Supplementary Material 1 - Hypothesis testing Tables S1 to S14

Table S1. Socio-demographic characteristics of the survey sample (n=340)

	Gender

	
	Frequency
	Percent

	Valid
	Not specified
	4
	1,2

	
	female
	215
	63,2

	
	male
	121
	35,6

	
	Total
	340
	100,0

	Age (in years)

	
	Frequency
	Percent

	Valid
	18-28
	30
	8,8

	
	29-39
	74
	21,8

	
	40-50
	69
	20,3

	
	51-55
	26
	7,6

	
	>55
	141
	41,5

	
	Total
	340
	100,0

	Religion

	
	Frequency
	Percent

	Valid
	Christianity
	274
	80,6

	
	Islam
	36
	10,6

	
	African Traditional Religion
	18
	5,3

	
	Atheism
	11
	3,2

	
	Other
	1
	,3

	
	Total
	340
	100,0

	Income (per month)

	
	Frequency
	Percent

	Valid
	Not specified
	24
	7,1

	
	< 5,000 KSh
	181
	53,2

	
	5,000-10,000 KSh
	81
	23,8

	
	10,001-15,000 KSh
	24
	7,1

	
	15,001-20,000 KSh
	8
	2,4

	
	> 20,000 KSh
	22
	6,5

	
	Total
	340
	100,0





Table S2. Cross-tabulation on the importance of Kaya trees from the respondents' point of view and the corresponding reasons
	Reason for importance * Importance of Kaya trees Cross tabulation

	
	Importance of the Kaya Trees
	Total

	
	Not specified
	not at all important
	rather unimportant
	neutral
	rather important
	very important
	

	Reason for importance
	Not specified
	Number
	14
	0
	1
	38
	20
	11
	84

	
	
	% of importance of the Kaya trees
	82,4%
	0,0%
	100,0%
	79,2%
	28,6%
	5,5%
	24,7%

	
	Providing ESS
	Number
	1
	0
	0
	5
	8
	14
	28

	
	
	% of importance of the Kaya trees
	5,9%
	0,0%
	0,0%
	10,4%
	11,4%
	7,0%
	8,2%

	
	cultural ESS
	Number
	1
	0
	0
	2
	1
	22
	26

	
	
	% of importance of the Kaya trees
	5,9%
	0,0%
	0,0%
	4,2%
	1,4%
	10,9%
	7,6%

	
	regulating ESS
	Number
	1
	1
	0
	2
	40
	147
	191

	
	
	% of importance of the Kaya trees
	5,9%
	33,3%
	0,0%
	4,2%
	57,1%
	73,1%
	56,2%

	
	Supporting ESS
	Number
	0
	2
	0
	1
	1
	7
	11

	
	
	% of importance of the Kaya trees
	0,0%
	66,7%
	0,0%
	2,1%
	1,4%
	3,5%
	3,2%

	Total
	Number
	17
	3
	1
	48
	70
	201
	340

	
	% of importance of the Kaya trees
	100,0%
	100,0%
	100,0%
	100,0%
	100,0%
	100,0%
	100,0%

	
Chi-square tests

	
	Value
	df
	Asymptotic significance (two-sided)

	Pearson-Chi- Square
	204,304
	20
	,000

	Likelihood- ratio
	182,941
	20
	,000

	Number of valid cases
	340
	
	

	Symmetrical dimensions 
	Value
	Approximate significance

	Nominal- regarding nominal measure
	Phi
	,775
	,000

	
	Cramer-V
	,388
	,000

	
	Contingency coefficient
	,613
	,000

	Number of valid cases
	340
	





Table S3. Cross-tabulation on the importance of Kaya grass from the respondents' point of view and the corresponding reasons

	Reason for importance * Importance of Kaya grass Cross tabulation

	
	Importance of Kaya grass
	Total

	
	Not specified
	Not at all important
	Rather unimportant
	Neutral
	Rather important
	Very important
	

	Reason for importance
	Not specified
	Number
	31
	8
	2
	126
	31
	11
	209

	
	
	% of importance of Kaya grass
	96,9%
	100,0%
	100,0%
	96,9%
	38,8%
	12,5%
	61,5%

	
	Providing ESS
	Number
	0
	0
	0
	0
	20
	27
	47

	
	
	% of importance of Kaya grass
	0,0%
	0,0%
	0,0%
	0,0%
	25,0%
	30,7%
	13,8%

	
	Cultural ESS
	Number
	0
	0
	0
	1
	3
	8
	12

	
	
	% of importance of Kaya grass
	0,0%
	0,0%
	0,0%
	0,8%
	3,8%
	9,1%
	3,5%

	
	Regulating ESS
	Number
	0
	0
	0
	1
	16
	30
	47

	
	
	% of importance of Kaya grass
	0,0%
	0,0%
	0,0%
	0,8%
	20,0%
	34,1%
	13,8%

	
	Supporting ESS
	Number
	1
	0
	0
	2
	10
	12
	25

	
	
	% of importance of Kaya grass
	3,1%
	0,0%
	0,0%
	1,5%
	12,5%
	13,6%
	7,4%

	Total
	Number
	32
	8
	2
	130
	80
	88
	340

	
	% of importance of Kaya grass
	100,0%
	100,0%
	100,0%
	100,0%
	100,0%
	100,0%
	100,0%


	
Chi-square tests

	
	Value
	df
	Asymptotic significance (two-sided)

	Pearson-Chi- Square
	202,967
	20
	,000

	Likelihood- ratio
	245,912
	20
	,000

	Number of valid cases
	340
	
	

	
Symmetrical dimensions 
	Value
	Approximate significance

	Nominal- regarding nominal measure
	Phi
	,773
	,000

	
	Cramer-V
	,386
	,000







Table S4. Cross-tabulation on the importance of Kaya bushes from the respondents' point of view and the corresponding reasons
	Reason for importance * Importance of the Kaya herbs Cross-tabulation

	
	Importance of the Kaya bushes
	Total

	
	Not specified
	Not at all important
	Rather unimportant
	Neutral
	Rather important
	Very important
	

	Reason for importance
	Not specified
	Number
	34
	9
	6
	147
	37
	15
	248

	
	
	% of importance of the Kaya bushes
	100,0%
	100,0%
	100,0%
	99,3%
	54,4%
	20,0%
	72,9%

	
	Providing ESS
	Number
	0
	0
	0
	0
	6
	7
	13

	
	
	% of importance of the Kaya bushes
	0,0%
	0,0%
	0,0%
	0,0%
	8,8%
	9,3%
	3,8%

	
	Cultural ESS
	Number
	0
	0
	0
	0
	3
	3
	6

	
	
	% of importance of the Kaya herbs
	0,0%
	0,0%
	0,0%
	0,0%
	4,4%
	4,0%
	1,8%

	
	Regulating ESS
	Number
	0
	0
	0
	0
	7
	25
	32

	
	
	% of importance of the Kaya bushes
	0,0%
	0,0%
	0,0%
	0,0%
	10,3%
	33,3%
	9,4%

	
	Supporting ESS
	Number
	0
	0
	0
	1
	15
	25
	41

	
	
	% of importance of the Kaya bushes
	0,0%
	0,0%
	0,0%
	0,7%
	22,1%
	33,3%
	12,1%

	Total
	Number
	34
	9
	6
	148
	68
	75
	340

	
	% of importance of the Kaya bushes
	100,0%
	100,0%
	100,0%
	100,0%
	100,0%
	100,0%
	100,0%

	Chi-square tests

	
	Value
	df
	Asymptotic significance (two-sided)

	Pearson-Chi- Square
	197,094
	20
	,000

	Likelihood- ratio
	221,797
	20
	,000

	Number of valid cases
	340
	
	

	
Symmetrical dimensions 
	Value
	Approximate significance

	Nominal- regarding nominal measure
	Phi
	,761
	,000

	
	Cramer-V
	,381
	,000

	
	Contingency coefficient
	,606
	,000

	Number of valid cases
	340
	





Table S5. Cross-tabulation on the importance of Kaya herbs from the respondents' point of view and the corresponding reasons
	Reason for importance * Importance of Kaya herbs Cross table

	
	Importance of the Kaya Herbs
	Total

	
	Not specified
	Not at all important
	Rather unimportant
	neutral
	Rather important
	Very important
	

	Reason for importance
	Not specified
	Number
	34
	11
	6
	134
	26
	11
	222

	
	
	% of importance of the Kaya herbs
	100,0%
	100,0%
	100,0%
	100,0%
	48,1%
	10,9%
	65,3%

	
	Providing ESS
	Number
	0
	0
	0
	0
	26
	84
	110

	
	
	% of importance of the Kaya herbs
	0,0%
	0,0%
	0,0%
	0,0%
	48,1%
	83,2%
	32,4%

	
	Cultural ESS
	Number
	0
	0
	0
	0
	2
	4
	6

	
	
	% of importance of the Kaya herbs
	0,0%
	0,0%
	0,0%
	0,0%
	3,7%
	4,0%
	1,8%

	
	Regulating ESS
	Number
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	2
	2

	
	
	% of importance of the Kaya herbs
	0,0%
	0,0%
	0,0%
	0,0%
	0,0%
	2,0%
	0,6%

	Total
	Number
	34
	11
	6
	134
	54
	101
	340

	
	% of importance of the Kaya herbs
	100,0%
	100,0%
	100,0%
	100,0%
	100,0%
	100,0%
	100,0%

	
Chi-square tests

	
	Value
	df
	Asymptotic significance (two-sided)

	Pearson-Chi- Square
	238,877
	15
	,000

	Likelihood- ratio
	296,059
	15
	,000

	Number of valid cases
	340
	
	

	
Symmetrical dimensions

	
	Value
	Approximate significance

	Nominal- regarding nominal measure
	Phi
	,838
	,000

	
	Cramer-V
	,484
	,000

	
	Contingency coefficient
	,642
	,000

	Number of valid cases
	340
	


Table S6. Cross-tabulation on the importance of Kaya birds from the respondents' point of view and the corresponding reasons
	Reason for importance * Importance of Kaya birds Cross tabulation

	
	Importance of the Kaya Birds
	Total

	
	Not specified
	Not at all important
	Rather unimportant
	neutral
	Rather important
	Very important
	

	Reason for importance
	Not specified
	Number
	35
	19
	9
	187
	28
	15
	293

	
	
	% of importance of the Kaya birds
	100,0%
	100,0%
	100,0%
	99,5%
	68,3%
	31,3%
	86,2%

	
	Providing ESS
	Number
	0
	0
	0
	0
	2
	2
	4

	
	
	% of importance of the Kaya birds
	0,0%
	0,0%
	0,0%
	0,0%
	4,9%
	4,2%
	1,2%

	
	Cultural ESS
	Number
	0
	0
	0
	0
	8
	16
	24

	
	
	% of importance of the Kaya birds
	0,0%
	0,0%
	0,0%
	0,0%
	19,5%
	33,3%
	7,1%

	
	Regulating ESS
	Number
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	1

	
	
	% of importance of the Kaya birds
	0,0%
	0,0%
	0,0%
	0,0%
	2,4%
	0,0%
	0,3%

	
	Supporting ESS
	Number
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	6
	6

	
	
	% of importance of the Kaya birds
	0,0%
	0,0%
	0,0%
	0,0%
	0,0%
	12,5%
	1,8%

	
	Other
	Number
	0
	0
	0
	1
	2
	9
	12

	
	
	% of importance of the Kaya birds
	0,0%
	0,0%
	0,0%
	0,5%
	4,9%
	18,8%
	3,5%

	Total
	Number
	35
	19
	9
	188
	41
	48
	340

	
	% of importance of the Kaya birds
	100,0%
	100,0%
	100,0%
	100,0%
	100,0%
	100,0%
	100,0%

	
Chi-square tests

	
	Value
	df
	Asymptotic significance (two-sided)

	Pearson-Chi- Square
	191,142
	25
	,000

	Likelihood- ratio
	160,918
	25
	,000

	Number of valid cases
	340
	
	

	
Symmetrical dimensions

	
	Value
	Approximate significance

	Nominal- regarding nominal measure
	Phi
	,750
	,000

	
	Cramer-V
	,335
	,000

	
	Contingency coefficient
	,600
	,000

	Number of valid cases
	340
	





Table S7. Cross-tabulation on the importance of Kaya insects from the respondents' point of view and the corresponding reasons
	Reason for importance * Importance of Kaya insects Cross table

	
	Importance of Kaya Insects
	Total

	
	Not specified
	Not at all important
	Rather unimportant
	Neutral
	Rather important
	Very important
	

	Reason for importance
	Not specified
	Number
	39
	20
	10
	201
	29
	12
	311

	
	
	% of importance of kaya insects
	100,0%
	100,0%
	100,0%
	100,0%
	76,3%
	37,5%
	91,5%

	
	Providing ESS
	Number
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	6
	7

	
	
	% of importance of kaya insects
	0,0%
	0,0%
	0,0%
	0,0%
	2,6%
	18,8%
	2,1%

	
	Cultural ESS
	Number
	0
	0
	0
	0
	4
	2
	6

	
	
	% of importance of kaya insects
	0,0%
	0,0%
	0,0%
	0,0%
	10,5%
	6,3%
	1,8%

	
	Regulating ESS
	Number
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	3
	4

	
	
	% of importance of kaya insects
	0,0%
	0,0%
	0,0%
	0,0%
	2,6%
	9,4%
	1,2%

	
	Supporting ESS
	Number
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	6
	6

	
	
	% of importance of kaya insects
	0,0%
	0,0%
	0,0%
	0,0%
	0,0%
	18,8%
	1,8%

	
	Other
	Number
	0
	0
	0
	0
	3
	3
	6

	
	
	% of importance of kaya insects
	0,0%
	0,0%
	0,0%
	0,0%
	7,9%
	9,4%
	1,8%

	Total
	Number
	39
	20
	10
	201
	38
	32
	340

	
	% of importance of kaya insects
	100,0%
	100,0%
	100,0%
	100,0%
	100,0%
	100,0%
	100,0%

	
Chi-square tests

	
	Value
	df
	Asymptotic significance (two-sided)

	Pearson-Chi- Square
	190,407
	25
	,000

	Likelihood- ratio
	124,013
	25
	,000

	Number of valid cases
	340
	
	

	Symmetrical dimensions

	
	Value
	Approximate significance

	Nominal- regarding nominal measure
	Phi
	,748
	,000

	
	Cramer-V
	,335
	,000

	
	Contingency coefficient
	,599
	,000

	Number of valid cases
	340
	





Table S8. Cross-tabulation on the importance of Kaya animals from the respondents' point of view and the corresponding reasons
	Reason for importance * Importance of Kaya animals Cross-tabulation

	
	Importance of the Kaya Animals
	Total

	
	Not specified
	Not at all important
	Rather unimportant
	Neutral
	Rather important
	Very important
	

	Reason for importance
	Not specified
	Number
	37
	16
	12
	189
	28
	11
	293

	
	
	% of importance of the Kaya animals
	100,0%
	94,1%
	100,0%
	100,0%
	57,1%
	30,6%
	86,2%

	
	Providing ESS
	Number
	0
	0
	0
	0
	12
	7
	19

	
	
	% of importance of the Kaya animals
	0,0%
	0,0%
	0,0%
	0,0%
	24,5%
	19,4%
	5,6%

	
	Cultural ESS
	Number
	0
	0
	0
	0
	8
	11
	19

	
	
	% of importance of the Kaya animals
	0,0%
	0,0%
	0,0%
	0,0%
	16,3%
	30,6%
	5,6%

	
	Regulating ESS
	Number
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	2
	2

	
	
	% of importance of the Kaya animals
	0,0%
	0,0%
	0,0%
	0,0%
	0,0%
	5,6%
	0,6%

	
	Supporting ESS
	Number
	0
	1
	0
	0
	1
	3
	5

	
	
	% of importance of the Kaya animals
	0,0%
	5,9%
	0,0%
	0,0%
	2,0%
	8,3%
	1,5%

	
	Other
	Number
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	2
	2

	
	
	% of importance of the Kaya animals
	0,0%
	0,0%
	0,0%
	0,0%
	0,0%
	5,6%
	0,6%

	Total
	Number
	37
	17
	12
	189
	49
	36
	340

	
	% of importance of the Kaya animals
	100,0%
	100,0%
	100,0%
	100,0%
	100,0%
	100,0%
	100,0%

	
Chi-square tests

	
	Value
	df
	Asymptotic significance (two-sided)

	Pearson-Chi- Square
	196,748
	25
	,000

	Likelihood- ratio
	167,066
	25
	,000

	Number of valid cases
	340
	
	

	Symmetrical dimensions

	
	Value
	Approximate significance

	Nominal- regarding nominal measure
	Phi
	,761
	,000

	
	Cramer-V
	,340
	,000

	
	Contingency coefficient
	,605
	,000

	Number of valid cases
	340
	





Table S9. Cross tabulation on the perception of the kayas usefulness depending on the age of respondents
	

	
	Age of the respondents
	Total

	
	18-28
	29-39
	40-50
	51-55
	>55
	

	Kaya is useful
	Not specified
	Number
	1
	4
	2
	2
	8
	17

	
	
	% of age of respondents
	3,3%
	5,4%
	2,9%
	7,7%
	5,7%
	5,0%

	
	No
	Number
	6
	14
	11
	4
	22
	57

	
	
	% of age of respondents
	20,0%
	18,9%
	15,9%
	15,4%
	15,6%
	16,8%

	
	Yes
	Number
	23
	56
	56
	20
	111
	266

	
	
	% of age of respondents
	76,7%
	75,7%
	81,2%
	76,9%
	78,7%
	78,2%

	Total
	Number
	30
	74
	69
	26
	141
	340

	
	% of age of respondents
	100,0%
	100,0%
	100,0%
	100,0%
	100,0%
	100,0%

	
Chi-square tests

	
	Value
	df
	Asymptotic significance (two-sided)

	Pearson-Chi- Square
	2,025
	8
	,980

	Likelihood- ratio
	2,082
	8
	,978

	Number of valid cases
	340
	
	

	
Symmetrical dimensions

	
	Value
	Approximate significance

	Nominal- regarding nominal measure
	Phi
	,077
	,980

	
	Cramer-V
	,055
	,980

	
	Contingency coefficient
	,077
	,980

	Number of valid cases
	340
	





Table S10. Cross tabulation on the perception of the potential uses of the kayas depending on the age of respondents
	
	Generation
	Total

	
	Younger (18-40 years)
	Older (>40 years)
	

	
	N
	%
	N
	%
	N
	%

	Kaya is useful grazing area
	Not specified
	4
	3,8%
	6
	2,6%
	10
	2,9%

	
	No
	97
	92,4%
	224
	95,3%
	321
	94,4%

	
	Yes
	4
	3,8%
	5
	2,1%
	9
	2,6%

	Total
	105
	100,0%
	235
	100,0%
	340
	100,0%

	
	Value
	df
	Asymptotic significance (two-sided)

	Pearson Chi Square
	1,231
	2
	,540

	Likelihood ratio
	1,167
	2
	,558

	Number of valid cases
	340
	
	

	
	Value
	Approximate significance

	Nominal- regarding nominal measure
	Phi
	,060
	,540

	
	Cramer-V
	,060
	,540

	
	Contingency coefficient
	,060
	,540

	Number of valid cases
	340
	

	
	Generation
	Total

	
	Younger (18-40 years)
	Older (>40 years)
	

	
	N
	%
	N
	%
	N
	%

	Kaya is useful hunting ground
	Not specified
	6
	5,7%
	9
	3,8%
	15
	4,4%

	
	No
	86
	81,9%
	209
	88,9%
	295
	86,8%

	
	Yes
	13
	12,4%
	17
	7,2%
	30
	8,8%

	Total
	105
	100,0%
	235
	100,0%
	340
	100,0%

	
	Value
	df
	Asymptotic significance (two-sided)

	Pearson Chi Square
	3,177
	2
	,204

	Likelihood ratio
	3,030
	2
	,220

	Number of valid cases
	340
	
	

	
	Value
	Approximate significance

	Nominal- regarding nominal measure
	Phi
	,097
	,204

	
	Cramer-V
	,097
	,204

	
	Contingency coefficient
	,096
	,204

	Number of valid cases
	340
	

	
	Generation
	Total

	
	Younger (18-40 years)
	Older (>40 years)
	

	
	N
	%
	N
	%
	N
	%

	Kaya is a useful source of minerals
	Not specified
	4
	3,8%
	11
	4,7%
	15
	4,4%

	
	No
	92
	87,6%
	207
	88,1%
	299
	87,9%

	
	Yes
	9
	8,6%
	17
	7,2%
	26
	7,6%

	Total
	105
	100,0%
	235
	100,0%
	340
	100,0%

	
	Value
	df
	Asymptotic significance (two-sided)

	Pearson Chi Square
	,296
	2
	,862

	Likelihood ratio
	,296
	2
	,862

	Number of valid cases
	340
	
	

	
	Value
	Approximate significance

	Nominal- regarding nominal measure
	Phi
	,030
	,862

	
	Cramer-V
	,030
	,862

	
	Contingency coefficient
	,030
	,862

	Number of valid cases
	340
	

	
	Generation
	Total

	
	Younger (18-40 years)
	Older (>40 years)
	

	
	N
	%
	N
	%
	N
	%

	Kaya is useful charcoal supplier
	Not specified
	3
	2,9%
	9
	3,8%
	12
	3,5%

	
	No
	95
	90,5%
	216
	91,9%
	311
	91,5%

	
	Yes
	7
	6,7%
	10
	4,3%
	17
	5,0%

	Total
	105
	100,0%
	235
	100,0%
	340
	100,0%

	
	Value
	df
	Asymptotic significance (two-sided)

	Pearson Chi Square
	1,055
	2
	,590

	Likelihood ratio
	1,021
	2
	,600

	Number of valid cases
	340
	
	

	
	Value
	Approximate significance

	Nominal- regarding nominal measure
	Phi
	,056
	,590

	
	Cramer-V
	,056
	,590

	
	Contingency coefficient
	,056
	,590

	Number of valid cases
	340
	

	
	Generation
	Total

	
	Younger (18-40 years)
	Older (>40 years)
	

	
	N
	%
	N
	%
	N
	%

	Kaya has cultural value
	Not specified
	3
	2,9%
	5
	2,1%
	8
	2,4%

	
	No
	22
	21,0%
	58
	24,7%
	80
	23,5%

	
	Yes
	80
	76,2%
	172
	73,2%
	252
	74,1%

	Total
	105
	100,0%
	235
	100,0%
	340
	100,0%

	
	Value
	df
	Asymptotic significance (two-sided)

	Pearson Chi Square
	,681
	2
	,711

	Likelihood ratio
	,684
	2
	,710

	Number of valid cases
	340
	
	

	
	Value
	Approximate significance

	Nominal- regarding nominal measure
	Phi
	,045
	,711

	
	Cramer-V
	,045
	,711

	
	Contingency coefficient
	,045
	,711

	Number of valid cases
	340
	

	
	Generation
	Total

	
	Younger (18-40 years)
	Older (>40 years)
	

	
	N
	%
	N
	%
	N
	%

	Kaya is useful firewood supplier
	Not specified
	3
	2,9%
	9
	3,8%
	12
	3,5%

	
	No
	75
	71,4%
	150
	63,8%
	225
	66,2%

	
	Yes
	27
	25,7%
	75
	31,9%
	102
	30,0%

	Total
	105
	100,0%
	235
	100,0%
	340
	100,0%

	
	Value
	df
	Asymptotic significance (two-sided)

	Pearson Chi Square
	2,205
	3
	,531

	Likelihood ratio
	2,523
	3
	,471

	Number of valid cases
	340
	
	

	
	Generation
	Total

	
	Younger (18-40 years)
	Older (>40 years)
	

	
	N
	%
	N
	%
	N
	%

	Kaya has religious value
	Not specified
	3
	2,9%
	5
	2,1%
	8
	2,4%

	
	No
	29
	27,6%
	70
	29,8%
	99
	29,1%

	
	Yes
	73
	69,5%
	160
	68,1%
	233
	68,5%

	Total
	105
	100,0%
	235
	100,0%
	340
	100,0%

	
	Value
	df
	Asymptotic significance (two-sided)

	Pearson Chi Square
	,303
	2
	,859

	Likelihood ratio
	,299
	2
	,861

	Number of valid cases
	340
	
	

	
	Value
	Approximate significance

	Nominal- regarding nominal measure
	Phi
	,030
	,859

	
	Cramer-V
	,030
	,859

	
	Contingency coefficient
	,030
	,859

	Number of valid cases
	340
	






Table S11. Cross tabulation on a household's monthly income and the most commonly used energy sources for cooking
	
	monthly income
	Total

	
	Not specified
	< 5,000 KSh
	5,000-10,000 KSh
	10,001-15,000 KSh
	15,001-20,000 KSh
	> 20,000 KSh
	

	Most used source of energy
	Not specified
	number
	0
	2
	2
	0
	0
	0
	4

	
	
	% of monthly income
	0,0%
	1,1%
	2,5%
	0,0%
	0,0%
	0,0%
	1,2%

	
	firewood
	number
	21
	170
	71
	18
	6
	15
	301

	
	
	% of monthly income
	87,5%
	93,9%
	87,7%
	75,0%
	75,0%
	68,2%
	88,5%

	
	charcoal
	number
	1
	3
	0
	0
	0
	2
	6

	
	
	% of monthly income
	4,2%
	1,7%
	0,0%
	0,0%
	0,0%
	9,1%
	1,8%

	
	gas
	number
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	2
	2

	
	
	% of monthly income
	0,0%
	0,0%
	0,0%
	0,0%
	0,0%
	9,1%
	0,6%

	
	Multiple sources / other
	number
	2
	6
	8
	6
	2
	3
	27

	
	
	% of monthly income
	8,3%
	3,3%
	9,9%
	25,0%
	25,0%
	13,6%
	7,9%

	Total
	number
	24
	181
	81
	24
	8
	22
	340

	
	% of monthly income
	100,0%
	100,0%
	100,0%
	100,0%
	100,0%
	100,0%
	100,0%

	
Chi-square tests

	
	Value
	df
	Asymptotic significance (two-sided)

	Pearson-Chi- Square
	60,652
	20
	,000

	Likelihood- ratio
	38,767
	20
	,007

	Number of valid cases
	340
	
	

	
Symmetrical dimensions

	
	Value
	Approximate significance

	Nominal- regarding nominal measure
	Phi
	,422
	,000

	
	Cramer-V
	,211
	,000

	
	Contingency coefficient
	,389
	,000

	Number of valid cases
	340
	





Table S12. Cross-tabulation of the location and the benefits of logging
	
	Impact location
	Total

	
	Not specified
	Own property
	farmland
	Kaya
	Others
	

	Benefits oft he impact
	Not specified
	number
	87
	1
	1
	1
	0
	90

	
	
	% of number
	25,6%
	0,3%
	0,3%
	0,3%
	0,0%
	26,5%

	
	timber
	number
	11
	112
	2
	13
	2
	140

	
	
	% of number
	3,2%
	32,9%
	0,6%
	3,8%
	0,6%
	41,2%

	
	firewood
	number
	1
	28
	3
	13
	0
	45

	
	
	% of number
	0,3%
	8,2%
	0,9%
	3,8%
	0,0%
	13,2%

	
	sale
	number
	2
	15
	0
	1
	0
	18

	
	
	% of number
	0,6%
	4,4%
	0,0%
	0,3%
	0,0%
	5,3%

	
	food/medicine
	number
	0
	3
	0
	0
	0
	3

	
	
	% of number
	0,0%
	0,9%
	0,0%
	0,0%
	0,0%
	0,9%

	
	various
	number
	4
	36
	0
	4
	0
	44

	
	
	% of number
	1,2%
	10,6%
	0,0%
	1,2%
	0,0%
	12,9%

	Total
	number
	105
	195
	6
	32
	2
	340

	
	% of number
	30,9%
	57,4%
	1,8%
	9,4%
	0,6%
	100,0%

	
Chi-square tests

	
	Value
	df
	Asymptotic significance (two-sided)

	Pearson-Chi- Square
	277,836
	20
	,000

	Likelihood- ratio
	293,605
	20
	,000

	Number of valid cases
	340
	
	

	
Symmetrical dimensions

	
	Value
	Approximate significance

	Nominal- regarding nominal measure
	Phi
	,904
	,000

	
	Cramer-V
	,452
	,000

	
	Contingency coefficient
	,671
	,000

	Number of valid cases
	340
	





Table S13. Cross-tabulation of the relationship between the change in cultural and provisioning ESS over the last 10 years
	

	
	Spiritual activities
	Total

	
	Not specified
	Strongly decreased
	Sunk
	Neutral
	Increased
	Strongly increased
	

	Collecting medicinal plants
	Not specified
	37
	1
	0
	1
	0
	0
	39

	
	Strongly decreased
	0
	52
	15
	13
	2
	0
	82

	
	Sunk
	1
	3
	83
	16
	5
	1
	109

	
	Neutral
	2
	13
	15
	63
	4
	1
	98

	
	Increased
	1
	0
	3
	3
	2
	1
	10

	
	Strongly increased
	0
	0
	1
	0
	1
	0
	2

	Total
	41
	69
	117
	96
	14
	3
	340

	Chi-square tests

	
	Value
	df
	Asymptotic significance (two-sided)

	Pearson Chi Square
	534,675
	25
	,000

	Likelihood ratio
	398,584
	25
	,000

	Number of valid cases
	340
	
	

	Symmetrical dimensions

	
	Value
	Approximate significance

	Nominal- regarding nominal measure
	Phi
	1,254
	,000

	
	Cramer-V
	,561
	,000

	Number of valid cases
	340
	

	

	
	Recreational activities
	Total

	
	Not specified
	Strongly decreased
	Sunk
	Neutral
	Increased
	Strongly increased
	

	Collecting medicinal plants
	Not specified
	38
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	39

	
	Strongly decreased
	0
	33
	15
	31
	2
	1
	82

	
	Sunk
	2
	7
	72
	24
	4
	0
	109

	
	Neutral
	3
	4
	12
	78
	0
	1
	98

	
	Increased
	1
	1
	1
	3
	3
	1
	10

	
	Strongly increased
	0
	0
	0
	1
	1
	0
	2

	Total
	44
	45
	100
	138
	10
	3
	340

	Chi-square tests

	
	Value
	df
	Asymptotic significance (two-sided)

	Pearson Chi Square
	496,450
	25
	,000

	Likelihood ratio
	359,613
	25
	,000

	Number of valid cases
	340
	
	

	Symmetrical dimensions

	
	Value
	Approximate significance

	Nominal- regarding nominal measure
	Phi
	1,208
	,000

	
	Cramer-V
	,540
	,000

	Number of valid cases
	340
	

	
	Spiritual activities
	Total

	
	Not specified
	Strongly decreased
	Sunk
	Neutral
	Increased
	Strongly increased
	

	Gathering food
	Not specified
	40
	1
	0
	1
	0
	0
	42

	
	Strongly decreased
	0
	54
	15
	18
	2
	0
	89

	
	Sunk
	0
	2
	80
	13
	4
	1
	100

	
	Neutral
	0
	11
	19
	61
	3
	0
	94

	
	Increased
	1
	1
	3
	3
	5
	1
	14

	
	Strongly increased
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	1

	Total
	41
	69
	117
	96
	14
	3
	340

	Chi-square tests

	
	Value
	df
	Asymptotic significance (two-sided)

	Pearson Chi Square
	685,986
	25
	,000

	Likelihood ratio
	439,368
	25
	,000

	Number of valid cases
	340
	
	

	Symmetrical dimensions

	
	Value
	Approximate significance

	Nominal- regarding nominal measure
	Phi
	1,420
	,000

	
	Cramer-V
	,635
	,000

	Number of valid cases
	340
	

	
	Recreational activities
	Total

	
	Not specified
	Strongly decreased
	Sunk
	Neutral
	Increased
	Strongly increased
	

	Gathering food
	Not specified
	41
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	42

	
	Strongly decreased
	0
	38
	13
	37
	1
	0
	89

	
	Sunk
	1
	4
	74
	17
	4
	0
	100

	
	Neutral
	1
	3
	11
	78
	0
	1
	94

	
	Increased
	1
	0
	2
	5
	5
	1
	14

	
	Strongly increased
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	1

	Total
	44
	45
	100
	138
	10
	3
	340

	Chi-square tests

	
	Value
	df
	Asymptotic significance (two-sided)

	Pearson Chi Square
	690,604
	25
	,000

	Likelihood ratio
	436,798
	25
	,000

	Number of valid cases
	340
	
	

	Symmetrical dimensions

	
	Value
	Approximate significance

	Nominal- regarding nominal measure
	Phi
	1,425
	,000

	
	Cramer-V
	,637
	,000

	Number of valid cases
	340
	

	
	Spiritual activities
	Total

	
	Not specified
	Strongly decreased
	Sunk
	Neutral
	Increased
	Strongly increased
	

	Collecting building materials
	Not specified
	40
	1
	1
	3
	0
	0
	45

	
	Strongly decreased
	0
	40
	4
	13
	2
	1
	60

	
	Sunk
	1
	6
	51
	10
	2
	1
	71

	
	Neutral
	0
	14
	30
	65
	7
	0
	116

	
	Increased
	0
	7
	26
	4
	2
	1
	40

	
	Strongly increased
	0
	1
	5
	1
	1
	0
	8

	Total
	41
	69
	117
	96
	14
	3
	340

	Chi-square tests

	
	Value
	df
	Asymptotic significance (two-sided)

	Pearson Chi Square
	463,546
	25
	,000

	Likelihood ratio
	356,474
	25
	,000

	Number of valid cases
	340
	
	

	Symmetrical dimensions

	
	Value
	Approximate significance

	Nominal- regarding nominal measure
	Phi
	1,168
	,000

	
	Cramer-V
	,522
	,000

	Number of valid cases
	340
	

	
	Recreational activities
	Total

	
	Not specified
	Strongly decreased
	Sunk
	Neutral
	Increased
	Strongly increased
	

	Collecting building materials
	Not specified
	43
	0
	0
	2
	0
	0
	45

	
	Strongly decreased
	0
	36
	6
	15
	2
	1
	60

	
	Sunk
	1
	2
	52
	13
	2
	1
	71

	
	Neutral
	0
	3
	19
	93
	1
	0
	116

	
	Increased
	0
	1
	20
	13
	5
	1
	40

	
	Strongly increased
	0
	3
	3
	2
	0
	0
	8

	Total
	44
	45
	100
	138
	10
	3
	340

	Chi-square tests

	
	Value
	df
	Asymptotic significance (two-sided)

	Pearson Chi Square
	573,155
	25
	,000

	Likelihood ratio
	437,079
	25
	,000

	Number of valid cases
	340
	
	

	Symmetrical dimensions

	
	Value
	Approximate significance

	Nominal- regarding nominal measure
	Phi
	1,298
	,000

	
	Cramer-V
	,581
	,000

	Number of valid cases
	340
	





Table S14. Cross-tabulation of the relationship between the change in cultural and provisioning ESS over the last 10 years
	
	Willingness to protect the kaya
	Total

	
	Not specified
	Not willing at all
	Somewhat unwilling
	neutral
	Somewhat willing
	Very willing
	Don’t know
	

	Personal benefit by protecting the kaya
	Not specified
	number
	8
	2
	1
	0
	0
	2
	1
	14

	
	
	% of personal benefit by protecting the kaya
	57,1%
	14,3%
	7,1%
	0,0%
	0,0%
	14,3%
	7,1%
	100,0%

	
	No
	number
	0
	55
	35
	25
	59
	47
	9
	230

	
	
	% of personal benefit by protecting the kaya
	0,0%
	23,9%
	15,2%
	10,9%
	25,7%
	20,4%
	3,9%
	100,0%

	
	Yes
	number
	1
	3
	5
	1
	13
	70
	3
	96

	
	
	% of personal benefit by protecting the kaya
	1,0%
	3,1%
	5,2%
	1,0%
	13,5%
	72,9%
	3,1%
	100,0%

	Total
	number
	9
	60
	41
	26
	72
	119
	13
	340

	
	% of personal benefit by protecting the kaya
	2,6%
	17,6%
	12,1%
	7,6%
	21,2%
	35,0%
	3,8%
	100,0%

	
Chi-square tests

	
	Value
	df
	Asymptotic significance (two-sided)

	Pearson-Chi- Square
	259,766
	12
	,000

	Likelihood- ratio
	149,963
	12
	,000

	Number of valid cases
	340
	
	



	Symmetrical dimensions

	
	Value
	Approximate significance

	Nominal- regarding nominal measure
	Phi
	,874
	,000

	
	Cramer-V
	,618
	,000

	
	Contingency coefficient
	,658
	,000

	Number of valid cases
	340
	



	
	Willingness to reduce logging
	Total

	
	Not specified
	Not willing at all
	Somewhat unwilling
	neutral
	Somewhat willing
	Very willing
	Don’t know
	

	Personal benefit through protection of indigenous trees
	Not specified
	number
	7
	2
	0
	0
	2
	5
	1
	17

	
	
	% of personal benefit through protection of indigenous trees
	41,2%
	11,8%
	0,0%
	0,0%
	11,8%
	29,4%
	5,9%
	100,0%

	
	No
	number
	3
	26
	18
	17
	67
	114
	11
	256

	
	
	% of personal benefit through protection of indigenous trees
	1,2%
	10,2%
	7,0%
	6,6%
	26,2%
	44,5%
	4,3%
	100,0%

	
	yes
	number
	2
	1
	2
	4
	8
	49
	1
	67

	
	
	% of personal benefit through protection of indigenous trees
	3,0%
	1,5%
	3,0%
	6,0%
	11,9%
	73,1%
	1,5%
	100,0%

	Total
	number
	12
	29
	20
	21
	77
	168
	13
	340

	
	% of personal benefit through protection of indigenous trees
	3,5%
	8,5%
	5,9%
	6,2%
	22,6%
	49,4%
	3,8%
	100,0%

	
Chi-square tests

	
	Value
	df
	Asymptotic significance (two-sided)

	Pearson-Chi- Square
	98,138
	12
	,000

	Likelihood- ratio
	57,486
	12
	,000

	Number of valid cases
	340
	
	



	Symmetrical dimensions

	
	Value
	Approximate significance

	Nominal- regarding nominal measure
	Phi
	,537
	,000

	
	Cramer-V
	,380
	,000

	
	Contingency coefficient
	,473
	,000

	Number of valid cases
	340
	



	
	Willingness to protect indigenous plants
	Total

	
	Not specified
	Not willing at all
	Somewhat unwilling
	neutral
	Somewhat willing
	Very willing
	Don’t know
	

	Personal benefit through protection of indigenous plants
	Not specified
	number
	8
	2
	0
	0
	2
	1
	1
	14

	
	
	% of personal benefit through protection of indigenous plants
	57,1%
	14,3%
	0,0%
	0,0%
	14,3%
	7,1%
	7,1%
	100,0%

	
	No
	number
	2
	44
	37
	29
	70
	78
	14
	274

	
	
	% of personal benefit through protection of indigenous plants
	0,7%
	16,1%
	13,5%
	10,6%
	25,5%
	28,5%
	5,1%
	100,0%

	
	yes
	number
	0
	1
	2
	1
	9
	37
	2
	52

	
	
	% of personal benefit through protection of indigenous plants
	0,0%
	1,9%
	3,8%
	1,9%
	17,3%
	71,2%
	3,8%
	100,0%

	Total
	number
	10
	47
	39
	30
	81
	116
	17
	340

	
	% of personal benefit through protection of indigenous plants
	2,9%
	13,8%
	11,5%
	8,8%
	23,8%
	34,1%
	5,0%
	100,0%

	
Chi-square tests

	
	Value
	df
	Asymptotic significance (two-sided)

	Pearson-Chi- Square
	191,010
	12
	,000

	Likelihood- ratio
	91,749
	12
	,000

	Number of valid cases
	340
	
	



	Symmetrical dimensions

	
	Value
	Approximate significance

	Nominal- regarding nominal measure
	Phi
	,750
	,000

	
	Cramer-V
	,530
	,000

	
	Contingency coefficient
	,600
	,000

	Number of valid cases
	340
	



	
	Willingness to protect indigenous animals
	Total

	
	Not specified
	Not willing at all
	Somewhat willing
	neutral
	Somewhat willing
	Very willing
	Don’t know
	

	Personal benefit through protection of indigenous animals
	Not specified
	number
	7
	2
	1
	1
	2
	1
	1
	15

	
	
	% of personal benefit through protection of indigenous animals
	46,7%
	13,3%
	6,7%
	6,7%
	13,3%
	6,7%
	6,7%
	100,0%

	
	no
	number
	1
	45
	35
	32
	73
	81
	19
	286

	
	
	% of personal benefit through protection of indigenous animals
	0,3%
	15,7%
	12,2%
	11,2%
	25,5%
	28,3%
	6,6%
	100,0%

	
	yes
	number
	1
	1
	1
	0
	10
	26
	0
	39

	
	
	% of personal benefit through protection of indigenous animals
	2,6%
	2,6%
	2,6%
	0,0%
	25,6%
	66,7%
	0,0%
	100,0%

	Total
	number
	9
	48
	37
	33
	85
	108
	20
	340

	
	% of personal benefit through protection of indigenous animals
	2,6%
	14,1%
	10,9%
	9,7%
	25,0%
	31,8%
	5,9%
	100,0%

	
Chi-square tests

	
	Value
	df
	Asymptotic significance (two-sided)

	Pearson-Chi- Square
	149,959
	12
	,000

	Likelihood- ratio
	77,612
	12
	,000

	Number of valid cases
	340
	
	



	Symmetrical dimensions

	
	Value
	Approximate significance

	Nominal- regarding nominal measure
	Phi
	,664
	,000

	
	Cramer-V
	,470
	,000

	
	Contingency coefficient
	,553
	,000

	Number of valid cases
	340
	



	

	Willingness to maintain buffer zone
	Total

	
	Not specified
	Not willing at all
	Somewhat unwilling
	neutral
	Somewhat willing
	Very willing
	Don’t know
	

	Personal benefit through protection of the landscape
	Not specified
	number
	8
	2
	0
	0
	1
	4
	1
	16

	
	
	% of personal benefit through protection of the landscape
	50,0%
	12,5%
	0,0%
	0,0%
	6,3%
	25,0%
	6,3%
	100,0%

	
	no
	number
	2
	29
	18
	53
	47
	95
	27
	271

	
	
	% of personal benefit through protection of the landscape
	0,7%
	10,7%
	6,6%
	19,6%
	17,3%
	35,1%
	10,0%
	100,0%

	
	yes
	number
	0
	0
	2
	7
	5
	39
	0
	53

	
	
	% of personal benefit through protection of the landscape
	0,0%
	0,0%
	3,8%
	13,2%
	9,4%
	73,6%
	0,0%
	100,0%

	Total
	number
	10
	31
	20
	60
	53
	138
	28
	340

	
	% of personal benefit through protection of the landscape
	2,9%
	9,1%
	5,9%
	17,6%
	15,6%
	40,6%
	8,2%
	100,0%

	
Chi-square tests

	
	Value
	df
	Asymptotic significance (two-sided)

	Pearson-Chi- Square
	163,225
	12
	,000

	Likelihood- ratio
	87,382
	12
	,000

	Number of valid cases
	340
	
	



	Symmetrical dimensions

	
	Value
	Approximate significance

	Nominal- regarding nominal measure
	Phi
	,693
	,000

	
	Cramer-V
	,490
	,000

	
	Contingency coefficient
	,570
	,000

	Number of valid cases
	340
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