrell et al. 2004). 
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Figure 20. The most important ecotourism principles. On the right, community answers (N=49), 
and employees answers on the left (N=24).  
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A situation where different stakes are in accordance with each other is sought to facilitate 

conservation efforts and to anticipate social frictions. The question on benefit-sharing and 

distributive justice as well as decision-making in conservation plays an important role in this 

context.  
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In the figure below, answers to the open question ‘who/ which actor group benefits most from 

tourism in Laikipia?’ are presented. The number of respondents to manager interviews is too 

low (N=5) to meaningfully compare to other stakeholders in the same graphics. Further, most 

responses are rather general and elusive, less revealing than community and employee answers.  

Figure 21.  
Actor groups that benefit most from 
tourism in Laikipia. As perceived by 
responding community-members (=59).  

 

 

 

Figure 21 shows that an overwhelming 

majority of interviewed community-members identify white ranch and lodge owners as the 

actor group that benefits most from tourism. Interestingly, they are referred to as white ranch 

and lodge owners. The term private investor is used in the Il Motiok community for RVA, the 
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investor in Ol Gaboli Bandas. Private investor and large scale owners make up 81 % of answers. 

Kenyan government and KWS are also mentioned and believed to benefit through tax income. 

Community and lodge staff aggregate minimal mentions. Additionally, the results reveal that 

people in the Il Motiok community miss a sense of community ownership, since they speak of a 

private investor.  

Figure 22.  
Actor groups that benefit most from 
tourism in Laikipia. As perceived by 
employee respondents (N=27).  

 

 

 

Two thirds of the interviewed employees 

believe that the actor groups ranch and lodge owner and private investor benefit most from 

tourism (Figure 22). However, it is a positive result that at least 7 % of employees believe that 

they represent the actor group that benefits most. In community interviews, not even 2 % state 

that they benefit most. Quite a number of interviewed employees identify the community or the 

Government as the stakeholder to benefit most.  

The management answers are clearly less distinctive as compared to the other stakeholders. The 

most common management answer is that all stakeholders benefit equally. They are also 

opposed to the general employee and community perception insofar as no manager says that 

large scale owners and investors are the main beneficiaries of tourism in Laikipia. The question 

is however not ‘who is right?’ as it is precisely the perception that the study is interested in. 

From a management perspective, the Borana Lodge manager provides a reasonable explanation 

for these actor-based differences in perception. Community-members may underestimate the 

costs arising from conservation. Conservation-based wildlife tourism however is not an easy 

business, it requires high investments into roads, fences. Despite high incomes, a place like 

Borana for instance does not realize any substantial profits and can barely cover the costs with 

the actual conservation fees. The ranch presently subsidises the tourism business with wheat 

production and exportation of roses. To cover the costs, Borana would need to ask 80 US$ on 

top of the actual conservation fee. To Kenya, the same applies as to Laikipia. Conservation 

costs are not covered by tourism in Kenya. As opportunity costs of biodiversity conservation are 

higher than tourism revenues, the government of Kenya is subsidising the tourism sector 

substantially (Norton and Southey 1995). 
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The question on ‘who/ which actor group should decide over wildlife conservation according to 

you?’ is similar to opinion polls. Responses on this issue provide a picture somewhat inverse to 

the perception of benefit distribution.  

Figure 23.  
Actor group that should decide over 
wildlife conservation. As perceived by 
community respondents (N=59).  

 

 

 

 

Out of the 60 interviewed community-members, 42 (71%) think that the communities should 

decide over wildlife conservation (Figure 23). From the remaining respondents, most agree that 

the Kenyan Government (possibly through the KWS), or Kenyan citizens in general are 

supposed to decide over conservation issues. Only one respondent states that ranch owners 

should be in charge of conservation. The argument is that the community (Sugutan) has no land 

to actively conserve wildlife. Most respondents agree that the actor group being most able to 

conserve should decide. A statement often heard is that the community should decide over 

conservation because they know wildlife best as they live alongside with them, or that the KWS 

should decide over conservation as it has the expertise.  

 

Figure 24.  
Actor group that should decide over 
wildlife conservation. As perceived by 
employee respondents (N=29). 

 

 

 

The answer pattern of interviewed 

employees (Figure 24) is similar to the one of community-members. The majority favours the 

community to decide over conservation. More employees than community-members however 

would delegate responsibility of wildlife conservation to the government and the KWS. 

Interestingly, two interviewed employees say that tourists should decide over wildlife protection, 
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as they come to see wildlife and pay for it. Managers name the community (2), the land owners 

(2) and people in areas where wildlife can be found to decide over wildlife.  
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In the following I will analyse wildlife benefits in the studied communities and the relation 

between local benefits from tourism and conservation support. While interviewed community-

members in general strongly support conservation issues, the second question whether 

conservation support is influenced by tourism benefits, is more difficult to establish.  
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The Figure below (Figure 25) shows the perceived benefits from wildlife in the studied 

communities. It becomes evident that the communities of Il Ngwesi, Il Motiok and Koija think 

that they benefit very much from wildlife. Communities adjacent Borana and Sosian Ranch 

name considerably less benefits from wildlife. Respondents from the communities around the 

former three study sites, which are affected by CBET, rate benefits significantly higher than 

others. The most likely assumption for this observation is that benefits from wildlife originate in 

community benefits from tourism. Indeed, the interaction between benefits from wildlife and 

tourism is evident, and also confirmed statistically in the present study’s sample.15 Gadd (2005) 

showed for Laikipia that in communities, which receive indirect benefits from tourism or 

wildlife, the connection between wildlife and employment or aid in kind was usually 

overlooked. Whereas pastoral people with direct benefits cited financial rewards derived from 

tourism but attributed aesthetic values to living with elephants. Contrary, in the present study, 

72 % of respondents say they benefit or partly benefit from wildlife.  

Figure 25. Community 
benefits from wildlife. 
‘Does the community 
benefit from wildlife?’ 
Responses in the respective 
communities (N=60). 

 

 

 

                                                      
15 The Pearson correlation coefficient for the variables “perceived community benefits from tourism” and 
“perceived benefits from wildlife” is r = 0.492, and is significant at the 1 % level (2-tailed), N = 60.  
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This result must not be overvalued however: an alternative explanation is purely socio-

culturally and has nothing to do with economic benefits. A large majority of the respondents (41 

out of 60) are pastoralist Maasai, which are known for being more tolerant with wildlife than 

agriculturalists from other tribes (Parkipuny 1989, Gadd 2005). Therefore, the big difference 

between Il Ngwesi, Ol Gaboli and Koija on one side and Borana and Sosian Ranch on the other 

side probably must be explained with ethnic origin, or economic activity. Compared to the first 

three communities, the communities adjacent to private Sosian and Borana Ranch are 

characterized by a mix of agricultural and pastoralist lifestyle.16 That CBET is more beneficial 

might not be the right answer here. Considering the social context, this first and allegedly 

obvious conclusion might therefore be misleading.  

Table 10 shows the relation between economic activity and perception of wildlife. Statistically, 

people engaged in agriculture or mixed-agriculture have a higher chance to resent wildlife than 

pure livestock keepers.17  It is probable that in some cases the economic activity of the 

respondents influences the perception of benefits. Also, economic occupation may have a higher 

influence on perceived benefits than the ethnic origin. Thus, a direct comparison between places 

(community) and perception of benefits from wildlife is not permitted as causalities may be 

different.  

 

Table 10. Pivot table: perceived benefits from wildlife and occupation, 
with data from community interviews (N=60).  

Perceived Benefits from Wildlife Total  
Yes Partly No  

Agriculture 1 1 6 8 

No agriculture 35 6 11 52 

Total 36 7 17 60 

 

A comparison between respondents of Maasai and Kikuyu ethnic origin largely follows the line 

between engaged in agriculture and not engaged in agriculture. Due to the small number, other 

tribes were excluded from the analysis. Table 11 shows that Maasai perceive more benefits from 

wildlife than Kikuyu people. If Kikuyu are less supportive of wildlife because of occupation or 

ethnic origin remains to be confirmed.  

                                                      
16 In the communities of Il Ngwesi, Ol Gaboli and Koija, none of the respondents practice agriculture, 
most are pastoralists. Some respondents from the communities adjacent Borana Ranch (Ethi and Ngare 
Ndare) and Sosian Ranch (mainly Tinga Mara) are agriculturalists, 31 % and 33 % respectively. Roughly 
half of the respondents are pastoralists. That is, all agriculturalists from the sample fall in the cases of 
Borana Lodge and Sosian Ranch House.  
17 Additionally, gender also has an influence on the perception of benefits from wildlife, even though it is 
less explicit. Women are less likely to positively judge the influence of wildlife. Similarly, Hill (1998) 
showed that women fear elephants more than men do.  
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Table 11. Pivot table: perceived benefits from wildlife and ethnic origin,  
with data from community interviews (N=53). 

Perceived Benefits from Wildlife Total  
Yes Partly No  

Maasai 31 5 5 41 
Kikuyu 2 0 10 12 

Total 33 5 15 53 

 

According to Figure 26, benefits from wildlife are perceived indirectly, through tourism income. 

Respondents clearly identify the link between tourism and benefits from wildlife. Half of the 

interviewed community-members (30) say that they benefit from wildlife because it attracts 

tourism, and tourism in turn benefits the community. 25 % do not benefit from wildlife and 

some do not benefit at present.  

The answer ‘not nowadays’ in Figure 26 mainly applies to Kinamba, adjacent Sosian Ranch. 

There, wildlife cropping has enjoyed some success and popularity among local communities in 

the 1990s. The government allowed them to harvest a certain governmentally controlled 

contingent of wildlife in order to sell meat and skin to markets and restaurants in Nairobi. The 

programme has been stopped however. Community-members who were engaged in or heard of 

the programme therefore do not perceive any benefits from wildlife anymore, neither through 

tourism.  

Figure 26.  

How the community benefits from wildlife. 

Extended answers to ‘does the community 

benefit from wildlife?’. Responses from all 

community interviews (N=60). 

 

 

Respondents stating not to benefit from 

wildlife have different reasons. Some say that they suffer from crop destruction; others say that 

disadvantages exceed benefits. Respondents that partly benefit state that they benefit on one side 

but suffer on the other side. In the case of beneficiaries however, they all argue with indirect 

benefits through tourism. Contrary to earlier findings (Hill 1998, Gadd 2005), no respondent 

mentioned intrinsic values such as aesthetical factors.  
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Table 12. Pivot table: perceived benefits from wildlife and perceived improvement of education, 
ranging from very much (1) to very little (5).With data from community interviews (N=60). 

          Perceived Community Benefits from Wildlife Total  
1 2 3 4 5  

1 3 24 2 4 1 34 
2 1 2 0 2 1 6 
3 0 4 2 0 0 6 
4 0 1 0 0 0 1 

Perceived 
Improvement of 
Schools and 
Education 

5 0 0 2 7 4 13 
Total 4 31 6 13 6 60 
 

Table 12 illustrates the strong relation between perceived community benefits from wildlife and 

the perception of tourism induced improvement of education in the respective community. This 

confirms the findings from Figure 26, whereupon perceived benefits from tourism originate in 

benefits from tourism.  
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The above examination reveals that benefits from tourism are attributed to wildlife. The next 

step is to analyze whether the perceived benefits from tourism lead to more conservation 

support. Conservation support however emerged as something very difficult to measure. This is 

mostly because it is desirable per se. Rarely a respondent expresses not supporting wildlife 

protection or nature conservation. Thus, establishing causality between benefits and 

conservation support is difficult to assess with present data. 

At the level of case study site, no clear statistical relationship between tourism benefits and 

conservation support can be observed. Also at the individual level, the analysis does not indicate 

sufficient evidence for a relationship between perceived community benefits and conservation 

support. 

Table 13. Pivot table: perceived community benefits and importance of wildlife protection, 
ranging from very important, very much (1) to not important tat all, very little (5).  
Data from community interviews (N=60). 

Perceived Community Benefits Total  
1 2 3 4 5  

1 15 16 6 5 3 45 
2 3 0 2 1 2 8 
3 2 1 1 1 0 5 

Wildlife 
Protection 

4 0 0 1 1 0 2 
Total 20 17 10 8 5 60 
 

As Table 13 reveals, two thirds of interviewed community-members rate wildlife protection as 

being very important to them. Thirty one of them also identify the perceived community 
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benefits from tourism as high (very much or much). Ten of them however also claim that their 

community does not benefit from tourism.  

Table 14. Pivot table: perceived improvement of education and importance of nature 
conservation, ranging from very important, very much (1) to not important at all, very little (5).  
Data from community interviews (N=60).  

Perceived Improvement of Schools and Education Total  
1 2 3 4 5  

1 30 6 5 1 5 47 

2 3 0 1 0 6 10 

3 1 0 0 0 0 1 

4 0 0 0 0 1 1 

Support for 
Nature 
Conservation 

5 0 0 0 0 1 1 

Total 34 6 6 1 13 60 

 

Alternatively, in Table 14 I compare answers for support for nature conservation and education, 

the most important livelihood improvement. In this case, a trend becomes apparent.18 Answers 

follow the pattern of improved education equals more support for nature conservation. Some 

answers however are unexpected. In Sosian Ranch, all interviewed community-members 

equally rate no improvement at all of schools and education, but still some of them support 

nature conservation. This evidence however is not strong enough. It is an aspect that has too be 

further followed empirically in the future.  

                                                      
18  If controlled for occupation (agriculturalist, non-agriculturalist), the correlation coefficient for 
education and nature conservation is r = .456, significant at the 1%-level.  
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Empirical evidence shows that all stakeholders highly esteem the ecotourism principles. Still, 

differences between actor groups can be made out: while the managements tend to favour 

conservation issues over community benefits, interviewed community-members prefer 

community benefits and cultural aspects.  

Differences between stakeholders are considerable when it comes to perceptions of benefit 

distribution and decision-making in conservation. The majority of community-members think 

they should be responsible for conservation while they perceive the management as the actor 

group that benefits most. Results suggest a potential conflict of stakes between management 

and communities. This conflict however did not seem serious in any of the conversations, it 

was only indicated by some respondents in communities adjacent Sosian Ranch.  

The analysis clearly suggests that community benefits highly depend on benefits from intact 

wildlife. Interviewed community-members for the most part recognize this link. The relation 

between community benefits and conservation attitudes is however much more difficult to 

establish. This study evaluates the current situation and with these data it can not clearly be 

established whether higher community benefits lead to an increase in conservation support. 

Evidence however slightly points towards the affirmation of the assumption.  
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In Conclusions I summarise the results by responding to the initial research questions and I 

answer the hypotheses. I further discuss a number of general conclusions and propose 

improvement opportunities for tourism in Laikipia. Finally, the Chapter also adopts a broader 

view on ecotourism in Laikipia to suggest areas for future research.  
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The study results show that the economic impact of ecotourism in Laikipia is considerable. The 

importance of tourism development is thereby fortified by three factors. First, for a peripheral 

region that was largely untouched by private economy in much of its area before, tourism 

development is significant. Secondly, economic possibilities in the semi-arid plains of Laikipia 

are rather limited. Thirdly, over-grazing is a real problem in some of Laikipia’s more arid parts. 

An alternative, non-farm economic development that reduces pressure on physical resources is 

of high relevance.  

On the other side, leakage is a serious problem to Laikipian tourism. It occurs on different levels. 

First, profit is lost through commissions paid to travel agents. Secondly, profit to Laikipia 

District is lost through lodge spending outside the District. Thirdly, leakage is highest on the 

local level, due to missing backward linkages in the local communities. Hence, economic 

multiplier effects are minimal on the local level. On the regional level, economic impact is 

higher. Especially Nanyuki town benefits from a high demand for food products and hardware 

supplies.  
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Hypothesis (1)  

Local economic impact from ecotourism in Laikipia is comparatively high. 

 

Unlike expected, leakage in Laikipia is not clearly lower than in other Kenyan wildlife tourism 

destinations. The first hypothesis can therefore only be partly confirmed. The high economic 

potential of Laikipian ecotourism is considerably weakened by profit leakage.  

It is worthwhile to discuss the difference between private and community-based ecolodges. 

While the financial and economic impact is higher with private ecotourism, in terms of socio-

economic impact, this difference may be small. The difference also highly depends on the 

nature (and commitment) of the respective ecolodges, as the cases of Borana Lodge and Sosian 

Ranch illustrate. Through investing in community infrastructure such as schools and medical 

services, a private ecotourism venture can have an impact on the adjacent communities that is 

similar to the impact of community-based ecotourism (CBET). In the communities adjacent 

Borana Ranch, the impacts of tourism are rated similarly positive as in the Il Motiok and Koija 

communities. Impacts on social aspects of livelihood however are likely to be different between 

CBET and private ecotourism. With CBET, the communities develop a sense of ownership of 

and pride in local tourism development. Empowerment of communities also increases 

substantially. The difference comes as income from CBET is direct and self-achieved and the 

community can decide itself on how to spend it. Empowerment also originates in improved 

organisation. In the Maasai communities, an especially considerable improvement lies in gender 

equality. Maasai women, traditionally poorly empowered, are now able to get an independent 

income (mainly through beadwork) and to own a car (Il Motiok Women Group) and therefore to 

considerably improve their position.  

Private ecolodges have an interest to invest into the local community infrastructure, as they rely 

on the surrounding communities to some extent. If the neighbourly relationship is bad, local 

herders may intrude the private conservation areas for pastures in times of draught, and fire 

wood collection and hunting may occur. Resentments over exclusion may also arise among 

community-members and eventually jeopardize conservation efforts.  

As mentioned above, CBET and private ecotourism vary in their nature of economic impact too. 

Due to a higher economic volume, private tourism has a higher regional economic impact. 

CBET however, tends to have a higher local impact, which is due to more local employment 

and stronger linkages into the community.  
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The second hypothesis can be confirmed without restrictions. Ecotourism in Laikipia is 

compatible with local livelihoods, while the over-all impact on local livelihoods is positive. 

Tourism is benefiting local livelihoods in many cases and nowhere does tourism impose any 

serious constraints on traditional livelihoods.  
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Hypothesis (2)  

Ecotourism in Laikipia is compatible with local livelihoods, while the over-all impact on 

local livelihoods is positive. 

 

While tourism does not constrain pastoralism on rangelands, it poses a problem to crop 

cultivation. Benefiting livelihood impacts mainly concern education and medical services. In 

many communities, schools and clinics were built with tourism income and scholarships for 

secondary school are assigned. Communication improved due to the use of radios made 

available through tourism.  

In the course of the field stay, no signs of any adverse economic side effects were observed. As 

measured with the selected indicators, tourism in Laikipia can be considered as socio-

economically sustainable. Employment income is reasonable, workforce is employed equitably 

and commodity prices are stable. Nor did tourism led to an abandonment of traditional 

economic activities. In addition, no signs of other adverse side effects such as increased 

inequality within the communities were observed. Thus, the third hypothesis can be confirmed 

by the present study: ecotourism in Laikipia is socio-economically sustainable.  

Hypothesis (3)  

Ecotourism in Laikipia is socio-economically sustainable.  

 

Nevertheless, some restrictions must be noted. Local employment is minimal in some cases and 

dissonance over employment is manifest especially in the communities around Sosian Ranch. In 

a few interviews, respondents expressed discontent over issues of benefit-sharing. Community-

members around Sosian Ranch feel excluded from tourism and do not cite any benefits from 

wildlife since the wildlife cropping project has been stopped. In the Il Motiok community, 

disagreement over benefit-sharing occurs on two levels. While some believe that the investor 

(RVA) does not sufficiently share with the community, others think that revenues are 

distributed inequitably within the community. The majority however is satisfied with tourism 

development. It must be noted also that the small diversity of economic activities and the one-

sided focus on tourism is a risk, as Laikipian tourism operators can take no influence on the 

international tourism market. Factors such as terrorism, international security and the perceived 

security situation in Kenya (together with travel advices) can lead to a sudden drop in tourist 

arrivals. Missing tourism revenues can hardly be compensated in the studied communities. The 

dependence on tourism income is especially high in the three communities that feature CBET: Il 

Ngwesi, Il Motiok and Koija.  
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In Laikipia, support for tourism and conservation is very high among all stakeholders. 

Ecotourism principles are also highly esteemed, but not equally by all stakeholders. While the 

managements tend to favour issues of conservation over community benefits, interviewed 

community-members prefer community benefits and cultural aspects. Differences between 

stakeholders become apparent when it comes to perceptions of benefit distribution and decision-

making in conservation. The majority of community-members think they should be responsible 

for conservation while they perceive the management as the actor group that benefits most. 

Results suggest here a potential conflict of stakes between management and communities. 

Indications of this conflict can be observed in the Il Motiok community, where some 

community-members disagree with the benefit distribution and others think the community does 

not get an appropriate income. In communities adjacent Sosian Ranch, people feel excluded 

from tourism development and do not perceive any tourism induced benefits. We also heard 

negative attitudes towards wildlife there.  

The study also aims at combining economic impact and conservation attitudes. The assumption 

is that benefits from tourism positively influence conservation attitudes. It could however not 

clearly been affirmed over the whole sample. Even though study results indicate that the 

assumption is tendentially justified, the fourth hypothesis can not be confirmed conclusively.  

Hypothesis (4)  

While economic benefits have a positive influence on conservation attitudes, communities 

who participate in tourism are also more conservation-minded than others. 

 

The study results show a difference in conservation attitudes between individuals engaged in 

agriculture or mixed agriculture and pastoralist individuals. Agriculturalists are thereby more 

likely to resent wildlife than pastoralists. At the same time, the economic activity is largely 

congruent with ethnic origin. While Maasai are traditionally pastoralists, Kikuyu people are 

farmers by the majority. Accordingly, Kikuyu people tend to resent wildlife and Maasai people 

rather perceive benefits from wildlife. The question over the cause however remains. Is it ethnic 

origin, occupation or income from tourism that makes up the difference in conservation 

attitudes?  

),'),'),'),' 4�����
�����������
���
"�����	�
��
������
��
��������4�����
�����������
���
"�����	�
��
������
��
��������4�����
�����������
���
"�����	�
��
������
��
��������4�����
�����������
���
"�����	�
��
������
��
��������





Initially, I raised the question whether ecotourism can act as a tool for economic development 

and whether community-based ecotourism is a good use of conservation funds. Provided that 

some aspects are regarded, both questions can be affirmed. Namely, ecotourism can contribute 

to development when it is regionally owned and or committed to development in the area, when 

leakage is minimal and economic success sufficient. Particularly, economic linkages must be 
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strengthened to maximally benefit the local economy and educational level must be raised to 

facilitate local employment in higher positions. The level of donations is considerable in 

Laikipian Tourism. In the case of funds for CBET, the success depends on the quality of the 

tourism project, assistance in management skills and a supportive institutional environment (that 

is given with the LWF). When CBET is well managed and economically successful, 

conservation funds are well used as the benefits accrue locally to a high degree. One should 

however put emphasis on a sustained use of funds. A situation, as it is found in the case of Il 

Ngwesi Lodge where the financial turn-over is donor funded by over 20 %, is to be avoided. A 

clear confirmation of the link between benefits from tourism and conservation attitudes would 

additional support the use of conservation funds for CBET.  

It must be concluded that no true CBET can be found in Laikipia. Il Ngwesi, the often cited role 

model, comes closest to it. One can speak of joint ventures between communities and private 

investors. As the cases of Koija Starbeds and Ol Gaboli show, this arrangement can also 

considerably benefit the communities. The communities retain control over their land and 

benefit from favourable leasing contracts, which entail no entrepreneurial risk. In addition, 

wildlife tourism is a demanding business. This is especially true for the high quality tourism in 

Laikipia. A community needs time to achieve skills. Il Ngwesi Lodge, at present running 

independently, was depending on LWC for a long time. As I was told, it may be naive to believe 

that you can move from pastoralism to five star lodge operator in one generation. Considering 

other unsuccessful CBET ventures in Laikipia (e.g. Il Polei), the study found that a competent 

partner is crucial for CBET development. Apart from management deficiencies, CBET has a 

high potential in local development.  

Livelihood impacts in the local economy are manifold. The major outcome is improved 

education. But medical services, communication, accessibility and water supply also improved. 

It is important to note that besides benefits, tourism does not impose any major constraints on 

local livelihoods and traditional activities. It is well accepted by community-members that 

wildlife hunting is no longer tolerated. Interestingly, areas within Group Ranches that are zoned 

for the exclusive use of conservation are not perceived as a loss of land. On the contrary, results 

indicate that livestock grazing as an activity has been positively affected by conservation. This 

has two reasons. One, the conserved land is perceived by the community as an asset. The land is 

still owned by the community and as its quality and soil cover improved, it is perceived as a 

gain. Secondly, respondents recognise the higher economic benefit of conservation compared to 

livestock keeping. The return per unit of land is incomparable.  

Maximizing the local economic impact is one of the present study’s main concerns. The study 

results give some indications. Leakage is decisive for local and regional impact. Major sources 

of leakage are commissions paid to travel agents, the foreign ownership of tourism ventures and 

suppliers and purchases outside the District. In Laikipia, commissions is the main loss of profits. 

They might however be difficult to avoid, as lodges depend to some extent on travel agents. A 

potential alternative is e-business. On the other side, a major benefit of tourism in Laikipia is the 

investment in social infrastructure. These lessons learnt can be used as recommendations for an 
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ecotourism rating scheme. I want to note some factors below, namely local employment, local 

spending, community souvenir sales and community infrastructure.  

Local employment has a big potential as many places have been largely untouched by private 

economy before. Consequently, a considerable effect in households can be expected from 

tourism income. Ecolodges should also consider training local people instead of employing staff 

from outside. They bring local knowledge that may eventually benefit the lodge. Even though 

the volume of local employment is not influencing the perceived benefits from tourism, it is a 

relevant factor. Where local employment is insufficient, it is deplored by community-members. 

Purchases by the lodges are essential for the local and regional economy and can dramatically 

reduce leakage. Local spending is minimal, as required products are seldom available in the 

community. But most items are available on the regional level. The sale of curio and craft items 

by local community-members has a huge potential as it creates a direct link between tourism 

and the community and provides a direct income. Ecolodges should allow communities to sell 

their craft to tourists, or even set up a souvenir counter with local products. As for social 

infrastructure, it may be demanded too much from a private company to imperatively invest 

substantially into the community. A minimal commitment however may be expected, even if it 

is simply to uphold a peaceful environment. In the case of CBET, the question is about equally 

sharing the community income. How, on which projects the money is to be spent, should be 

decided by the community, e.g. on an annual meeting.  
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To confirm the impression of a positive overall impact of ecotourism in Laikipia, cultural and 

ecological impacts have to be assessed. They can be operationalised and evaluated like the study 

did with economic impacts. Due to lack of time and capacity as well as to the focus on 

economic sustainability, the study did not consider them thoroughly. Still, in the course of field 

research, some indications were observed, allowing for roughly appraising the cultural and 

ecological impacts and pointing the direction of future research.  

Impact on socio-cultural sustainability can be measured with negative, undesirable outcomes in 

the local culture, such as prostitution, drug and alcohol abuse, cultural erosion and social 

inequality that would manifest in lacking support for tourism. With empirical evidence from the 

studied communities, it is evident that support for tourism is very high. Animosities towards 

tourists and tourism are very rare. Like for the evaluation of socio-economic impact, these 

answers cover the five case areas only. Phenomena that are evidence of a negative (or positive) 

cultural, social, economic or environmental influence however can occur all over the District. 

Personal communications in Nanyuki, the regional capital, suggest that prostitution in particular 

is a problem. The cause for prostitution however might rather lie in the presence of British 

Army forces on training in Laikipia than in wildlife ecotourism. While the economic impact is 

positive, we gained the impression that negative outcomes are mainly of socio-cultural nature. 

They are generally referred to as moral decay. Nevertheless, positive tourism induced influence 
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on local culture and tradition is also possible. Vorlaufer (1996) notes the example of Maasai 

who rediscover their cultural heritage due to tourism and develop a pronounced cultural pride. 

This finding can be confirmed empirically with the present study. We notably observed it in the 

Il Ngwesi community.  

Regarding ecological sustainability, the impact of tourism is more difficult to estimate from 

observations and communications. In none of the lodges we found environmentally harmful 

practices. Clear efforts are made for wildlife protection and some success has been achieved and, 

unlike in Maasai Mara, carrying capacity is not exceeded. During the study, it clearly came out 

that ecotourism, especially on the manager side, is very much understood as environmentally 

friendly tourism. Local environmental protection (resources such as soil and water, and natural 

habitat) and the magnitude of environmental impact of tourism activities in Laikipia remain to 

be assessed. At the most, one can doubt the emission balance of ecotourists who fly to Nairobi 

and continue from there to the various lodges in small planes.  

The socio-cultural and environmental impacts of ecotourism in Laikipia are aspects that have to 

be followed in the future.  

During the field stay, we were often told that privately owned land acts as a conservation 

incentive. The prevailing opinion is that ecotourism in Laikipia is successful because land is not 

public. In this case, decision-making in tourism and conservation is on private initiative, which 

would lead to a more sustainable use. With wildlife it is similar. Many argue that wildlife 

should rather be regarded as a productive asset than something causing only damage without 

entailing any benefits. The assumption is that one cares more for a resource that is benefiting. 

These issues could also be worth examined.  

Initially, I also raised the question whether Laikipian tourism is true ecotourism or a mere 

marketing gimmick. The label ecotourism is certainly used for promotional matters, to address 

sensitized customers in Europe and the USA. The same applies to CBET, as it sells even better. 

In the case of Laikipia, the whole region is promoted as a high-quality ecotourism destination. It 

is however not a mere gimmick. In many cases, the commitment to environment and local 

communities is high. Possibly, Laikipia does not match a rigorous ecotourism definition but 

would have to be called ‘shallow ecotourism’. At the same time, it may be a moot point to 

captiously concentrate on a single term.  

It can generally be concluded that Laikipia has favourable prospects as a tourism destination. 

Tourism is well anchored in the region and mostly regionally controlled. Tourism development 

is supported by a population that benefits from tourism in an appropriate way. Together with 

LWF, the whole region follows a common strategy. If infrastructure, mainly roads, is further 

improved, and forward and backward linkages into the local and regional economy are 

strengthened and people are not excluded from tourism, Laikipia will be successful in the future. 

It is likely that Laikipia will attract future investments, finally benefiting the regional economy. 

It would however be worthwhile to decide what kind of investments is desired in order to avoid 
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too much external control. On the other hand, tourism in Laikipia is not ‘big business’. Only a 

few operators make profits, namely the two big ventures. Laikipia’s approach to tourism 

however is high (economic) value, low (visitor) volume and low (environmental) impact. 

Laikipia will also have to deal with this contradiction in the future.  
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• Ecotourism in Laikipia has the potential to act as a tool for development. Community-

based tourism is a good use of conservation funds when the community is able to 

properly manage the ecolodge or is assisted in doing so.  

• Private ecolodges tend to have a higher economic impact than community-based 

ecolodges due to their higher economic volume. Impacts in the respective communities 

however are potentially higher in the cases of community-based tourism.  

• Leakage has been identified as a key impediment for maximizing local benefits. A 

lodge should employ and purchase as much as possible on the local (community) and 

the regional (District) level and allow the sale of souvenirs by local communities.  

• Ecotourism and conservation are compatible with traditional activities in all studied 

cases. Rather than constraining traditional local livelihoods, tourism is improving 

education and medical services.  

• Regardless of benefits from tourism, conservation support in Laikipia is generally 

high. Conservation support tends to be higher in communities that benefit from 

tourism and especially in communities that are characterized by a Maasai pastoralist 

population.  
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Here I present figures that complement the argumentation in the text. These figures are 

additional in the sense that they illustrate the data given in the text.  
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Il Ngw esi Ol Gaboli Koija Borana Sosian

Transport and shops

Livestock trading

Beadw ork

Income spent locally

N/A

 
Figure 27. Argumentations why business activity increased in the respective communities, as 
perceived by the community-members (N=60).  
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Figure 28. Argumentations why business activity did not increase in the respective communities, 
as perceived by the community-members (N=60). 

 

 

Table 15. Descriptive statistics to complement Figure 19, in Chapter 6.1. 
 Standard deviation and number of stakeholder answers.  

 Management Community Employees 

Job Creation 0.548 (5) 0.334 (60) 0.186 (29) 

Infrastructure 1.342 (5) 0.481 (60) 0.751 (29) 

Nature Conservation 0.000 (5) 0.748 (60) 0.769 (29) 

Wildlife Protection 0.000 (5) 0.786 (60) 0.310 (29) 

Cultural Sustainability 1.000 (5) 0.895 (59) 1.206 (29) 

Cultural Education 0.707 (5) 0.813 (60) 1.235 (29) 

Environmental Education 0.447 (5) 0.889 (60) 0.910 (29) 

Notes: Table showing standard deviation, N in brackets.  
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The table below lists all respondents and characterises them by means of place and community, 

actor group, stakeholder category, gender, ethnic origin and, where applicable, the location 

within the community.  

Table 16. Table of respondents with key characterisation.  

Nbr Place Stakeholder Category Gender Ethnic 
origin 

Place within 
the community 

1 Nanyuki Nanyuki 
District 

District Development 
Officer 

Male   

2 Nanyuki County 
Council 

Clerk to the County 
Council 

Male    

3 Nanyuki KWS Direcory KWS, Nanyuki Male    

4 
 

Nanyuki 
 

LWF 
 

Director Laikipia Wildlife 
Forum 
 

Male    

5 Il Polei Management Lodge manager Male Maasai  

6 Il Polei Employee Watchman Male Maasai  

7 Il Polei Employee Manyatta care taker Female Maasai  

8 Il Polei Employee Guide Male Maasai  

9 Il Polei Community Common young man Male Maasai  

10 Il Polei Community Restaurant operator Female Meru  

11 Il Polei Community Housewife, casually in 
tourism 

Female Maasai  

12 Il Polei Community Assistant chief Male Maasai  

13 Il Polei Community Kiosk operator Male Maasai  

14 Il Polei Community Elder Male Maasai  

15 Il Polei Community Young shopkeeper Female Maasai  

16 Il Polei Community Chairman, group ranch Male Maasai  

17 Il Polei Community Elder Male Maasai  

18 Il Polei Community Treasurer, group ranch Female Maasai  

19 Il Polei Community Common Lady, 
Housewife 

Female Maasai  

20 Il Polei Community Common young man, 
sand loader 
 

Male Maasai/ 
Kikuyu 

 

21 Il Ngwesi  Management Accountant, group ranch 
and lodge 

Male Kikuyu  

22 Il Ngwesi  Employee Swimming pool attendant Male Maasai  

23 Il Ngwesi  Employee Park security Male Maasai  

24 Il Ngwesi  Employee Room attendant/laundary Female Maasai  

25 Il Ngwesi  Employee Head cook Male Kikuyu  

26 Il Ngwesi  Employee Tour guide Male Maasai  

27 Il Ngwesi  Employee Waiter Male Maasai  

28 Il Ngwesi  Community Chairman Group 
Ranch ,elder 

Male Maasai Leparua 

29 Il Ngwesi  Community Chairman Group Ranch, 
elder 

Male Maasai Leparua 

30 Il Ngwesi  Community Shopkeeper Male Maasai Leparua 
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31 Il Ngwesi  Community Nurse Leperua Clinic Female Meru Leparua 
32 Il Ngwesi  Community Housewife Female Maasai Leparua 

33 Il Ngwesi  Community Pastoralist Male Maasai Leparua 

34 Il Ngwesi  Community Chief Sanga Sublocation Male Maasai Sanga 

35 Il Ngwesi  Community Elder Male Maasai Silikoi 

36 Il Ngwesi  Community Elder Male Maasai Il Ngwesi 
Manyatta 

37 Il Ngwesi  Community Young pastoralist Male Maasai Il Ngwesi 
Manyatta 

38 Il Ngwesi  Community Young pastoralist Male Maasai Isiolo Manyatta 

39 Ol Gaboli Management Lodge Manager Male Australian  

40 Ol Gaboli Employee Scout Male Maasai  

41 Ol Gaboli Employee Security Male Maasai  

42 Ol Gaboli Employee Room Attendant Female Maasai  

43 Ol Gaboli Employee Outdoor Instructor/Guide Male Kikuyu  

44 Ol Gaboli Community Chairman Group Ranch Male Maasai Naserian 

45 Ol Gaboli Community Chairlady Women Group Female Maasai Loshaiki 

46 Ol Gaboli Community Vice Chairman Women 
Group 

Male Maasai Naserian 

47 Ol Gaboli Community Women Group Manager Male Maasai Lorubai 

48 Ol Gaboli Community Elder, pastoralist Male Maasai Naserian 

49 Ol Gaboli Community Pastoralist, traditional 
dancer 

Male Maasai Naserian 

50 Ol Gaboli Community Pastoralist Male Maasai Naserian 

51 Ol Gaboli Community Young housewife, 
pastoralis 

Female Maasai Naserian 

52 Ol Gaboli Community Old housewife, pastoralist Female Maasai Naserian 

53 Ol Gaboli Community Young housewife, 
pastoralis 

Female Maasai Loshaiki 

54 Ol Gaboli Community Young housewife, 
pastoralis 

Female Maasai Lorubai 

55 Ol Gaboli Community Elder, pastoralist Male Maasai Loshaiki 

56 Koija Starbeds Management Management Director 
Oryx Ltd.  

Male English-
Kenyan 

 

57 Koija Starbeds Employee Guide Male Maasai  

58 Koija Starbeds Employee Ranger, security Male Turkana  

59 Koija Starbeds Employee Waiter Male Maasai  

60 Koija Starbeds Employee Cook Male Maasai  

61 Koija Starbeds Employee Room attendant Male Maasai  

62 Koija Starbeds Employee Security Male Maasai  

63 Koija Starbeds Community Chief Loibolsoit Location Male Maasai Ewaso 

64 Koija Starbeds Community Shopkeeper Female Turkana Ewaso 

65 Koija Starbeds Community Young housewife Female Maasai Ewaso 

66 Koija Starbeds Community Young pastoralist Male Maasai Ewaso 

67 Koija Starbeds Community Chairman group ranch Male Maasai Iti 

68 Koija Starbeds Community Community Manager Male Maasai Iti 

69 Koija Starbeds Community Elder, pastoralist Male Maasai Munishoi 

70 Koija Starbeds Community Elder, pastoralist Male Maasai Ndonyo 

71 Koija Starbeds Community Pastoralist Male Maasai Ndonyo Ngimajoi 

72 Koija Starbeds Community Elder Male Maasai Dubai Village 

73 Koija Starbeds Community Old housewife, pastoralist Female Maasai Mutaro 
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74 Koija Starbeds Community Housewife, pastoralist Female Maasai Mutaro 
75 Borana Lodge Management Lodge Manager Male Euro-Zim-

babwean 
 

76 Borana Lodge Employee Accountant Female Kikuyu  

77 Borana Lodge Employee Guide Male Maasai  

78 Borana Lodge Employee Waiter Male Kikuyu  

79 Borana Lodge Employee Steward Male Maasai  

80 Borana Lodge Employee Staff Cook Male Kalenjin  

81 Borana Lodge Employee Room Attendant Female Meru  

82 Borana Lodge Employee Store Keeper Male Maasai  

83 Borana Lodge Community Subarea, elder Male Kikuyu Ethi 

84 Borana Lodge Community Shopkeeper Male Kikuyu Ethi 

85 Borana Lodge Community Farmer Male Kikuyu Ethi 

86 Borana Lodge Community Elder, pastoralist Male Maasai Ethi 

87 Borana Lodge Community Housewife, mixed 
farming 

Female Maasai Ethi (Kangaro) 

88 Borana Lodge Community Chief Kisima Location Male Maasai Ngare Ndare 

89 Borana Lodge Community Restaurant operator Female Kikuyu Ngare Ndare 

90 Borana Lodge Community Farmer Male Kikuyu Ngare Ndare 

91 Borana Lodge Community Farmer Female Turkana Ngare Ndare 

92 Borana Lodge Community Elder, pastoralist Male Maasai Sanga (Ole Tipis) 

93 Borana Lodge Community Elder, pastoralist Male Maasai Sanga (Muruana 
Irusha) 

94 Borana Lodge Community Elder, pastoralist Male Maasai Sanga (Lolagai) 

95 Borana Lodge Community Housewife, pastoralist Female Maasai Sanga (Murua) 

96 Sosian Ranch Management Lodge manager Male English-
Kenyan 

 

97 Sosian Ranch Employee Head waiter Male Kikuyu  

98 Sosian Ranch Employee Garden attendant Male Kikuyu  

99 Sosian Ranch Employee Guide Male Samburu  

100 Sosian Ranch Employee Chef Male Kisii  

101 Sosian Ranch Employee Security guard Male Maasai  

102 Sosian Ranch Employee Room attendant Female Maasai  

103 Sosian Ranch Community Assistant Chief Male Maasai Kinamba 

104 Sosian Ranch Community Retired Assistant Chief Male Turkana Kinamba 

105 Sosian Ranch Community Elder Male Kikuyu Kinamba 

106 Sosian Ranch Community Nurse Kinamba Hospital Female Kalenjin Kinamba 

107 Sosian Ranch Community Shopkeeper Female Kikuyu Kinamba 

108 Sosian Ranch Community Young man, poultry 
keeper 

Male Turkana Kinamba 

109 Sosian Ranch Community Elder, farmer Male Kikuyu Tinga Mara 

110 Sosian Ranch Community Young farmer Female Kikuyu Tinga Mara 

111 Sosian Ranch Community Young farmer Male Kikuyu Tinga Mara 

112 Sosian Ranch Community Young farmer Female Kikuyu Tinga Mara 

113 Sosian Ranch Community Elder, pastoralist Male Samburu Sugutan 

114 Sosian Ranch Community Young pastoralist Female Kikuyu Sugutan 
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A. Interview questions  

Introductory questions 

(1) When has this lodge been established? How and why? 

(2) Whose initiative was it?  

(3) How has it been constructed (workforce and material 

(4) Who was providing capital for investment?  

(5) Who is the owner? 

 

Ecotourism principles 

(1) How do you define ecotourism?  

(2) What are the most important features of ecotourism, so it can be successful?  

Ask for ownership and community-participation if not mentioned.  

(3) The concept of ecotourism is said to have impacts on local culture, environment 

and economy that may be different from conventional tourism. How do you rate 

the general importance of the following impacts? Which one do you give priority?  

(4) Job creation 
� � � � � �

Infrastructural benefits to community 
� � � � � �

Nature conservation 
� � � � � �

Wildlife protection 
� � � � � �

Avoid negative influence on local culture 
� � � � � �

Visitors learn about environment 
� � � � � �

Visitors learn about traditional lifestyle 
� � � � � �

(5) Who do you think has the right to ‘use’ wildlife, who owns it?  

(6) How favourable are you towards game cropping and controlled/licensed game 

hunting? Rate from very favourable (1) to not favourable at all (5). 

game cropping/managing 
� � � � � �

 

game hunting 
� � � � � �
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Community 

(1) How intense is community participation in decision-making? How does 

participation materialize?  

(2) How is community’s participation in profit sharing? How is profit distributed in the 

community?  

(3) Does the community have any (other) income or advantage? What sort of?  

(4) Does your company provide any infrastructure to the community?  

(5) Did you do any investments over the last year like education, health, water, 

electricity, communication or transportation in the local community?  

(6) For private lodges and private investors: Why do you support the community?  

 

Local economic impact 

(1) How (on which level) do you judge your local economic impact to be?  

(2) Why is ecotourism said to be beneficial for local development?  

(3) Which products do you buy locally? And who do you buy it from?  

(4) Do you import any products from outside of Kenya? Which ones? From whom?  

(5) In a year of profits, do you do any reinvestments? Locally?  

(6) Is the community depending on tourism? 
� � � � � �

which other income sources do exist?  

 

(1) How high are your wages compared to working possibilities in other tourism 

establishments? 
� � � � � �

 

(2) How high are your wages compared to working possibilities in different sectors of 

the economy?  
� � � � � �

 

(3) Do you pay health care and pension for your employees?  

 

(1) How much tax do you pay a year? Please split for KRA, county council levies, 

tourism levy and NSSF? 

Do you feel like the area gets a benefit from taxes?  

(2) When visitors book outside of Kenya, how do they do?  

(3) How do you promote yourself abroad?  

(4) Do you have any business partners abroad? Which charges?  

(5) How do you see your relation to the world tourism market? Respectively your 

place in the world tourism market? (Is it more than a niche product in a global 

competition?)  

(6) Which future development perspectives do you see for ecotourism in Laikipia?  
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B. Business statistics 

• Number of employees:  

• Kinds of employment and number of:  

• Percentage share of local employees (estimated):  

• Percentage share of women employed (estimated):  

• Percentage share of wages in total expenditure:  

 

• Financial turn-over:  

• Percentage share of tourism at total income (farming etc.):  

• Percentage share of donor funds at total income:  

• Prices of services:  

• Average amount of US$ or KS a guest is totally paying a day (estimated):  

• Number of guests per year (estimated):  

• Number of bed nights per year:  

• Average length of stay:  

• Capacity:  

• Percentage of guests booking directly:  

• Percentage share of ‘passing by’ visitors (through tour operators):  

• Percentage share and importance of domestic tourism:  

 

• Total value of local purchases per year:  

• Percentage share of local purchases (estimated:  

• Percentage share of national purchases (estimated):  

• Percentage share of imported goods (estimated):  

• Percentage share of income spent on community: 

 

• Origin of owner/group of owner:  

• Origin of capital invested:  

• Community-based or foreign-owned:  

• Mode of landowner-ship:  

• Size of conservation area:   

 

C. Personal statistics 

• Origin/Place of birth:  

• Ethnic origin:  

• Type of education:  

• Interview code:  
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A. Interview questions 

Respondent and tourism 

(1) Do you participate in tourism?  

(2) Would you like to see more tourists here?  
� � � � � �

 

(3) What do you like about tourism?  

(4) Does it pose any problems to what you do for a living?  

(5) How is your daily life affected by tourism?  

(6) Do you benefit from tourism in any form?  

(7) Do you have family members with a direct employment in tourism? Benefit?  

(8) If you do not participate in tourism, would you like to? What does stop you from 

participating in tourism?  

 

Community benefits 

(1) Is tourism good for the community? 
� � � � � �

 

(2) Why?  

(3) How much does tourism benefit community?  
� � � � � �

 

(4) Does community have any income from tourism? How is it shared? Is it equitable?  

(5) What are the advantages and disadvantages to community brought by tourism?  

(6) Does community depend on tourism? 
� � � � � �

 

(7) Which other income sources do exist?  

(8) Does tourism provide employment? 
� � � � � �

 

How, which?  

(9) Is it well paid? 
� � � � � �

 

(10) Apart from salary, do you think employment is safe and good of good quality?  

(11) Can you estimate the percentage of community members that work in tourism?  

(12) Can you estimate the percentage of community members that benefit from tourism? 

(13) Are job opportunities equitable?  

(14) Do you feel like business activity and entrepreneurship in your area increased due 

to tourism? 
� � � � � �

How and why or why not?  

(15) Did commodity prices increase? 
� � � � � �
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(1) How do you rate the importance of the following impacts?  

(2) Job creation 
� � � � � �

 

Infrastructural benefits to community 
� � � � � �

 

Nature conservation 
� � � � � �

 

Wildlife protection 
� � � � � �

 

Avoid negative influence on local culture 
� � � � � �

 

Visitors learn about environment 
� � � � � �

 

Visitors learn about traditional lifestyle 
� � � � � �

 

Most important:  

 

(3) Did tourism bring a change to the community in any of these points? How intense? 

Schools and education 
� � � � � �

 

Medical services and health 
� � � � � �

 

Transportation and roads 
� � � � � �

 

Communication 
� � � � � �

 

Information 
� � � � � �

 

Water supply 
� � � � � �

 

Electricity 
� � � � � �

 

Food security 
� � � � � �

 

Argumentations:  

 

(4) Which is the most important improvement in the last time?  

(5) Which one would be most urgent to improve?  

(6) Is there some training in tourism and business for the community-members?  

 

(7) Does tourism and conservation constrain other activities? How and which ones?  

 

How intensively does it affect the following activities? Rate from very positively 

affected (1) to very negatively affected (5). 

Crop farming 
� � � � � �

 

Livestock grazing/keeping 
� � � � � �

 

Loss of land 
� � � � � �

 

Security (from wildlife) 
� � � � � �

 

Infrastructure (fences, buildings) 
� � � � � �
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(1) Does community benefit from wildlife overall?  

(2) Who do you think has the right to ‘use’ wildlife, who owns it and should decide 

over it?  

(3) Does tourism benefit Laikipia 
� � � � � �

 

(4) Who do you think benefits most from tourism in Laikipia?  

(5) Any additional statements?  

 

 

B. Personal statistics 

• Occupation:  

• Age:  

• Gender:  

• Marital status:  

• Size of family:  

• Size of community/population in area:  

• Place of origin/in Laikipia since:  

• Ethnic origin:  

• School (years):  

• Other education:  

• Name of area and lodge:  

• Village or Location: 

 

• Representation within sample:  

• Interview code: 
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A. Interview questions 

(1) How come you are working here?  

(2) What would you do if you were not working here? Would you have other working 

possibilities?  

(3) Does work in tourism improve your live? 
� � � � � �

 

(4) Are you satisfied with how much you earn? 
� � � � � �

 

(5) How high is your wage compared to other working possibilities in tourism?  

 
� � � � � �

 

(6) How high is your wage compared to other working possibilities in different sectors? 

 
� � � � � �

 

(7) How substantial is it to get tips? 
� � � � � �

 

(8) Do you and/or your family have other income sources? Which ones?  

(9) Do you and/or your family rely strongly on alternative income sources? 

 
� � � � � �

 

(10) Can you save a part of your income?  

 

(11) Is there a lot of training for employees? 
� � � � � �

 

(12) What exactly?  

(13) Does employer care for employees in terms of medical service? How?  

(14) How intense is employee and community participation in decisions and profit 

sharing?  

(15) Who (which actor groups, companies) do you think benefits most from tourism?  

(16) Who should decide over wildlife, and who does have the right to ‘use’ it?  

(17) What are, in your eyes, advantages and disadvantages from tourism in Laikipia?  

(18) The concept of ecotourism is said to have impacts on local culture, environment 

and economy that may be different from conventional tourism. How do you rate 

the importance of the following impacts? Which one do you give priority? 
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(19) Job creation 
� � � � � �

 

Community benefits 
� � � � � �

 

Nature conservation 
� � � � � �

 

Wildlife protection 
� � � � � �

 

Avoid negative influence on local culture 
� � � � � �

 

Visitors learn about environment 
� � � � � �

 

Visitors learn about traditional lifestyle 
� � � � � �

 

Most important:  

 

 

B. Personal Statistics 

• Name of company:  

• Occupation within company:  

• Age:  

• Gender:  

• Family size:  

• Marital status:  

• Years since working here:  

• Working in tourism since:  

• Occupation before here:  

• Number of employments in tourism before:  

• Place of origin/birth:  

• Ethnic origin:  

• Years of school:  

• Other education:  

 

• Interview code:  
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This questionnaire is part of a study conducted by a student of the University of Bern, 

Switzerland, in collaboration with CETRAD, Nanyuki. In this case study of ecotourism’s 

impact on the local economy of Laikipia, all relevant stakeholder groups are being 

interviewed. This interview here aims to assess the attitudes of visitors and their contribution 

to the socio-economic impact of tourism on the district level. 

Note that there is no right or wrong answer, but your attitude only. Please fill in all questions 

you are able to answer. Lodge staff may give you additional information. 

Thank you very much for participating and honestly answering these questions. All 

questionnaires are anonymous and information is treated confidentially and used for 

academic purposes solely. If you would like to be informed about the results of this study, 

you can leave your e-mail contact on the questionnaire. Thank you for your contribution to 

the success of this research. 

 

 

Explanation to the questionnaire’s scale 

Generally, the numbers are representing a grade from very positive (1) to very negative (5). 

You can as well cross neutral (3) and unable to answer (0). So, meanings are as follows: 

�
  =  very important, very much, much more, very big 

�
  =  important, much, more, big 

�
  =  neutral, neither…nor, about the same 

�
  =  not important, little, less, small 

�
  =  not important at all, very little, much less, very small 

�
  =  don’t know, no opinion 

 

For financial questions, US$ is used as currency in this questionnaire. If you are not familiar 

with, you can use other currencies for financial values and indicate it next to the question.  
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A. Interview questions 

(1) Do you like the place? What do you like about it?  

(2) How come you stay here? (Did you book back home?)  

(3) What is the most important reason for choosing this holiday?  

(4) How important are these elements for you personally, considering this vacation? 

Rating from very important (1) to not important at all(5)  

Beautiful landscapes, being in plain nature 
� � � � � �

Viewing wildlife 
� � � � � �

Meeting and learning about local cultures 
� � � � � �

 

Nature conservancy 
� � � � � �

Locals instead of big corporations profiting 
� � � � � �

 

Outdoor activities (e.g. walks) 
� � � � � �

Tours and trips with local guides
� � � � � �

Relaxation 
� � � � � �

 

 

(5) At the time of booking, have you been aware this is an ecotourism establishment?  

(6) What is Ecotourism according to you?  

(7) Do you consider yourself as being an ecotourist (Yes or No)?  

(8) Does ecotourism satisfy what you expected from it? In what respect it does, in 

what it does not?  

(9) How much does it satisfy your expectations?  
� � � � � �

 

(10) How much does it satisfy your expectations in terms of environmental conservation?

 
� � � � � �

 

(11) How much does it satisfy your expectations in terms of local development? 

 
� � � � � �

 

(12) Ecotourism is said to have impacts on local culture, environment and economy that 

may be different from conventional tourism. How important are these following 

points for you? Please rate them from very important (1) to not important at all(5). 

(13) Job creation 
� � � � � �

 

Infrastructural benefits to community 
� � � � � �

 

Nature conservation 
� � � � � �

 

Wildlife protection 
� � � � � �

 

Avoid negative influence on local culture 
� � � � � �
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Visitors learn about environment 
� � � � � �

 

Visitors learn about traditional lifestyle 
� � � � � �

 

(14) For me, the most important of these above points is:  

 

(15) Do you have the impression this ecotourism venture benefits the local economy/the 

local livelihoods?  

(16) Who, which actors, do you feel benefit most from tourism in the region?  

(17) Would you spend more if you knew it benefits local economy and livelihoods? 

Rate from much more (1) to not more at all (5) 
� � � � � �

 

(18) Would you spend more if you knew it benefits nature conservancy? Rate from 

much more (1) to not more at all (5) 
� � � � � �

 

(19) Do you feel like having a big positive impact on local economy?  

(20) When are benefits to local communities big?  

 

(1) How much do you pay approximately in this place for accommodation a day?  

(2) What for do you spend money apart from accommodation? Could you name any?  

If not named already: Did you spend money for souvenirs, food in supermarkets 

and at kiosk shops and/or for transportation?  

(3) Approximate daily cost of your holiday (US$):  

(4) Outside this hotel: How much money per day do you approximately spend locally?  

0 US$ 

0-5 US$ 

5-10 US$ 

10-20 US$ 

20-30 US$ 

30-50 US$ 

50-100 US$ 

above 100 US$ 

(5) Do you/or will you give any tips? Approximately how much a day?  

0 US$ 

0-5 US$ 

5-10 US$ 

above 10 US$ 

 

(1) Who do you think should decide over wildlife conservation?  

(2) Should local communities be allowed to ‘use’ wildlife economically?  
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B. Personal Statistics 

• Name of place staying at:  

• Age:  

• Gender:  

• Nationality:  

• Education:  

• Profession:   

• Income level in home country (low-medium-high):  

• Size of group travelling with from back home:  

• Time spent in Kenya with this tour operator:  

• Total time of holiday/trip:   

• Way of travelling (independent or prearranged):  

• Name of tour operator (if non-independent):  

• Other places visiting in Kenya:  

• Have you visited many ecotourism places before:  

• Financial support for non-profit organisation at home (Yes or No):  

• Financial support for non-profit organisation on-site (Yes or No):   

• Date:  

 

• Interview code:  
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In this case study of ecotourism’s impact on the local economy of Laikipia, all relevant 

stakeholder groups are being interviewed. This interview here aims to assess the socio-

economic impact of tourism on the district level.  

Thank you very much for participating and for your contribution to the success of this 

research. 

 

(1) Do you think the economic activity of ecotourism operators does benefit the local 

economy more than conventional tourism does?  

(2) Why is ecotourism said to be more beneficial to local communities? 

(3) Did tourism improve local conditions of living? 

(4) In what respect has tourism development in Laikipia been successful? In what 

respect it has not been successful?  

 

(5) Could you name all benefits you can think of that tourism contributed to the 

development of Laikipia? 

(6) Could you name any costs that tourism brought to Laikipia? 

(7) How does tourism affect Nanyuki as a town? 

 

(8) How many direct employments does tourism create? 

(9) How many employments depend on tourism indirectly? 

(10) Value chain: do you observe any multiplier effects from tourism in Laikipia? 

(11) Did your administration do something to foster tourism development? 

 

(12) Who do you think benefits most from tourism in Laikipia? 

(13) Can you estimate the proportion of profits that stays in Laikipia and does not flow 

away to other parts of the country or abroad? 

(14) Do you consider profit leakage as an important problem? 
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In this case study of ecotourism’s impact on the local economy of Laikipia, all relevant 

stakeholder groups are being interviewed. This interview here aims to assess the financial 

costs and financial benefits of tourism on the district level.  

Thank you very much for participating and for your contribution to the success of this 

research. 

 

(1) How important is tourism for Laikipia in financial terms? Other important sectors? 

(2) How big is the net financial revenue from tourism in Laikipia?  

(3) Which are the council’s incomes from tourism? Do they materialize in another 

form than taxes too? 

(4) Do you have tourism related expenditures?  

 

(5) How many direct employments does tourism create (estimated, if exact figure is 

missing)? 

(6) How many employments depend on tourism indirectly (estimated, if exact figure is 

missing)? 

 

(7) Who do you think benefits most from tourism in Laikipia? 

(8) As how big do you estimate the proportion of profits that stays in Laikipia and does 

not flow away to other parts of the country or abroad? Percentage estimation? 

(9) Does local and community ownership minimize profit leakage? 

(10) Do you consider profit leakage as an important problem? 
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In this case study of ecotourism’s impact on the local economy of Laikipia, all relevant 

stakeholder groups are being interviewed. This interview here aims to assess the success and 

benefits of conservation outside protected areas in Laikipia.  

Thank you very much for participating and for your contribution to the success of this 

research.  

 

(1) Can you describe the relationship between the KWS and the lodges? What is good 

conduct for you? 

(2) What is KWS’ attitude towards fencing in private conservation areas? 

(3) Can you describe the relationship between the KWS and the local communities?  

 

(4) Who do you consult for decisions over wildlife? 

(5) Who do you think benefits most from wildlife? 

(6) Do you think tourism benefits Laikipia much? Does it benefit Laikipia differently 

than other areas in Kenya? 

 

(7) How do you define ecotourism?  

(8) The concept of ecotourism is said to have impacts on local culture, environment 

and economy that may be different from conventional tourism. How do you rate 

the importance of following impacts, from very important (1) to not important at all 

(5)?  

(9) Job creation 
� � � � � �

 

Infrastructural benefits to community 
� � � � � �

 

Nature conservation 
� � � � � �

 

Wildlife protection 
� � � � � �

 

Avoid negative influence on local culture 
� � � � � �

 

Visitors learn about environment 
� � � � � �

 

Visitors learn about traditional lifestyle 
� � � � � �

 

Which one do you give priority?  
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In this case study of ecotourism’s impact on the local economy of Laikipia, all relevant 

stakeholder groups are being interviewed. This interview here aims to assess the nature and 

volume of economic impact on Laikipia.  

Thank you very much for participating and for your contribution to the success of this 

research. 

 

(1) Who did found LWF? Why? 

 

(2) How does ecotourism contribute to Laikipia’s economy? What are economic 

advantages out of tourism? Are there any economic disadvantages? 

(3) Which factors do influence the socio-economic impact of tourism?  

(4) How does profit leakage occur in Laikipia?  

(5) Is community-based ecotourism – in Laikipia - more beneficial to the local 

communities, the local economy than private tourism?  

(6) Is there any “true” community-based ecotourism in Laikipia?  

 

(7) How is cooperation between district politics, private landowners, communities and 

LWF in Laikipia?  

(8) What makes Laikipia being successful in combining tourism and conservation? 

(9) How does Laikipia differ from other comparable tourism regions? 

 

(10) Are communities nowadays more supportive of wildlife protection than ten years 

before, than before tourism? And are those benefiting from tourism more 

supportive? 

 

(11) Which actor group benefits most from tourism in Laikipia? 


