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Summary
This thesis has researched the development of collaborative interactions between conservation,
tourism and poverty alleviation actors in Laikipia Wildlife Forum. Collaborative interaction
was analyzed using the four dimensions of policy arrangement approach: Rules, Actors,
Discourses and Resources. These were used to highlight continuity and change over time in
this policy arrangement. The study focused on how these dimensions interacted with each
other and how their interaction influenced the policy issues the arrangement was set to address.
The study further explored the definition of success as perceived by actors of this arrangement.
This approach was based on the argument that since collaborations are formed to benefit from
group synergy, the members‟ perceptions of the effectiveness of the collaboration are
important. Data for this study was obtained through in-depth interview of key players in the
arrangement and through secondary data analysis.
The study show that the three previously independent issues of C/T/P have been converging
in LWF. The temporally stabilization of this policy arrangement has had positive influence on
the areas it was set to address. There is notable change in attitude and mindsets towards
sustainable use of natural resources with notable improvement in land use options, choices and
behavior. The importance of process characteristics such as openness and inclusivity are very
important in collaborative arrangements aiming to link conservation and poverty reduction.
In addition it also revealed that the fact that the architectural dimensions of a policy
arrangement support each other, and that the collaborative process is successful does not
necessarily guarantee higher levels of outcomes. In other words, a good process does not
always assure equally proportional outcomes. The importance of external factors in
determining the success of a policy arrangement was therefore revealed. Further, the results
show that success is defined differently by different actors in this arrangement. There is little
variation between definition and measures of success and how problems, ideals and strategies
are defined. However, there is emphasis on the process rather than physical indicators in all the
cases.
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The study concludes that the LWF policy arrangement has been charged with the
responsibility to bridge the gap between C/T/P issues and thus the arrangement‟s capacity to
govern is of vital importance. Based on these findings the study concludes that the governing
capacity of this policy arrangement is high. The high level of strategic and structural
congruence, which are both indicators of governing capacity, is reflected in the high level of
perceived success for the policy arrangement.
In the complex systems of natural resources management there are always influential issues
that fall beyond the control of the organization. Despite the positive approach and successful
process a closer look at the outcomes of process shows that it is difficult to see considerable
level of outcomes in comparison with the level of inputs. The study therefore recommends that
LWF device a way to strengthen itself so as to minimize the number or intensity of these
negative external factors.
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Chapter 1

INTRODUCTION
Problem Background
Human progress has always depended on the capacity of cooperative action. Since the
emergence and the continued popularity of sustainability, there has been a move towards
incorporating environmental and economic as well as social aspects. The establishment of the
link between these three has been growing with time, with actors and authors (Eg UN, IUCN,
Sachs et al 2009, (Adams et al., 2004; Brockington, Igoe, & schmidt-soltau, 2006; Redford et al.,
2003; Roe & Elliott, 2004) calling for collaboration between actors in these inexorably linked
areas as a way to achieve sustainable development.
At the academic level, several authors identify the need to link conservation and local
livelihoods through tourism by offering an economic alternative to habits that destroy nature,
preserve biodiversity while reducing local poverty levels, and of achieving both objectives on a
self-financing and sustainable basis (see Agrawal & Gibson, 1999; Ferraro, 2001; Kiss, 2004;
Kumar, 2005; Mowforth & Munt, 2009; Reid, 2009; Stephen R. Kellert, 2000)
“Resource conservation encourages and supports tourism, and tourism, in turn, provides money to be
ploughed into conservation efforts and local development initiatives. Indeed, tourism is at the heart of
building support for wildlife conservation” (Sindiga, 1995). He also argues that the sustainability
of nature based tourism in Africa depends on local communities‟ support. On the other hand,
communities will invest in conservation only if they get better economic gains from it than
from other land use options. Local communities are concerned with retaining control over their
natural resources and improving their livelihoods through conservation activities (Matheka,
2008). Due to increasing challenge in meeting daily basic needs, land users need to be
convinced that conservation is a viable alternative land use option that can generate the
economic benefits needed to improve the livelihoods of the private owner through a variety of
activities.
1
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The UN has been calling for these issues to be tackled simultaneously to protect the
environment and to promote development, as these areas are interconnected and are both
equally relevant for improving livelihoods. It has emphasized that „these problems cannot be
treated separately by fragmented institutions and policies. They are linked in a complex system of cause
and effect.‟ Sachs et al. (2009, p. 1502) argues that with the increasing changes in the world
today “we need further integration of the poverty alleviation and biodiversity conservation agendas”.
Similar calls have been made for conservation organizations to recognize and examine the
social impacts of their activities and to take corporate responsibility for working in a socially
accountable manner (Brockington, et al., 2006) while (Wackernagel & Rees, 1996) argue that
there is a need for development programs to have regard for their footprints on the biosphere.
Roe and Elliott ( 2004) too argue that conservation and biodiversity must be fully integrated,
since biodiversity is the backbone of the livelihoods of the rural poor.
Achieving biodiversity goals concurrently with poverty alleviation calls for certain different
tradeoffs for different actors and organizations. As the interconnectedness of these aspects of
life continues to grow, it has become apparent that no actor can achieve the goals of any specific
field by acting in isolation. As a result there is need to include more actors in the achievement
of this goal. This is reflected in the shift in approach from independent to collaborative action
among previously independent and sometimes competing facets/actors in conservation and
development.
Most conservation initiatives in Kenya were earlier based on state protected areas and adopted
a variety of strategies to improve the conservation status and integrity of the protected areas
with conservation of biodiversity as their main concern, while community needs and
participation were considered subordinate (Sumba & AWF). However, recent developments in
conservation, tourism and poverty alleviation show that the activities of biodiversity
conservation, tourism and development (poverty elevation) {C/T/P} has been converging in
unprotected areas with significant amount of wildlife in Kenya‟s‟ arid and semi arid regions.
With 1) almost failed attempts by the state to community participation and revenue sharing
programs (see Akama, 1996; Sindiga, 1995), 2) the realization of the importance of wildlife
outside protected areas, 3) the incapacity of Kenya wildlife service (KWS) to manage wildlife in
these areas and, 4) the possibility of improving peoples livelihood through conservation, the
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Kenya government through (KWS) in attempt to reconcile these three areas important in its
development agenda, allowed land users greater benefits from an array of wildlife resource
utilization by giving back wildlife resources use rights back to the people. The approach
emphasized the devolution of state rights and responsibility to private landowners with a
significant amount of wildlife in their lands.
As a result, the local community was empowered to decide which tourism activities to focus on
and who to involve in these initiatives as well as how to negotiate and how benefits and costs
will be shared among the stakeholders. In this new context it was possible for more actors to
be involved in conservation, tourism and poverty alleviation initiatives in Laikipia. As a result
various conservation related enterprises such as campsites, wildlife, sanctuaries and concessions
areas for generating income directed towards elevating the standard of living for these
communities were formed. Indeed, in some private or communal lands conservation has become
the key economic choice particularly in Laikipia, where conservation enterprises directly benefit
the individual land owners (Manyara & Jones, 2007).
Laikipia is a high altitude plateau along the equator in the Central parts of Kenya. It lies
between latitudes 36° 15‟ east and longitude 37° 20‟ east, and 0° 17‟ south and 0° 45‟ north.
Due to its equatorial position, Laikipia has a mean annual temperature lies between 16 and 20
degrees (Berger, 1989; Ramser, 2007) and wild, diverse and scenic landscapes. There are no
state protected areas in Laikipia, except for a few forest reserves (Woodroffe, Thirgood, &
Rabinowitz, 2005). However Laikipia lies between several state protected areas Such as Mt,
Kenya, Samburu, Shaba, Meru, Aberdare and Maralal national parks (see appendix 1). The
plateau has immense wildlife populations, more endangered species than anywhere else in East
Africa. As a result Laikipia has been termed as an excellent laboratory to study large carnivores
outside protected areas (Woodroffe, et al., 2005) and Kenya‟s premier safari destination.
Laikipia boast of being the only district in Kenya which continues to record increasing or stable
wildlife populations, in contrast to the declining trend throughout the country. It has been
instrumental in demonstrating that wildlife can form the basis to the most economically viable
and sustainable land-use option in dry lands through ecotourism. This has been made possible
as a result of the activities of one organization known as the Laikipia Wildlife Forum (LWF).
The Forum has played a pivotal role in the development of world class community-owned
tourism projects such as Il N‟gwesi, Tassia, Koija Star Beds, Ol Gaboli Community Bandas and
3
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The Sanctuary at Ol Lentille and actively markets Laikipia internationally on behalf of such
ecotourism ventures.
Laikipia Wildlife Forum is a pioneering membership conservation organization that has
challenged traditional conservation and livelihood views and prejudices amongst the local
community. Its‟ members include; private ranchers, small scale farmers, cooperatives, and
tourism ventures. Its mission: „To conserve the integrity of the Laikipia ecosystem, by
creatively managing its natural resources to improve the livelihood of its people.’ The
members are united by a common goal: „To take responsibility for and protect the biodiversity
of their land’.
The Forum was established in 1992 by private and communal landowners with common
interests in managing, conserving and profiting from wildlife resources. It was created in
response to the initiative by the Government through (KWS) designed to engage landowners
and land users in the conservation and management of wildlife in non-protected areas
mentioned above. LWF was the first forum to develop a significant capacity to foster
development and conservation goals on a district-wide level in Kenya. In the last decade, LWF
has advanced far beyond this initial concept, adapting a holistic approach to conservation by
expanding its focus to include essential environmental resources such as river flow as well as
improved community livelihoods and security.
While this new dimension in interaction takes momentum, there is scanty information on what
is happening on the ground. Are we witnessing an institutional change towards the
convergence of conservation, tourism and poverty eradication policy domains in Laikipia? The
impacts of these interactions or lack of it on the specific policy domains also remain unknown.

4
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Problem Statement
It is widely accepted that biodiversity loss and poverty are linked problems and that
conservation and poverty reduction should be tackled together (Adams, et al., 2004). There is
recognition that policies made either in favor of nature conservation or tourism have a direct
impact on the surrounding communities and

in return, any policy aimed at community

development will have direct consequences on nature conservation and tourism. The realization
of the interdependence and therefore the need to work together between biodiversity
conservation, tourism and poverty alleviation by the different players in conservation, tourism
and development in Kenya has led to various collaborative initiatives working towards creating
mutual benefits between the above three domains in non state protected areas of Laikipia
district, Kenya. One example of such initiatives is the LWF presented above.
The reasons behind the coming together of actors for one cause are many and varied. Gray
(1989 cited in Austin, 2007) point out that collaboration occur when independent action taken
to address a particular issue has repercussions for other related sectors and vice versa. In this
case, the individual action become maladaptive and the domain experience turbulence because
of the unproductive consequences of actions taken by other stakeholder. Trish ( 1983 cited in
Gray, 2007) argues that due to the interdependence of actors, their only effective way to
respond to this turbulence is by collaborating to influence the solution of this turbulence rather
than upsetting each other‟s effort.
Levine and white (1961 cited in Jamal & Getz, 1995)

suggest that inter organizational

relations follow two streams of thought; 1) The exchange perspective; (where relations are
motivated by the anticipation of mutual benefits or interactional gains) and 2) The resource
dependence theory (to gain control over or improve scarce resources). Gray (2007) attributes
relations to a need to manage stakeholders points out social issues as the motivation behind
coalitions.
Institutionalization occurs when actors come together and develop relatively stable problem
definitions, certain ways of solving the problem, more or less fixed ways of dividing tasks and
interacting among actors and routines around a policy issue in the context of formalized or
informal rules (Arts & Leroy, 2006; Ostrom, 1990).
5
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Deep institutional changes are more factual than merely discursive. A discourse that brings
about changes in the society needs to be accompanied by legal structures and guidelines.
Discourses have to move from being just adaptive strategies to deep institutional change
characterized by not only a change in the “near core” belief elements, but also a change in
“deep” core belief elements, Sabatier & Jenkins Smith ( 1993 cited in Wiering & Arts, 2006).
Thus, one condition for deep institutional change to occur is that emerging discourses are
translated into or reflected in the new power relations, institutions, procedures and legislation.
Wiering & Arts (2006,p.329) point out that “an important aspect (but not the only one) of deep
institutional change is the extent to which changes in discourse are reflected in changes in legislation”.
When substantial change in society is not translated into law (formal or informal) it poses a
risk to the actors involved since any resulting action or mis-action cannot be enforced.
In the case of LWF, it is not known to what extent the shift from independent action to
collaboration between actors in Laikipia is reflected in any legally enforceable documents, such
as binding contracts or informal legislation for the protection of those involved. On the other
hand, as Arts & Van Tatenhove (2004) argues, legal structures can be both promotive and
restrictive. Bureaucracy has been known to impede creativity. Institutions at the innovative
stage may need to go beyond and over some rules to be able to create change. LWF is at the
stage of defining creative and innovative ways of dealing with C/T/P. This study seeks to find
out how the rules guiding collaborative action influence the institutionalization of the LWF
arrangement.
Behind every institution is a group of people who identify similar goals and engage in practices
to achieve these goals (Moroni, 2010; VanTatenhove, Arts, & Leroy, 2000). Actors identify
goals and engage in practices to achieve these goals. It is the actions and interactions of these
actors that stabilize into routines leading to institutionalization (Van Tatenhove, et al., 2000).
In this process some actors may support the dominant goal, discourse or rules while some may
challenge all or an aspect of these. For example; which resources to use to achieve which goal
or which goal to achieve using a certain set of resources. The grouping of actors according to
what they support is what Van Tatenhove, et al. (2000) calls a coalition. Being in a coalition or
not is considered a strategic choice by actors promoting a certain goal and looking for partners
with whom to share similar issues so as to reach an acceptable consensus.

6
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In the past few years, the number of actors involved in C/T/P issues in Laikipia particularly in
LWF has increased tremendously with the greater involvement of non state actors giving raise
to multifaceted interactions. These multifaceted interactions have led to different kinds of
arrangements for the management of natural resources such as private-public, private-private
and other partnerships and collaborations between the community and the those interested in
tourism and or conservation (see Sumba & AWF, 2007).
In the case of Laikipia, information on the actors involved is documented in individual websites.
However, from these websites it is quite difficult to tell who is involved and how they are
involved in this collaboration. On the other hand, information concerning those actors without
access to internet is difficult to get. It is also not known how this shift to collaborative action
has influenced the interaction between actors in terms of their relationship, their coalitions and
oppositions. Whether this relationship has improved or not and how this can be solved are
some of the issues that were addressed in this research.
Resources are key aspects in institutions because they are in most cases used to “make things

happen”. Whoever has the resources therefore has the power to determine not only how the
operation is ran but also who is involved and when. Power is the ability of actors to mobilize
resources and is a relational and structural phenomenon of social and political systems. It is the
capacity of actors to maintain and to transform their social or physical environment and to
achieve certain outcomes (Giddens, 1984; VanTatenhove, et al., 2000). As a result, actors are
more likely to collate with those from whom they can mutually benefit in terms of resource.
This aspect raises issues of inclusion and exclusion in decision making, resources and
information sharing. There seems to be no information on the resources employed in this new
arrangement and where they come from. The power relations between actors brought about by
this shift and how it has changed over time is also not clear.
Collaborations are formed to achieve certain goals with the clear or implied recognition that
the members can accomplish more by acting together than acting independently. They make it
possible for different actors from diverse institutions to capitalize on their complementary
strengths and capacities (Austin, 2007). Given the voluntary nature of collaborations, the
perceptions of their members in terms of the effectiveness of the collaboration are important
Chan et al. (2001 cited in Hasnain-Wynia et al., 2003). Thus, successful collaborative initiatives

7
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should contribute to the achievement of the goals they were set to achieve (Caplan & Jones,
2002).
The contributions of the collaboration are of importance to various stakeholders: Constituents
of a collaboration use this information to make several decisions concerning their involvement
with the collaboration; Members consider the contribution of a collaboration to achieving their
personal goals and use this to decide if they should improve their efforts and continue investing
in it; Stakeholders who are directly or indirectly influenced by the collaboration, although they
may not be members or partners to the collaboration itself (such as funders and interest
groups) would like to use this information to decide upon which initiative to fund; Facilitators
and managers use it to identify which approaches work and which work less well; Critics use it
to prove that their concerns were well founded and advocates use it to prove their success
while academics want to assess how such models affect society or to test certain theoretical
models (See Conley & Moote, 2003; Hasnain-Wynia, et al., 2003; Rein & Stott, 2009).
In addition, the ability of the collaboration to achieve its goals is crucial (Caplan & Jones, 2002).
It is crucial too that the partnership is in a position to maximize its impacts on the ground.
“There is need to know whether the institution is working effectively towards delivering their
intended environmental outcomes” (Ross, Robinson, & Hockings, 2005,p.53). If the partners
perceive that the arrangement is not working well in these two aspects, then the arrangement
is at a risk of dissolution and an opportunity to have positive impacts is lost if dissolution
occurs Robinson and Munungguritj (2001 cited in Ross, et al., 2005).
In the case of Laikipia, although the convergence of interactions between actors in these three
previously independent areas has brought with it new issues and particular patterns of
interaction, the implication (success or goal achievement) of this collaboration on the issues it
was set to address remain unknown.
This study for these reasons, seeks to contribute towards filling the information gap on the
issues raised above. It is geared towards providing an insight on the internal dynamics of
conservation, poverty and tourism policy arrangement in Laikipia by studying LWF, in terms
of the historical development, the players involved, the resources and discourses behind this
arrangement, the power relations as well as the conflicts experienced in this arrangement over
time and how they have changed or influenced the stability of the arrangement. The study aims
8
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to elaborate the perceived implications of this new interaction on the conservation, tourism and
poverty alleviation policy domains.

Research Objectives and Research Questions
Main research objective
The main objective of this study is to explore the development of collaborative interactions
between C\T\P in Laikipia Wildlife Forum. It also seeks to shed insight on the significance of
the collaboration and its possible contribution to the formation of an integrated approach that
would aim at sustainably reducing poverty while promoting biodiversity conservation through
tourism in Laikipia.

General research questions
1. What are the institutional aspects of the C\T\P arrangement in LWF over time?


Who are involved in conservation, poverty and tourism arrangement in LWF
and why?



What are the core principles that guide, restrict and/or control the actions of
those involved in this arrangement?



Which resources are available to actors for executing the goals of the
arrangement?



Where is the point of convergence and or divergence between C\T\P in this
arrangement? (What are the discursive shifts in Laikipia/LWF incorporating
the three policy issues?)

2. What is the perceived performance of the arrangement by its stakeholders?

9
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Relevance of the Study
The convergence of C/T/P policy realms creates both obstacles and opportunities for various
parties involved. As this arrangement takes place in a societal and political context it presents
conflicts and negotiation scenarios among and beyond the actors involved. Processes of
negotiation and conflict resolutions give rise to power issues among other things. A detailed
understanding of these dynamics is important in defining policies to guide such arrangements
as well as increasing awareness of the opportunities borne of such initiatives. The findings of
this study aim to capture and disseminate lessons learnt which could be useful to other people
who are establishing or adapting similar initiatives. The study will also make recommendations
to contribute in establishing successful cross sector collaboration initiatives.
Collaborative interactions have complex characteristics manifested in the diversity of members
involved as well as the uniqueness of each case in terms of context and stage of formation.
Thus, there is increasing interest in organizations that have succeeded in combining C/T/P
issues and what makes them successful as well as the challenges they face. This interest is in
understanding such arrangements with the aim of creating potential models of adoption in
other regions or with the aim of learning from their experiences. The purpose of this enquiry is
not to find reasons to replicate the LWF model. It is to find reasons for success or constraints
to success with the aim of replicating the successful elements of this collaborative process from
a locally appropriate idea to a successful and sustainable initiative that can ultimately impact
existing policy.
The study aims to expose new areas of discussion in the wider biodiversity versus livelihood
debate as it will shed light on an arrangement that seeks to bridge the two issues together in a
balanced manner. The results therefore will provide information that can contribute to this
debate.

10
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Structure of Thesis
This thesis consists of seven chapters. Chapter one gave an overview of the linkages between
C/T/P and why they should be tackled together. The statement of the problem and the general
as well as specific objectives are also discussed in this chapter. Chapter two begins with a
detailed discussion on the global discourses fueling the need for the issues of C/T/P to be
tackled in a collaborative manner. It ends with a detailed discussion of the historical
development of C/T/P in Kenya. Chapter three follows with a presentation on the theoretical
and conceptual framework that guides this study. This is followed by chapter four that
presents the methods used to generate data for the study as well as an explanation on the
sample and on data analysis. Chapter five and six presents the findings of the study, where
chapter five gives detailed findings pertaining LWF‟s organization and operations. Chapter six
on the other hand gives an analysis and discussion of this policy arrangement based on the
theories and concepts discussed in chapter three. Finally chapter seven gives the key
conclusions of this study at a higher level of abstraction.
Note also that the term conservation is used interchangeably with biodiversity conservation
while „development‟ is used interchangeably with poverty alleviation.
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Chapter 2

LITERATURE REVIEW
Introduction
Collaborative approaches to sustainable resource use are broadly upheld as promising ways to
deal with compound and important or delicate natural resource issues. They are becoming
more generally spread and integrated into official strategies. The mutual collaboration of
poverty, tourism and conservation actors has been put across as the current way to go in order
to achieve the goals of sustainable development. There are several paradigms that have led to
various structural processes that have contributed to the growth in popularity of collaborations
and working partnerships between a wide array of actors. These structural changes can be
rooted to changes in the Sustainable development and the move from Government to
Governance.

Changes from Government to Governance
Over the past decades a shift from government to governance paradigms has been taking place.
The calls for reforming the government paradigm started in the 1980s and 1990s when the
market and the government paradigms dominated public debate. The fundamental question
that divided these two was if the government should be the sole provider of public services. The
result of this debate was the debate on the privatization of public services. This core of this
debate was the inclusion of many non state actors in service provision and decision making
about issues that affect them directly and indirectly (Frahm & Martin, 2009).
The emergence of the governance paradigm in the 1990s arose as an attempt at “synthesis of the
dueling paradigms of government (thesis) and the market (antithesis),with a healthy dose of network
theory thrown in for good measure” (Frahm & Martin, 2009, p.409). The governance paradigm is
concerned with the relationship between government and the governed, and how social and
other public policies are conceptualized and addressed. It is predicated upon the basic principle
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that “No single actor, public or private, has the all-encompassing knowledge, overview, information, or
resources to solve complex and diversified problems” (Sehested, 2003).
In this paradigm, the government is no longer the major actor but one of the many actors. The
best suited actor to deal with an issue is called upon to take the leading role. The paradigm
moves policy making and implementation from the state to other non government actors and
governmental actors from that state or another (Austin, 2003). It turns the state from being the
central dominating source of authority to being a coordinator or facilitator in the negotiation of
positions that suit a multitude of actors on specific topics in territories where borders are less
obviously fixed.
Since the publication of the Brundtland Report, environmental sustainability has moved from
offstage to centre stage in the global political arena. Environmental threats pose questions
concerning the appropriate models for environmental governance such as, who should make
decisions about the environment and how to go about sustainable development. In response to
this dilemma, three approaches for global environmental governance have since emerged.
These are; an increase in the involvement of parties without legal commitment to solve
environmental issues; a global institutional restructuring to enable regulation at a global level;
global partnership where economic development and environmental regulation are negotiated
between developed and developing countries (Gray, 2007).
The governance paradigm has thus had major implications on how social issues are addressed.
It goes therefore that no single profession or sector has the all-encompassing capacity to solve
complex and diversified problems. Solutions to complex social problems will not be the eminent
domain of one professional discipline or sector, rather solutions will be found at the intersection
of all disciplines and all sectors (Frahm & Martin, 2009).

Sustainable Development (SD)
Several bodies have come together in support of the involvement of a wider range of actors in
the efforts to achieve sustainable development. The convention on biodiversity (CBD)
emphasizes equal attention to biodiversity conservation, biodiversity benefit sharing and
sustainable use of biological resources. The Johannesburg summit addressed equality in social
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justice, environmental protection and poverty. The Rio Declaration on environment and
development called for participation of all concerned citizens, at all relevant levels (Rio
conference principle 10). While Agenda 21, emphasizes that broad public participation in
decision making is a prerequisite for achieving sustainable development.
The concept of sustainable development was meant to accommodate the participation in
decision making and policy implementation of major groups that claimed ownership of
certain environmental issues, although not any representative power (Mert, 2009). It reflected
the need to improve the environmental aspect of development by providing a framework for the
integration of previously independent actors. It also accommodated social justice, equity, and
elimination of poverty (Adams et al., 2004) as reflected in Agenda 21 and the millennium
development goals that explicitly state goals addressing both these issues.
In tourism, the increased awareness of the impacts of tourism on environment and the influence
of the environment on tourism has increased the need for actors to share the environmental and
social costs of doing business. Also underpinning this shift has been the recognition of the
interdependence between sustainability and competitiveness (Snv, 2010). Modern day travelers
are aware of sustainability issues and do not want to be involved with enterprises that are not
engaging in sustainable business. Sustainability indicators such as eco labels are increasingly
becoming a factor not only in choice of destination but also when deciding from which
establishment to buy tourism services Addressing poverty, conserving resources and
responding to climate change are some of the factors that travelers are looking for in their
destination choice making.
In the environment- development agenda tourism has been cited as a tool for sustainable
development that connects biodiversity conservation and poverty alleviation (Vermeulen &
Sheil, 2007). By the start of the 21st century, a remarkable international agreement on the
urgency of global poverty elimination had made the relation between biodiversity conservation
and poverty reduction an important element of debate about conservation policy (Sanderson &
Redford, 2003), Ghimire & Pimbert (1997 cited in Adams, et al., 2004).
Several authors have argued that conservation costs need to be equitably distributed among
the concerned stakeholders. According to Rocha & Gibson (1998) cited in (Adams, et al., 2004)
biodiversity is vital to the continuation of every life on earth and thus, is not a single sector
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concern. Various sectors should thus, work together to conserve it. Biodiversity partnerships
consisting of a wide range of actors offer an answer to this new perspective in biodiversity
conservation. It is argued that conservation costs should be „distributed equitably‟ and that
partnerships can improve the effectiveness of conservation and lead to a “more intrinsically
sustainable conservation programme (Vermeulen & Sheil, 2007). It is argued that collaborative
action provides a democratic approach in decision making where all stakeholders have an equal
say. As discussed above conservation bodies recognize that for effective conservation, a broad
based public support is needed.
Though not a panacea for global conservation or the conflicts between conservation and
development, collaborative partnerships provide an opportunity to give attention to equity in
decision making, risk taking and investment, thus improving the high inequitable conservation
approaches employed today. The establishment of partnerships as vehicles of sustainable
development and private environmental governance has been promoted and supported by many
organizations. At the fore front has been the UN commission on sustainable development
(CDS) which has overseen the formation of a wide range of partnerships (Snv, 2010).
Partnerships with multinational corporations as well as local communities have been a central
strategy of international conservation agencies such as IUCN and WWF.

Governance and Sustainable Development
Such forces as Europeanization, globalization, new political cultures and devolution are some of
the forces that have converged to change the nature of governing. Since the emergence of
sustainable development as a concept, the realization that integrative action needs to be taken
has been apparent. The move towards inclusion of more participants as a response to the call
for equity and balance of the integrated systems has accelerated the shift from government to
governance. This has led to the fall of traditional methods of delivering services, which are no
longer considered as empowering in this era. There are now new ways of doing things such as
sharing public power, decentralization and privatization of service provision and an increasing
reliance on partnerships and networks. Governance is defined as a contrast with the traditional
pattern of public power in which authority is centralized and exercised hierarchically. To
govern moves from acting through vertical chains of command and accountability in a
hierarchy of institutions to becoming a facilitator or regulators of what goes on in the public
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space so as to solve societal problems. In the SD context, governance means collective problem
solving in the public realm (Frahm & Martin, 2009).
In state oriented approach, SD is seen as a project to protect the environment from businesses
that are seen as total utility maximizers (Glasbergen, 2007). The government therefore must
take the leading role in environmental protection. The civil society is seen as a short sighted
heterogeneous group seeking short term interests. In the governance or pluralistic approach
scenario, these non –state actors are seen as having the „self governing capabilities‟ that could
benefit sustainable development. The key question has therefore been how to encourage these
stakeholders to participate in sustainability issues. Governance for SD as become an effort to
structure cooperatively the relationships of stakeholders around a sustainability issue Lafferty
and Meadowcroft 1998 and Glasbergen & Driessen 2002, cited in (Glasbergen, 2007).
In much of the development debate today, the notion of governance has been presented as the
missing link to successful growth and economic “reform” including the attainment of the
MDGs (Bendana, 2004). The inclusion of a wider participation of non state actors through
collaborative actions of different levels so as to diverge power and authority from the state to
other non state partners has been encouraged. Though this had been going on for many years,
the popular use and adaptation happened after the UN endorsement of partnership action as the
way to achieve sustainable development. This endorsement led to the formation of a myriad of
arrangements between actors with interest in a sustainable future which has over the years
institutionalized into different kinds of collaborative arrangements.

The Partnership Paradigm
According to (Glasbergen, Biermann, & Mol, 2007) one of the main discussion points in the
Rio agenda and a corner stone for Agenda 21 was the empowerment of people to deal in a
responsible manner with their future. In this discussion private parties were encouraged to
fulfill their social responsibility in addition to fulfilling their stakeholders‟ direct interests. It
was argued that they need to apply their problem solving capacity to public issues. This
reflected a shared interest in public affairs and gave the opportunity for diverse actors to
undertake joint initiatives.
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The foundations for collaborative partnerships stem from a conceptual change in how SD
should be managed. They reflect deeper social-economic changes in the last few decades. Due
to the failure of government where “public administration has lost its credibility and capacity to
govern autonomously” (Glasbergen, et al., 2007,p. 4) , partnerships provides a governance
alternative and thus are irrefutable. He argues that partnerships are a reflection of government
anomaly. They don‟t have any formal political power, and are hard to interpret in a legal
framework. Collaborative partnerships can be looked at as a container concept. In this case, as
facilitative tools for delivering or achieving governance and sustainable development goals.
They allow various actors to operate with one another albeit differences in their articulations
and perceptions of the developmental and or environmental issues at hand and thus fulfilling
the gap and the question on the need to transfer responsibility and power to non state actors as
well as pooling resources, skills and expertise together to cope with the dynamics and
complexities of dealing with system level sustainable development.
Partnerships come in different forms and focuses, some focus on local while others focus on
national and global issues. They differ in size, access to resources, and time frame.
Organizational scholars have touted collaborative partnerships as a useful and necessary
mechanism for organizing parties within a problem domain (Gray, 2007). According to
(Vermeulen & Sheil, 2007) partnerships are founded on shared values. High standards of
partnership mean commitment to sharing decisions, rights, responsibilities and risks equitably
among partners. They get stronger when both parties perceive an improved return on their
investment (Leader-Williams, Kayera, & Overton, 1996).
The discussion below takes a local perspective on how the above discussed structural processes
have been shaping collaborative action between conservation, tourism and development (more
specifically poverty alleviation) in Kenya.
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Collaborations, Tourism and Poverty in Kenya
Different terms have been used to refer to collaborative actions. These include partnerships,
(Glasbergen, et al., 2007) community-based collaboratives, alternative problem-solving efforts
(Kenney, 1999; Wondolleck & Yafee, 2001), consensus groups and collaborative natural
resources management (Conley & Moote, 2003). In this article I use collaborative initiative to
refer to initiatives that encompass multiparty projects, programs or decision making processes
that use participatory approach in dealing with cross sector interlinked issues.

More

specifically I consider collaboration for C/T/P as a process of joint decision making and action
among autonomous, stakeholders of an inter sector domain to resolve problems of the domain
that are interrelated and whose nature is such that by acting alone, it causes greater turbulence
in each other‟s domain or in the whole system.
Collaborations are formed and evolve in complex and fast changing environments. Their
structure therefore needs to be dynamic in nature to reflect this. They need to be flexible so as
to cope with changing dynamics between partners and between collaborations and the context
within which they function. Collaboration building is underpinned by a need for synergies.
They offer the possibility for giving a voice to a wide range of stakeholder interests (both active
and silent) and provide a platform for raising awareness on certain issues as well as the
articulation of strategies for change (Stott, 2004). For commitment to the collaboration and for
it to be sustainable in the long term it must benefit each member by responding to individual
goals (Caplan & Jones, 2002).
Development has become a multi institutional challenge in which different actors combine
forces to design and implement specific solutions to particular problems. Tourism has
increasingly been put forward as a promising tool towards achieving the UN Millennium
Development Goals as well as promoting sustainable development. As Cohen and Kennedy
(cited in Higgins-Desbiolles & Freya, 2006) put it, without a doubt, tourism is one of the most
significant forces shaping the world today. It is a powerful force that can achieve or be used to
achieve many important ends. Tourism has therefore been used as a tool for rural development,
economic achievement and conservation among others.
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Developing countries have been constantly encouraged to use tourism to promote economic/
development that cause less damage than extractive industries with an aim of reducing poverty.
Higgins-Desbiolles & Freya (2006) and can be used to generate revenue for other
developmental activities. According to Erbes, 1973 cited in (Hawkins & Mann, 2007) , tourism
is capable of solving the economic difficulties of the developing countries in terms of
contribution to foreign exchange earnings, government revenues, regional development
stimuli, and creation of income and creation of income and employment.
Kenya‟s wildlife lives in both Protected Areas (PAs- state owned parks), and on privately
owned non protected areas. Kenya‟s parks and reserves cover about 8% (44,000 km2) of the
country‟s total land (Sindiga, 1995). Most of this 8% is found on the sparsely populated arid and
semi arid part of the country with plenty of dispersal area. These dispersal areas act as grazing
lands for wild herbivores as well as migration corridors connecting the numerous number of
PAs in this part of the country. Studies show that, because wildlife move between PAs during
the different relief seasons, the survival of PAs depend on the survival of wildlife outside
protected areas. A recent study supported by IELR shows that about 70% of the total wildlife
population of Kenya is in private communal lands (Akama, 1999; Mbote, 2005). This
dependence on non protected areas for the survival of wildlife in Kenya makes it important to
involve the owners of these lands in the management of wildlife (Leader-Williams, et al., 1996).
The recognition of the importance of non protected areas to the survival of national parks and
wildlife in Kenya has resulted in a shift in focus by conservationists from State Protected Areas
to areas with significant number of wildlife outside state protection. Indeed, most private
conservation initiatives and agencies such as Conservation of Bio-diverse Resource Areas
(COBRA), USAID and (KWS) have since this realization shifted their conservation efforts to
wildlife outside protected areas in Kenya.
Living in the dispersal zone of the PAs are local pastoralists (Sindiga, 1995). They make their
living from livestock that they graze in the dispersal areas. The livelihoods of these people have
continued to decline over the years. First, due to chronic droughts caused by reducing rainfall
seasons the pastoralists have had to compete for pasture with herbivorous wildlife thus making
it harder for them to sustain a herd large enough to meet their basic needs. Secondly, wildlife
resources whether in protected or non protected areas are state property. Restrictions enforced
by the government, even during droughts prohibits the use of wild resources for subsistence
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purposes thus contribute to the hardships experienced by these pastoralists (Barrow, Gichohi,
& Infield, 2000). As a result poverty levels in this part of the country have continued to rise
with the arid and semi arid areas being one of the poorest regions in the country.
As the above issues of conservation, tourism and poverty interact in arid and semi arid areas, a
current development has been the coming together of various actors in tourism, conservation
and development. Although each with his own entry point (conservation through tourism or
poverty eradication through tourism), the point of convergence of their interactions has been
three issues; Interest in reducing poverty; interest in ensuring the sustainability of the wildlife
resource; and the use of tourism to achieve these objectives. These interactions have resulted in
the institutionalization of conservation, poverty reduction and tourism policy issue in semiarid
and arid areas.
The section below gives background information on the development of these three policy
issues as separate sector domains and shows the gradual change towards collaborative action.

Tourism in Kenya
Wildlife tourism is an increasing phenomena being offered in both natural and captive habitat
at various destination worldwide. It provides an opportunity to interact and view rare,
threatened or endangered animals (Ballantyne, Packer, & Hughes, 2009). Availability of
pristine natural environment in Africa continues to attract increasing number of tourists.
Kenya‟s‟ tourism is mainly centered around beach tourism and wildlife tourism. Wildlife
tourism attracts substantial numbers of both international and domestic tourists. The
worldwide demand for wildlife tourism and thus its potential in Kenya continue to rise as the
scarcity of these resources continues to rise in the rest of the world.
The tourism industry is one of Kenya‟s leading foreign exchange earners (Kenya, 2006;
Manyara & Jones, 2007). It contributes to about 18% of total foreign exchange earnings and
about 10% of gross domestic product (GDP) (World Bank, 2008). It accounts for 9% of total
formal employment. The tourism industry in Kenya is on the increase despite many obstacles
with the number of both regional and international tourists‟ arrival rising from, 1 million in
2002 to 1.6 million in 2006 (Kenya, 2006).
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The tourism industry therefore is of critical importance to the economy of Kenya (Kenya,
2006). Based on this, Kenya has identified tourism as a key development tool. The stated
overall objective of the Tourism Diversification and Sustainable Development Programme
(TDSDP), a joint programme between the EU and the government of Kenya is: „To contribute
towards poverty reduction and private sector growth in Kenya through the maximization of the
economic and social benefits of tourism, while ensuring a sustainable use of natural resources
and optimization of tourist satisfaction’ (KGS, 2001; Mann, 2004). In addition working
towards achieving the MDGs Kenya developed a development strategy called Vision 2030
which anchors on three pillars of economic, social, and political development with flagship
projects under each (Governement of Kenya, 2006). Under the economic pillar, tourism is
among the six priority sectors that promised to raise the nations GDP growth rate to the
region of 10% (Governement of Kenya, 2006). In this document the government identifies the
key challenges facing the industry and proposes strategies and projects to overcome these
challenges. Among these strategies is the improvement of quality and

breath of tourism

products in game parks and in niche products.
However, as Kenya moves towards endorsing tourism as a key tool for development and
diversifying its tourism product one of the greatest challenges conservationists in Africa are
faced with is how to create a balance between nature conservation and local community‟s needs
(Sumba & AWF, 2007). Conflicts between human and wildlife around and outside protected
areas have led to hostility of communities towards conservation with reported killings of
wildlife by neighboring communities being a common occurrence in Kenya. There is need to
demonstrate that conservation can contribute to improved livelihoods and local economic
development to encourage the support of the rural poor. Responding to these calls,
conservationists and tourism developers have been carrying out several conservationdevelopment projects using different approaches in Kenya.

21

Linking Conservation, Tourism and Development: An Analysis of Laikipia Wildlife Forum

Development of Conservation in Kenya
Conservation in Kenya has undergone several phases of change due to changes in society and
political arena both locally and internationally. The development of conservation policy issue in
Kenya is discussed below under the four periods before and after colonialization.
Pre-colonial period (Before 1895)
Conservation in Kenya dates back to pre-colonial period. Pre colonial indigenous communities
had various methods for wildlife and other natural resources management. Most of these
communities had regulations governing hunting and use of wildlife resources which subsistence
hunters had to follow. Wildlife formed an integral part of the social-cultural experience with
wildlife featuring prominently in various cultural activities. Animals like the elephant, cheetah,
lions and leopards were totems in major communities in pre-colonial Kenya. Knowledge about
animals was passed on since childhood and were therefore, seen as part of their environment.
Totems and taboos acted as the regulating institution on conservation in traditional Kenya, an
approach that changed with the colonization of the country by the British (Akama, 1999;
Matheka, 2008).
Colonial period (1895- December 1963)
Following the declaration of the East African Protectorate (present day Kenya) on June 15
1895, wildlife resources were significantly reduced by the arrival of European settlers,
professional and amateur hunters and trophy seekers, as well as the epidemic Rinderpest in
the late 19th century that killed about 95% of grazer wildlife (Akama, 1999). Concern over the
destruction and possible extinction of wildlife raised interest in the west to conserve wilderness
in frontier territories especially in the third world. Fuelled by the realization that pristine
natural areas in most third world countries were decreasing rapidly due to human
encroachment, western naturalists organized campaigns throughout Europe and North
America to sensitize the public and government on the social and ecological value of
biodiversity conservation and put pressure on governments to initiate policies and programs of
nature conservation in their colonies.
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As a result of this pressure, in 1939 the British government appointed a game committee to
study and make recommendations regarding the setting up of game parks in Kenya. The
committee recommended that wildlife needed to be alienated from human and development
activities for efficient and effective conservation. These activities included subsistence hunting
now termed „poaching‟, wanton sportsmen except sport hunting and natives from entering the
parks and utilizing resources such as pasture and fuel wood collection. According to (Akama,
1999) these recommendations were informed by western experiences and environmental values
which rested on the perception that indigenous methods of resource use were destructive to
natural resources. The committee considered Africans natural resources management
approaches as “unprogressive”, “barbaric” and “retrospective”, thus requiring top- down
government intervention through policies and programs. Their recommendations were
approved in 1945 by the colonial legislature. This led to the creation of Nairobi national park
(1946), Amboseli (1947), Tsavo (1948) and Mt. Kenya (1949) (Matheka, 2008).
Post colonial period (1964-2000)
After independence in 1963, Kenya inherited four national parks and six reserves from the
colonial government. National parks were exclusively protected lands, managed entirely for
wildlife conservation by the central government, while national reserves were created and
managed by the local government body (county council and have limited/controlled human
activities. Game reserves were meant to offer wildlife protection in areas already allocated to
other activities such that although human activities are allowed, destruction of wildlife was
prohibited Barrow Gichohi et al (Sindiga, 1999).
During the decolonization of Kenya, the colonial government and conservationists feared for
the future of wildlife in the face of a growing African population and demand for land and other
wild resources. The “new” African majority rule made it possible for Africans to vote against
conservation if they so whished. The colonialists needed Africans to carry on conservation long
after the colonial governments left. They therefore, came up with a strategy to safeguard
wildlife that involved conservation programs sensitive to African community needs as opposed
to previous colonial conservation programs that alienated Africans from wildlife. The view that
international support for conservation projects on communal land would strengthen
international interest in protecting that community‟s land rights, made communities like the
Maasai more amenable to conservation programs than previously. These communities
23

Linking Conservation, Tourism and Development: An Analysis of Laikipia Wildlife Forum

negotiated deals with the departing colonial government that recognized their rights to run
such projects, giving birth to several game reserves in Kenya (Matheka, 2008).
In addition, in 1948, local national councils were given a portion of the national reserves
income to fund projects for local development. Controlled hunting was started in 1952 to
encourage Africans to support wildlife conservation by giving them some benefits from game
cropping (Matheka, 2008). Government policy on the establishment of game reserves was
based on the belief that monetary incentives were all that was required to gunner Africans‟
support. However, these benefits sharing schemes were hijacked by a few local elites, thus not
benefiting the whole community (Sindiga, 1999). After the colonial government left, the new all
African Kenyan government, abandoned the late colonial diversification of wildlife conservation
in favor of a more centralized approach (Akama, 1996; Matheka, 2008; Sindiga, 1999).
Conservation today (2000 to date)
Kenya‟s wildlife conservation approach still emphasizes on law enforcement to protect wildlife
including paramilitary training of its wildlife personnel and still follows at an enforced level the
colonial reasons for conservation (Akama, 1996). Wildlife is still owned by the government.
The general public is not involved in policy formulations, implementation and evaluation of
state conservation programs. Private personal benefits from government conservation areas are
non existence or not well defined (Barrow, et al., 2000).
Although previously local people could not afford to grant aesthetic value and other goals of
long term nature conservation as a high priority, there has been dramatic change in this
attitude as the realization that nature can benefit them through tourism. This image was
enhanced or promoted by the fact that local private or community land owners were allowed to
carry out touristic economic activities that gave them direct benefits that could make it possible
to meet their subsistence needs, confront poverty and famine. This fact was presented to these
communities by the conservationists who realized that most of Kenya wildlife lies outside
protected areas (Akama, 1996).
In an attempt to involve community and private land owners‟ support in the conservation of
wildlife, the government of Kenya through KWS granted private land owners a five years
renewable user rights in 1992. These rights were limited to hunting for domestic consumption,

24

Linking Conservation, Tourism and Development: An Analysis of Laikipia Wildlife Forum

bird shooting and game farming (no sports or safari hunting). Conditions to be met for this
included; providing Kenya wildlife service (KWS) with a wildlife management plan and rights
to pieces of land either as an individual or as a community. These rights were granted to
ranches or association of ranches that had formed a wildlife management unit (Mbote, 2005;
Sindiga, 1995).

The Poverty issue in Kenya
Poverty is a key issue in most developing countries‟ development agenda. According to
Chambers (1995,p. 175) poverty is more than being income poor. It includes lack of “physical
necessities, assets and income”. By itself, poverty is a sign of under development as well as a
constraint to development. Alleviating poverty is a key challenge facing many developing
economies for decades. In Kenya 46% of the total population is absolutely poor, that is, falls
below the poverty line of less than a dollar a day KIHBS, cited in (Suri, Tschirley, Irungu,
Gitau, & Kariuki, 2008) whereas 49% of the total rural population is absolutely poor (Mukui,
2005). This is an improvement from the 1997 welfare monitoring survey that showed a poverty
rate of 57% and 60 % overall and in rural population respectively. Although there is an
improvement in poverty levels since 1997, poverty is very pervasive in rural areas of Kenya
(Kenya, 2006). Despite many past efforts to improve Kenyans‟ well being, more than half the
population of Kenya still lives in poverty. As a result, Kenya has been refocusing its
development policies towards poverty reduction (Kilele & Ndeng‟e, 2004).
Poverty dynamics in Kenya can be captured using five assets identified in the livelihood
approach as natural, human, social, financial and physical. Poverty in Kenya manifests itself in
various forms such as very low income, lack of access to productive assets, social and political
exclusion and inability of certain groups to access key social services. For most rural population
who depend on agriculture their poverty status is not static as they move out of poverty as a
reflection of seasonality in agriculture.
Poverty eradication strategies have been focused solely on developing agriculture by use of
donor aid. It has also focused on a distribution of poverty eradication efforts at the corners or
more arid or semi arid parts of the country (Suri, et al., 2008). However these semi arid areas
depend on livestock keeping which has been reducing greatly due to droughts and plagues.
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Though tourism is the number one foreign exchange earner at the national level, the possibility
of using tourism to combat poverty has not been fully embraced. According to Barrow (2000)
the use of tourism for poverty eradication at the local level has therefore been to a large extent,
the efforts of NGOs, private individuals and communities. Despite the importance of tourism in
the national economy there is a lack of clear policy and legislation on the activities of agents
using tourism initiatives for poverty eradication.

For instance, in this emerging policy

arrangement of addressing poverty and conservation using tourism, the civil society and
donors have continued to fund projects that are owned and directed by the community where
the community enters into partnerships with investment partners or start their own initiatives
(Mukui, 2005). Such undertakings need to be regulated and legislated to protect the parties
involved against possible exploitation, and be provided with proper legal advice on such
matters.
The Kenya national economic recovery paper identified tourism alongside agriculture as one of
the productive sectors in the context of economic recovery. The government also recognizes
that Kenya‟s arid and semi arid areas covering about 80% of total land surface and 25% of total
population are unique in nature and need to be included in national development. These areas
account for more than 80% of eco tourism interest in the country. The areas also have the
highest incidences of poverty averaging about 65% and very low access to basic social services.
The infrastructure per capita is low compared to the rest of the country and illiteracy levels are
very high due to the nomadic way of life of the pastoralists which makes it hard to provide
education. Eco-tourism is one of the governments‟ development objectives for this region to
strengthen rural livelihoods (Mukui, 2005).
Taking down the above discussion to Laikipia, what we see today is a move towards partnering
of not only different state and non state actors but also between three independent realms of
tourism, biodiversity conservation and poverty alleviation. It is important to know not only
the dynamics of this collaborative action but also the extent to which this interaction improves
the effectiveness of biodiversity conservation, poverty alleviation and tourism development.
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Chapter 3

THEORETICAL AND CONCEPTUAL
FRAMEWORK
Introduction
In this chapter I review the theories and concepts that I could use for this study to achieve the
stated general goals of this study. The concepts I chose and the rationale in light of the study‟s
research questions are discussed. Further I operationalize the concepts under each research
question according to how they were applied as analytical lenses for this study.
From analysis of theory and literature, the policy arrangement approach (PAA) was selected to
help in gaining insights into the actors‟ mutually constitutive relationship in LWF. PAA is
used as a framework to analyze the development of collaborative action between C/T/P in
Laikipia. The four analytical dimensions of PAA; Rules, Actors, Discourses and Resources, (see
Arts & Leroy (2006); Arts, Leroy, & Van Tatenhove, (2006): Arts, Van Tatenhove (2006) Van
Tatenhove, Arts, & Leroy, (2000);Wiering & Arts (2006)) are used to highlight continuity and
change over time in this arrangement by looking at the changes in them and how this has
changed or influenced the stability of the arrangement, in addition to identifying and analyzing
them. Self defined success concept was introduced to analyze how LWF conceptualizes its
success. On the other hand, in investigating the perceived performance of the arrangement, an
open concept is adopted, so as to facilitate a self defined measure of success or effectiveness.

Review of Applicable Concepts
In my search for appropriate theories to use for this study I looked at theories that deal with
convergent of issues as well coalition of actors. This section discusses the theories and concepts
I reviewed and the choice I made. Among the theories reviewed are multiple streams, conflict
theory, sustainable livelihoods approach, actor network theory, policy arrangement approach
and the collaboration theory. Below I discuss some of these theories.
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Institutional theory takes into account the role of institutions in shaping particular outcomes. It
focuses on the micro functions of institutions and how they shape their actor‟ choices, create
and block some „Paths‟ and considering them over time. It explains change as „critical junctures‟
opening created as a result of crises and change in power relations or other causes external to
the institution. Though it addresses the stabilization aspect of an arrangement which is a key
aspect of my study, it has difficulties explaining changes internal to the institution. Since I
focused not only on the external forces but also on the internal forces behind the development
of this arrangement, it is the exogenous focus of this approach that made it less adequate for
this particular study.
Explored also was the Resource Dependency theory. Several authors propose several theories
explaining why co-opting, corroborating or partnering occurs. One such theory is research
dependence theory (RDT). RDT assumes that organizations are rational and adaptive and that
they need resources from the environment and face constraints from the environment Pfeffer &
Salancik (1978 cited in Wiering & Arts, 2006). This dependency leads to control attempts and
power imbalance among the organizations involved. It proposes that organizations must do
something to reduce resource dependencies and reduce uncertainty if resources are critical and
highly uncertain. The theory suggests that if the resources are unique or uncertain, the
institution need to build a bridge through cooptation, depending on the level of uncertainty
(Davis & Cobb, 2010). This theory leaves out other factors that are not resource oriented but
which might be fundamental to the coming together of actors and institutions. Reasons such as
following the core values of the company when it comes to the company‟s social responsibility
may not be resource motivated when an organization decides to join an NGO, for example.
Against this background I found this theory to be incomplete in adequately answering my
research questions.
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Research Question One
Policy Arrangement Approach (PAA)
PAA is an approach that emphasizes the institutional dynamics, policy making substance,
discursive aspects and power relations between actors. Policy arrangements refer to „the way a
policy domain is shaped in terms of organization and substance in a bounded time concept‟ (see Arts &
Goverde, 2006,p. 19; Arts & Van Tatenhove, 2004p.141; Van Tatenhove, et al., 2000). It focuses
on change and continuity within policy arrangements over time caused by change in the
substance and organization of a policy domain, as well as in social and political contexts. It
concerns the temporary stabilization of the content and organization of a policy domain (Arts,
Leroy, & Van Tatenhove, 2006). It attempts to capture the interplay of daily interactions and
processes of political and social change in the dynamics of making policy, (Arts & Van
Tatenhove, 2004). The overall objective of PAA is to critically link changes in daily policy
interactions to broader, structural changes in modern society (Liefferink, 2006).
Organization and substance are the two main aspects of an arrangement. Organizations are social
systems (being sets of agents that are nested in structures of rules and resources) Giddens
(1984 cited in Tatenhove Van, et al., 2000) It has three dimensions; rules, agents and resources.
Substance is operationalized in terms of policy discourse. This refers to concepts, ideas, views,
buzzwords that give meaning to a policy domain. It includes formal policy plans and programs,
languages and practices which support or challenge these.

Approaches employed in PAA
The point of departure in policy analysis is identifying a policy domain. A policy domain can be
identified by focusing on how a particular issue is formally institutionalized within the political
system. The dimensions of an arrangement mentioned above (discourses, actors, resources and
rules) are used in analyzing relevant policy documents, academic literature and other texts as
well as conversations. In analyzing an arrangement, „stability and change in arrangements and the
driving forces behind them are the crux of analysis‟ (Arts, et al., 2006). Analyzing a particular Policy
arrangement can be done by using a multi or uni-perspective. By taking a multi perspective, the
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arrangement is approached by starting from all the dimensions at the same time while when
taking a uni- perspective, the arrangement is approached by starting at one dimension at a time
and working the way through other concepts. Different starting points or entry points into
analyzing a particular policy will result in the emphasis of different issues within a particular
arrangement. According to Liefferink (2006) the perspective to take should depend on the goal
or purpose of the analysis.
The goal of analyzing LWF is to unfold the development and temporary stabilization of
collaborative action between C\T\P in Laikipia. The global context that feeds this study is on
new forms of governance as discussed in Chapter two above. Since the move from government
to governance has more to do with the involvement of non-state actors in several aspects of
society, I will take the uni- perspective and use the actor dimension as the entry point to
analyze the LWF arrangement.

Operationalization
Operationalization refers to defining the exact measuring method used in a study to facilitate for
its accurate replication. In this section I explain the variables (concepts) I am going to use for this
study and how they are interpreted into ‘measurable’ aspects. To begin within, the operational
definition of a Policy Arrangement for this study is “Any initiative that tries to achieve a positive
mutual balance between Conservation, Poverty alleviation and or through Tourism.”The
sections below discuss how the various dimensions of the theoretical approach (PAA) are going
to be operationalized.
The actors and constellations dimension
Political modernization refers to structural processes of social change and their impact on the
political domain (Arts, et al., 2006). It is as a result of changes in economic, social, political and
cultural aspects of society. It entails the changing interactions between the state, the civil
society (local communities) and the market. It concerns movement from Government to
Governance. Governance deals with steering beyond the state. It is concerned with the
increased inclusion of non state actors in maters that define their social and political lives. In
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other words, it concentrates more on who is involved in a certain arrangement. It is about the
actors, their coalitions and their oppositions.
Actors refer to organizations or individuals involved in policy issues (Zouwen, 2006) either as
part of an established policy arrangement or as part of the initiative that has not yet
institutionalized into an arrangement (Buizer, 2008). Based on Kickert et al (1997 cited in
Wiering & Arts, 2006) the concept of actors can be analyzed by looking at actor constellations,
interaction patterns and coalitions and oppositions and how these have changed over time.
Actor constellation refers to the main actors in a certain interaction. These represent the key
actors who make decisions as well as set the agenda for formal and informal interaction. A
coalition is a group of cooperating actors who share resources to a certain extent, rules and use
certain discursive notions or programs to further a common goal (Wiering & Arts, 2006). An
opposition is a group of actors holding different views as to which rules may be applied, the
discursive notions in use and which and how resources are to be applied to achieve a certain
goal, or those who have a different view about which goals to achieve using the same mix of
resources and rules.
The positions of actors, in relation to whether they are opposing or supporting a certain goal
keep changing over time (Buizer, 2008,p.25). According to Wiering &Arts (2006)

actor

interactions refer to the quantitative and qualitative change in the way players relate with each
other.
In this study I focus on how the coalitions and oppositions around C/T/ P in LWF form, the
reasons behind this formation, how they change over time, if and where they overlap, and how
they express their support or opposition towards a certain goal. More specifically, the role of
central government, local and regional governments, nongovernmental organizations, local
community, and many others involved in promotion of C/T/ P in LWF will be examined.
In analyzing actor constellations I look at who is involved and who are the key players in
LWF. Since LWF is a membership organization I seek to find out how membership is
organized and how LWF integrate actors who are not members but are actively involved in its
activities. I investigate why these players are involved, how they are involved, what they bring
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into the arrangement in terms of resources, discourses and rules and how influential the
involvement of specific actors is.
In terms of membership inclusion and exclusion, I explore the terms and conditions for
involvement in LWF and what it takes to be a member. Questions such as : Who is more
involved in the collaboration; Which actors pulled out of the arrangement and how did this
affect the stability of this arrangement; Which actors joined the arrangement and as result
caused a change in the stability of the arrangement?, will guide this enquiry.
This dimension is therefore used to explore the composition of actors involved in the
convergence of C/T/P in LWF. Their coalitions and oppositions, the implications of inclusion
and exclusion as well as their constellations and the benefits of these are also explored.
Rules
Institutionalization of a policy arrangement refers to the “shaping and structuring of a policy
arrangement in terms of organization and content”(Arts, et al., 2006; Wiering & Arts, 2006). These
authors argue that institutionalization encompasses the development of structures, stabilization
and change. It refers to the formation of certain patterns of interactions among actors that
become formalized or accepted as the way things should be done within an arrangement. Thus
in operational terms, institutionalization refers to the development of the guiding principles
(formal or informal) of an arrangement, in other words, the rules of the game.
Rules demarcate a policy domain. They define the possibilities and constraints for policy agents
to act within that domain. They determine how politics is played, which norms are legitimate
and how policy outcomes are achieved (by which procedures, resources and allocation of task
and division of competencies between actors and organizations). Due to changes in the sociopolitical structure, arrangements are continuously changing and so do the rules (Van
Tatenhove, et al., 2000).
Wiering & Arts (2006) state that rules can be informal or formal, normative or substantive.
Legislation and procedure indicate the formal law while political culture represents informal
law. Procedures and political culture represent the substantive aspect while legislation
represents the normative aspect of rules. Legislation refers to the translation of policy
discourses into binding laws. They argue that the extent to which discursive shifts are reflected
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in changes in law is an important aspect of “deep” institutional change. Procedures refer to the
way participation and decision making processes are codified. Are there new rules to the game
in terms of participation? Are there changes in the rules pertaining participation? Political
culture refers to the general patterns of informal and implicit rules of the game which can be
associated with certain policy domains. This way of doing things though not formal, develops
over time into strong beliefs that are very difficult to change. These beliefs become „how things
are done over here‟.
On the other hand, rules can be enabling as well as constraining. In an organization
undergoing innovative stages, the bureaucracy exerted by the set rules can act as major
constraints to creative ideas, for they set boundaries on what is legit, can be done and that
which is not possible. In the case of LWF, the absence of formal legislation could be seen as an
enabling factor. I seek therefore to find out the type of legislation operating in LWF and how it
impacts the arrangements‟ progress.
In this study, rules of the games are used as analytical dimension to investigate how the
interaction patterns of actors has developed or is developing over time into formal and
informal guidelines and how these have shaped or influenced C/T/P . This dimension will give
the information needed to answer the specific question “What are the core beliefs that guide,
restrict or control the actions of those involved in this policy issue?
To further analyze the rules applicable in LWF rules are operationalized as changes over time
in legislation, agreements (contracts etc), procedures and political culture. The procedures
guiding the participation of actors are also looked at. Finally the informal rules or political
culture are analyzed to reveal the unwritten guidelines at work in this collaboration and how
they have changed and or influenced the stability of the arrangement with time.
Resources and Power
The concept of resources and power are interwoven. Different authors use different approaches
and dimensions to define the concept of power. For example Giddens (1984 cited in Van
Tatenhove, et al., 2000) defines power as „the capacity of agents to achieve outcomes in social
practices‟ while

(Reed, 1997) defines power as one persons‟ ability to impose his will on

another. The concept of power in PAA is defined as:

33

Linking Conservation, Tourism and Development: An Analysis of Laikipia Wildlife Forum

“The organizational and discursive capacity of agencies, either in competition with one another or
jointly, to achieve outcomes in social practices, a capacity which is however co-determined by the
structural power of those social institutions in which these agencies are embedded” (Arts & Van
Tatenhove, 2004, p.347).
In the PAA power is intrinsically related to resources. Power focuses on the possession of
resources by agents as well as the achieving of policy outcomes by these actors as a result of
mobilizing their resources (Arts & Van Tatenhove, 2004). To be able to carry out policy
processes, actors need to mobilize resources. This process of resource mobilization is
constrained or enabled by the structural properties within which actors operate. Resources
refers to both financial and non financial assets (eg legitimacy and knowledge) used by actors to
influence or achieve a certain outcome. They determine who has the political power to influence
what, who, where, when and how. For this reason actors considered to be powerful are those in
control of the collection and distribution of resources (Buizer, 2008).
Power is also related to the dispositional phenomenon (positioning of agents in arrangements
mediated by rules and resources). The other three dimensions in themselves are in themselves
sources of power. For instance, the rules of the game determine what is legitimate and what is
not, thus limiting the actions of actors as well as their freedom to act. In this way rules are a
source of power to whoever is applying them. By following certain rules, particular outcomes
are influenced. Discourse in itself creates an indirect source of power or authority in its many
notions as actors use it to gain control or steer resources towards a certain goal.
For this study, I define resources as anything that can be used to achieve a goal. To see if and
how the distribution and allocation of resources take place I examine resource availability and
use by actors over time and how this change if any has influenced C/T/P actors in LWF. On
the other hand, I look at how actors organize themselves to control the rules that constrain or
enable them to achieve a certain goal, as well as the power yielded by the discourses actors use
to remain in control or to steer resources towards a certain goal. Some of the questions that
guide enquiry in this dimension are: Who has and brings in which resource(s)? How are
resources made effective in LWF?; How is information shared?; What external factors have had
or still have strong influence on this arrangement? How are decisions are made (consensus,
committee or one man)?
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Discourses
Hajer (1995,p.44 cited in Zouwen, 2006) defines discourse as “a specific ensemble of ideas, concepts
and categorizations that are produced, reproduced and transformed in a particular set of practices and
through which meaning is given to physical and social realities.” It is a shared framework of
understanding and interpreting the world in terms of norms, problems and solutions, through
use of language (Van Tatenhove, et al., 2000; Zouwen, 2006) in the form of words, unspoken
practices and communications. In the policy arrangement approach, discourse is used in
reference to the relationship between institutional practices and discourses. Discourse
encompasses institutional practice and is assumed to enable and to constrain behavior. Zouwen,
(2006) states that, it is possible for more than one discourse to exist in one arrangement. The
institutional context and practices where discourse takes place also need to be studied as they
“co-determine what can be said meaningfully” (Hajer,1995, p.2).
Theoretically discourse consists of three layers; ontological, normative and strategic Therbon
(1980 cited in Wiering & Arts, 2006). The ontological layer reflects the world views or
paradigms of actors. It addresses how actors define reality and problems. The second layer
reflects the ideals or utopias of actors. It reflects the normative expressions, about the set goals
and the values at stake. The third layer reflects the policy programs of actors. These show the
plan or strategy people employ to move from problem (reality) to solution (desirable/utopia).
I look at the substantive issues put across by LWF actors in their interactions by looking at
various documentations. I investigate how they define problems facing C/T/P in Laikipia and
what they define as the real situation/reality surrounding C/T/P. I investigate what they think
is the ideal or desirable situation as far as C/T/P arrangement in LWF is concerned. On the
third aspect, I explore the strategies employed by the actors as they strive to move from the
identified problems towards their desirable situation. Since discourses are often associated with
discussion, debate or exchange of views with regard to a certain societal or political topic they
are usually contended. They therefore change with time reflecting changes in rules as well as
the composition of actors (Buizer, 2008). For this reason, I analyze the changes that have
happened over time in the above three layers.
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Research Question two
Introduction
In this section I use the word assessment instead of evaluation, because assessment is an
investigative process that seeks more to explain and develop rather than to confirm Rendon et
al, (1998 cited in Brinkerhoff, 2002). Since LWF is an ongoing programme, it is difficult to
draw absolute conclusions with regards to impacts of the collaboration on conservation and
development and the satisfaction of the partners with its outcomes. Therefore, I focus on
assessing progress (drawing out some insight) concerning the implementation process of the
collaborative initiative to date rather than a conclusive assessment of its outcomes.
There are different levels of assessing collaboration. The most common distinction is between
measures that assess project impacts on the ground and the other that measure the
effectiveness of the partnership itself (Funnell, 2006 ; Jobin, 2008; Liebenthal, Feinstein, &
Ingram, 2004). To assess the contribution and efficiency of collaborations, these literatures
suggest that it is necessary to look at the structure, the impacts and the operating values of the
collaboration. I choose to evaluate LWF on both the effectiveness of the partnership itself and
the performance of LWF in achieving the goals it set.
Collaborative approaches to sustainable resource us are broadly upheld as promising ways to
deal with compound and important or delicate natural resource issues. They are becoming
more generally spread and integrated into official strategies. Despite their spread use,
endorsement and acceptance (Stott, 2004), how to evaluate the success or effectiveness of
collaborative actions remain a contended issue. Different authors provide different criteria and
standards of assessment. Some clearly identify levels of assessment eg (Liebenthal, et al., 2004)
some give different criteria (eg (Brinkerhoff, 2002; Hasnain-Wynia, et al., 2003; Vangen &
Huxham, 2003) while others offer characteristics of successful partnerships as the bases for
developing success evaluating models (for example Toupal & Johnson, 1998). It is important to
note that, the debate on who should define the effectiveness of collaborations is also ongoing
(Hasnain-Wynia, et al., 2003; Vangen & Huxham, 2003).
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Despite the lack of agreement on a single criterion for assessing collaborative actions authors
agree that; what is evaluated, the reasons, and the criteria, standards or indicators used in
assessing a joint action depends on the evaluator‟s interest, his values and perspective, and the
context and characteristics of the collaborative effort being evaluated. These can be process
characteristics for example; inclusiveness of representation and decision making methods, or
outcome characteristics such as; whether the collaboration led to actual impacts on the ground
for example; changes in economic development or improvement of environmental conditions.
In other words, these authors agree that the point of departure and where the evaluator stands
(etic or epic position) depends on what he wants to evaluate (see Coglianese, 2002; HasnainWynia, et al., 2003; Poulin, Harris, & Jones, 2000).Whatever form an evaluation take,
researchers must acknowledge that given same criterion, different assessors will judge the same
process differently. This is because evaluation is highly subjective (based on value judgment)
that clearly outlining the evaluators position (goals, interests etc) is important for the
understanding of the criteria chosen and the assessment made (see Bellamy, Walker,
McDonald, & Syme, 2001; Caplan & Jones, 2002; Rein & Stott, 2009). For as (Conley & Moote,
2003p. 376) notes, evaluation is “inherently normative and inevitably political, for it is a forum where
the public image of a collaborative effort is negotiated.”

The Concept of Self-conceptualized Success
As discussed above, and due to the uniqueness of each case, no single model of collaboration
assessment can be applied or replicated from one case to another. The success and effectiveness
of collaboration is measured differently, even when using similar indicators or criteria, by
different interested parties. Though agreement may be made on the indicators for measuring
effectiveness, these indicators need to be developed differently in each case based on the
definition of success of each actor.
Though there is a growing literature on evaluating collaborative efforts, in most cases the
definitions of success used and the basis for the methods chosen are not clearly spelled out
(Conley & Moote, 2003). Although internal and external perceptions of organizational
uniqueness are important and form an essential part of organizational effectiveness,
organizational success depends on the perceptions of the organizations constituents
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(Brinkerhoff, 2002). Brinkerhoff stresses that the assessment of performance should be based
on the constituents an organization seeks to benefit (2002). If these stakeholders do not think
that the collaboration is working effectively, they are likely to leave the arrangement (Ross,
Robinson, & Hockings, 2005). The voluntary nature of collaborations is more of a reason why
membership perception of success is crucial (Conley & Moote, 2003). In fact, (Gray, 2007)
argues that “self-determination is a common practice in evaluations that aim to improve performance”.
Collaboration groups are themselves initiating self monitoring and evaluation processes as part
of participatory approach to adaptive management.
Going back to the second research question, the reason for assessing LWF is to find out how
the actors in the arrangement perceive the performance of LWF. To do I will look at how these
actors conceptualize success and failure, and based on that, to find out to what extent this
arrangement has succeeded or failed to achieve its goals and what the perceived causes of
success or failure are according to the actors.

Operationalization
In operationalizing question two, I adopt a self- conceptualized success concept. In so doing, I
expected to find relatively related answers based on the assumption that the arrangements‟
goals are set in agreement with the actors. I assumed that all other factors held constant, (eg
subjectivity in measuring success) if there is a shared interest and thus a shared reason for
joining the voluntary collaboration, there should be more or less consistency in the definition
of success and so in the measurement for success.
The success of new forms of governance depends mainly on how stakeholders define, perceive
and strategize for success in relation to their own positions, values, interests, goals and
attitudes (logics of action). I will make open ended questions in which different actors are asked
to define success and lack of it and to identify the factors they use to specify important
achievements of the collaboration.
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Limitations of PAA
PAA “is an analytical tool that does not offer instruments to evaluate and prescribe policy making”
(Gray, 2007). It lacks the prescriptive and evaluative tools needed for assessing policy making
processes. It analyzes the policy arrangement as it is but does not tell or show how the
arrangement is performing, or may perform and thus cannot be used to give recommendations
on this aspect. For this reason this framework could not address my second research question.
To counter this evaluative limitation, I introduced the concept of “self stated conceptualized
success” to find out how LWF conceptualizes success and failure.
I acknowledge that self assessments have their limitations which include; failure to assess the
appropriateness of the goals and objectives themselves as well as the assumptions behind them
and the process used to define them. However, this was covered by the PAA analysis, as I
looked at the assumptions or discourses behind the formation of the goals and objectives and
the process used to define them. This assessment is also limiting in that only the known goals
are assessed, running the risk of not assessing important but unanticipated outcomes. This was
be controlled by analyzing documents to identify any unanticipated and or indirect outcomes of
the initiative.
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Chapter 4

METHODOLOGY
Introduction
In this section I place the conceptual framework and the research questions into a
methodological perspective. I discuss the methodology I used in this study by giving an
insight into the research design and process. First, I introduce the study design. I then discuss
the methods I applied in sampling, data generation and collection as well as the techniques
employed in data analysis. Finally, I give some limitations of the chosen design and how I
minimized them.

Research Strategy
The main aim of this study was to investigate the development of collaborative action between
tourism, conservation and poverty alleviation actors and the implications of this collaborative
action on the formation of an integrated approach that would aim at sustainably reducing
poverty while promoting biodiversity conservation in Laikipia. To get an insight into this
linkage, both primary and secondary data was generated and analyzed to evaluate not only the
extent of this collaboration, but also its implication on the issues it was set to address. To
generate the necessary information, this study employed a cross sectional study design using
qualitative approach. Using an exploratory-explanatory research approach, I designed the
research method to explore and explain this phenomenon.
I employed a single descriptive case study method, which is a qualitative research method that
focuses on holistically understanding from an insider‟s point of view, the phenomenon under
study within its real life context (Vaus, 2001; Yin, 1994) to determine, the who and the what
and explain the how and the why corroborative action is taking place in areas outside state
protection in Laikipia.
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Data Sources and Type
The study used both primary and secondary data. Primary data is data collected first hand by
the researcher. This was done via interviews. Secondary data is data produced by somebody
else for primary usage and used by another researcher not connected to the first project (Yin,
2009). In this study the secondary data applied was policy documents and related public
documents, formal studies and reports.

Data Collection
In data generation I thought of different methods and their merits and limitation and settled on
two qualitative methods techniques. Analysis of key documents and in-depth structured
interviews were appropriate to evaluate the change over time in the four elements of the policy
arrangement approach, and in pointing out the general implications of the collaborative action
as well as the conceptualization of success by C/T/P actors in LWF.
Another possible approach was focus group discussion; this would be of value in discussing the
definition of success by the involved actors‟ and in determining the points of view of actors in
the three areas as far as the future direction of these areas is concerned. I could have used this
approach to investigate the effectiveness of the mutually constitutive relationship in improving
biodiversity conservation, poverty alleviation and tourism development. For instance, is this
collaborative action likely to continue in future and lead to integrated policy approaches, and
institutions? However, bringing together such a focus group was a challenge within the given
time, considering the diversity of the actors under study and the accessibility of the area under
study. This question was therefore addressed through individual interviews.
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Sampling Procedure
The study employed a two step selection procedure as follows. The target population for this
study was areas outside state protection with potential for biodiversity conservation in Kenya.
Laikipia district, for the reasons discussed in chapter one problem background, was selected
(first step).

LWF (Laikipia wildlife forum) which is an umbrella body bringing together

various parties with interest in conservation and natural resource management, tourism and
poverty alleviation in Laikipia was selected as a case.
A total number of eighteen (18) respondents were chosen for in-depth interviews. Actors in
LWF were clustered according to what type of actors they represented, that is; government,
civil society or the market (See appendix 2 for a full clustering). Then they were clustered
based on whether they were members or non members of LWF. The members of LWF were
chosen such that the mix of different actors involved in LWF was represented. In these clusters
the representatives thought to have the relevant information was purposively chosen for
interview. Due to time constraints and the difficulty of travelling in this area, I included
snowball sampling on several occasions. The number of the interviewees was not fixed from the
beginning. I interviewed the respondents until no more different information could possibly be
derived from interviewing more respondents.

Data Collection Methods
The techniques used in data generation are discussed below.

Interviews
An interview protocol was developed to guide the interviewer. An interview prompt list was
developed to help the interviewer focus and add some structure (guide) to the interview (See
appendix 3). This prompt list covered the following key issues.
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1. Point of convergence and or divergence between actors
Under this theme the respondents were asked questions related to what makes them want to
collaborate with other stakeholders in LWF. The aim of these questions was to identify the
reasons behind their involvement as well as to identify the key discourses behind actor
interactions in Laikipia and how these have changed over time.
2. Core principles that guide, restrict or control the actions of actors involved in this policy issue.
Under this theme, the respondents were asked if and to what extent there exists principles and
regulations guiding these collaboration. The theme sought to get insight on the
rules/principles guiding the interaction of actors as well as shed light on the extent to which
discourses have been translated into laws.
3. Involvement and participation of various actors in the conservation, poverty and tourism in
Laikipia.
This asked questions pertaining to the interaction patterns of the actors. The formation of
coalitions and oppositions, the relations between these and the independent groups, the benefits
of being in or out of one coalition and the constraints posed by coalitions and its influence on
the overall goal of the arrangement.
4. Access to resources available to actors in the conservation, poverty and tourism policy
arrangement.
Under this theme, questions of access to resources by all actors were constructed. The ease of
access to resources, the ownership of resources as well as control of resources were addressed.
How this has changed over time and the implications of this on C/T/P was addressed.
5. Definition of success
Under this theme the actors were asked to define in their own words what they perceive as
success and failure in LWF. They were asked to define how successful they think LWF is.
They were also asked what they thought were the reasons for this success and or failure. This
information was then be used together with the formally stated goals of LWF.
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Initial contact was made to the possible respondents via email and or phone. I then introduced
myself and the phenomenon under study, its objectives and significance. Then I assured my
interviewees of confidentiality and requested their voluntary participation in data generation
for the study. I then gave alternatives for face to face interview or telephone interview as well
as the dates of availability. I then informed them that, I will carry out a follow-up interview to
share the conclusions that I would have made from the interviews as well as to validate the
information generated, and clarify any emerging or unclear issue.

Document analysis
LWF communication documents such as memorandums, reports and newsletters were
analyzed (See appendix 4 for a full list). In addition the following three sets of documents were
reviewed: 1) tourism and wildlife policy and related reports 2) poverty eradication papers and
related reports and 3) conservation related documents. These documents were analyzed to
reveal which actors are involved and their level of involvement, the resources available and
their appropriation, the rules of the game, and the ontological, normative and strategic
perspectives of C/T/P in LWF.

Validity and Reliability
The study employed a number of strategies to increase external and internal validity and
reliability of the data generated. Information or data generated came from different sources
using different instruments and methods and were looked at from different points of view. As
noted above, I mixed in-depth interview and document analysis and interview a variety of
actors from different organizations and stakeholder groups as a step towards triangulation of
both methods and sources of data generation. (Silverman, 2000) argues that triangulation of
both methods and sources are key to enhancing internal validity of a case study.

Limitation of the Study
Since the research applied a case study in its sampling, the result may not reliably represent
other non state protected areas in Kenya. Given the differences in composition, localities and
other conditions in collaborations in Kenya, the results of this study may therefore vary with
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results that maybe carried out in another region in Kenya. Based on this argument,
recommendations given in this study may also not be replicated in another region without due
modification in consideration with the particular case. However, the researcher borrowed
insights from similar studies in the rest of the world, especially Africa to increase the reports
reliability.

Data Analysis
Primary data acquired from respondents through interviews was audio taped and transcribed to
be used in the analysis stage. The data was used to explore the development of collaborative
action between conservation, tourism and poverty eradication actors in areas outside protected
area, the driving forces behind this development and its implication on the possible formation of
an integrated approach that would aim at sustainably reducing poverty while promoting
biodiversity conservation through tourism in Laikipia. The primary data gathered by the
interviews and the secondary data was used in the data analysis phase. No statistical tests were
employed. Instead, content analysis (analysis of opinions perspectives and viewpoints of
respondents interviewed) was done. These were then coded into different themes and positions
on actors and their coalitions, discourses, resources and rules as regards the impacts of
collaborative action on conservation, tourism and poverty alleviation.
Upon requests from some respondents to remain anonymous, in the next chapters random
numbers were used to codify the respondents in place of their real names whenever a direct
quote is given.
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Chapter 5

LWF THE ORGANIZATION
LWF: Setting the Context
The ideas leading to the formation of LWF are rooted in the 1990‟s national natural resources
management discourses in Kenya in. In Kenya, natural resources such as wildlife and minerals
are owned by the government and are to be utilized for the good of general public. The
responsibility for management of these resources thus rest fully with the government (Wildlife
and conservation Act 1989). After independence the Kenya government took over the existing
national parks and reserves that had been set up by the colonial British government. The way
in which problems were defined and solutions sought in this sector followed the same
procedure and thinking as that of the colonial government (Akama, 1996).
Until 1977 the policy relied on command and control mechanisms. In protected areas (PAs) the
state controlled access, nature and pace of activities and development while in non protected
areas landowners were given incentives to maintain wildlife. These incentives included: sport
hunting, tourism, trophy preparation, tanning, art and crafts, cropping, compensation for loss
of life, compensation for loss of property, crop damage and depredation (Wambugu, 2007).
In 1977 there was a conservation policy overhaul that banned all consumptive uses of wildlife
and associated trades in wildlife products. Due to corruption and ineffectiveness compensation
schemes were stopped. Thus, until 1989 the wildlife management approach was vastly
protectionist and effected through command and control. Due to institutional hindrances (such
as the incapacity to control the command/lack of motivation to do so, corruption, political
interference, bureaucracy, inadequate legal frameworks) during this period, high levels of
poaching in PAs and detrimental eradication of wildlife in non PAs as well as biodiversity loss
(40%) occurred (Mailu, Kuloba, Ruto, & Nyangena, 2010).
In 1989 government amended the Wildlife Act as a step towards combating these matters. The
amended Act created a semi-autonomous parastatal KWS and gave it the mandate to conserve
and manage all wildlife in Kenya. The initial priority of KWS was to revive and rehabilitate
46

Linking Conservation, Tourism and Development: An Analysis of Laikipia Wildlife Forum

PAs through fundraising, motivating staff, buying new equipment and improving security and
anti poaching.

During the first two years, the KWS prepared a policy framework and

development program (the zebra book) for the period 1991 -1996. This framework emphasized
the role of incentives in conservation and focused on creating partnership and co-management
initiatives with communities outside protected areas. The approach of these initiatives was to
enable local communities to derive direct benefits from animals on their lands and thus
encourage conservation. The underlying goal was to create incentives for land owners and land
users to invest in wildlife conservation and partner with KWS in achieving national
conservation objectives (KWS, 1995).
In this regard, KWS piloted a wildlife utilization policy that reinstated some wildlife related
benefits to land owners outside protected areas. These included, revenue sharing from gate fees
in PAs, some consumptive utilization and reduction cropping on ranches. In this policy,
landowners were allowed a cropping quota based on the amount of wildlife present in their
farm. In 1995-1996 this policy was altered to provide increased benefit flows to land owners.
This allowed more direct benefit such as disbursing wildlife development funds (from tourism
revenues) for social investment, assisting negotiating rates between landowners and tour
operators, setting up own tourist facilities. The policy also encouraged land owners and users
to form licensed wildlife associations and wildlife forums to jointly manage their wildlife
(Kinyua, Cornelis van Kooten, & Bulte, 2000).
In non protected areas with abundant amounts of wildlife such as Laikipia, providing these
incentives were expected to internalize the costs and benefits associated with wildlife presence
in their lands. This strategy was used to induce positive attitudes towards wildlife among the
residence. Its aim was to reduce human wildlife conflict which was a major hindrance to wildlife
survival. The premise was that "if people benefit from wildlife and other natural resources,
then they will take care of these resources” (Kinyua, et al., 2000).
Wildlife dispersal areas in Kenya are normally characterized by poor to complete lack of
infrastructure, arid to semi arid conditions and nomadic lifestyle all which made it difficult for
the government to administer. For this reason the government put a condition that, for
communities to benefit from wildlife incentives they had to be members of a wildlife
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association. Machakos Wildlife Forum (1991) and LWF (1992) are some of the associations
created in response to this directive (Prins, Grootenhuis, & Dolan, 2000).
Most of the Kenyans who came together at that time to form LWF wanted to benefit from the
wildlife utilization programs that the government had initiated. These people were mainly land
owners and land users with substantial amount of wildlife in their land interested in utilizing
the wildlife recourse in different ways.
“…The government encouraged people to come together to form an organization to manage the
resources after realizing that there were so many wild animals outside the park. So in 1992 the
organization was formed, and it became like an organization to bring together everybody such as
the ranchers, the small scale farmers, just to have a common voice in terms of how do we address
the challenges in the environment.”(Environmental Education Manager)
Although a certain number of the actors joining LWF at that time were basically interested in
the benefits that came from cropping (cropping was a thriving trade industry in wild animal
products at that time) some were also interested in having the power to regulate the amount of
herbivores in their lands in relation to the available pasture and water as well as other non
consumptive uses.
To reflect the needs of its members at that time LWF organized its activities into three major
categories: community conservation, wildlife management and tourism. Wildlife management
was the core activity owing to the human wildlife conflict issue (known to be the worst in
Kenya) and the direct consumptive uses that it presented (Kinyua, et al., 2000). This category
included wildlife management (fencing), managing the cropping program and setting up
wildlife enterprises. Alongside this was a tourism arm that focused on the development of
tourism related income generating activities such as lodges and campsites. The third arm was
the community conservation arm that dealt mainly with issues of natural resources
management such as reforestation and setting aside land for conservancies.
“ In the structure of Laikipia wildlife forum we have the community conservation program
which is the oldest program that developed working directly with the community in helping them
to come up with ideas to manage their land, for example identifying a place for a lodge,
identifying what economic ventures they can they can apply.”(Conservation Manager)
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Since its inception the LWF has undergone various changes and grown in number of actors
and in scope. The sections below explore these changes in detail.
LWF: Mission and Objectives
LWF‟s activities are guided by its mission statement and a set of objectives which has remained
relatively unchanged since its inception.LWF does not have a formal strategic plan or set of
policies but efforts to formalize a five year strategic plan were (at the time of writing this
thesis) underway. Table.1 below shows the objectives and mission statements of LWF since
inception.
Table 1 Changes in mission and objectives over time

2002-2009

2010-2015

Mission Statement

To conserve the integrity of the To conserve Laikipia‟s wildlife and ecosystem integrity
Laikipia ecosystem, by creatively and improve the lives of its people by bringing its
managing

natural

resources

to societies together to conserve and sustainably use the

improve the livelihood of its people.

natural resources on which they depend.

Objectives



The
ecosystem

maintenance

of

integrity

and



the value of wildlife and a healthy natural

processes,


The

establishment

An increased understanding of the need for and
environment amongst the people of Laikipia.

and



Effective conservation & natural resource
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development of community

management to create and maintain a healthy

conservation

and productive natural environment and have

projects

in

wildlife dispersal landscapes,


The development of wildlife

abundant natural resources.


enterprises.

Optimal value of and access to natural
resources that support lives and livelihoods.



Capitalized on the value of the LWF to its
Membership and the wider population of
Laikipia and to the Nation as a whole.

The mission statement 2002-2009 assumes that “improving local peoples‟ livelihoods through the
sustainable use of natural resources will help to conserve the integrity of the Laikipia ecosystem”. While
the first mission statement is focused on improving livelihoods as a way to induce conservation
the second mission statement moves towards making people understand the issues of
sustainable use of resources and the importance the environment plays in assuring their
livelihoods.

LWF: Key Beliefs, Principles and Values
LWF key beliefs stipulated in the strategic framework are rooted in collaboration and
flexibility. LWF believe that it is only by bringing people together to work towards common
‘wants & needs’ that Laikipia’s biodiversity and people will thrive; and that LWF can only
contribute effectively to positive change if it is flexible in its approaches and able to reflect
honestly and transparently on its successes and failures.
LWF work involves changing peoples‟ attitudes and behavior towards proper use of resources.
This requires flexibility which at LWF is achieved by reflection on the approaches taken and
lessons learnt through team meetings and internal reviews.
LWF also works on the key principle that natural environment and natural resources are the
basis of livelihoods in Laikipia and thus the obligation to solve environmental challenge rests
for the most part on the people of Laikipia.
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The values and principles that guide the activities of LWF are summarized in Table.2 below
Table 2 LWF values and principles

1) Recognizing the strength of the diversity of its Laikipians and ensuring representation of all
groups of members in decision making
2) Understanding that people and wildlife depend on a variety and abundant natural resources for
survival and quality of their future life
3) Acknowledging that resources distribution is unequal and need to be reasonably shared for
greater unity between communities
4) Communicating credible value and benefits of Membership and partnership to sustain
engagement and support
5) Providing good governance and financial accountability
6) Being independently reputable and without political affiliation.
LWF focuses on raising awareness on sustainable natural resource uses and natural resource
legislation in its programs as well as emphasizing on facilitating people to resolving their
environmental and livelihood problems in a sustainable manner.

LWF: Governance
LWF operates in units as you can see in Figure.1 below. The map shows the operating scope of
LWF (unfortunately a more recent map is not available. Note that Western and S. Western
units have since been merged to create Uaso Narok). LWF has subdivided the Laikipia
ecosystem into five geographical units representing a section of the Laikipia ecosystem:
Eastern, Central, Uaso Nyiro, Uaso Narok and Northwestern. These units are based on
different regions with different land use and cultural option and increases representation of the
local community members. These subdivisions make administration easier, improve efficiency
and strengthen community conservation. Lewa wildlife conservancy is included in LWF as an
independent unit. Although it does not fall in the Laikipia ecosystem entirely, it is of vital
importance to the survival of wildlife in Laikipia.
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Source LWF Proposal for Funding from Ford Foundation 2004.
Figure 1. Operating scope
Board of directors
The LWF is governed by a Board of Directors. There are five board of directors each
representing one unit. These are elected annually by members in the units during an annual
general meeting. A subcommittee from each program and the administration/finance play an
advisory role to the board.
At any time the board consists of at least seven members. Of these are six (6) unit directors
representing the six administrative regions of Laikipia including Lewa as a unit, and one (1)
representative of the government from KWS. In addition to the six (6) directors there is
provision for the inclusion of as many co-opted individual(s) and or a representative (s) from
organization(s) as the board deems fit. These co-opted individuals are nominated by the board.
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For instance, in 2008 the co-opted organizations were MPALA Research Centre and Wildlife
Forum and CETRAD. While Honorable Kaparo (a local Elite/politician) was a co-opted
member. In 2010 an extra organization that is, Northern Rangeland Trust (NRT) conservancy
was co-opted by the board. (See appendix 5b)
The Unit directors represent the six administrative units that illustrate LWF‟s physical scope
and are elected by the members during the Annual General Meeting. Board members are
eligible for re-election. Since 2006 there is no change in the composition of the people seating
on the board as most of the members were re-elected. The co-opted members or member
organizations are nominated on the basis of their technical expertise and to fill certain gaps in
the board.
The secretariat
The secretariat consists of highly educated professionals who implement the mission, objectives
and goals of the forum by translating them into action. They coordinate and facilitate member and
strategic partner activities to achieve the goals and objectives and ultimately the mission of LWF. They
are employed to offer their skills in the management of day to day running of the activities of
the forum through consultation with the forum members directly or indirectly via the
established channels. They are necessarily not members of LWF and need not be land users or
land owners in Laikipia. As Figure.2 below shows, the secretariat is made up of core staff and
support staff. The core staff is the permanent staff that runs the administrative duties of the
forum. From time to time, these are supported by technical and other staff depending on
resource availability and the activities at hand. By 2011 LWF had 43 employees, 11 eleven of
which were key/permanent staff.
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Source LWF Strategic Framework 2010-2015. *Core staffs are shaded. Support staffs are in italics.
Figure. 2 Organizational chart of LWF 2011

LWF: Programs and Activities
The original rationale for a land-holders‟ forum in Laikipia was to coordinate a pilot program
in collaboration with the government to co-management wildlife program in Laikipia. Over the
years, LWF has shifted and increased its programs from focusing on implementing the wildlife
utilization programs started by KWS to a broader perspective in conservation and natural
resources management.
The exodus of a section of actors interested in the cropping project after its closure in
November 2003, coupled with the fact that there were no state protected areas in the region
meant that the future status of wildlife and humans in Laikipia was uncertain. Realizing the
conservation gap this presented in Laikipia, LWF responded by shifting its focus from cropping
and other consumptive uses of natural resources to approaches that show a direct link between
a conserved (fully functioning) environment and improved livelihoods. It came up with non
consumptive alternatives through which its members could generate income by focusing on
conservation of essential environmental resources, improved livelihoods and security. The
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programs set to enable LWF address these issues were 1) Tourism, 2) Wildlife Management
and 3) Community Conservation Programs.
With time the growth in number of actors in LWF gave voice to a variety of conservation
concerns. Subsequently, people with special interest in particular issues such as equitable
distribution of water resources as well as proper use of forest resources increased in LWF.
Different actors supported the implementation of projects that touched across the people of
Laikipia. This called for diversified and increased focus of LWF into different specific areas. In
an attempt to balance and define the needs of its growing members and their interpretations of
the missions and objectives of the Forum, these upcoming issues were addressed under the
Community Conservation Program. Table. 3 below shows how programs were split and
regrouped to reflect the changing needs of LWF‟s members. In the third column the items hold
a number corresponding to the number of the main program from which they were split or
regrouped.
Table 3 Evolution of LWF programs

Year
1992
2002

Main program
1. Community Conservation

1a. Community Conservation

2. Tourism Program

1b. Wildlife management

1. Community conservation,
2. Tourism development,

3a. Human Wildlife conflict management

3. Wildlife Management

3b. Wildlife management

4.

2006

Sub themes

Security

1. Community conservation

1a. Rivers,

2. Tourism development

1b. Rangelands,

3. Wildlife management

1c. Forests,
1d. Conservation Enterprise,
1e. Human-Wildlife Conflict mitigation
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2009

1. Community Conservation
2. Tourism Development

1 a. Rangeland Restoration,

3. Wildlife Management

1b. Trees and Reforestation,

4. Security

1c.

5. Environmental education

Water Resources

6. Security

1d. Conservation Enterprise

Management of River and Wetland

1e. Mitigation of Human-wildlife Conflict

2011

1. Rangeland Rehabilitation

3a. Human wildlife conflict mitigation

2. Tourism Sector Support
3. Wildlife Management
4. Security
5. Environmental education
6. Water Management
7. Forest Management
8. Conservation Enterprise

A SWOT analysis in 2005 made LWF realize that most Laikipians lacked awareness in matters
concerning the environment as well as the severity of this problem. It is this realization that led
to the confirmation of the Environmental Education Programme as a Core Programme.
Following this analysis LWF developed a series of sub-themes within its Community
Conservation Programme in early 2006 (Rivers, Rangelands, Forests, Conservation Enterprise,
and Human-Wildlife Conflict mitigation) see Table.3 above. The purpose of coming up with
these subthemes was to better clarify, tackle and strengthen the linkages between the issues
arising in the community conservation program.
As you see from Table.3, up until 2009 LWF hosted the following programs: 1) Community
Conservation; 2) Environmental Education Programme 3) Tourism Development Program 4)
Wildlife Management Program and 5) Security Program. The Community Conservation
Program hosted the following five sub- programs: Rangeland Restoration, Trees and
Reforestation, Management of River and Wetland Water Resources, Conservation Enterprise
and Mitigation of Human-wildlife Conflict.
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In 2009 another review was done and a five years strategic framework (2010-15) was developed
Some adjustments were made into the structure of the programs. Four subthemes under
Community Conservation Program were formalized into the following Core Programs: 1)
Rangeland Rehabilitation, 2) Water Management, 3) Forest Management and 4) Conservation
Enterprise. The Conservation Enterprises (CE) now included enterprises such as Aloe Vera,
and Cape Chestnuts and excluded tourism related enterprises which was moved to the TSSP.
Wildlife Management was renamed to Wildlife Conservation Program (WCP) with the aim of
protecting animals and now included an extra subtheme of Human-wildlife Conflicts Mitigation
that was previously under Community Conservation. The Tourism Development Program
continued with a widened focus on the involvement of LWF in marketing Laikipia as a tourism
destination and communication and information centre and it was renamed Tourism Sector
Support Program(TSSP). The community security program remained unchanged. LWF
currently (2011) has a total of eight (8) programs. The Tourism Sector Support Program and
the Community Conservation-Water Management Programs are discussed in detail later in
this chapter.
*See appendix 6 for a more graphical representation of the evolution of the programs as
discussed above.

LWF: Organization and Culture
Target Group
LWF activities directly impact about 300,000 people in Laikipia. The basic block or the target
group of LWF operations is the local community. LWF defines local community as a group of
Laikipia residents, land owners and land users who have organized themselves into groups and
are involved in communal activities that have a positive impact to the environment. The
emphasis is on being a community group and involvement in environmental related activities.
The group must be a collection of people registered as a social group by the relevant ministry.
While there is no limit to the maximum number of people in a group, the secretariat decides the
minimum number of people depending on the type of the group and activities involved in. For
instance the Rumuruti Aloe Vera Women group has about 40 women while the Sipili Wildlife
Group has about 18,400 people.
57

Linking Conservation, Tourism and Development: An Analysis of Laikipia Wildlife Forum

In addition, LWF targets to impact the general population of Laikipia indirectly since it works
for the interest of its members, whose interest in this case is to see a better Laikipia for all
Laikipians. Although LWF does not deal with (get involved or accept) „individuals‟ and „nonmembers‟ in its activities, it does not limit the benefits of the organization to Laikipians (both
communities and individuals) who are non members. This means that the non member
communities can benefit from initiatives targeting the general population of Laikipia, but they
cannot initiate projects until they become registered members of LWF. For example, a benefit
such as all year round flow of rivers due to water management initiatives of LWF members
benefits all Laikipians.
“….the uniqueness of the organization is that it‟s a members‟ organization, therefore it serves a
definite area. Its‟ very clear who constituents is, and it allows itself to serve more than its
members.” (Respondent 5)
Membership
Membership is defined by payment of a subscription fee which is dependent on a set of
categories. Membership is open and voluntary. One can decide to pay up a subscription for one
year (year 1), skip the following year (year 2) and be a member another year(year 3 or any
other year later). Table 4. shows a break-down of membership since 2002.
Table 4 Breakdown of the membership between 2002 and 2010
Category

2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2009 2010

Community Group

56

35

29

16

23

15

9

19

Land Owner (large scale) 35

34

34

31

28

33

27

30

Tourism (private sector)

46

32

37

28

13

14

18

32

Interested Organization

10

6

7

5

7

10

11

5

Individual & Family

69

72

67

69

64

80

77

82

Source Board report 2010
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As you see from Table.4 above, membership involvement and composition in LWF is very fluid
and changes every year. Anticipated as well as actual closure of the cropping program reduced
the number of community groups who paid membership by 37.5% in 2002-2003 {LWF fiscal
year runs from June to May the following year}.While in 2009, only 9 groups registered. This
is the year that most specific donor funding phases were coming to an end. Since funding for
the following year was uncertain, the groups did not anticipate more benefits from being a
member, leading to a sharp drop in membership.
Community groups are also known to commit themselves more when external donor programs
get involved. The number of people in some community groups are very high. Some have over
5,000 members, therefore even though the actual number of subscribed groups drops, they still
are more in number than all the other categories put together. For instance 30 large scale
private land owners is only 30 people + their family members, compare with 19 groups each
with an average of 5000 people). It is important to note that, to many community groups,
conservation related projects are considered as another economic project competing with other
projects such as agricultural related projects. Since the subscription fee for these groups is quite
low, lack of money may not be a key reason for the fluidity of membership. With many
development and conservation related organizations working in Laikipia, their loyalty keeps
shifting depending on the perceived benefits the organization is likely to offer. It was not
possible to interview those who had not paid their subscription to find out why they don‟t
consistently pay their membership fee.

Actors
As presented in Figure.3 below, players involved in the activities of LWF fall into two broad
categories: 1) members and 2) non members. In the members‟ category there are five classes
under which aspiring members can register. These classes represent different groups in society
represented in LWF. These classes are; individual, family, community environmental groups,
researcher /student, corporate, tourism non corporate, tourism supplement, individual sponsor,
and corporate sponsor classes. Under the non- members category there are four classes
representing different interested groups and their involvement in LWF. These classes are
individual sponsors, corporate sponsors, donors and corporate supporters. In both of these four
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segments of people are represented: governmental agencies, private sector, and civil society and
community groups.
Note that corporate sponsor appears on both sides of the figure. This is because there are
corporate organizations that choose to only offer support but not pay membership. But others
choose to be more involved by putting in more than their resources and thus pay membership.
Communal land owners fit under community environmental group while private land owners
can register as individuals or tourism supplement or tourism non corporate depending on the
activities they carry out in their ranches. Under corporate category members include land
owners or users involved in all other activities not covered above such as Horticulture farmers.

Source. Author 2011
Figure 3. Graphical presentation of actors in LWF
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Governmental agencies
This segment includes both local and international bodies involved in various ways directly or
indirectly with the work of LWF. Local bodies include: Kenya Wildlife Service, Water
Resource Management Authority, Ministry of Tourism and Kenya Forests Services.
International governmental agencies include: USAID and European Union.
The private sector
This mostly includes actors of a corporate nature situated in or with interest in Laikipia. The
private sector forms the bulk of the active actors (category wise) and among other institutions
includes: Hospitality eg Mukima house, Tourism eg Westminster Safaris, Bio-enterprises eg
Dessert Edge, Surveyors eg Ryden International, Air travel eg Tropic Air, Consultants eg
Rural Focus, Ranches eg Suyian Ranch, Farmers eg Likii River Farm and Conservation
Agencies eg Chester Zoo.
Civil society
NGOs
This category includes both local and international not for profit organizations. Examples
include: UNEP, SNV, UNDP and CETRAD (Centre for Training and Integrated Research in
Arid and Semi Arid Development), Ford Foundation Zeit Foundation, 3 Peaks 3 weeks
Challenge Africa, Mpala Research Centre and Wildlife Foundation, Earth Watch, AWF, Save
the Rhino International and Tree is Life among others.
Local communities
This set consists of environmental groups such as, Gituamba Location Environmental Group,
Tigithi Aloe Self Help Group, Tiemamut Group Ranch, Nalare Wildlife Conservancy and
Sirimon Water Resources Association among others. Family groups also make a large
proportion of the membership. These include among others Timau River Lodge and Madam
Aggarwal & Family. Others include individuals who sponsor the organization, are members
with research interest and students.
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A list of categories as applied in LWF is provided in appendix 7.

LWF: Specific Actors and their Roles
Members
Generally, the role of members and non members is very distinct in LWF. LWF emphasizes
the role played by members in setting and directing the vision and mission of the organization.
Members play a key role in decision making and agenda setting as well as in resource
generation. As with any other company limited by guarantee, although the board is the agenda
setter, the members have the right to, during the annual general meetings, dispute the
decisions made by the board or the secretariat. Thus, the members have a final say in what
actually happens in LWF.
Non- members
The non- member hold more of a supportive role especially in the implementation of the
projects and bringing in resources such as technical experience and funds. They have little
influence on how decisions are made in LWF as well as in agenda setting. The NGOs working
in Laikipia who are members of LWF play more of a resource generating role with their
membership being underplayed so that other membership (community groups in particular) can
have a bigger voice in decision making. To emphasize this, international NGOs are kept at bay
by the fact that they are not landowners or land users in Laikipia and thus are not involved in
unit meetings where decision making takes place.
The Board of Directors
The key actors in the organization are the board of directors. These make or/and recommend
most decisions in LWF as well as set the agenda for operation.
The Government
The government is represented by a permanent member in the board of directors. His/her
permanent inclusion is as recognition of the importance of the government in the region and
the role it plays in natural resources management because it is the custodian of the natural
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resources of the people. His or her role is to safeguard the interests of the state and the citizens
as far as resource management is concerned.
Community groups
Community groups form the majority of members impacted by LWF. Their role in LWF is
equally emphasized. LWF stress that communities are key players that benefit from the
management of resources in Laikipia and for that reason, their participation should be
encouraged. LWF also stresses that communities be given the autonomy to decide what they
would like their future to be like and thus decide what they want to concentrate on.

LWF: Examples of Two Programs
Community Conservation Program (CCP)
The Community Conservation Program was setup in 1992. Its rationale and aim have remained
more or less the same about 20 years on. The aim of this program when it began was knitting
together community development and environmental conservation .The rationale for this aim
was that majority of land users and owners in Laikipia depend directly on natural resources for
their livelihoods. Today the purpose of the program is to build resource users’ capacity and
interest in managing and sustainably using natural resources. The program aims at achieving
and tackling conservation in its broader sense, which is management and sustainable use of
natural resources as well as their protection and restoration. The program‟s objectives are 1) to
promote community-based natural resource management initiatives and 2) to improve the
livelihoods of the local communities through sound wildlife and environmental management.
The program is the largest program in LWF in terms of its followership, scope and resources.
It is one of the most fundamental links between the members and the secretariat. The program
covers a broad base of initiatives and is supported by a broad base of members from different
cultural and social backgrounds.
It thrives on the understanding that since wildlife is a highly valued and shared resource across
different properties, individuals and cultural groups, it can only be managed at the ecosystem
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level and thus requires a form of organization that is assigned with developing solutions
towards achieving this goal.
CCP is also vested in the general understanding of the need for the program to ensure support
and tolerance of wildlife by all groups in the region in achieving the integrity of major
ecosystem attributes such as water flow and animal migration patterns. It also understands that
due to the small scale nature of most community group ranches in Laikipia, there is inadequate
or a complete lack of resources among the community groups to tolerate the costs incurred by
conservation. Thus LWF CCP offers proactive support in this regard.
It focuses on the relevance of the environment on the local people, who being poor depend on
the continued health of the environment for nearly all their human needs. The program is
informed by the fact that maintaining and enhancing the diversity of natural resources is
crucial towards securing essential resources such as water and pasture for improved livelihoods
for Laikipians. Special attention is paid by CCP to the ability of Laikipians to be able to
comfortably live through times of seasonal shortages and crisis caused by diseases, famines,
market or crop failure and droughts among others thereby, it act as a catalyst for poverty
alleviation.
To have a real impact at a significant level and to initiate a conservation attitude, LWF tries to
show the eminent link between people, their livelihoods and the environment through
conservation enterprises, and by bringing land owners and other resource users together to
tackle challenges in the ecosystem. This is rooted in the philosophy that; for wildlife to be
valued, it must be considered as a natural resource that can benefit people, and since it depends
for its survival on the same ecosystems as humans, a broader conservation perspective will
benefit both.
The program activities (projects) are demand driven (suggested by the members) and reviewed
in terms of current environmental and livelihood needs and impacts. Table.5 below gives an
example of these activities. Implementation of these projects is done by community groups
while the secretariat plays a coordinating role. The rest of the members not involved in
implementation play a supporting role.
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The program is lead by a Community Conservation Program Manager whose main
responsibility is undertaking community based conservation activities, ensuring that local
communities have the capacity to prepare for and sustain profitable nature based enterprises
that have a positive conservation impact. He is assisted by Community Liaison Officers (CLOs)
who support the programs‟ activities on the ground by working together with the community
groups. They are the main communication and liaison between LWF and community groups.
Their main responsibility is to increase the impact of LWF on the ground by stimulating
development of new activities. They also are charged with identifying and interpreting natural
resources use conflicts and instigating attempts to react to these conflicts.
Table 5 Sample activities supported by the CCP

1) Developing Sustainable Nature Based Enterprises (Eco-Tourism, Crafts, Livestock, Medicinal
Plants)
2) Management / Organizational / Governance Capacity Building
3) Land Rehabilitation Initiatives
4) Tree Planting and Reforestation Initiatives
5) Conservancy Development
6) Indigenous Forest Management
7) Strategic Fencing
8) Range Management

CCP occupies a majority of resources and time for LWF. It is supported by a number of well
wishers and donors in addition to LWF Members. Save the Rhino, the Laikipia Predator
Project, and the Samburu Laikipia Wild Dog Project and Chester Zoo are among the key
supporters. Other supporters are the AWF and the EU BCP (Biodiversity Conservation
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Programme) with whom LWF partners with to achieve some conservation goals and projects
like setting up conservancies and forest initiatives.

Tourism Sector Support Program
The main tourism developments in Laikipia have taken place in the last 20 years. Most of the
lodges associated with up-market tourism in Laikipia (eg Lewa safari camp, Mukutan, retreat,
Ol Malo and Ilngwesi community lodge) were built in the early 1990‟s. 90% of tourism facilities
and activities in Laikipia are based on natural wildlife areas and focus on wildlife and wilderness
based tourism. Until recently, wildlife numbers were kept to a minimum to avoid competition
for pasture with livestock.
Over the last ten years tourism has gained ground as a viable economic activity in Laikipia.
Today Laikipia receives about 10% (80,000) of Kenya‟s international tourists mostly on
specialized tailor made safaris. Increased tourism in the area has increased support for the
development of security networks and transportation, provided about 1300 jobs and supports
the local social welfare besides adding to the economy of the region by buying locally produced
supplies.
A number of houses have been constructed or converted for exclusive use in the last ten years
and a few new lodges have also been built (eg Ol Malo house, and Mukima house and Ol
Lentile and Makennas‟s hills) respectively. These and more upcoming facilities continue to
increase the bed capacity for Laikipia. The increase in number and popularity of these facilities
has partially been as a result of the contribution of LWF tourism enterprises development and
marketing efforts.
LWF‟s efforts in tourism activities started to gain momentum in 1999. Due to the
attractiveness of the cropping program in LWF little focus had been given to the tourism
program. However, with the ban of consumptive utilization of wildlife LWF increased its focus
on tourism related activities with focus on communal areas. Owing to resource constrains and a
lack of clear definition on how far LWF should go as far as implementation of projects are
concerned, it was not possible for the program to offer a „real service‟ such as marketing for its
tourism members. Instead, it made a listing of tourism facilities operated by its members but
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kept a distance from getting actively involved in the actual running of the facilities and
activities its members developed.
In the strategic plan that followed a strategic meeting in 1999, tourism was focused on as a key
activity. This plan accorded subsequent attention to tourism development. Specific targets such
as 50% increase in bed night levy by 2005, producing marketing media, developing a media
strategy and creating synergy were set for the tourism program, resulting in aggressive
involvement and fundraising. As a result, increased donor funding was acquired enabling an
array of services for the tourism members. According to the new strategy, TSSP was to play a
facilitating role in the development of tourism facilities and to offer technical advice. In
addition, the lack of a regional tourism board made tourism membership urge LWF to position
itself to assume this responsibility.
Among other activities, TSSP has played a key role in the development of facilities, guided the
development of key tourism marketing activities, developed a range of media to keep the
industry informed, lobbyed local and national authorities and in building partnerships with key
stakeholders on behalf of all its eco-tourism members. It has also been active in keeping
Laikipia tourism operators up to date with national legislation, insurance and policy among
other things, that may have an impact on tourism in Laikipia .
LWF has played a major role in demonstrating and encouraging the economic benefits of
tourism to Laikipians with the aim of improving its competitiveness as an alternative land use
option to agriculture and livestock keeping. In achieving this, LWF has facilitated the
development of various tourism activities and facilities and continuously assists in training and
technical advice for community groups. It has been instrumental in the development of both
community and privately owned low impact, high value world class tourism facilities such as
Ilngwesi. In addition, there are over 40 tourism operators of different types (eg ranch houses,
tented camps, lodges etc) with more than 50 different wilderness based tourism activities (eg
camel riding, walking safaris etc) in which LWF has been involved in.
Most tourism facilities in Laikipia are small (12-24 beds), up-market camps, lodges and
exclusively booked private houses on group ranches and private lands.

In 2007 LWF

membership included 28 tourism operations some with multiple facilities with a combined
capacity of 1106 beds from 41 independent accommodation facilities. LWF tourism members
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aim at countering the reputation of Kenya as a low quality mass tourism destination by
focusing on high value, small size tourism activities emphasizing on creativity, value, quality,
environmental protection/mindedness and local communities participation. Table. 6 below
shows detailed characteristics of tourism in Laikipia that are developed to achieve this aim.
Table 6 Characteristics of Laikipia‟s tourism activities and facilities



Low Impact: While size can range from a low of just 3 beds to a high of 230 beds, the typical
facility in Laikipia has just 13 beds. There are 5 facilities with more than 30 beds and 24
facilities with fewer than 30 beds.



High Value: While per person per night rates vary from US$25 to US$425, the typical rate in
Laikipia is US$325. 18% of facilities charge under US$100 pppn; 28% 10 between US$100US$299 and 54% over US$300. Average earnings to the operator per available bed are on
average 11% higher than the national average.



High Creativity: Collectively, Laikipia‟s tourism operations offer 56 different wilderness based
activities – many more than are on offer anywhere else in Kenya.



Many of the facilities regularly feature in top international travel and architectural publications.



High level of return visits.



Many facilities owner operated and 60% of the region‟s tourism operations are controlled by
Kenyan citizens.

Source. LWF tourism strategy 2008

TSSP is rooted in the rationale that, due to restrictions on consumptive uses of wildlife
resources exerted by the Kenyan constitution, together with the abundance of wildlife within
private and communal land holdings in Laikipia, the issue of human wildlife conflict and the
need to maintain the integrity of the Laikipia ecosystem, tourism offers the most viable option
for wildlife use. LWF tourism members understand that maintaining the integrity of the
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ecosystem means that there is increased numbers of wildlife and thus a greater opportunity for
tourism activities.
Wildlife based tourism in communal lands is challenged by the fact that; 1) there are less
amount of animals in these lands, due to higher population of livestock and other land use that
push wildlife to the less occupied large scale ranches, 2) there is inadequate capacity for the
development and operating of tourism business and 3) that there is poor access network and
remoteness. Based on this, the program acknowledges that there is need for wildlife based
tourism to generate revenue to support conservation as this will increase the value of tourism
as a viable land use option could be recognized.
The program is also guided by the general realization of the importance of 1) linking
conservation and livelihoods and 2) fostering tourism as the most viable way of providing
sustainable income without causing great impact to the environment in comparison with other
land use options. Since Laikipia plateau is largely semi arid with a small percentage of
rangeland and little rainfall, agriculture does not do well. Tourism activities in the community
are therefore not done at the expense of other land uses.
The other rationale for the program is that when tourism is seen to generate direct benefits to
the local communities it attracts larger political support. To achieve this TSSP promotes
tourism outside the large-scale owned private ranches in Laikipia. Letting the communities
take charge of their tourism business is another approach to achieve this. The fact that the
physical location of these communal areas is vital for the connection of the Laikipia ecosystem
and the Samburu ecosystem is also another reason to extend tourism to these areas.
The Tourism Sector Support Program is run by a Tourism Development Officer (TDO)
assisted by a Tourism Committee. Together they are responsible for implementing the Laikipia
Tourism Development Plan which includes a Laikipia Destination Marketing and Branding
initiated in 2004. Additional duties for the TDO are forging partnerships with the tourism
sector, providing tourism related information to members, encouraging financial contributions
in support of the Forum‟s conservation initiatives and monitoring the performance of tourism
in Laikipia.
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The objective of the program is “to promote both the inherent value of the Laikipia region and the
collective values of the tourism product offered by the range of tourism operations in the region” while its
slogan is “towards a sustainable future”.
The LWF Tourism Development Program has been undergoing changes in how it operates.
LWF realized that it was not well suited to administer and implement micro projects such as
construction of tourism infrastructure for community groups and that the long term
challenges associated with such initiatives are beyond (its) capacity to manage. It is this
realization that lead to the renaming of the program form tourism from Tourism Development
Program to Tourism Sector Support Program in 2009.
In its new form, the tourism program concentrates on marketing Laikipia facilities and
activities on behalf of its members. In the early days it was more involved in setting up these
activities and facilities for income generation and left the full responsibility of management and
marketing to the community groups. With the shift towards getting more involved in tourism,
the program has been involved in many surveys related to tourism with the aim of developing a
marketing strategy and brand for Laikipia.
To remain true to its capacity and definition as a body working towards the greater good of the
ecosystem, the tourism program adopted an ecosystem approach to marketing and branding
Laikipia. The tourism program is working on a tool kit towards training, supporting and
guiding tourism operators on how to use the branding strategy in their promotional material,
with the aim of strengthening the overall Laikipia brand. This branding strategy is used to
market tourism facilities through networks and international as well as local bodies and media.
In addition, TSSP has developed a regional tourism information centre that focuses on,
gathering and disseminating information about Laikipia as a destination and about specific
tourist activities and facilities in Laikipia. This centre produces materials such as print and
electronic materials for the promotion of Laikipia as a destination and also the distribution of
these to agents worldwide. Other materials include Laikipia brochure, comprehensive map,
membership postcards, 3 fold fliers, promotional films and Laikipia coffee table book.
Finally, the program also has the task of initiating and supporting the development of tourism
enterprises in Laikipia. To create a clear link between tourism, livelihood improvement and
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wildlife conservation this function was moved from the CCP to the TSSP. In addition TSSP is
involved in development of cultural attractions like museums, tourism related activities such as
camel riding and tourism facilities development such as campsites. To improve the
attractiveness of these facilities to potential clients, the program is advocating for eco-rating
and is working closely with partners to help in grading of facilities of their members.
LWF explores ways in which to link the tourism business and conservation presenting it as a
viable incentive for conservation and sustainable resource use which offers a sustainable income
so needed for livelihood support. To achieve this LWF has had to come up with a strategy and
clear policy on its involvement in tourism in Laikipia (see Figure. 4 and 5 below). Questions
such as the models of tourism to promote and the role to play were put forward and policies to
guide this have been finalized. Below are the policy statements of LWF concerning commercial
success of tourism business and the initiatives LWF can get involved in.

LWF should encourage tourism on all communal areas that have made a commitment to conservation
if the following conditions are fulfilled:
The project is commercially viable after a full evaluation has been done. This must include
consideration of marketing, the supply of clients and whether it fills a market niche. Situation is really
important. Visitors will want, if not large numbers of wildlife, spectacular scenery, a sense of wildness
and remoteness (although access is important), and a light human footprint.
LWF should support strong community institutions to ensure transparent decision-making and
use of funds
The quality associated with Laikipia is maintained.
Clearly stated conservation objectives are being fulfilled – or if there are no significant conservation
benefits then social benefits are clearly articulated.
Adequate management capacity is in place. This may best be achieved by partnerships between
communities and nearby private operators, or by joint ventures.
Source :Tourism strategy 2008

Figure 4. LWF Policy on Tourism Marketing
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LWF should focus on its core role of coordinating and convening, and should as far as possible, avoid
a direct implementation role in community-based tourism. It should encourage commercial partners
and other donors and implementing agencies to support tourism in communal areas. It should give
advice on appropriate locations and communities for investment, should act as an honest broker, make
use of knowledge and expertise among its members and (provided that all costs and responsibilities
are clearly covered) may act as a conduit for funds. LWF may play some role in the coordination of
training and quality control, provided that funds are available for this purpose.
Source Tourism strategy 2008

Figure 5. LWF Policy on Tourism Involvement
With the understanding of the benefits accrued by tourism businesses as a result of increased
wildlife numbers and improved ecosystem conservation efforts, LWF started a Voluntary Bed
night Levy in 2002 to encourage tourism operators to support its activities in addition to the
membership fees. This has become an important source of revenue for LWF and contributes a
sizeable amount of revenue (2007 20,000 USD). Between the years 2001 to 2005 the Voluntary
Bed-night Levy increased by 38% and by 104% between 2001 and 2007. Tourism operators in
Laikipia also give other resources worth over € 200,000 in kind (vehicles, accommodation,
guide etc) to LWF for conservation.
The program is also supported by members who contribute towards a certain project besides
paying their membership fee. It is also supported by private corporate organizations like Tropic
Air; Royal Netherlands Embassy; Tourism Trust Fund (a EU supported scheme) and Travel
News & Lifestyle (Kenya‟s leading travel magazine). The EU fully supports the development of
a Tourism Development Plan for Laikipia which focuses on a Collective Destination
Marketing. (On the basis that it offers a real service to tourism sector members, so that they
can continue supporting the conservation efforts of LWF). SNV supports a substantial amount
of the development of community tourism enterprises aimed at giving direct benefits to the
community as well as contributing to conservation.
Another source of resources is from LWF merchandize such as Laikipia map, T-shirts, caps,
spare wheel covers and gifts/souvenirs from the gift shop at the information centre. The funds
derived from promotion materials such as souvenirs are administered under the guidance of the
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Tourism sub-committee. LWF allocates a section of these resources to rural communities who
are involved in conservation in areas that are of ecological importance. Since the program
focuses on diversifying tourism opportunities in the communities, it particularly favors tourism
initiatives that are financially viable in providing sustainable income for conservation and for
the whole community. These resources are therefore used to develop eco-tourism opportunities
such as self drive visits, wild camping breaks, hiking, and mountain biking and walking.

LWF: Financial Resources
LWF financial sources come from donor funding and self generated revenue as the budget on
Figure.6 below show. 75% of resources for LWF come from donor funds acquired through
fundraisings. They are used mostly to cover project implementation costs while a section of it is
used to cover the Forums‟ operating costs. 25% of the resources come from the following
sources;
a) Membership Subscriptions
b) Tourism sector Bed-Night Levy
c) Promotional Product sales (T-Shirts, Laikipia Tourist Maps, Tyre/wheel Covers)
d) Voluntary Donations from members(cash and kind)
e) Radio License Administration Fee Surcharges
f) Community Liaison Officers contributions.

Source Proposal for funding from Ford Foundation
Figure 6. Projected budget 2005
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As discussed above the costs incurred by LWF are only on the operational costs and program
specific costs as the budget sample below show. LWF raises donor funding for all or each
specific program to supplement the resources collected internally. The sample budget shows
that budgeting is done such that personnel costs are distributed according to the amount of
work done by the personnel on each section.

Source , Proposal for Funding from Ford Foundation 2004
Figure 7. LWF projected budget 2005
For example, the tourism development officer gets paid only by the tourism program since that
is where she works. While the education officer is paid by the education program and a certain
percentage from the other programs as his job cuts across all these programs. The percentages
are based on the activity level and funding available from each program. The allocations are
done by the finance committee who reviews them yearly before forwarding it to the board of
directors for approval.
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Chapter SIX

INTERNAL DYNAMICS OF THE LWF
POLICY ARRANGEMENT
Introduction
This chapter uses the four architectural aspects of PAA to explore and discuss the development
and stabilization of the C/T/P arrangement in LWF. Briefly, the overall objective of PAA is
to critically link changes in daily interactions to broader, structural changes in modern society
(Liefferink, 2006). Arts & Goverde (2006) define policy arrangements as „the way a policy domain
is shaped in terms of organization and substance in a bounded time concept‟.

It concerns the

temporary stabilization of the content and organization of a policy domain (Arts, et al., 2006).
The Policy Arrangement Approach looks at organization in terms of dimensions rules, agents
and resources while substance is operationalized in terms of discourse (Van Tatenhove, et al.,
2000). The chapter discusses LWF in terms of these four dimensions, and explores how the
interplay between them affects stability and change in the arrangement.

Discourses
A discourse is a shared framework of understanding and interpreting the world in terms of
norms, problems and solutions, through use of language Dryzek (1979,p.8 cited in Tatenhove
Van, et al., 2000; Zouwen, 2006) in the form of words, unspoken practices and communications.
In PAA discourse is used in reference to the relationship between institutional practices and
discourses. The mission statements, values, principles and objectives of an organization are
normally a reflection of the discourses behind its existence (Stallworth, 2008).
LWF rests on more general global and national discourses on conservation and development.
The discussion below show that the overarching official discourse inscribed in the mission and
objectives of LWF is the Community Based Conservation (CBC) discourse. The mission and
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the objectives of LWF reflect the ideas and characterization of the community conservation
discourse. According to (Bromley, 1994) CBC starts from the most fundamental principle that
individuals will take care of those things in which they have a long-term sustained interest.
LWF mission statement and the objectives are focused on encouraging communities to take
care of the environment in which they depend on for their own future and for their future
generations. The rationale behind LWF mission is that, by working together Laikipians will
be able to achieve more than individuals or organizations working on their own and that
involving those affected is likely to result in a better and more acceptable long-term solutions
to issues at hand.
LWF aims at improving the livelihoods of the people while at the same time using natural
resources in a sustainable manner. It approach to conservation has shifted from getting benefits
from the environment while conserving it, to making communities aware that conserving the
environment is for their own good, and that there are alternatives to consumptive resource use
through which they can utilize natural resources.
LWF understands that it is difficult to stop poverty stricken communities from using the
natural resources they depend on. It acknowledges that it is better to increase environmental
awareness and conservation attitude so that communities can be more involved in sustainable
use of the available resources and in the maintenance of the ecosystem. It thus tries to achieve
both the interest of the environment and improve livelihoods at the same time.
Ghimire & Pimbert (1997) argue that CBC is a response to traditional conservation approaches
that fail to acknowledge the importance of social-economic factors attached by people to
conservation. LWF approaches reflect a move from preservative conservation approaches and
forges for co-existence between people and natural resources such as wildlife. It is an objective
of LWF to keep forging for more freedom and more rights of Laikipians in determining how to
conserve the natural resources in their private lands.
Its formation and existence was as a result of a shift in the national approach from preservative
to participatory conservation. The national approach took a decentralization strategy towards
community conservation, where they would work hand in hand with non state organizations to
achieve this approach. The government felt that it lacked the resources needed to monitor the
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implementation of a community based approach and stopped the programs. Although the
government still used incentives for conservation, LWF approach has continued to be that of
recognizing the need to link social-economic factors to conservation as reflected in its mix of
programs.
LWF empathizes on the participation of the community in conservation and is against fortress
conservation. In CBC access to resources is fundamental. LWF plans, projects, members,
programs and resources are done by, for and with the local communities. This approach sets
clear campaigns, projects and programs that touch generally on issues of communities
managing their own resources like forests, water, tourism and wildlife management to ensure
this. It seeks to encourage active management other than benign neglect to the natural
resources which is a facet of CBC.
Another rationale behind CBC is that by working together people are able to achieve more than
individuals or organizations working on their own and involving those affected is likely to
result in a better and more acceptable long term solution (Adams, et al., 2004; Agrawal &
Gibson, 1999; Barrett, Lee, & McPeak, 2005; Barrow, et al., 2000; Berkes, 2004). LWF is
implementing and achieving CBC by pooling together resources and people and by coming up
with more participatory approaches where members control actions and activities. At the same
time, it is focusing on both environment and livelihoods by coming up with alternative income
generating activities so as to ensure people are not damaging the environment in the process of
making a livelihood.
CBC is based on the rationale that the interest of both development and conservation can be
served if both issues are achieved concurrently (Adams, et al., 2004; Berkes, 2004; Manyara &
Jones, 2007). This is the discourse that prevails in LWF and has continued to shape the
programs of LWF. The tourism and bio enterprise programs address the livelihood partimproving people‟s livelihoods in a sustainable manner, a way of acknowledging the role of
poverty in environmental destruction The Environmental Education program addresses the
problem of ignorance to environmental issues leading to unsustainable use of resources. The
Water, Forests, Rangelands and Security Programs address various conservation issues. The
programs growth and rearrangement show a clear move towards drawing a line between
conservation and development based initiatives to give them space and resources to develop
alongside each other in a complimentary manner.
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The missions and objectives of LWF are rooted on core principles of CBC. LWF aims to give
direct benefits from the environment to the people as a way of improving livelihoods by getting
people actively involved in the management of their natural resources. In the 1st mission
statement the integrity of the ecosystem was emphasized on. It was to be creatively managed
with the aim of improving peoples‟ livelihoods. In the 2nd mission statement both conservation
of the ecosystem and improvement of the livelihoods of the people are emphasized. This is to be
achieved by Laikipians by working together (collaboration) in conserving and sustainably using
their resources (See Table.1). The rationale in the 1st mission statement was if natural recourses
(eco system integrity) are well conserved (the conserver and the methods are not specified)
people‟s livelihoods will be improved and that improved livelihood would encourage people to
conserve. In other words, it seeks to conserve the integrity of the ecosystem so that the
ecosystem can continue to meet the needs of the people. The motivation to conserve in this case
is more extrinsic (people can only conserve if they benefit from conservation).
In the 2nd mission statement there is a slight shift towards a more intrinsic approach to
conservation and livelihoods improvement. The rationale is that if peoples‟ livelihoods are
improved and at the same time, ecosystem integrity is conserved by joint efforts of people who
depend on them, natural resources would be used more sustainably. In this case conservation is
done not because it benefits people but from the understanding of the importance of
conservation in their livelihoods and for the future generation. (People conserve even without
immediate direct benefits from the environment).
The current mission statement draws a more clear link between conservation and the
environment than the previous one. It seeks to improve both the integrity of the ecosystem and
the livelihoods of the people at the same time. It is important to note that although the mission
statement has remained formally unchanged, the second interpretation has been taking place
between 2002 and 2009 when the mission statement was formally restated. In the period 20002009 for instance, more focus was paid to improving peoples‟ livelihood by use of income
generation activities that went beyond the wildlife enterprises provided for in the objectives.
These activities include sustainable harvesting of natural resources, beekeeping and farming
dessert species crops such as Aloe Vera for income among others.
For close to 20 years the objectives and the mission statements were more general and thus
made it easier for LWF to maneuver around the general umbrella of „maintaining the integrity of
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the ecosystem‟. The objectives addressed how this was to be achieved. That is by establishing
community conservation projects and wildlife enterprises. These in themselves were equally
general and could be interpreted in a variety of ways. This was an advantage as LWF was at
the formation stage and thus this general character of the objectives gave them the flexibility
and room to try out things and adapt to changing situations.
We see that since 2009 the objectives have been put in more specific wording (See appendix 8).
Objective 1 emphasizes the need to increase understanding of the importance and value for a
healthy ecosystem among Laikipians. This is a reflection of the concern that there is a general
lack of conservation attitude among Laikipians and that most Laikipians participated in
conservation for the economic benefits expected. It also reflects a move towards adopting a
more informed participatory approach to conservation in contrast to incentive lead
conservation. In this case, Laikipians need to understand their actions upon the environment
and the retaliatory impact of the environment (Such as reduced rainfall.) on their lives. This
signifies a situation where the society moves from expecting immediate returns from
conserving, but doing it for the future and for the general good.
The maintenance of the integrity of the Laikipia ecosystem is made more specific in objective 2.
Clarity is shown in the definition of ecosystem integrity where it is interpreted as healthy,
abundant and productive natural resources. Maintenance of the ecosystem is defined further as
effective conservation and management of natural resources. These changes serve to focus and
clarify the working of LWF as stated in the mission statement and as a move to ensure member
participation in directing the vision of LWF.
Objective three represents a section of LWF members and Laikipians who feel that they should
have a bigger voice in deciding how natural resources are managed in their private lands. It
reflects a need to optimize natural resources health without denying access to people and to
give people more freedom in deciding how to maintain wildlife in their private lands.
The fourth objective serves to strengthen the position of LWF as a legitimate organization in
Laikipia that can represent its members on various conservation and livelihood related issues. It
seeks to give LWF a say not only in the local scene but also in the national scene.
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As stated above, mission statements, values, principles and objectives of an organization are a
reflection of discourses behind a certain issue, a movement or an organization. Theoretically
discourse consists of three layers; ontological, normative and strategic Therbon (1980 cited in
Wiering & Arts, 2006). These layers show how a discourse is born and how it develops, in
terms of how the current issues are defined compared to how the issue is thought to be in its
ideal state and how to achieve that ideal state.

Ontological layer
The ontological layer reflects the world views or paradigms of actors. It addresses how actors
define reality and problems (Wiering & Arts, 2006). From the study, LWF actors defined their
reality in the four categories discussed below.
1. Growing Human Population and Decreasing Resource Base
The number of people living in Laikipia has been increasing tremendously in the past 20 years.
Although sharp population growth is a national trend in Kenya the physical conditions of the
region which defines the lifestyle of Laikipians poses a special difficulty for this region. The
semi or/and arid conditions with poor infrastructure, high illiteracy and poverty levels provide
limited livelihood options for the residents making them fully dependent on natural resources.
Being traditionally pastoralists their livelihood options have been further limited by the fact
land subdivision in Kenya gave individual or communal title deeds leaving no part of Kenya
unclaimed. As a result there is less land for them to move around in search of pasture without
trespassing. In addition poor infrastructure keeps them almost completely cut out from the rest
of the country making it difficult for them to „develop‟ along the rest of the country.
With the rest of the country moving away from dependence on agriculture to other sources of
living which require academic training, pastoralists are at a disadvantage because their nomadic
lifestyle and the remoteness of their area pose extra challenges to quality training than in the
rest of the country. In this regard, high population growth in the past two decades has resulted
in tremendous pressure on the available natural resources. As Respondent 5 while responding
to this question stated:
“…the growing human population and being able to live within the limits of what Laikipia can
offer for a growing human population. We need to think about that very carefully and I don‟t believe
as a society of Laikipia and as a nation we are really genuinely facing up to that one. Laikipia is an
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area that descends from high potential land in terms of productivity from an agricultural perspective
to low potential land because of dramatic rainfall gradient dropping rapidly from relatively high
rainfall down to very low rainfall in a very short distance. Huge proportions of our society depend on
immediately locally available natural resources. The obvious ones are grass for grazing, soil for
growing crops, water for irrigation or drinking or for livestock, firewood for cooking.”
Respondent 14 also stated:
“We are trying to sort of improve community livelihoods in Laikipia and parts of Samburu areas to
improve the living conditions of these people and give them alternatives, because the people are poor
and their conditions are getting worse. You know many investors have been so put off from investing
in arid and semi arid areas such as Laikipia because of various issues. Infrastructure being one,
security or lack of it being the other, climatic conditions or the geographical position is another one.
Because of this the return on investment are uncertain”
2. Poverty and Human-Resource Conflict
Respondents defined their situation as that of poverty and hopelessness. This was attributed to
failing rains, lack of creativity and increased idleness among the people, and resource conflicts.
Respondents mentioned conflicts stemming from inequitable resource sharing between the
different tribes in Laikipia, between the indigenous Kenyans and Kenyans of European decent,
between the locals and the elite and between the men and the women (gender based). The
remoteness of the region, the limited livelihood options and the high illiteracy all contribute to
the poverty issue in this region.
“Although there is no intertribal hostility between us, those who cannot farm steal our crops. So
you see that is a problem because even if you cultivate your small farm you cannot harvest
anything. Because everybody is hungry, everybody scrambles for whatever is available, nimals too.
When crops are ready for harvesting we don‟t wait for it to dry in the farm because you will have
to guard the farm until it dries. So we harvest it before it dries and have to dry it at home, to
avoid theft. The tribes we live with are a problem because they don‟t want to farm. They depend
a lot on those who are farming. At this time there are very many idlers over here bothering us
and they are more than the ones who are farming.” (Respondent 1)
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3. Lack of

Conservation Knowledge and Attitude among Laikipians and

Unsustainable Resource Use (not living within the resource base)
Many respondents were of the thought that Laikipians misunderstand or are ignorant about
conservation issues. There was a general feeling that people from this region lacked proper
understanding of the role the environment played in their survival, and thus, were unable to see
how their actions affect the environment. As a result Laikipians have been living off the natural
resource base without considering the impact of this on the future of the resources upon which
they depend. As stated above, it is not until recently that the pastoralists in Laikipia have been
forced to settle in one place. Having had a culture of “grazing out” a section of land and moving
on to the next greener pasture, the need to conserve is relatively new and to some extent a
foreign concept especially among the older generation, and is often meet with resistance. The
result of this has been continued depreciation of the environment due to unsustainable use of
the available natural resources.
“Well my take on that is I could be wrong but experience has taught me that the linkage is not set out
right from the outset. I think it‟s never made clear to communities the link between the resource and
the income they get. Or they may know it to some extent but also for them it may be difficult to decide
which conservation activity to put effort in. I have seen some more established conservancies try to
make the linkage, but if you try to look at the linkage in the long term in quantitative terms, I don‟t
see much.”(Respondent 11)
4. Human - Wildlife Conflict
This was the fourth indicator mentioned by respondents as one of the persistent problems in
Laikipia. There are no national protected areas in Laikipia but there are national protected
areas around Laikipia. Wild animals use Laikipia as a corridor to move between the protected
national parks in the Northern Rangelands to the protected areas south of Laikipia and around
Mount Kenya to the west. (See appendix 1). Since Laikipia is a residential place, the freely
roaming wildlife has over the years lead to a lot of conflict between the residents and the wild
animals. Herbivores grazing in the private lands often feed on crops and are also considered to
be in competition with the livestock for pasture, while carnivores often prey on livestock
especially in the dry seasons. For this reason, wild animals are seen as destructive and a threat
to human survival. People thus do not desire these animals and conflicts arise in the fight for
survival between Laikipia residents and the wild animals.
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“In Laikipia there are so many conflicts on human and other herbivores because of agricultural
crops and also between pastoralists and carnivores because of livestock. We are very much
bothered by wildlife in this area; the elephants on this area destroy crops, so in this area we rarely
farm. Even if we plant, when the crops are ready for harvest these animals come out in large
numbers and destroy our harvest.” (Respondent 8)

Normative Layer
The second layer reflects the ideals or utopias of actors concerning their situation. It reflects the
normative expressions about set goals and values at stake. As you see below, actors‟ normative
expressions were closely related to how they defined their world and what they saw as the
problem in Laikipia.
All the respondents wished to have a “better” Laikipia and named several indicators of a better
Laikipia. These ideas relate to four types of ideals: sustainable land use, sustainable livelihoods
or economy, changes in attitudes and a process ideal (See Figure.8 below). Sustainable land use
indicators link to the first ontological issue raised above where growing human population and
decreasing resource base is mentioned as a definition of the current situation. Changes in
attitude and mindsets indicators reflect a need to move from the issue of lack of conservation
knowledge and attitude and human wildlife conflict identified in the ontological layer above.
The economic indicators address the issue of poverty while process ideals were not linked with
any direct issue in the ontological layer.
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ECONOMIC - IMPROVED
LIVELIHOODS

CHANGES IN ATTITUDES AND
MINDSETS

Enough money
Inreased tourism
Enough energy
More employment

Sustainable mind
Change of environmental attitude
No conflict
SUSTAINABLE LAND
USE

Enough water
Plenty of forests
Fertile lands
Improved pasture
No erosion

PROCESS IDEALS

Participation
Openness
Equity
"BETTER LAIKIPIA"

Source. Author 2011
Figure 6. Indicators of the ideal Laikipia
Some respondents wished to have a safe Laikipia, with plenty of rainfall and water where
wildlife and people live in harmony. Ideally, abundant rainfall means that wild animals will
have plenty of pasture and prey in their parks, thus remain within the protected areas, while the
residents will have enough crops in their farms and this will end conflicts. They viewed water
and trees (forests) as the source of all life and thus when they are in plenty all their needs shall
be taken care of.
“I long for a better Laikipia. If there is rainfall then the land is very fertile. I would like to see
the whole region full of trees again. Like it used to be. You know when you have trees, then
rainfall will be enough and our lands will be fertile and rich again.”( Respondent 3)
Respondents also said they would like to see a Laikipia where people understood clearly the
link between the environment and their actions and acted in an environmental friendly manner
to ensure that all systems that need to be working are working. Failure to do so was seen as
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putting Laikipians at the eminent danger of a complete loss of natural resources upon which
they largely depend on.
I would like to see the pastoralists maintain proper grazing patterns. Perhaps they need to adopt
a more business driven approach to pastorolism. The whole thing of farmers overriding the law
by continuously pumping water from the river when their permit only allows them 3 hours
pumping for domestic consumption should stop. The things that need to link together, must link
together. The rivers must flow through. The grasslands must have grass on them we can‟t afford
erosion.” (Respondent 2)
Failure to use the resources sustainably in Laikipia was seen as having a very high cost in the
long run. It is considered to lead to a total collapse of the natural resource base and to pose an
eminent danger to human survival. One respondent put it as below:
“ if we do not take care of our rivers in other words if we allow them to dry out we degrade our
broad environment that provides us with our rivers, in other words we allow our lands to dry out
due to our agricultural practices which due to our grazing regimes will cause our lands to be
bare. What we are doing is we are slowly killing ourselves. We are narrowing our options in the
future and yet we are increasing our numbers.” (Respondent 5)

Policy strategy
The third layer: the strategic layer, reflects the policy programs of actors. They refer to the
plan of action or strategy people put in place after defining their world and identifying the
values at stake to enable them move from their current reality to their desirable reality. LWF
members have a set of actions towards achieving their desired state. These sets of actions are
translated into action programs in LWF. The various key programs in LWF reflect the actions
1 to 4 discussed below and are officially framed within the mission and objectives of LWF.
These strategies are linked to the ontological issues and ideals presented above. Action I below
relate to changes in attitude and mindsets in the normative layer while Action 2 relate to
process ideal. Action 3 relate to economic ideal and sustainable land use while Action 4 relates
to process ideal.
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Action 1: Environmental mindedness and responsible use of natural resources
Respondents felt that there was need for Laikipians to give more thought to their natural
resource use patterns and particularly their attitude and behavior towards the environment.
They advocated for solutions that address this issue as this is the core to real change in
Laikipia.
“If we do not change our behavior as the first solution then a lot of these quick fixes will never
work and we have seen that every now and then. We see lots of development interventions,
development projects that are proposed fail, collapse, die very quickly all because we haven‟t
tackled the real causes and changed human behavior.” (Respondent 13)
Action 2: Increased community participation
Among the set of actions that they felt needed to be put in place are solutions that involve
participation of communities in defining their future. They felt that there was need for a
process of developing the vision together with every section of communities and peoples of
Laikipia as opposed to forcing strategy on them. The process should involve communities in
determining the kind of future they want and how they want to achieve this goal. To illustrate
this, the following comment makes a perfect example:
“The campaign should be the Laikipia we want. But who is we? It cannot just be we the wealthy
people or we the Europeans or we the Kikuyu or we the Maasai or we the ranchers or we the
pastoralists. It cannot just be one group. The „we‟ has to be the society of Laikipia who are calling
for the Laikipia we want. But who knows what we want? So there needs to be a process, so let‟s
begin a process to get the Laikipia we want, to define the Laikipia we want, to involve everyone
to define the Laikipia we want. By trying to work on those, to hold this whole thing together all
the people living together around it will be better off.” (Respondent 5)
Action 3: Equality and fair distribution of resources
To tackle poverty and its related issues and as a way to reduce the resource inequalities as well
as conflicts in Laikipia, giving back direct benefits to the local communities was defined as the
way towards achieving an ideal Laikipia. The lack of a direct linkage between natural resource
and livelihood options and thus conservation was attributed to the fact that most Laikipians felt
it was not a profitable enough option compared to livestock or agriculture. This is because the
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popular means through which benefits from conservation related income were distributed was
through communal social infrastructure such as building a hospital, a school or a road or by
paying school fees. Those without school children for instance, felt that they received less
benefit. Although the social infrastructure improved it was considered less valuable as they
lacked a direct connection with these benefits. More direct benefit that can put food on the table
was felt to be a more welcome solution.
“People want to have something in their pockets that they can use to put food on their table. We
hear money came and it was given to so and so for scholarship. When inspection was done they
found that over ten out of the 15 students allocated the bursaries did not exist. They were ghost
student. And that money was shared between a few people. The one in charge was fired but the
next ones also are doing the same.”(Respondent 15).
Action 4: Creating synergy and working together/strategic thinking
The other strategy was by working together and understanding the power of synergy. LWF
members understand that the above strategies can only be achieved by working together and
pulling their resources together.
“…as one grows, the other one grows so as trade volumes grow the amount that goes back to
conservation also grows”. (Respondent 12)
LWF thus, is a kind of organization that is seen to provide and have the qualities specified by
members as important strategy towards achieving the ideal Laikipia. As discussed, LWF
education program addresses the issue of creating and raising awareness among the people of
Laikipia on environmental related issues. The overall aim of the education program is to
change people‟s attitudes towards natural resources and hopefully change their behavior. The
conservation program on the other hand offers a wide array of environmental issues such as
rangeland rehabilitation and forest management which capturers the idea of holist
conservation, with the aim of ensuring that all the vital environmental systems are working.
The Tourism Sector Support and the Conservation Enterprises Programs caters for those
interested in enhancing the livelihoods of the local community in a sustainable manner by
offering them alternatives to destructive livelihood options as an overall incentive to
conservation.
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“So basically the program is there to sort of strengthen community enterprise development as a
means of encouraging communities to conserve, because when people are getting money and
putting food on their table as a result of products that they grow or produce and sell which are
eco-friendly, they are more likely to appreciate the value of the environment.”( Respondent 7)
As new actors continued to join the LWF diversity has been witnessed in the definition of
realities and strategies to achieving these realities. The discourses supported by this
arrangement are reflected in the working programs of LWF which have been increasing with
the increase in actors while at the same bringing in actors with similar interests and resources
to support a particular program. As more actors came to LWF the discursive layers were
altered in terms of definition of problems facing Laikipia, values at stake and approaches to be
applied. Although these approaches and definitions changed over time, the over arching
discourse remains unchanged thereby contributing to the commitment and legitimacy of the
arrangement. Members still define problems and Utopias the same way they did since inception
even if slight differences in the intensity of the problems is noted. There is however, a
significant change in the approaches employed or expected to be employed in achieving the
ideal state in Laikipia. LWF has evolved from the concept of consumptive use of natural
resources to co-existing with natural resources. LWF now focus on creative management and
uses of the environment through which people are able to make a living while simultaneously
enhancing the health of the resources.

Actors
Actors refer to organizations or individuals involved in policy issues. Basing on (Arts & Leroy,
2006; Van Tatenhove, et al., 2000; 1980 cited in Wiering & Arts, 2006) the concept of actors
was analyzed by looking at actor constellations, interaction patterns and coalitions and
oppositions and how these have changed over time.
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Coalitions
A coalition was operationalized as a group of cooperating actors who to a certain extent, share
resources and rules and use certain discursive notions or programs to further a common goal.
LWF as a coalition
LWF is a voluntary collaboration of different groups of people who live in Laikipia, all united
towards improving the quality of the environment and livelihoods in Laikipia. These people
come from different cultural backgrounds, social and economic status, believes and values and
even ethnic decent. The key unifying factor supported by LWF is an interest in improving their
natural resource base with an aim of improving their livelihoods. The decision to work towards
a common goal comes from the understanding that there is a lot to gain or lose for Laikipians
as far as ecosystem integrity is concerned. With this understanding the common goal of
ensuring the integrity of the ecosystem is enhanced. LWF offers a space whereby these diverse
groups put aside their differences and emphasize their unifying factors to achieve a common
goal as reflected in the discourse discussed above.
The fact that LWF is a coalition by itself has led to the possibility of pooling resources to form
different programs. Key players within LWF have remained unchanged until 2009 when the
organization implemented changes in its programs as well as in the organizational structure.
Previously the board of directors was the key player with members having a chance to dispute
decisions made by the board during the annual general meeting. The board mostly set the
agenda and direction of the organization using information and insights gathered from the
members in the quarterly meetings. The new strategic framework gives members an ultimate
say in agenda setting for the organization. This move to shift the locus of control in LWF
stems from the need to legitimize the organization as a full community based (controlled/led)
organization. It reflects a move towards a more inclusive and participatory organization where
vision and activities are guided by local communities.
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Coalitions within LWF
Coalitions within the programs of LWF have an important role to play. They have led to
differences in how problems are defined and the approaches used to address these problems and
as a result, led to the changes in number and character of programs. Their actions determine
the areas to focus on and thereby influencing resource appropriation. Their continued support
of specific issues can be said to be the reason behind the formation of subthemes and
formalization of core programs all which influence the direction of the arrangement.
The internal coalitions that take place in LWF are more on discursive reasons geared towards
the achievement of a certain action plan, in other words, the success of a particular program.
The major components of LWF‟s mission; ‘conservation and livelihoods’ form the framework
upon which rules, resources, actors and discourses are defined. LWF operates through different
programs which are a reflection of action plans towards achieving a better Laikipia.
Different actors in LWF support different programs at different times. What they support is
based on emerging issues and their interest on the issue. For instance in 2008 there were five
programs while in 2010 there were eight programs. These programs have come up in response
to emerging issues and a need to focus on particular concerns. Each of these has had a group of
actors actively involved in pursuing and supporting them, for them to be formalized.
Some programs that did not exist today do exist independently with a complete support system
in terms of membership and donors who subscribe to certain discourses. Because of a common
desire to see a better Laikipia, this support system also provided(s) the resources needed for the
programs to succeed. Some of these coalitions arise and last as long as it takes to push their
agendas. For instance in 2002 the actors interested in better forest and water issues in Laikipia
for instance were all “put” under the Community Conservation Program where activities or
projects that touched on water and forests were engaged in. Increase in number of actors with
similar interests and available resources for activities the programs continued until 2009 when
they were formalized into independent core programs. On the other hand the security program
was proposed and formalized in less than one year. Coalitions thus have to suggest („sell‟) and
negotiate their approaches to other members and this can take quite some time.
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Coalitions with outsiders
LWF fosters thematic platforms and initiatives with other non-state and state players involved
in conservation, biodiversity and development issues in Laikipia to share activities, lessons
learnt and to portray a united front to Laikipians. It also holds informal thematic platforms that
bring together NRT, SNV, World Vision, CETRAD, ENNDA and AWF to deliberate on
common approaches and strategies and to increase intervention and effectiveness. Some of
these are, Natural Resource Management, Community Based Organizations (WRUAs, CFAs)
and Governmental Agencies (KFS, WRMA). LWF holds formal partnerships with some
organizations like AWF in developing the Conservation Enterprise Program and SNV in
developing community based tourism and water resources management.(See appendix 9 for a
more detailed list on these coalitions and partnerships).
Because non member actors are limited in decision making they have no direct influence on the
development and stabilization of the discourses. However, coalition with outsiders has impact
on resource availability which determines if a certain approach is formalized. Without the 75%
resources sourced from outsiders the formalization of the approaches translated into programs
would not take place but would remain as sub-themes under a more powerful program.

Oppositions
An opposition was defined as a group of actors holding different views as to which rules may be
applied, the discursive notions in use and or which and how resources are to be applied to
achieve a certain goal, or those who have a different view about which goals to achieve using
the same mix of resources and rules. Most opposition in LWF is of an internal character.
Because of the restricted (the „outsider‟ must fit within the ideas and workings of the
arrangement) and voluntary nature of non member involvement it was not possible to tell if
any external opposition exits.
Most respondents were of the view that there exists no organized opposition to how the
organization is run and how resources are shared. They also asserted that they have not
experienced a situation where actors pulled out of the organization with major impacts on how
the organization is run.
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“so far we have never had a donor pull out of an initiative. No it‟s never happened. It may
happen one day but it would be a very sad day if that happened. It would reflect very badly on the
board. It would reflect very badly on the staff. It would show we were totally out of touch with
the people of Laikipia and the members.” (Respondent 5)
Although most respondents felt that goals were uncontested as indicated in the coalition
discussion above, internal differences in approach LWF do exist. Two cases of actors pulling
out of the forum with significant impact on the way things are done in LWF as far as registered
members are concerned were mentioned. The first case involved groups who joined the forum
with high expectations of getting funding from LWF. This happened because LWF had not
clearly defined its parameters as far as voluntary membership was concerned. They expected
that those joining the forum had adequate information about what the forum is and how it
operates. Respondent 7 explained.
“We have had in the past youth groups become members of the forum and then complain that
they got nothing from it. When we investigated why they joined we found out that they joined so
that they could get grants from LWF. So they joined for wrong reasons.” (Respondent 7)
In this case LWF responded by having a more vigorous membership recruitment approach.
New rules for any group interested in joining LWF were formed the category „community
groups‟ was modified to „community environmental groups‟. These groups now have to
undergo a vetting process (more details under the rules of the game) to ensure that they clearly
understand what they are getting into before they register as members.
The other case mentioned was the pulling out of actors associated with the cropping project
under the Wildlife Management Program. The suspension of the project by the government
saw several other actors who had joined LWF for this reason pull out. The closure of this
program signified an end to the paradigm of using consumptive incentives for conservation. It
ceased to be popular and the actors felt less represented and that LWF no longer served their
interests. Because these constituted a significant number of members, LWF responded by
exploring other creative alternatives to generate income through non-consumptive natural
resources utilization such as increased focus on tourism and other conservation enterprises.
“There are some members whose particular interest of joining the LWF was to benefit from the
cropping programme in the late 1990‟s. When cropping was stopped in 2002 some of them
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stopped paying their annual subscriptions. LWF thought of other alternatives for income
generation from the environment and we continued working with the communities helping them
establish facilities that can give them income.” (Respondent 6)
Strict informal rules and discipline that dictate membership, resource acceptance and allocation
ensure that occurrences of oppositions are kept at bay before they occur. The low levels of
opposition in LWF can be attributed to the fact that when one is joining LWF they are heavily
vetted (see rules: terms of membership) and are aware of what they are getting involved in.
This ensures that misunderstandings

and conflicting interests are avoided while the set

programs helps „fit‟ aspiring members into existing discourses within an overall goal shared by
members. The fact that it is a voluntary organization with a very clear mission serves to ensure
that those who join the organization are more or less united by a common discourse or
paradigm. The broadness of the mission and the programs also work towards ensuring that
every member‟s interest is represented directly or indirectly. The other reason for this is the
fact that LWF resources are raised for projects and given directly to the communities; it avoids
a situation of having to manage the resources for members.

Actor interaction
As mentioned above, LWF has both member and non-member actors. Non actors are
integrated in LWF mainly to provide resources and strategic advantages. To reach non actors
(people not involved in LWF at all) whose daily activities have an impact on livelihoods and the
health of the ecosystem, LWF tries to create environmental awareness. As far as conservation
and uplifting their livelihoods is concerned, it encourages them to organize themselves into
groups so that they can benefit from synergy and other group advantages. In addition, LWF
integrate non actors through engaging in activities facilitated by other funding agencies as well
as building partnerships with other development and conservation agencies in Laikipia.
The fundraising activity is one of the major ways through which non members get involved in
LWF. It is through this process that most contact and networks are made. The fund raising
process define what actors (members and non -members) get involved into which projects while
on the other hand it gives an opportunity for actors to choose where to or not to put their
resources. The completion of a project signify an end to certain interaction partners while a
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failure to acquire resources needed for a project prevents the interaction that would occur as a
result of the project going forward.
The amount or rate of interaction between actors depend mostly on the activities (project at
hand) being carried out that year. For example, SNV supported Ewaso WRUAs 2007, Aloe
projects in 2008 and tourism program in 2008. Members‟ support for areas to focus on depend
mostly on the urgency of the issue at hand as well as the closeness of the issue, eg drought,
Wildlife-Human conflict, security radio, fence. As far as membership is concerned, formerly
competing groups in Laikipia (such as the farmers and livestock keepers on the issue of water)
have been able to come together and agree on peaceful resource allocation strategies as a result
of being involved in LWF. Improved relationships have been witnessed between members such
as water resource users via the WRUAs, Forest associations via CFAs and the foreigner and
non foreigner.
Increase in membership and diversity in problem definitions has lead to an increase in the
number and types of projects in LWF, thereby, increasing the scope of interaction for those
involved. Additionally this has led to the specialization of LWF on certain themes which in
turn offer an opportunity for a higher level of interaction. For example, LWF responded to
new interests by widening the conservation enterprises to include activities that are non
tourism based such as bio-trade. This attracted more donors and other supporters interested in
specifically funding activities that show a direct link between livelihoods and conservation such
as SNV and AWF partners, thereby, changing the stability of the arrangement in terms of
actor interactions. Based on this evidence we can conclude that relationship between members
in LWF has been increasing.

Rules
Wiering & Arts (2006) state that rules can be informal or formal, normative or substantive.
Legislation and procedure indicate the formal law while political culture represents informal
law. Procedures and political culture represent the substantive aspect while legislation
represents the normative aspect of rules. One condition for deep institutional change to occur
is that emerging discourse are translated into or /reflected in, institutions, procedures and
legislation. They point out that “an important aspect (but not the only one) of deep institutional
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change is the extent to which changes in discourse are reflected in changes in legislation”(Wiering &
Arts, 2006). LWF has been instrumental in the translation of laws and policies of the country,
participates in many policy and law making boards and above all creating a supporting rather
than impeding connection between its discourses and the power relations in the company. Since
one discourse has been circulating with deferent or a variety of translations, there has not been
much changes in legislation, but some changes have taken place in informal rules.
Influence on Legislation
Legislation refers to the translation of policy discourses into binding laws (Wiering & Arts, ,p.
329). Due to the growth in its physical scope and in number of actors, LWF‟s position in the
conservation-development network in Laikipia has been strengthened.

As a result it has

increasingly been influential in translation of existing government policy in Laikipia. It has
gained increased legitimacy in advising and voicing concerns as far as environmental laws at
the local level and national level are concerned. It has moved from an organization working
towards implementing government projects to an organization that has a voice in legislation
and policy matters.
LWF has been instrumental in advising the government and in influencing policies on
conservation and environmental related issues. It has been more involved in the application or
implementation of already existing government legislations such as, the water Act and the Arid
Development Act, than in making actual changes in the laws. Due to its position in the law
making scenario in Kenya, where national law is made by elected members of parliament and
bi-laws (local laws) by local government officials, being able to contribute to this process is a
big step towards increasing the legitimacy of LWF.
At the local level LWF works with the local government in influencing by laws that impact
environment and conservation and mostly encourages lawmakers to be more consultative when
developing environment related by laws.
“On behalf of LWF‟s members and Laikipia landowners LWF submitted an objection to the
Laikipia County Council‟s (LCC) newly proposed by-laws on „conservancy‟, „water‟ and
„tourism‟ - on the grounds of lack of definitions and imposition of levy‟s. LWF requested that
the LCC took a consultative approach during the re-drafting process.” (LWF newsletter, 2006)
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Since there is no regional tourism management body in Laikipia, LWF in its tourism strategy
has positioned itself as the legitimate body representing tourism and tourism facilities owners‟
interests in Laikipia. The national tourism policy and Vision 2030 only makes reference to the
need for Kenya to diversify its tourism products. LWF greatly influenced the translation of this
policy through its Tourism Sector Support Program which has been instrumental in the
development of many community based tourism activities in Laikipia.
LWF has also had great impact on the translation of the Water Act and the Forest Act in
Laikipia. Despite being already existing provisions in the Water Resources Management
Authority and Kenya Forest Services, LWF has been instrumental in the formation and
management of WRUAs and CFAs in the Laikipia ecosystem significantly increasing the
numbers and quality of management, service and environmental impact of these, thereby
significantly influencing how the water Act and the Forest Act is translated in Laikipia. One of
the members pointed out that if need be, it is possible for LWF to make significant changes in
Laikipia within a matter of hours.
“ You don‟t have to wait till the board meeting. We just do it on email. And I can do it in 48
hours If its urgent enough. So we have done it with water issues here and had some of the biggest
national meetings around water in terms of local issues”. (Respondent 5)
LWF has been active in lobbying to influence opinions in policy development processes
countrywide (eg Wildlife Conservation and Management Policy) as well as development of the
Land Policy for Kenya. LWF‟s Executive Director was a member of the Ministry of
Environment Task Force on Sustainable Natural Resource Use, a body that is mandated with
the development of a National Environment Policy. LWF took the mandate to formulate and
propose significant amendments to some key areas of natural resource management such as the
Anti Poaching Bill and the Export Bills that affect traders in Aloe Vera. For the former, the
campaign is ongoing while for the later significant steps have been made towards unblocking
the export blockages and prohibitive tax regimes that affect bio-trade products. The following
exhibit (Figure.9) give a clear understanding of the forces going on between LWF and the
other actors in the policy and Legal arena.
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National Policy & Legislation
Possibly the biggest single activity, yet least visible task for the LWF in 2009, has been the ongoing work with the draft Wildlife Conservation & Management Bill. Early in 2009 at the
invitation of the Ministry the LWF together with key members of the EAWLS (East Africa
Wildlife Society) Conservation Committee, KTF and others, reviewed the various drafts and
made presentations to the Ministry. This lead to significant changes in the draft Bill by the
Ministry, but not sufficient to mitigate the threats to wildlife that remain in Kenya today or the
threats to wildlife that the draft Bill itself created. The process of open dialogue with the Ministry
stopped suddenly in February without an apparent process available to continue providing input
or comment. It was also apparent that mainstream conservation organizations were reluctant to
continue to pursue lobbying for change actively. Source: LWF Annual report 2009.
Figure 7. Example of LWF involvement in influencing legislation and policies

Procedure
Procedures refer to the way participation and decision making processes are codified (Van
Tatenhove, et al., 2000). Decision making in LWF is clearly spelt out with several levels of
decision making that address different decisions needs. Decision making in LWF is done in five
levels depending on the type of decision to be made. Decisions are made in unit meetings by
members, by the secretariat, in voluntary advisory sub -committee meetings, in board meetings
and in AGMs. Decisions about issues touching the units, for example decisions about which
projects to start at the unit are made in the units by the unit members, decisions pertaining to
creating the strategy for LWF are channeled through the voluntary subcommittee for
discussion and debate after which they are recommended to the board for discussion and final
decision. In the annual general meetings the members have a chance to amend or append the
decisions that have been made in the course of the year.
For instance, the general procedure for an additional program follows the following path: A
member(s) proposes an issue, presents it to the voluntary sub-committee who discusses and
endorse it, pass it as a recommendation to the board, the chairman reads it and endorses it. The
board deliberates on it and forms a sub- committee who will then decide if to endorse it or not.
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The members are informed of these decisions, via email, newsletter and in the unit and annual
general meeting.
The secretariat makes operational decisions guided by the set procedure stipulated in their
roles and responsibilities and their professional capabilities. One respondent said
“Within the rules setup within the forum and the policy document, I can take decisions. There
are certain decisions I have to seek support and seek advice from an advisory committee in certain
areas.”(Respondent 5)
To illustrate the changes in the procedure in LWF I will illuminate more on the changes in the
organizational structure. The above discussed procedure is implicitly outlined in the
organizational structure of the forum. In the organization structure before 2010 the board of
directors had the ultimate responsibility and thus the ultimate power to make decisions without
passing them through the members for approval. However, the members‟ decisions had to be
approved by the board. In the decisions made by the board, the unit directors were the voice of
the members since they are elected by the members.
During the 2010-2015 strategic period the organization structure has changed such that the
members have the ultimate responsibility. They now need to approve of decisions previously
decided by the board including strategic decisions. Members will be notified of every decision
and given a chance to give their views. (The different organizational charts showing this are
shown in the appendix 5 a&b.)
As far as procedure is concerned LWF is guided mostly by informal rules. As mentioned before,
rules can be enabling as well as constraining. In an organization undergoing innovative stage,
the bureaucracy exerted by the set rules can act as major constraints or inhibitors to creative
ideas as they set boundaries on what is legit, can be done and that which is not possible (Arts
and Leroy 2006). In the case of LWF the fact that most of its guiding principles are informal
act as an enabling factor. The informal rules have given the staff the responsibility of
translating and defining the purpose of the organization as well as how to attain its goal in a
less restricted environment.
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Political Culture
Political culture refers to the general patterns of informal and implicit rules of the game which
can be associated with certain policy domains. These ways of doing things though not formal,
develop over time into strong beliefs that are very difficult to change(Buizer, 2008). These
become „how things are done over here‟. In LWF most of the guidelines on terms of
engagement are not written down in any formal document. A great number of practices have
been internalized and institutionalized as how things are done. In general, the overarching
guideline is „interest in making Laikipia a better place as far as development and conservation is
concerned‟. This informally stated guideline form the base upon which the terms of engagement
in Laikipia Wildlife Forum are formulated. Below I discuss the three areas under which
informal rules operate; 1).Terms of membership, 2) Terms limiting LWF‟s involvement and 3)
Terms pertaining to resource distribution.

1) Terms of Membership
In the early years there was no set down criteria of the requirements needed to become a
member in LWF. With time the secretariat developed an informal guiding procedure through
which to accept membership. The reason for this is that in the beginning people misunderstood
what the forum is and how it works. In the early days of the organization membership was
accepted with the assumption that since it‟s a voluntary membership those joining LWF fully
understood the workings of LWF before registering. However, people confused LWF with
other development NGOs in the region and joined it with the aim of benefiting themselves in
various ways.
To avoid this misunderstanding the secretariat came up with ways to ensure that prospective
members understood what the organization was, how and with whom the organization
functions. Once the group makes clear of their intention to join LWF, the secretariat takes
them through a vetting process. The criterion applied is that whatever activities the
community group is involved in must be for the benefit of the environment or environment
related issues. The secretariat (mostly the CLOs) then visits the group and attends their
gathering so as to ascertain their legitimacy and commitment to improving the environment.
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“…..everybody can bring you a list of people or family members and call them a group. So before
you become members we work together to find out what you are you doing. Some clarifications
are actually done for community and environmental groups. We clearly specify „community
environmental‟ group. So we cannot accept a footballer club who want us to buy training gears
or a football pitch for them. It must be related to the conservation of environmental.”(Respondent
7)

2) Terms limiting LWF‟s involvement
LWF mission statement, goals and objectives give a general definition of scope and no
information on specific criteria for deciding the type, extent or content of the activities to be
involved in. LWF is involved in conserving the ecosystem and improving the livelihoods of
Laikipians. How far the Forum can go into achieving this in terms of involvement with each
project and nature of projects is not formally defined.
In the beginning LWF involvement with program activities was limited. LWF acted only as a
conduit for activities of its members: coordinating, convening and avoiding direct
implementation of initiatives. However, with the increase in number of actors and the
availability of resources LWF has been getting more involved in the activities it advocates for.
There is a slight shift towards being more involved in the activities of its members especially in
the Tourism Sector Support and Conservation Enterprise Programs. In the tourism strategy
for instance LWF is taking a more proactive responsibility of branding and marketing Laikipia
and allowing for direct bookings via the tourism website. In the conservation enterprise
program LWF is initiating income generating sustainable projects in partnership with other
organizations.
When explaining the level of involvement in terms of initial contact, the respondents felt that
for LWF to be involved in any initiative, the initiatives must originate and be owned by the
community groups. LWF secretariat does not initiate projects on behalf of members but rather
play an advisory and facilitator role to the groups. In this sense LWF raises the awareness
about issues at stake and possible activities that can improve the environment and livelihoods of
the people. It is then for the community groups to decide what to do next. Upon the initiation
of a project LWF plays an advisory and fundraising role while during implementation it
provides technical advice.
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“People will come and say that „we understand that you are working with a certain community
forest association, we also want to be part of that.‟ So they come and they give us an opportunity
to work with them. Because we don‟t initiate projects for the community, it is the community to
initiate and come in to approach us we want the people to understand the value, if it is the issue of
tree planting, or rangeland restoration it must come from them. And we work with those who are
interested.” (Respondent 8)
Just as the initiation of the project comes from the group members themselves, LWF leaves the
full responsibility for project implementation and outcomes to the community groups. LWF
takes a step back and lets the community run their own projects although they can from time to
time offer training on how to better manage these projects.
Although there are no formal criteria, there are limits to the content of initiatives that LWF
can be involved in. Although every project and activity should contribute to conservation and
livelihoods enhancement, the secretariat decides which of these activities have greater impacts
and thus decides which of these to fundraise for. For instance initiatives that may improve the
livelihoods of Laikipians but show little connection or lack a direct link with conservation may
not qualify for funding as the comment below show:
“We may not be able to support everything, if somebody comes and they want to do water project
or women groups that makes bags we may not support that. The question is „is that going to
improve on the environment in Laikipia or not?

If it cannot then it cannot be picked.”

(Respondent 9)
One may argue however, that a project of women groups making bags can contribute to
improving the livelihoods of the people and thus offer an alternative income to charcoal
burning while at the same time planting sisal used to make these bags can contribute to land
rehabilitation. This decision is made by the CLO and thus depends on the argument put
forward as well as the opinion of the CLO.
The level of involvement in terms of physical scope is not limited to Laikipia. Although the
mission statement is very clear that LWF is a Laikipia organization serving Laikipians,
respondents felt that LWF activities go beyond the Laikipia ecosystem.
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3) Terms pertaining to resource distribution
Resource distribution guidelines go hand in hand with those guiding involvement albeit with
slight differences. For instance LWF has to find out who the group is and what it is involved
in, it‟s level of commitment and if the activities it is involved in are in line with what LWF
supports before the group qualify to benefit from resources available at or via LWF:
“ …If you want to work with the community on a certain field, how committed are they in that.
So definitely before you come, you are asked what you are involved in. Who are you and where
are you located. So we need to find out what you are involved, to find out whether it‟s something
that we can get involved in doing The first thing is to invite one of our people in your meetings so
as to learn about what you are doing.” (Respondent 6)
Additionally to benefit from the resources the group cannot go directly to the LWF office to
ask for resources. If a group wants a particular resource they have to channel their request
through the CLOs who then takes their request to the secretariat for discussion and decision
making.
The forum also has a rule guiding the unit of entry as far as distributing resources is concerned.
Although LWF allows members to register as individuals, when it comes to resource
distribution the forum does not recognize (get involved in) individual projects. It only works on
projects that are organized or initiated by registered groups.
“Most of the support that we have received is through communities that we are working with.
We have organizations such as Compaq which might call for proposals for different projects.
Mostly if a community already has a structure we request the community group to write a
proposal. But how will we direct each persons interested to invest, to a group that we are not sure
of? If a community has an established structure {organized itself into groups} it‟s very easy to
have an entry point.” (Respondent 7)
When it comes to accepting resources from supporters there was a very strong sense of
discipline and strict though informal culture. People wishing to support LWF have to fit within
LWF‟s mandate and not the other way round. The respondents felt that any resources that are
likely to drift LWF from its organizational mandate are unwelcome. One respondent stressed:
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“…. you cannot bring us money and give us conditions. If you have to give us money you have to
fit into what we do. You cannot just give us money and dictate. You‟d better not give us money.
So we cannot just accept any support because you want to pursue your own interest, it is one of the
last things we would do.” (Respondent 7)
While respondent 5 concurred:
“ are you going to sacrifice the purpose of your organization in order to get their support, let‟s
take their money, and then implement and do activities that they want you to do but not necessary
what you want to do, or will water down your core purpose.”
The lack of clearly defined formal rules together with the general character of LWF mission
provides for the flexibility that has enabled its members to find and position themselves in the
organization. This has been magnified by the small size of the secretariat which gives a shorter
chain of bureaucracy thus allowing for faster decision making and consultation.
This informality also gives it a flexibility advantage in that rules can be flexed to accommodate
changes in the internal and external environment. At the same it encourages creativity and
openness in views as well as in the formation and reformation of new informal rules. It allows
for decisions to be made on the spot depending on the situation and the most suitable solution
under the general guideline of the shared discourse is endorsed.
LWF prides in the fact that it has enjoyed excellent retention of its secretariat (key staff) in the
past decade (most of its secretariat have been involved in the organization since its inception
while most have worked with the organization for about 10 years), thereby giving little reason
to formalize the informal rules. However, when the organization is growing in its programs
there is provision for the inclusion of several other support employees while key employees can
also leave. This presents a challenge as far as the continuation of the organizational culture is
concerned. Because culture changes with time, the coming in and going out of new actors lead
to changes in the political culture of an organization. Against this background, it would be
advisable to have a certain level of formal rules to form a backbone for operations in the
organization. The presence of set formal rules could in addition be important in goal setting,
raising legitimacy and credibility.
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The changes implemented in 2010 in the definition of goals and objectives as well as
approaches to achieving these goals, show a more focused and thus more fixed orientation with
more fixed rules especially on actors‟ responsibilities and duties. In light of this, one wonders if
the same flexibility will be afforded in the new framework because members have to approve of
all decisions. Thus there is need to set proper guidelines on the some roles the members will
play and on the type of decisions that members need to approve and those that the secretariat
can approve.

Resources
To understand the issue under this section it is important understand the aspects of costs
associated with LWF existence, activities and programs. In LWF there are two aspects of
activities: project implementation by members and administrative costs incurred by the
secretariat.
LWF is meant to create a “space” where different actors in Laikipia can gather their resources
(both cash and kind) through a variety of means for communal activities that benefit their
environment and their livelihoods today and for the future generations. Being a not for profit
company LWF cannot legally engage in commercial activities that attract profit. Thus they
employ a group of people (the secretariat) to facilitate fundraising and offer a supportive role as
far as managing and running this “space” is concerned.
Resources are gathered for certain activities and given to the community group implementing a
particular activity. In Addition, the subscribers to this “space” have to set aside some of these
resources to pay the secretariat and cover other administrative costs. For the later, the forum
has an account and a budget. For the communal activities each group manages its own account
and budget as presented in the proposal that was used in fundraising. In some cases especially
when dealing with donor funding, the secretariat is asked to play a supervisory role as far as
using of the resources granted to the group is concerned.
Playing a sensitizing and mobilizing role with strict rules about their involvement with project
implementation and funding has enabled LWF to avoid situations where actors are lobbying
for resource allocation at the organizational level. Programs define areas around which actors
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can offer their support. However, this has not completely removed the responsibility of LWF
from deciding which programs to fundraise for.
I would say that the changes in various programs have been a reflection of the politics going on
between actors as they try to define what is important at a given moment and what requires
more focus. The extra programs accommodate these different views and thus solve the issues
related to differences in opinions associated with issue definition and resource (fundraising)
priority. Resources sources in LWF have been relatively stable. What has changed over the
years is the number of LWF programs which has subsequently led to more vigorous and wider
fundraising initiatives.

These initiatives have seen LWF acquire long term funding

commitments for new programs such as the Education and Water Management Programs by
Chester Zoo and SNV respectively.

Source of resources
There are two major sources of resources utilized by LWF to achieve its mission: 1)
Membership and 2) Non membership sources.
Membership resources refer to the subscription fees, licensing fees and other non monetary
contributions from members. It forms about 25% of the total resources in the Forum. Although
it forms a relatively smaller percentage of the total resources this resource is considered key to
the organization for two reasons. 1) It has a more stable nature and 2) for legitimacy reasons. It
is considered a more stable resource in that although the composition of membership changes
in terms of who is a member in a particular year, it is to some extent certain that there would
be some paid up membership at any particular year. The membership is also considered to be
sufficient enough to serve the members even if outside sources of resources failed.
LWF is a community based organization started by Laikipians to serve the interests of
Laikipians. If the donors surpass the members in decision making and or resource
appropriation, then LWF is truly not serving its members. Therefore, emphasizing the
importance of membership can thus be seen as an attempt to retain legitimacy. This resource is
directed towards the core operating costs of the secretariat such as salaries, transport and office
stationary:
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“We have our members and our members give us funds. It‟s not a large amount of money, it‟s
sufficient for us to be able to say if we had no other resources there is a core of this organization
that would continue with member support only. We have our core, our members and they are
critically important and as we see, they are not many but they are some who make significant
input. With the size that we have now I know that if we lost all our support we can reduce down
to a size that we still ensure that as long as our members want us, we can serve them and serve
Laikipia.”(Respondent 5)
The second source of resource includes all other resources available to the organization from
non members. Donor funding makes the majority of this. However, it is used only on specific
terms mostly in association with a certain project or activity. Donors normally fund a specific
project and give a section of that money to LWF to cover the running cost. “Donor funding is
restricted. Donor funding is used on the basis of contractual agreements which is usually very specific”
(LWF strategic framework, 2010). However, it accounts for the bulk (75%) of the resources
available in LWF. It is availed to the organization via fundraising and donations for particular
projects/programs, for specified periods of time and from a variety of sources.
“…without donor funding sure we couldn‟t do huge programs that we do now. We turnover
let‟s say a million dollars a year roughly. We have big grants and we are very delighted to have
that support. But it‟s not by selling our soul; it‟s not by compromising our integrity. It‟s not by
watering down our purpose on what we do and how we do it.” (Respondent 5)

Types of resources
There has been a change in the types of resources available for LWF. The need to compliment
membership resources and donor funding came as a result of increase in number of actors who
brought with them new ideas on making LWF self sustainable and making LWF more
involved in tourism marketing for its tourism sector members. This move has led to a regional
branding tourism strategy, an approach that has attracted more actors and more resources. The
tourism sector Bed-night Levy and merchandize for example are a recent addition which has
continued to grow as a result of the increase in number of tourism actors and in the
understanding of the strong dependency of tourism on environment in Laikipia, a concept
rooted in the mission of LWF.
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The three main types of resources used in LWF are 1) information and knowledge 2) networks
and 3) money

Information and knowledge
Being a sensitizing and mobilizing organization knowledge and information is a key resource in
LWF. This is available through its human resources and actors both active members and non
member. These have valuable knowledge of the conservation and development arena and thus
their coming together creates a base for discussions and debates on how to best serve Laikipia.
The member organizations and non member organizations have an international character and
thus have close links with the international community. The bulk of the human resource is the
employed core staff (eleven) also called the secretariat. Other human resources include the
board and the unit directors, members, donor funded program technical staff, technical
associates, voluntary sub-committees, strategic partners, task forces and periodic/short term
consultants. (The complete human resources breakdown is shown in appendix 9.)

Networks
LWF has both internal and external networks. The internal networks are between the member
actors while the external networks are between the LWF and other non member actors.
In terms of internal networks LWF has a rich network of member actors who form the
connection between the organization and local and international bodies. Renowned
conservationists and local elites create a link to the outside for resource mobilization and
legitimacy. The local community groups offer a network for resource distribution and action
implementation in most cases also acting as ambassadors of LWF to the other non member
communities. Member organizations also provide a network through their own customers and
actors and thus widen the linkages between LWF and Laikipia in general.
In terms of external networks LWF has a wide range of strategic partners through which it
achieves its goals. Some of the partnerships and partners that LWF works with to achieve
conservation and development goals include the following key actors: AWF and USAID on
Livelihoods (bio enterprise), the EU on tourism and Kenya Forest Association on forest
management, Save the Rhino and Chester Zoo for the education program and KWS for the
security program (see appendix 10 for a more detailed list). This network mostly consists of
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important people working in conservation and development in Laikipia. As a result of this
powerful and wide network LWF is able to make significant changes in Laikipia.
Networks play a key role in the conservation arena in Laikipia. The existing conservation and
livelihood improvement network mostly consist of important actors in the society, in the
government and in local and international conservation bodies. Conservation is a resource
intensive industry. To survive in this industry one needs access to a stable source of income and
thus need to be well linked to the donors. As a result of this powerful and wide network LWF
is able to make significant changes in Laikipia.

Money
See section on financial resources in Chapter Five above.

Resource appropriation
Resource use in LWF follows an informal but clear manner of distribution. LWF accepts
proposal from its members and upon vetting the group and the activity to ensure that it fits
within its mandate LWF start fundraising for the activity. Another way is that donors ask for
proposals from LWF and thus LWF requests the community groups to write proposal. In this
case donors independently choose the qualifying project proposals. The group is then awarded
the funds directly to their account to manage on their own. In some cases LWF is given a
custodial position for the resource.
Though any member can make a proposal, the CLOs do have a deciding power as they are the
ones who vet the groups‟ proposals written for fundraising. They have the power to decide if
whatever activity the group is involved in is something that LWF can be involved in and thus
make recommendations for its support/funding. They hold a power position that determines to
a great length the activities of LWF and thus can be said to determine the path LWF takes.
While giving the procedure for requesting a resource if you have a project, one respondent
outlined the process as below:
“… you have to call me. All requests must be done by community liaison officer. The first
entrance will be to invite the community liaison officers in your meeting to learn about your
objective and your perspective. Then the community liaison officer will come to the office and
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explain what kind of assistance the community needs. And maybe if it‟s something we can be able
to do then we go ahead and do it.” (Respondent 8)
Some actors do give conditions or guidelines on where/for what their contribution should be
used. Respondents also felt that contributions that have strings attached are not welcomed and
are most likely to be declined. Thus, resources given must fit within the mandate and working
programs of LWF as the respondent below said:
“You find that in order to try to do what you are there to do you struggle for resources, either
finances, technical or personnel. So go out there and ask for help and inevitably you reach a point
where those who want to help you are very generous but say they will support you and the
organization but on certain conditions. Those conditions may impact your own purpose in other
words they may begin to diverge your way from what you were set up to do. This is a test of
integrity for every organization of this sort and I think many fail it. Personally I would like to
say Laikipia Wildlife Forum hasn‟t failed it. We are very strong, we are very lucky.”
(Respondent 5)
We do see a change in how LWF appropriates its resources. LWF is putting together its
resources and combining them with other strategic partners like AWF to benefit individuals.
Generally, LWF rules of engagement did not allow for individual benefits from its activities
and neither did it allow the secretariat to initiate projects for its members. However, this is
slowly changing as is seen in the Cape Chestnut case where LWF and AWF started a program
whereby the individuals from the community harvest natural resources sustainably and are paid
above market value. This reflects a developing shift towards initiating projects that benefit
individuals and a shift from being reactive to being proactive in initiating projects. The fact
that members can now get individual direct benefits is expected to lead to an increase in
participation and memberships of this group of people and thereby the formation of a coalition
around this issue. The program is also a year old and it is interesting to see how that works out
with time.
The external factor that has a strong influence on this arrangement and its work is mostly from
a legal perspective. The current national laws on conservation and natural resources in general
are not up to date and so fail to adequately address the issues at hand and thus can be
considered to be crippling the efforts of the players in LWF. The anti poaching bill, for
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example, allows for a maximum fine of € 364 for poachers while the dealer pays him € 5000.
The court cannot charge a fine larger than the law stipulates. In light of these circumstances,
the poachers continue poaching and factor in the fine as an operating cost. Figure.10 below
clearly illustrates the irony of this.
2009 also saw a dramatic rise in the illegal killing of elephant and rhino, and illegal
harvesting of sandalwood, compared to recent years. By the end of the year the value of ivory in
the Asian market was 1,500 USD/kg, rhino horn was worth more than its weight in gold, and
Sandalwood. Traders were sufficiently well prepared to have their € 455 fines (including
bribes) ready in cash to pay on arrest!
Sources: LWF Annual report 2009.
Figure 8. The irony of outdated laws
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Definition of Success
The success of new forms of governance depend mainly on how stakeholders define, perceive
and strategize for success in relation to their own positions, values, interests, goals and
attitudes (logics of action) (Frahm & Martin, 2009). The most common levels of assessing
collaborations are project impacts on the ground and the effectiveness of the partnership itself
(Funnell, 2006 ; Klitgaard, 2004). The second aspect of this study was to find out how LWF
conceptualized success and based on that to find out the perceived influence of LWF on the
C/T/P arrangement. Below is a discussion on how actors involved in LWF define success.
Definition based on indicators of perceived impacts on the ground
Actors defined success in terms of outputs and outcome while the effectiveness of the
collaboration was measured in terms of process characteristics. The main output of this
arrangement is an increasing number of ongoing and completed projects. Initiating and
facilitating the completion of as many projects as possible is the main focus of LWF. This is
what they use to illustrate their achievements and to lobby for resources. The main outcomes of
this arrangement are improved natural resources, increased linkage between conservation and
livelihoods and reduced conflict between people for resources and also a reduction in human
wildlife conflict. The main outputs and outcomes of this arrangement are shown below in
Figure 11.
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Output Indicators

Outcome Indicators

• Increase in number of
projects

• Improved natural
resource base
• Increased linkage
between conservation
and livelihoods
• Reduced conflicts
• Changes in attitudes
mindsets and behavior
• Improved livelihoods

• Improved dialogue and
unity between actors
• Collaborative ability

Figure 9. Indicators of success
Source. Author 2011
Most of the outputs are presented in the communication materials of LWF. Documents
surveyed showed a more quantitative definition of success while the interviews showed a more
qualitative measure and definitions of success. LWF has fundraised for and seen the completion
of many different projects. Figure. 12 below is an example of these quantitative indicators.
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Figure 10. Examples of quantitative achievements
Sources: Annual report 2003
As far as output indicators of success are concerned LWF actors named unity as a key indicator
of success for LWF. Most respondents felt that there was a big improvement in unity between
Laikipians. They stated that since their enrollment with LWF they have experienced better
communication between themselves. Due to the activities of LWF many different groups of
people have been brought together to work towards a common goal. This common goal of
making Laikipia a better place is thus the unifying factor among these diverse groups. As a
result LWF has been able to incorporate Laikipia‟s most diverse people (farmers, nomads,
pastoralist, Negroes and Caucasians) and to foster dialogue between them. The collaborative
nature of the arrangement increases actor interactions which subsequently improves relation
between its actors.
Improved interaction between these diverse groups and increased dialogue is another indicator
of success in LWF. LWF has been able to foster dialogue to previously unfriendly groups in
Laikipia and bring them to a point where their differences are celebrated rather than used to set
them apart. Taking into account the diverse background and lifestyles of these people, LWF
has insisted on ideas coming from members and thus avoiding implanting foreign ideas into
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member groups. Groups meet and discuss their ideas together and suggestions for
improvements are given. These meetings have helped in setting the context though which
these diverse groups have had a chance to explore each others‟ ideas and ways of thinking and
thus fostering dialogue, peace and unity in the long run.
In relation to the outcomes, actors felt there is the increase in actual number of natural
resources such as wildlife, pasture, water and forest. The activities of LWF independently or in
partnership with other organizations in the region have led to general increase in the
seriousness and commitment accorded to natural resources management. Improved results
such as alternative sources of income like tourism activities have attracted many groups to
work with LWF so that they too can benefit. These groups have had to follow the mission,
vision and principles of LWF leading to improved environmental practices. As a result of this
shared goal these groups have had tangible impacts on the improvement of natural resource
base such as increased water flow in rivers, improved pastures and forest resources as the
comment below show. Due to the existing peaceful collaboration between Laikipians, conflicts
are solved amicably and resource distribution done equitably.
“If you go down there at Ilngwesi the springs are coming back to life. The pasture and other
vegetations are back. The water that was a few years ago dry is now tickling down and
flowing.” (Respondent 10)
Another outcome seen is changes in peoples‟ attitudes, mindsets and behavior leading to
increased understanding of the linkage between conservation and livelihoods. Interviewees felt
that Laikipians now understand better that their lives depend on the health of the ecosystem
and that it is important to maintain the health of the ecosystem for their own good. This has
not been the case before as most people were more interested in consumptive uses of natural
resources (see targets and membership section in chapter four). There is a slight shift towards
acting more responsibility for their own good and the good of the universe. This has lead to
increased attendance and support for environmental education both among the youth and the
elderly in Laikipia.
The uniform narrative of conserving the natural systems to ensure the survival of every living
thing in Laikipia, with or without seeing the economic benefits presented above reflects a
change in attitude among Laikipians. However, this change is a perceived change since a closer
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look indicates that this general shift is slow, in most cases the people do not know what
activities to engage in or how to have a positive impact in the environment and a large
population still practices activities that undermine the efforts of LWF.
“Yes there are some things that the more established conservancies like Namunyak - in Samburu
and perhaps one or two in Laikipia, they do try to make the linkage. If you try to look at it in the
long term, is quite there. Because what they do is some of the money they get they use to pay the
scout who patrol the area. In some case you continue to see the land degradation within which for
example the conservancy is located apart from the few that I have mentioned.” (Respondent 17)
Another outcome mentioned as an indicator of success was a reduction in conflict. Actors
reported a general reduction in conflict between different tribes and different groups in
Laikipia. By bringing together diverse groups in one seating to discuss issues that join them
and focus on this other than their differences, LWF has improved relations between Laikipia
peoples. Conflicts arising from recourse scarcity have been resolved as a result of these
meetings and resource sharing or management plans prepared by the communities but
spearheaded by LWF such as the formation of WRUAs. Human wildlife conflict has been
resolved or greatly reduced by creative actions between LWF members, donors and partners as
well as other organizations. For instance fencing out wildlife from residential areas has been
replaced by fencing off agricultural areas from wildlife and digging trenches around farms
among other approaches.
Collaborative effectiveness
To assess the contribution of a collaborative arrangement it is important to look at the
efficiency of the collaboration itself and its values, principles and believes. Respondents found
LWF to be collaboratively effective. They used the indicators in Figure.13 to explain how and
why they thought that LWF was effective as a collaboration.
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Process Indicators
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Unique approach
Honesty
Openness
Speedy response
Commitment to the goal
Local participation
Clear focus
Good communication

Figure 11. Perceived indicators of collaborative effectiveness
The unique organizational setup and the approach employed by LWF were found to be a factor
of success. Actors felt that LWF is unique in that it serves more than its members, it is honest
in its dealings and is open to all its‟ people in contrast to other exclusive membership clubs in
the area. LWF was said to be uniting Laikipians and did not have strong restrictions on who
can be involved in its activities. All one needs is to be from Laikipia and or to have an interest
in the welfare of the Laikipia ecosystem. In addition, the fact that despite this openness projects
emanating from this interaction were restricted to benefit only Laikipians was said to be an
indicator of success.
This approach is made possible by the rules of the game that guide involvement and resource
appropriation. This quality is also guided by the discourse of community conservation where
local communities have the say and are allowed to participate in the management of their local
resources. The fact that benefits are restricted to Laikipians only ensures that focus is
maintained and that impact is magnified thereby avoiding dilution of benefits. In itself, this
characteristic has a unifying aspect that seems to promote equality above social economic
differences. However, there is no clear definition on how big Laikipia is as it is not uncommon
to see projects or awareness activities being carried out in areas that are not covered by the
administrative units of LWF. It is open to decide the boundaries of the ecosystem as the
boundaries depend on the interest the group will have in Laikipia.
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The ability of LWF to offer speedy service was an indicator of success for LWF. LWF was said
to be able to respond swiftly to upcoming issues in the region and to be in a position to quickly
act upon the concerns raised by its actors. It was seen to be committed and to be achieving its
goals and to do so by using local people instead of foreigners. The fact that members held a
core in the organization and that most of the secretariat was sourced from within the
community was said to be a measure of this commitment that improved the arrangements‟
performance.
The fact that the arrangement can respond to issues quickly can be related to the fact that it
has a well developed network system that includes powerful local and international actors. This
network shares in the discourse held by the arrangement and is able to offer linkages and bring
together resources needed to make significant change in the shortest time possible. This
indicator is also a reflection of LWF‟s flexibility which is enabled by the rules of the game. Due
to lack of strict formal rules LWF is able to interpret its informal rules according to the
situation at hand within the framework of the organization without the need for long
bureaucratic process.
Clear focus is an important indicator of success and so was good communication. Laikipians
pointed that LWF was a very open organization with an open relationship between its
members. Members felt that they were adequately informed about what was going on in LWF.
They felt that their issues were adequately addressed and that they were given an equal chance
to contribute to the discussions going on in the forum. This was done mostly in comparison to
other unnamed organization. LWF was said to have an open door policy where the members
have the contacts of the secretariat and can walk in anytime or make a call anytime to raise an
issue. One respondent commented
“I attend their meetings and even when I don‟t they send us the minutes, those who have emails
also received updates every now and then. In the meetings anybody can raise an issue and discuss.
We are all equal. We talk about a lot of things. Anything that one feels should be discussed. And
we also have the telephone numbers of the people in the office. We can call them anytime”.
(Respondent 4)
Although most actors felt that the arrangement was doing well in communication, there were
some mixed feelings about this indicator. A closer look show that the perceived good
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communication is measured in comparison with past experiences with other organizations
which may not be applying the same participatory approach as LWF. Communication is done
mainly three times a year, via two bi-yearly newsletters and one annual general meeting. Other
communication is through CLOs, via website and emails. All these communications are done in
English. In a district where 53% of total population is illiterate (KNA, 2011) this raises the
question of how well they understand the communications sent to them. Although most of the
support staff came from Laikipia, knowledge of local language is not a preliminary for
community liaison officers who are more involved in communicating with local communities.
Commitment to local participation is rooted in the CBC discourse that is held in LWF. The fact
that members defined this as a measure of success is important. This is because it shows that
LWF is serving the expectations and needs of its people. The ability of LWF to bring together
the complex diverse groups in Laikipia has been as a result of the impact their activities have
been having as well as word of mouth from members to non members. The ability to „sell‟ their
discourse to these groups and to bring them to forget their differences and work towards a
common goal is a reflection of their collaborative strength brought about by increased actor
interaction. This has also contributed to a reduction in conflicts that previously came from
resource use between animals and humans and between different groups of people.
Critical Issues and Recommendations for LWF
It is important to note that LWF is just a tool in an enormous process. Despite having a very
positive approach and having the four aspects of the arrangement working quite well together,
when we look closely at the outcomes of this process, the collaboration is not without flaws. In
the complex systems of natural resources management, there are always issues that affect or
influence the activities and efforts of conservation and development organizations. These may
fall under or beyond the control of the concerned organization. LWF seems to be doing quite
great in terms of process and has registered many outputs and outcomes but it is difficult to see
a proportional level of impact on the ground. When you compare what is put in, in terms of
resources, process inputs and outputs, the results are there but they are not considerable.
Although there are many outputs some of the outcomes that LWF aspires to reach are not
addressed. The outcomes discussed above are as perceived by the people interviewed and
documents analyzed. However, there are other outcome indicators which people have an
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opinion about but are not mentioned because they are difficult to measure. For instance
indicators such as poverty reduction or real changes in the environment are difficult to feel or
quantify and may take a couple of years before they are visible.
In terms of the health of the environment there is increase in the number of wildlife due to
reduced human-wildlife conflict and increased flow of rivers and water sources. Although
people are satisfied with these achievements they generally acknowledge that there is no
significant improvement in their livelihoods. This can be attributed to the fact that the number
of people in a group is normally relatively high thereby making it difficult for the impact to be
felt at the individual level.
Most benefits accruing from communal conservation enterprises are used for communal social
amenities such as building schools and hospitals. In a region where livelihood options are
continuously diminishing and poverty levels are high these are considered as secondary
benefits. However, because of the large numbers of people involved when these benefits are
divided between households, the net benefit is too little to make a significant difference. One
lady told me that since they started their Aloe Vera project she does not need to buy body
lotion since she gets it from the plant. In real sense that saves her 20 euro cents in three
months! The amount of income therefore must be increased many fold to adequately qualify as
a viable alternative to the households in the communal communities.
The other concern is that there is little real attitude change in peoples mind towards
conservation. Although people talk about the environment, few are walking the talk as
environmental degradation still continues. Since the number of projects is seen as a measure of
success, there is little change in the minds and attitudes of the people. The process of changing
attitudes is slow and the results cannot be easily seen or quantified. Because not everybody in
Laikipia is a member of LWF there are people who still have unsustainable attitudes towards
the environment and continue their unsustainable activities. This undermines the work of LWF
and makes it quite challenging to continue. For this reason, the member groups have to employ
scouts to ensure that people are not logging or using resources in an unsuitable way.
Since membership is voluntary there is no commitment that during the „lapse‟ years the
members continue their sustainable behavior. Since being in LWF is considered another
economic activity and movement between NGOs that seem to have the highest economic
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benefit is not uncommon, the incentives seem to be more the reason why people are
undertaking conservation activities more than a real change of heart and attitude. This can also
be attributed to the fact that people are still poor and there is no significant improvement in
their livelihood options.
The study therefore recommends that LWF strengthen its networks to achieve a more holistic
approach so as to minimize the number or intensity of these negative external factors. In
addition issues concerning the actual impacts the arrangement has on peoples‟ livelihoods and
the environment touched briefly in this section are issues that require further independent
research.
From the discussion and results above it is clear that LWF has positioned itself as a successful
policy arrangement addressing C/T/P policy issues in the Laikipia region. For this reason, its
ability to effectively govern in the near future is of vital importance. This conclusion is
discussed in the next (final) chapter.
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Chapter 7

CONCLUSIONS
The key conclusion from the results and discussion of this study is that the LWF arrangement
has positioned itself as an effective entity dealing with issues of C/T/P simultaneously. Its
ability to effectively govern in future is therefore of vital importance. This and other
conclusions are presented in this chapter.
My main conclusion is that the governance capacity of LWF is high. In other words, there is
high strategic congruence, structural internal congruence and structural external congruence
in LWF. Sharing of the main discourse underlies strategic congruence. The strategic
congruence of LWF is high because there is a general shared discourse and more often than not
a common interest among its actors when deploying strategic actions. The activities done in
the policy arrangement are done in line with the overarching discourse as reflected in the
narrative of LWF and how it frames itself, its objectives, and its strategic programs.
The structural internal congruence is also high because there is coherence between the
different elements of the policy arrangement. In other words the rules of the game, the
discourse, actors and resources support rather impede each other. Key policy actors share a
common discourse and are actively involved, the rules of the game encourage desired behavior
and are in line with the discourse, enough resources are available and are appropriated
according to the shared discourse.
Flexible rules of the game support the general discourse and thus encourage preferred behavior
towards meeting the overall goal of the policy arrangement. The rules ensure that those who
get involved in LWF share the general narrative of LWF and its tenets. The greater emphasis
on informal rather than formal rules in the policy arrangement provides room for dynamism,
innovation and creativity which are the preferred behavior towards meeting the conservation
and developmental goals of LWF.
The general discourse (Community Based Conservation) of LWF is in turn supported by the
open resource appropriation and a „hands off‟ resource management approach of the policy
arrangement. Adequate resources are sourced and managed for, through and by the people.
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This is also reflected in the open and clear division between the recourses set aside for the
administrative aspect and implementation of projects.
The shared discourse is also supported by the arrangement‟s open organizational design which
encourages inclusivity and participation of actors. Not being a bureaucratic organization with a
dynamic set of actors, it is not fixed who can be part of the arrangement. Therefore, a wide
variety of people can get in and out of the arrangement as desired. Responsibilities and decision
making are openly shared where power is not centralized to one person or a group of persons
excluding others from participating in decision making. The the rules of the game support this
open character as there are no formal guidelines on who can join, how and when they can leave
or rejoin the policy arrangement. Key policy actors share a common discourse and are actively
involved,
The high structural external congruence is reflected in the fact that the policy arrangement
is highly embedded in the wider institutional context. Through its networks, LWF has been
gaining increased legitimacy in the region, to an extent that they are taking the role of the
regional tourism body and a leading role in many platforms that address conservation and
development issues in the region.
The second conclusion is that the fact that there is such a policy arrangement with a high
governance capacity in Laikipia has contributed to solving some of the problems in the region.
The activities of this policy arrangement has led to improved water resources, land use option,
choice and behavior, notable changes in peoples attitude towards conservation, regeneration of
arid lands, improved general landscape and regenerating vegetation cover. Its existence
therefore sets the pace for an integrated policy approach towards sustainably reducing poverty
while promoting biodiversity conservation through tourism and other bio-enterprise activities
in Laikipia.
The third conclusion is that the processes through which collaborative actions linking
conservation and development operate are of significant importance to the actors involved. An
open (inclusivity, participation and transparency) process is used an indicator of success even
though considerable physical outcomes are non evident, making it an important element in
changing people‟s attitudes towards conservation and development activities. However, a
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successful process does not always guarantee equally proportional outcomes of conservation
and development activities.
Finally, the definition of success is closely related to how people define problems, ideal
situations and the strategies proposed to solve the identified problems. Indicators used to define
success are more or less similar to those used to define the ideal situation. In addition there is
little separation between definition of success and how people translate this definition into
measurement of success.
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Appendices
Appendix 1

Source: http://africavoyagersafaris.com/safaris/kenya/kenya-parks.html
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Appendix 2
The following groups of interviewees were interviewed

Type of
respondent
Civil society
(NGOs, general
public, etc)

Market

Group of
interviewees
Community group
representatives
Actor from
individual/family
member group

No. Description

Staff members of
LWF

5

Conservation actors
group
Key Players who
were non members

2

Private tourism
operations group

2

Government/state

2

Rumuriti Aloe Vera women
group Ngusishi (WRUAs)
One from a community with
tourism activities and one who
deals with tree planting (Identity
withheld on respondents‟
request)
Executive director
Conservation Manager
Education Manager
Tourism (CLO)
Rangeland Rehabilitation Officer
Suyian Trust
Kenya Forest Service (KFS)
Rural focus
AWF
Biotrade Ltd
One from a small enterprise and
one form a big enterprise. *{I
defined large and small in terms
of amount of activities involved
in as far as tourism is
concerned}.(Identity withheld on
respondents request)

2

3

2

Total

KWS
Arid and Semi-Arid Lands
(ASAL) Development
Programme officer Nanyuki

18
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1
2
3
4

5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16

17
18
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Appendix 3
The Interview Protocol
A. General questions.
1. Please tell me more about yourself and what you (your group/organization) do?
2. Can you please tell me how and why you came to be involved in LWF?
 Please explain in detail your involvement with LWF.

B. The actors and constellations dimension
1. Can you tell me who the actors involved in LWF are?
 Key players, members, non members etc.
2. How is membership organized?
 How do you integrate non members who are actively involved in LWF?
 Who is more involved in the collaboration; the members or other non members?
3. How influential are active non members in terms of resources and beliefs/values/beliefs
or even rules.
 Has their involvement and influence increased over the years or is it relatively
the same?
4. Over the years have you had any major actors (members/non members) pulling out of
the organizations?
 If yes, how did this affect the stability of this arrangement?(in terms of rules,
beliefs/values, group of supporters and oppositions, resources)
5. Have you experienced a case whereby an actor joined the arrangement and as result
caused a change in the stability of (or how things were done in) the arrangement?
6. Do you experience groupings of actors with similar interests or who bring in a
particular resource?
 If so, what advantages, benefits do the group members wish to get form the
group?
 How has these groupings affected the running of the organization over the
years?
7. How are these issues different from the 1990‟s and early 2000 years when the
organization started and now?

B. Core principles that guide restrict or control the actions of actors involved in LWF.
1. What are the regulations or procedures that guide or control the activities of actors
involved in LWF and LWF as a whole?
 (How has these changed over time)
2. What are the conditions, guidelines and regulations that dictate how actors can
participate in LWF? That is either as members or non-member supporters?
 How has these changed over time?
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3. How do you decide/choose which communities to work with or which initiatives to get
involved in?
 Has the criteria changed over time?
4. What material/documents that have been drawn by LWF are recognized by the legal
structures of the country. (Agreements, memorandums of understandings and contracts.
5. How has LWF contributed to the formation of policies and laws that influence
conservation or development in Laikipia over the years?
6. Can you say something about the political culture in LWF?
C. Resources availability use and change over time and how this has influenced operations of LWF.
1. What are the resources available for LWF and where do they come from?
 (How has these changed over time)
2. Do you often receive resources with conditions on how and or where to use them?
3. What is the process of decision making like in LWF?
 Is this done the same way over the years?
4. How are resources distributed in LWF?
 How do you ensure access to all the actors?
5. What external factors have had or still has strong influence on this arrangement?
D. Discourses (Beliefs/values)
1. What would you say are the problems that have been facing C/T/P in Laikipia over the
past 20 years?
2. How would you define the reality surrounding C/T/P in Laikipia at the moment?
3. What would you consider as issues for the future as far as C/T/P in Laikipia is
concerned?
4. What do you consider as the ideal or desirable situation as far as C/T/P in Laikipia is
concerned?
5. What strategies are employed by actors to achieve the ideal/desired situation?
 How have these changed over time?
6. How has changes in these views of the ideal and desirable situation influenced the
composition of actors and the way things are done in LWF?
E. Definition of success
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

What are the formally stated goals of LWF?
In your own words what do you perceive as success and failure in LWF?
What factors you would specify as the most important goals of LWF?
Which ones would you use to determine the success and failure of LWF?
Based on your answer, (you said that ....is an important goal factor but you have not
used it to judge the success of LWF) why would you use different factors to assess the
success as those you stated in the goals?
6. How does LWF strategize for success?
7. Based on this answer to what extent/in which areas has LWF been successful.
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Appendix 4
In addition the following documents were analyzed.
A: LWF documents
1. Annual general reports
2. General progress reports
3. Strategic frameworks
4. Incorporation document (constitution)
5. Websites - current and archived
6. Newsletters
a)

(2004). November.Newsletter.

b) (2004 October). Proposal for Funding from Ford Foundation.
c)

(2005 ). May Newsletter.

d) (2006). January Newsletter.
e) (2007 ). January. Newsletter.
f) (2008). July 2008. LWF Newsletter.
g) (2008). Tourism Branding Strategy.
h) (2008). Tourism Strategy.
i) (2009). Annual Report
j)

(2010). Concept Note: Submitted to the Royal Netherlands Embassy (Nairobi).

k) (2010). June Newsletter.
l) (2010). Laikipia Wildlife Forum Strategic Framework 2010-2015.
m) (2010). Board report. Reflections and the Medium Term.
7. Company letters to the members
8. Reports to the members and to the board
Web pages
Current from www.laikipia.org
Older ones from web archive engines. www.archive.org , http://wayback.archive.org/web/
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B: Supporting Documents reviewed.
1. Wildlife (conservation and management Act)
2. Vision 2030 (development/poverty eradication strategy of Kenya)
3. Laikipia development plan 2008-2012
4. The water Act 2002
5. The Forest Act 2005
6. Draft National Tourism Policy 2006
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Appendix 5
Changes in Organizational charts

a)
Organization chart till 2004 . Source LWF

b)
Organization chart 2004-2010. Source LWF
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Appendix 6

Graphical representation of evolution of programs in LWF

Key
Year
1992
2002

2006

Main program
1. Community Conservation
2. Tourism Program
1. Community conservation,
2. Tourism development,
3. Wildlife Management
4. Security
1. Community conservation
2. Tourism development
3. Wildlife management

Sub themes
1a. Community Conservation
1b. Wildlife management
3a. Human Wildlife conflict management
3b. Wildlife management
1a. Rivers,
1b. Rangelands,
1c. Forests,
1d. Conservation Enterprise,
1e. Human-Wildlife Conflict mitigation
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2009

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

Community Conservation
Tourism Development
Wildlife Management
Security
Environmental education
Security

2011

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

Rangeland Rehabilitation
Tourism Sector Support
Wildlife Management
Security
Environmental education
Water Management
Forest Management
Conservation Enterprise

1 a. Rangeland Restoration,
1b. Trees and Reforestation,
1c. Management of River and Wetland Water
Resources
1d. Conservation Enterprise
1e. Mitigation of Human-wildlife Conflict
3a. Human wildlife conflict mitigation

Appendix 7
LWF membership categories

Source, LWF Newsletters 2011
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Appendix 8
LWF‟s Goals and Objectives 2010-2015 (Source LWF strategic framework)
1. To increase understanding of the need for and the value of wildlife and a healthy
natural environment the LWF will:
1.1 Promote and support locally relevant action-orientated learning in schools and
conservancies, and through community leaders and structures, on the link between
human life and livelihoods and the natural environment and natural resources1.
1.2 Demonstrate appropriate solutions to reverse environmental degradation and the loss
of natural resources.
1.3 Work with government and other agencies to ensure the development of national
policies that increase the value of wildlife and support the sustainable uses and effective
management of natural resources that will benefit its Membership and the people of
Kenya.
1.4 Promote the initiatives of its Membership and disseminate the findings of research and
lessons learned that will enhance the understanding of the interaction between wildlife,
livestock and people.
2. To have effective conservation & natural resource management to create and
maintain a healthy natural environment and have abundant natural resources the
LWF will:
2.1 Provide strategic guidance to members on wildlife conservation and natural resource
management.
2.2 Identify and promote effective conservation & natural resource management initiatives,
from within its Membership and in global practice, which enables its Membership and
other associations of resource users to effectively conserve wildlife and use natural
resources in a sustainable way.

1

Natural environment and natural resources encompasses all natural processes and bio-diversity, including wild
animals (wildlife).
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2.3 Provide oversight and advise tourism operators and its Membership on the
development of tourism initiatives, to help land use compatible with conservation
compete with less environmentally friendly land uses.
2.4 Work through its Membership to enhance understanding of the interaction between
wildlife, livestock and people through providing working models and leading the
process of developing a livestock/wildlife co-existence strategy.
2.5 Work with government and its Membership to support the implementation of
legislation to maintain a healthy natural environment.
3. To optimize the value of and access to natural resources that support lives and
livelihoods the LWF will:
3.1 Promote the positive social, economic and environmental impact of tourism in Laikipia
through destination marketing.
3.2 Identify and introduce to its members and community group partners, conservation
based enterprises that supplement current livelihoods and are simultaneously
environmentally, socially and economically sustainable; and commercially viable for
ethical private investors.
3.3 Work with members, government and other strategic partners on schemes to reduce
the incidence of human/wildlife conflict.
3.4 Work with members, government and other strategic partners to ensure equitable
legal access to natural resources on which lives depend.
4. To capitalise on the value of the LWF to its Membership and the wider population of
Laikipia the LWF will:
4.1 Ensure that the LWF‟s structure is representative of the diverse communities living in
Laikipia, promotes effective communication and the optimal sharing of knowledge,
skills and resources.
4.2 Ensure that all staff and board members are able to carry out their duties effectively.
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4.3 Secure adequate funds from internal sources to ensure the LWF has a high level of selfreliance for long-term sustainability and to protect against mission creep and
inappropriate actions as a result of external influences.
4.4 Regularly review the LWF‟s effectiveness as a Membership organisation and in its
responsiveness to changes in the field of conservation and natural resource
management and the needs of its constituencies.
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Appendix 9
Type of human resource
Core human resources
Executive director
Community environmental conservation program manager
Secretariat

Tourism sector support program manager
Environmental education and literacy program manager and officer
Wildlife conservation and management program manger
Administration and finance officer
Assistant administration and personnel officer
Community liaison officers

Board members and
unit directors
Service providers/ Support staff
Program technical staff

Conservations enterprise officer
Rivers and wetlands officer
Forests officer
Rangelands officer
Public relations and Communications advisor
Monitoring and evaluation and fundraising advisor

Technical associates

Consultants drawn from members with necessary expertise

Voluntary subcommittees

Appointed by the B.O.D

Strategic partners

Formal alliances with other organizations to enable LWF better achieve
its mission, can exist within the membership or non members

Others

Periodic short term consultants, task forces,
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Appendix 10
LWF Networks

Partnerships and collaboration outside the Membership
1. LWF through the CLO supports indirectly 8 data collecting scouts for the
Ewaso water project and also the scouts of the Grevy Zebra monitoring project.
2. LWF supported 4 conservation clubs with over 100 students in Naiperere, Il
motiok, Ewaso and Mpala primary schools. 30 Members from Tiemamut, Koija
and Il motiok group ranches management committees reached by the
conservation clubs
3. LWF had input at the UNESCO workshop on the proposed extension of the Mt
Kenya World Heritage Site to include the Lewa Wildlife Conservancy through
an established corridor
4. LWF worked with ALRMP and GoK to evaluated NRM activities in Laikipia
in the fields of capacity building at district and community levels, investments
in NRM, environmental compliance measures being undertaken and new
approaches in NRM activities in the wider ecosystem.
5. Working with AWF in the bio-enterprise programme.
6. Working with NRT & AWF in Naibunga Conservancy,
7. LWF is a member of the Ewaso basin forum which consists of SNV, CETRAD,
ENNDA, WRMA, AWF, LWF & NRT.
8. LWF a member of the EAWLS Conservation Committee
9. LWF member of the NRT Council of Elders
10. LWF is a member of ESOK
11. LWF is a member of the newly formed grass-roots national association of
community organizations concerned with the wildlife and the environment,
with representatives in 40+ districts. The association is called the „Human,
Wildlife, Environment Vision 2050‟ group.

12. LWF with SNV in support to the tourism sector.

144

