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Abstract 
 

In this article, we investigate how the distribution of community participation 

impacts biodiversity conservation in national parks. This study analyzes factors 

that influence the distribution of community participation in biodiversity 

conservation. We hypothesize that employment in tourism increases the 

likelihood of community participation in biodiversity conservation. 

Additionally, we hypothesize that financial benefits derived by local people 

uniquely influence their likelihood of engaging in conservation activities. 

Furthermore, we hypothesize that infrastructure development affects 

household likelihood to engage in biodiversity conservation. Data were 

collected from households using questionnaires. Using logistic regression 

analysis, we find support for our hypotheses. The results suggest that local 

community participation in biodiversity conservation is significant. This study 

contributes to the growing empirical evidence on the effects of local 

community participation on biodiversity conservation in national parks and its 

implications for park managers and policymakers. Our study makes significant 

contributions to the existing literature and has practical implications for park 

management and policy formulation. 

Keywords: Community Distribution, Participation, Biodiversity Conservation, 

National Parks, Gashaka Gumti  
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INTRODUCTION 

 In this article, we investigate how distribution of community participation impact 

biodiversity conservation in national parks. We find this to be an important question. 

Although prior studies have suggested that strict preservation and protection of national 

parks can stem the tide of loss of biodiversity through total elimination of the communities 

(Brockington & Igoe, 2006) and all forms of negative human interference such as  

overutilization of land in and around protected areas for expansion of farming and 

agricultural activities; illegal  logging, mining, overgrazing and other uses (Ritters et al., 

2003; Wade and Theobald, 2010; Wilson et al., 2014) leading to ecological disturbances 

(Machovina et al., 2015; Steffen et al., 2015), there are also clear indications that this 

approach often degenerates into conflict between local communities and managers because 

the authorities do not give considerable attention to the people’s livelihoods (Ghimire & 

Pimbert 1997; Redpath et al., 2013;  Kansky & Knight, 2014). 

 As far the local communities are concern the wildlife distribution and their habitat 

are gift of nature, which still remain their main source of livelihood; therefore, there is no 

justification for protecting them or prohibiting its use at the peril of their livelihood 

(Tagowa & Buba, 2012). The most worrying aspect is that most of the protected areas and 

national parks distributed are rightly owned by the indigene, especially in Africa, and they 

use the natural resources for agriculture, medicinal purposes and will not augur well to 

“tag” them Protected Areas (PA) (Bhandari & Jianhua, 2017, Brockington & Igoe, 2006).  

 As a result, the communities demonstrate negative attitudes toward wildlife; they 

retaliate by killing wild animals that hinder sustainability (Mogomotsi, et al., 2019) and 

deliberately set ablaze national park as in the case of the Bwindi Impenetrable Forest (BIF) 

in Uganda (Hamilton et al., 2000) and also practice illegal activities as a form of retaliation 

to command-and-control conservation policies in Tsitsikamma National Park in South 

Africa (Watts & Faasen, 2009). 

 These concerns have led to the growing recognition of local people to be 

distributed and be closely involved in the park management of natural resources (Brandon 

& Wells, 1992; Wells & Brandon 1992; Tabuti et al., 2003; Rao et al., 2002b). In that case, 

the ideal approach that effectively engages the local community in management and 

decision-making process should give them the opportunity to have a say and greater 



Kanati Madaki, Isaac John Umaru, Kerenhapucch Isaac Umaru 

Volume 2, Issue 2, July 2024 163 

control over decisions and activities that affect their lives so as to meet their livelihood 

needs (Scheyvens, 2007; Bajracharya et al., 2008). 

 The notion of linking community distribution and involvement with  biodiversity 

conservation that  might  bring efficient conservation of wildlife and their habitats in the 

national parks (Souto et al., 2014; Garraway et al., 2017) is premised on  the  assumption 

that  that if local communities derive some benefits from conservation, they will be more 

likely to contribute to conservation of biodiversity(Mishra 1982; Sherpa et al. 1986; 

Lehmkuhl et al. 1988; Wells & Brandon 1992; Andrade & Rhodes, 2012; Heindorf et al., 

2021; Salafsky & Wollenberg, 2000). In addition to the feasibility of economic and social 

benefits from the program (Milner- Gulland et al. 2003), the distribution of community and 

its involvement in wildlife conservation may be influenced by factors such as age, race or 

ethnicity, gender, education level and income and others (Carter et al., 2014; Mir et al., 

2015).  

 Given that there is no clear and acceptable definition of community participation in 

conservation studies (Vimal et al., 2018), ‘participation in conservation means active 

involvement in biodiversity conservation initiatives available in communities’ (Mogomotsi 

et al., (2020). Such initiatives include distribution of volunteers who patrol and protect the 

wildlife and forest from invaders (Obioha et al., 2012; Ngoufo et al., 2014) and other illegal 

activities dealing with the problems of deforestation, poaching, illegal logging (Tanvir & 

Afroze, 2016) as well as overgrazing in highlands of Tigray (Gebremedhin et al., 2011). 

Moreover, household with strong zeal and zest ensure strict compliance (Kipkeu et al., 

2014; Isiugo & Obioha, 2015). 

 Concerning the outcome of the impact of distribution of local community 

participation in conservation, Sam et al., (2014) revealed that the community participation 

significantly improved forest and wildlife conservation. Distributed communities that 

receive more economic benefits from wildlife have greater desire to participate in 

conservation than those that do not (Mutanga et al., 2015).  

 The provision of direct economic benefits that accrue to local people from trophy 

hunting and implementation of development schemes decrease poaching and grazing 

through enforcement of rules regulations and also improve conservation through increase 

in wildlife game scouts as well as of wildlife protection and vigilante (Hutton & 

Murombedzi, 2005; Lewis & Alpert 1997; Wainwright & Wehrmeyer, 1998; Pender et al. 
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(2001); Konopo et al., 2016), but more success is where big mammals are present  (Hackel, 

1998).  

 However, Milner- Gulland et al. 2003) pointed out that ‘participation of the local 

communities in conservation program was not due to the perceived feasibility of economic 

and social benefits from the program’; therefore, the success could not be the distribution 

of socio-economic benefits but by virtue of community increased enforcement levels 

(Gibson & Marks 1995). Furthermore, evidence suggests that community participation in 

conservation in some cases has not resulted in decrease in poaching of wildlife because 

poachers have changed their tactics and prey selection (Gibson and Marks, 1995) through 

the use of charms to lure wildlife from their hideout. Also, in many conservation initiatives, 

communities are not actively involved in planning and management (Hutton & 

Murombedzi, 2005, Wainwright and Wehrmeyer 1998; Songorwa et al. 2000) while others 

have declined participating in conservation initiatives because of restricted access to the 

forest (Eshun, 2014). Besides, there have been suggestions that community participation in 

conservation has scarcely enhanced the livelihood of the local communities (Wainwright & 

Wehrmeyer 1998) because the socio-economic benefits realised from wildlife conservation 

have not made a great impact in improving the standard of living (Haiijar et al., 2020). 

Majority of the local communities, especially those distributed outside ACA have limited 

access to adequate health and educational facilities (Bajracharya et al., 2008). 

 In terms of the impact of the social attributes of local communities, Sterling et al. 

(2017) indicate that social group influence people attitude towards participation in 

conservation and suggest that poor subsistence farmers may not cope as well as wealthier 

cattle farmers. In addition, Mir et al. (2015) revealed that education level, income and age 

are important factors that influence local resident to participate in conservation. In this line, 

Mogomotsi et al., (2020) indicated that education and income positively influence the 

attitude of locals toward conservation. Thus, people that have lower education level and 

lower income tend to have lower desire to participate in conservation activities. Meanwhile, 

Mogomotsi et al., (2020) showed that age negatively influence communities rejecting 

participation in wildlife conservation. 

 Although tourism employment is an important factor to encourage local 

communities to participate in biodiversity conservation, ( Bennett, 2015; Bragagnolo et al., 

2016; Allendorf et al., 2019), Abukari and Mwalyosi, (2018b) did not find tourism   was an 
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important factor that influenced attitude of local residents near Mole National Park( MNP) 

and Tanzania National Park(TNP) They reasoned that the number of employment offered   

local residents might not be considered significant due to the number of villages involved. 

Nonetheless, Tessema et al., 2010) found tourism employment foster positive attitude of 

local people to towards biodiversity conservation. Also, local communities closer to 

catchment areas of wild life that can generate income through tourism accept   

participation in conservation and wildlife increases (Mariki, 2013). 

 Despite the success made in protection of certain flagship species and increased 

attention to the effectiveness of local community participation in conservation in countries 

such as Kenya and Mexico (Mendez-Lopez et al. (2014) as well as in USA (Berks et al. 

(2007) also in Spain (Ruiz-Mallén and Corbera (2013), local community participation in 

conservation is not considered as a predictable model because of community heterogeneity 

as the factors that influence community involvement in biodiversity conservation vary from 

case to case(Mir et al. (2015) notwithstanding the  local communities still have limited 

scope to participate in the decision-making process for managing natural resources within 

Pas” (Castro & Nielsen, 2001; Mendez-Lopez et al., 2014). 

 The aim of this study was to investigate the impact of the distribution of local 

community participation in biodiversity conservation in the Gashaka Gumti national 

Park.The GGNP established purposely for the conservation of biodiversity (Adewumi, 

2016) and support of rural development and traditional livelihood (Tagowa & Buba, 2012).  

Nonetheless, the expected success is far-fetched because of the growing rate of poaching, 

hunting, land degradation and increased farming and other human activities within and 

adjacent the park. Although tourism development was important goal for establishing the 

National Park (Sommer & Ross, 2011), the tourism opportunities have not been fully 

exploited as promised. The situation has created certain doubt and mixed feeling among 

the indigene, and some are of the view that the establishment of the park is a way to restrict 

them to access to the park which they consider as legal and traditional rights and which 

they make use without any restrictions (Adetoro & Adetola, 2011; Adewumi, 2016). 

 However, the role of local community participation in conserving biodiversity has 

been given little attention (Leech & Scoones, 1999). Yet, the intervention of distributed 

local communities cannot be underestimated as they can fish out residents who engage in 

illegal poaching if the community realize the promised benefits (McAlindon et al., 2015, 
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Milner-Gulland et al., 2003; Obioha et al., 2012; Ngoufo et al., 2014). The purpose of this 

article is to specifically investigate factors that influence local community’ participation in 

biodiversity conservation. We test the influence of employment in the tourism may increase 

the community likelihood of participating in biodiversity conservation. We also test the 

influence of financial benefits received on local people likelihood of involvement in 

conservation. Lastly, we test the effect of provision of infrastructure development on the 

household likelihood to engage in biodiversity conservation.     

Theory and hypothesis  

 This study utilised the social exchange theory to understand factors that influence 

the distributed local community participation in biodiversity conservation (Mutanga et al., 

2015). Social exchange theory (SET) is defined by Ap, (1992) as “a general sociological 

theory concerned with understanding the exchange of resources between individuals and 

groups in an interaction situation” (p. 668). Social exchanges theorist asserts that individual 

often develop set of attitudes towards other people and things on the premise of expected 

costs and benefits obtained from participating in activities. By comparison, people view 

activities that bring benefits to have positive influence while they perceive those with 

negative outcomes to have negative impact (Bagherian et al., 2009). 

 Therefore, people   may like to participate in activities they can derive the greater 

benefits and avoid those ones with more expected costs or more costs are incurred. In the 

social exchange theory (SET), the costs and benefit are subjectively analysed by individuals 

to decide whether to involve in a particular or the other alternatives (Nunkoo, 2016). In 

doing so costs are assessed in the terms of suitable alternatives or possible options given up 

by the participants involved (Cook. et al., 2013). However, when benefits and costs are par, 

they result in equitable exchange or relationship (Bagherian et al., 2009).   

 This theory contends that implementation biodiversity conservation initiative 

should enhance the livelihood of the local people distributed around the park. This is 

especially important for countries such as Nigeria where Gashaka-Gumi National Park has 

been adopted to promote series of biodiversity activities in support of the Nigerian 

Biodiversity programme, to ensure local communities in derive equal social and economic 

benefits from conservation of wildlife and habitat (Alarape et al., 2018; Adano et al., 2012). 

Based on basic assumptions of the social exchange theory, we hypothesized that the 

distribution of local communities  that derive positive benefits from biodiversity 
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conservation and whose loss of livelihood are adequately compensated will have positive 

attitude. However, those who do not obtain benefits from conservation of biodiversity and 

those whose lose source of livelihood are not adequately compensated will exhibit negative 

attitude 

 In particular, considering the safety and influence social and financial benefits on 

attitudes of local community participation in conservation, extent studies have suggested 

mixed results. For instance, Sam et al., (2014) and Mutanga et al., (2015) show that local 

communities that benefit more financial may have higher desire to support conservation 

than those that do not. Similar studies have argued the   direct economic benefits that 

accrue to local people has improved conservation (Hutton & Murombedzi, 2005, 

Wainwright & Wehrmeyer, 1998; Pender et al. (2001); Cooney et al., 2017). On the other 

hand, Wainwright & Wehrmeyer 1998 asserted that community involvement in 

conservation has rarely improved the livelihood of the local communities (Wainwright & 

Wehrmeyer 1998) despite the socio-economic benefits realised from wildlife. Also, Milner- 

Gulland et al. 2003) argued that local community participate in conservation not because of 

they perceived the feasibility of economic benefits so success in conservation of 

biodiversity could be attributed to the accrued benefits but rather the degree of 

enforcement by local community (Gibson & Marks 1995). This allows us to formulate our 

first hypothesis: 

Hypothesis 1: Distribution of socio-economic benefits may negatively influence 

community desire to participate in biodiversity conservation in Gashaka Gumti National 

Park 

 The effect of tourism employment on attitudes of local resident to participate in 

conservation is mixed.  Some studies suggest that tourism employment encourage local 

communities to participate in biodiversity conservation (Bragagnolo et al., 2016; Allendorf 

et al., 2019). Tessema et al., (2010) also argue that tourism employment engenders positive 

attitude of local communities to participate in biodiversity conservation, suggesting 

economic benefit may be greater that the costs of loss of livelihood may lesser. 

Nonetheless Abukari and Mwalyosi, (2018b) and George & Oseni (2012) content that does 

the tourism employment positively influence communities’ participation conversation 

where the number of jobs created may be inadequate due to number of communities 
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involved. This led us to expect a positive impact of tourism employment on local people 

willingness to be involved in conservation. Hence: 

Hypothesis 2:  Distribution of employment to locals in the tourism sector may increase 

the community likelihood of participating in biodiversity conservation 

 In term of the impact of   infrastructure development and social amenities 

community attitude towards conservation, Milner- Gulland et al. (2003) suggested that local 

communities take part in conservation initiates is not due to the perceived of social benefit 

accrue to them. In addition, Bajracharya et al., (2008) reveal that a most of the communities 

outside Annapurna Conservation Area (ACA do not have access to adequate health and 

educational facilities (Bajracharya et al., 2008). However, Bajracharya et al., 2006 and Mehta 

and Heinen (2001) indicate that most of the ACA villages have adequate sanitation and 

drinking water facilities, trails, bridges, primary healthcare, primary education both for 

children and adults, provision of electricity. They concluded the community-based 

approach to conservation has   helped to improve the living standards of local communities 

within conservation areas. Therefore, this allows us formulate our third hypothesis  

Hypothesis 3: we hypothesis infrastructure development may negatively influence the 

likelihood of the distribution of communities participating in conservation of biodiversity  
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Figure 1. Graphical Abstract 

N.B: Graphical abstract showing the study area map of Gashaka Gumti National Park 

located in Taraba State Nigeria and the distribution of house hold sampling and 

Distribution of communities in Gashaka Gumti National Park 

 

METHODS  

Study Area  

 The study area is Gashaka-Gumti National Park. It is situated at the foot of the 

Mambilla Plateau and covers a land area of about 6,411 km2. It lies between latitude 

6º55’N and 8º05’N and longitude 11o13’ to12º11’E. The Park was originally gazetted as 
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Gumti, Gashaka and Serti Game sanctuaries by the defunct Northeast Government in the 

1970's. The three game sanctuaries were merged and upgraded to a National Park by the 

Nigeria National Park Decree of 26th August, 1991 which was repealed by Decree 46 of 

1999.Gashaka –Gumti National Park is a vast land of spectacular wilderness (6,000 km2) in 

the southeast corner of Taraba State, adjoining the Mambilla Plateau (Figs. 1 and 2). The 

Park is an outstanding tourist landmark in Taraba State and the largest of all the eight 

national parks in the country. It is a home the most diverse in terms of species distributed 

within the park, such as the colobus monkey and warthogs, including buffalo, roam 

antelope, chimpanzee, hippopotamus, hyena, giant forest hog, lion and leopard.  The   park 

is surrendered by 25 communities; 5 outside, 11 on the periphery and 9 inside, including 6 

enclaves (Deshen et al., 2010) belong to different ethnic groups such as Jibu, Dakka,Ndoro, 

Tigun, Gbaya, Tiv, Mambilla, Kaka and Fulani in the southern part of the park, while in the 

northern part or Toungo sector are the Chamba, Kutim Potopore, Fulani, Dakka, 

Nyamnyam and Kona. The main sources occupations are farming, livestock husbandry, 

vocational jobs, civil service with few hunters and fishermen. The best time to visit the 

park is during dry season that is between Decembers to March yearly. 
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Figure 2. Study Area - Map of Nigeria Showing Taraba State 
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Figure 3. Distribution of Study Area-Map of Gashaka Gumti National Park 

 

Population and Sample  

 Our study focused on these communities: Gashaka Gumti, Selbe, Filinga and 

Chappal Hendu communities within the Gashaka Gumti National Park. These 

communities reside right in the park. 
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Table 1: Distribution of Communities in Gashaka Gumti National Park 

Communities  Population  Percentage  Number of 
households 

Percentages (% 

Chappal Hendu 520 3.6 52 6.3 

Filinga 2,472 16.4 120 14.5 

Selbe 5,284 35.0 301 36.5 

Gashaka Gumti 6,762 45.0 352 42.7 

Total 15,038 100.0 825 100.0 

 

We selected sample of 200 households from these communities The survey covered 10% 

of all households in the sampled communities as recommended by Kerlinger (1973) 

because if it is large enough so long as it allows for reliable data analysis. We applied 

Nassiuma (2000) model to obtain a sample of 87.9.  However, study used a sample size of 

200 households for better representation (Table 2) and applied a proportionally allocation 

to select sample as a representation for each household in the communities to ensure 

proportionally allocation of sample (Cooper and Schindler, 2011; Wahyuni, , 2012). 

Table 2: Distribution of Household Sampling 

Communities Number of house 
holds 

Number of house 
holds 

Percentages (% 

Chappal Hendu 52 13 6.3 

Filinga 120 29 14.5 

Selbe 301 73 36.5 

Gashaka Gumti 352 85 42.7 

Total 825 200 100.0 

 

 This research generated data from household survey which was conducted from 

June to august 2019.  The questionnaires were administered by researcher after a 

successfully pre-testing on selected members of Filinga community. The pretesting was 

done purposely to address any issues in the wording, sequencing of questions and to ensure 

the questions addressed what they were supposed to. The issues raised in the pilot sessions 

were also incorporated in the questionnaire, which was tested and modified during the pilot 

survey. Out of two hundred questionnaires distributed to the households, 118 were 

questionnaires fully completed but 8 of them were rejected due to extreme missing data.  
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The respondents had to answer questions open ended questions on demographic such as 

gender (male or female) level of education (Tertiary or Non-Tertiary) age (20 -40 years) and 

years of stay (1-10 or above 10 years) and closed ended questions on factors that influence 

community participation in conservation initiatives 

Variables and Measures 

 The measures we used in the study are shown in the Appendix. All scales are 

adopted from previous literature. Below we discuss the dependent, and independent. The 

dependent variable for the binary regression model was a dummy variable which is denoted 

1 if the respondents   were actively participating in biodiversity conservation and 0 

otherwise.  

 The independent variables were the socio-demographic attributes of households 

such as age, gender, level of education, years of stay, and household occupation. Other 

independent variables were employment in tourism sector, benefit of infrastructure 

development in community and financial benefits or compensation for loss of source 

livelihood.   

Statistical analysis 

 The empirical data collected through a household survey. A logit regression model 

has been used estimate the association relationship between the independent variables (age, 

gender, level education, years of stay, employment in tourism sector, infrastructure 

development, financial benefits) and dependent variable (community desire to participate in 

conservation) The data were analysed using SPSS version 20. 

 

RESULT 

Distribution of Demographic and Socio-Economic factors of Respondents 

 Table 2 show that results of social and Economic factors. The result shows that 

about (71.8%) of the respondents were males 135 (71.8%) and while (28.2%) of females. 

The youngest respondent was 18 years while the oldest was 70. Moreover, almost 68.1% of 

the respondents had no tertiary education. Further, this finding shows that majority 

(63.8%) of the households were farmers. Also, almost (68.1%) of respondents had stayed 

in the Gashaka Gumti between 1-15 years.  Besides, the results suggest more people (66%) 

acknowledged had employment in the tourism sector while 81.4% had benefitted 
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financially. Finally, about 62.8% of the respondents had acknowledged benefiting from 

infrastructure development in the community.  

Table 3. Results from Distribution of Social and Economic factors 

Variable       Frequency    Percentage 
(%) 

Gender 

Male       135   71.80  
  

Female        53   28.20 
  

Age 

18-40      104   55.3   

40 and 70       84   44.7 

Education level 

Tertiary        60   31.9 

Non-Tertiary      128   68.1   

Occupation 

Farming Household      68               36.2   

Non-farming household    120   63.8  

Years of Stay  

1-15 years     128   68.1 

16 -25 years      60   31.9 

Employment offered by tourism 

Yes      124   66.00 

No        64   34.00 

Financial benefits 

Yes      153    81.4 

No       38    18.6 

Infrastructure Development 

Yes      118   62.8 

No       70   37.2 
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Table 4. Distribution of Logistic Regression 

Variables     B           S. E    Sig 

Constant     3.080   .904               .001 

Gender     -1.512    .754   .045
  

Age       -.382   .386                .322
  

High Ed.    -1.013   .486   .037
  

Years of stay       .287   .391   .463
  

Employment offered by tourism     .901   .381  
 .018  

Financial benefit     -.969   .479   .043
  

Infrastructure Development   -.921   .454   .043 

Household Occupation      .925   .398  
 .020 

N.B: Mean Beta (B), Mean Standard Error (S.E), Mean Significant (Sig) 

 

DISCUSSION  

 In this article, we have addressed the relationship between local community 

participation and biodiversity conservation. The incentive for conducting this study is that 

existing studies suggest that relationship between the two concepts have resulted in mixed 

outcomes. Further recent development suggests that local communities still have limited 

scope to participate in the decision-making process for managing natural resources within 

the park (Castro & Nielsen, 2001; Mendez-Lopez et al., 2014). 

 It is generally assumed that local communities are more likely to support 

conservation initiatives if they receive direct benefits from them (Bruner et al., 2001,, 

Dudley et al. 1999). In this study, we found that direct financial benefit had negatively 

influenced local people towards conservation. The lower the financial benefits; the lower 

the willingness among the respondents to take part in biodiversity conservation.  This 

outcome is not surprising because the local communities see the wildlife as sources of 

income. While the government continue to educate the local communities on the 
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significance on biodiversity conservation, they should also fulfil the promised benefits. 

Hence, this result adds to the growing body of research of conservation (e.g., Dahal, 2021; 

Sherpa et al. 1986; Lehmkuhl et al. 1988; Brandon and Agrawal & Gibson, 1999; Dudley et 

al. 1999; Salafsky & Wollenberg 2000).  Mogomotsi et al., 2020), which adds further to its 

validity and importance in research practice. 

 The result also suggests that infrastructure development had a negative relationship 

with local peoples’ willingness to engage in biodiversity conservation. By implication, a 

decrease in infrastructure development may lower the people desire to involve in 

conservation. There is a need for government to improve and expand basic infrastructure 

and social amenities. This will help the local people to be more committed to conservation 

initiatives.     

 Additionally, the study found a negative relationship between age and participation 

in biodiversity conservation (Ayodele, & Abubakkar, 2001). This shows that as people 

grow older their desire grows weaker to participate in conservation initiatives. It is 

important for government to give proper orientation in order to sustain people’s interest in 

biodiversity conservation.  

 Similarly, the study reports a negative relationship between education and 

participation in biodiversity conservation. This finding suggests that the lower education 

the lower the desire to participate in wildlife conservation. This might be the case as the 

local people viewed wildlife as source of livelihood. Thus, it necessary to build the capacity 

of rural villagers on the importance of biodiversity conservation in general and wildlife in 

particular (Mogomotsi et al., 2020). 

 Our result further suggest that employment delivery by tourism had a positively 

relationship with people attitude towards conservation. The more formal jobs provided to 

local through tourism development, the greater the willingness of the people to participate 

in biodiversity conservation.  Furthermore, we find household occupation negatively 

impact on locals’ desire local to engage in conservation. It is not surprising that local 

cultivate on the park as they claim ownership of the land. It is critical to educate locals on 

the importance of conservation.  
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CONCLUSION  

 The aim of this study was to explore factors influencing local community 

distribution and participation in biodiversity conservation. The results of this study suggest 

that the of gender, age, level of education as well as employment offered by tourism; and 

financial benefit, infrastructure development and household occupation, were significant 

factors that could influence local community participation in biodiversity conservation in 

Gashaka Gumti National Park.   

 More specifically, the results of the study suggest that the gender may discourage 

respondent to involve in conservation activities. In particular, females allocation ought to 

be educated more to support conservation initiatives. The study also reveals that there is 

need for government to employ local people in the tourism sector. This opportunity may 

encourage the people to play active role in conservation activities. In addition, the results 

indicate that although the age of local people in general is important factor that can 

contribute to conservation in the park. However, the older ones might not be willing to 

play any key role in conservation initiative. Additionally, although the findings show 

education was important factor influencing participation in conservation in general, less 

educated people might not be actively involved in conservation of biodiversity in the park.  

Also, the study suggests employment opportunity in the tourism may enhance local 

peoples’ participation in conservation. Further, lack of direct financial benefit from 

conservation, and decreased in infrastructure development might reduce the desire of the 

locals to participate in biodiversity conservation. Finally, the result indicates that household 

with farming occupation may not be willing to engage in conservation. 

 Our study makes significant contributions to extant literature and has implications 

for the distribution of Park managers and policy makers. The study contributes by adding 

to the growing empirical evidence that exist on effect of distribution of local community 

participation and biodiversity conservation in national park. 

 In terms of policy implication, the result of increased employment in tourism 

sectors would increase the distribution local community as well as participation in 

biodiversity.  Also, the finding of decreased or failure to fulfil financial benefit from 

conservation would discourage participation in conservation. Moreover, to encourage local 

communities to be active in conservation, Community distribution should be encouraged 

and measures to ensure and improve financial benefits from the conservation are critical 
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taken in to consideration, lastly, to motivate local communities to be actively involved in 

conservation, measures that to expand and improve basic infrastructure and social 

amenities are imperative. 
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