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Abstract

The study investigated and compared the extensativii@s and the benefits of these
activities to residents at Yankari National ParkiN§), Nigeria and Hluhluwe—Umfolozi P ark
(UHP), South Africa. Socio-economic characteristafs residents of both parks were also
examined. Data were colected from randomly sekci#® communies around Yankari
Natonal Parks and 4 communiies around Hluhluwefdlbri Park wih 8 respondents
purposively selected from each communty. Desesiptanalysis, Analysis of Variance
(ANOVA) and Chi-square were used to analyse the.dahe results show that respondents
from Yankari Natonal Park were hunters (23.8%)ttkcafarmers (18.7%) or unemployed
(22.5%), whie at Hluhluwe — Umfolozi Park; resiterwere mosty traders (46.9%). In
Yankari National Park, extension actviies were inmacommunty development whie in
Hluhluwe-Umfolozi, actvites were improvement oesidents’ tradiional skils in arts and
crafts. There were significant differences betweaespondents in Yankari and Umfolozi
Parks as regards annual income, market opporsuaitiel economic status. Whie only 24.4%
of respondents in Yankar National Park had imploweconomic status from extension
activities, a higher percentage (81.3%) was oldaifer Hluhluwe — Umfolozi P ark.
Moreover, more residents participate in decisiokimga of extension actimties in Hluhluwe
Umfolozi Park (87.5%) than n Yankari National Pa@6.3%). To improve the economic
status of residents around parks and to awoid idenflresidents should be involved in the
decision-making of extension actiities.

Keywords: National Park, Extension, Communities, ResideBispnomic Benefits
Introduction

The philosophy of extension service according tokeBe (2005) is helping households to
help themselves in improving their standard ohdviand well beng. However, Braimoh and
Oladele (2000) indicated that extension as an &doeh process has the dual goal of
bringing information and technology to the ruralpgace and teaching them how to use
these to boost productivity, aleviate poverty asatain rural liveihoods through wealth
creation and mprovement in the qualty of fe. colrding to Windapo (1998), successful
extension work s feasible where there is recigroeltionship between the extension works.
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This means that extension requres that the estemsorkers be committed to the welfare of
the beneficiaries.

Group partcipaton n extension has been incrggsinalued as wvery crucial in any

meaningful extension work. According to Kokomoda d alyanda (2002), people’s

partcipaton in rural development programmes isvay to make the programmes successful
especially for soMng probems of rural people. artipation generaly confers some
benefits, helps to secure the consent and coaperafi people. According to Eze and
Igbokwe (1997), group involement in extension wie$ ensures economy of state,
appropriate  need determination, increase in thereist of rural dwelers in extension
programmes and overall socio-economic impact @rsiin on the communities.

A Natonal Park is a relatvely large area of ladsea where one or several ecosystems are
not materialy altered by human explotaton andupation, where plant and animal speckes,
geomorphologic sites and habitats are of specientfic, educative and recreative interest
and which contains a natural landscape or greautpegNigeria National Park, 2002).
Natonal Parks are therefore natural ecosystemé wiique attributes chssified in the
highest category of protected areas. The rural lehgeldependence on natural sources for
food, fibre and medicine demands that societies mpagh attention to the protection and
conservation of the ecosystem. National parks fikereply the role of conservation of
selective and representative sample of the ecosyffiigeria National Park, 2002).

The roke of extension to the communties surrogndithe conservaton areas
cannot be over emphasized. This is because cotisereaeas n Nigeria and South Africa
for example were previously estabished throughoreaiment and compulory expulsion of
local communties. However Parks and other consienvareas need to recognize their links
with and dependence on local communites as theyiraxtricably tied for better for worse
(Dowlng and Page, 2002). Local people therefore tar be included in the park planning and
management programme and where possible contridate or facitate economic
development. As a resul, integrating local comtyianineeds, fIfestyle and activities is
necessary to avod conflct and problems for eondon resource.

Armah (2000) therefore indicates that communityemsion brings in the vital linkage of
people’s participation to conservation, and thathout ths the mission of parks would
simply be unachievable. Community extension n Hwb-Umfolozt Park, South Africa is
carred out through the Social Ecology Programméjewat the Yankari National P ark,
Nigeria, Support Zone Dewelopment Programme (SZDdP) Local Empowerment and

Envronmental Management Programme (LEEMP) are ithejor approaches. Msmang
(2000) suggests that communiy extension approaciesid be participatory, community-

oriented and educational.

Analysis of the benefits of the different commuritytension approaches in Yankari National
Park, Nigeria and Hluhluwe-Umfolozi Park, South iéer will generate useful information
that coud lead to improvement in the managemenpaks in dewveloping countries. The
study therefore aimed to compare the perceivedfitierd® community extension actwvites in
Hluhluwe-Umfolozi Park, South Africa and Yankari tidaal Park, Nigeria. Specfically, the
study aimed to: () compare the socio-economic agtiaristcs (such as sex, educational
background, income per annum and occupation) dfierts of the two parks; (i) examine
the differences in the extension activities of theo parks, and; (i) identify the difference, if
any in the resdents’ perceived benefits of comtpueixtension in the two parks. The
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hypothesis that there were no significant diffeesncbetween the two parks in terms of
residents’ benefits (such as market opportunitgonre, and economic status) was tested.

Materials and Methods

The study was conducted in Yankari National Parigefih and Huhuwe-Umfoloz Park,
South Africa within July 2003 and October, 2004.e TYiankari Natonal Park s one of the
parks in Nigeria with high tourist inflow and higrariety of wildife. South Afrca is one of
the African countries with wel dewveloped park sgss which earn considerable amount of
foregn exchange in tourism. Hluhluwe-Umfolozi Panlas chosen because it is one of the
major parks in South Africa. The Yankari Nationarl of Nigeria and Hluhluwe-Umfobozi
Park of South Africa are both situated in the sashnbiome characterised by grassy ground
layer and a distinct upper layer of woody plantdsoAboth parks have viable extension
programmes for the neighbouring communities.

The HIluhluwe-Umfolozi Park covers a total area bbut 96,000 hectares n the Kwazulu
Natal Province of South Africa. The Park s renodvifier its wide variety of bird and animal

which includes the ‘bigfive’ (Ekephant, Lion, Leop, Rhinoceros and Buffab) and
comprses of Hluhluwe and Umfobzi Game Reservefictw are the oldest reserves in
Afrca, and the Corridor Reserve. On the otherdhdime Yankari National Park in Nigeria
occupies an area of about 2,244sq kiometres iNtbeh East of Nigeria and it is one of the
parks wih the highest tourists’ flow. Waterbuck ti,e most numerous large animal in the
park.

The two National Parks being established by foicejaction of communty setters are
embedded within the community settements. The tywemright communites in Yankari
Natonal Parkand the ekeven in Hluhluwe-UmfolozrPare walking distances to the parks.

A two-stage samping technigue was used for thdystuThe first was the random selection
of communities surrounding each of the parks. Ofit 286 communites around Y ankari

Natonal Park, 10 (36%) were selected whie 4 wesedomly selected from the 11

communites around Hluhluwe-Umfobzi Park. The secstage was the purposive selection
of 8 respondents representing leaders of Commédged Organizations (CBO) from each
selected community, as the CBO leaders are theiagecnakers in the community extension
programmes. In al, a total of 112 respondents magleof 80 respondents from Yankari
National Parkand 32 respondents from Hluhluwe-Uaoxio Park were used for the study.

Both structured questionnaire and interview scleduere used for colecting data for the
study. The instruments solicted nformation onigeconomic characteristcs (such as sex,
educational background, income per annum, occupadit), extension activities, perceived
benefits from extension services and presence wfahlwildife conflicts in the parks. Data

were analysed using descriptive statistcs, whighude frequency and percentages. Analysis
of varance (ANOVA) was used to dentify differesceetween the two parks, in terms of
market opportunity, residents’ income and therneotc status.

Re sultsand Discussion
Socio-economic Characteristics of Respondents

Tablke 1 shows the dstribution of socio-economiarabteristics of the respondents in the two
parks. The resut shows that the age of most leadér Community-Based Organisation
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involved in the extension actvites from both markwere above 35 years wih 66.2% from
Yankari National Park and 65.6% from Hluhluwe-Umofol Park. In terms of gender
partcipaton in  extension actvites, more femaleBom Hluhluwe-Umfolbzi Park
communities(46.8%) were involved than in Yankaritidtal P ark (36.3%).

The resut also shows that respondents from Higllunfolozi Park are more literate than
those from Yankari National Park, as respondentsi wo formal education do not exst in

Hluhluwe-Umfolozi Park, whie about 11.2% did naive any formal education n Yankari

Natonal Park. About 46.9% of respondents in HiekUmfolozi Park are traders whie

residents in Yankari National Park are either hen{@3.8%) or unemployed (22.5%). Since
no respondent in Hluhluwe-Umfolozi was unemployédcan be deduced that residents at
Hluhluwe-Umfolozi Park are more economically empaethan those in Yankari National
Park. This is also refected n Table 2 where nigjasf the respondents at Huhuwe-

Umfolozi Park (59.2%) earn above R20, 000 per anmumie only about 28.7% at Yankari

National Park earn between R500 — 2,450 per annum.

Extension activies and methods of contact

The results in Tabke 3 show that maost of the exiersctiviies at Yankari National Park are
communty development activities such as improvemeh roads, provision of drugs,
constructon of wells and boreholes etc, whie ¢hdsom HIluhluwe-Umfolozi Park are non-
communty based actimties but improvement of assd crafts making and providing
opportunies for marketing. The implicaton of sthis that community residents surrounding
Hluhluwe-Umfolozi Park have ther traditonal skiland talents enhanced and developed
thus resuling in more economic empowerment. Ledortewere directed towards
communty development as various tiers of governneke care of this. This is also in ine
with the resuk from Table 2 which shows that redpots’ ncome per annum for Huuhuwe-
Umfolbzi Park community residents s quite highdernt Yankari. All the respondents at
Hluhluwe-Umfolozi Park were aware of extension e, whie about 23.7% were not
aware of any extension actvity n Yankari Natiomdark. However, respondents from both
parks perceived the extension method and frequehcgontact wih the respondents to be
simlar as 65% and 65.6% indicated the method aofacb was personal and 67.5% and
62.4% indicated frequency of contact as monthlYankari and Hiuhluwe-Umfolozi Parks,
respectively.

Majorty of the respondents at Yankari (73.7%) catikd that the Park system dictates the
nature of extension activities, which is in coritréts the suggestion of Armah (2000) that the
process of community extension must be participatomnd community oriented. In contrast,

extension actmties at Hluhluwe-Umfolozi Park atieected towards meeting the needs of the
residents as majprty (87.5%) of the respondemsaited that the residents decide extension

activities.

Respondents’ perceived benefits from community ste activities

Tabke 4 clearly shows that majority of the respotslefrom Huhuwe-Umfolozi Park
perceived that the extension activties have ledintmeased income (81.3%) and improved
economic status (71.9%). This result is also furgpported with the analysis of variance in
Tabke 5 which shows that there were significarfieidinces between the two parks n terms
of respondents’ market opportunity (F = 69.328; 0©.85), income (F = 80.850; p < 0.05) and
economic status (F = 30.468; p < 0.05).
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Respondents from this Park also ndicated thatnskie benefits are through improvement
of arts and crafts (46.8%) and provision of mamketopportunties for arts and crafts
(25.0%). However, only a smal proportion of thespandents at Yankari Natonal Park
indicated increased income (41.4%) and improvedhauic status (30.0%). This is in ne
with the resutt from Table 3, which revealed thame of the respondents at Yankari
National Park were not aware of the extension iaetiv

Existence of conflicts over naturedsource use in Yankari National Park and Hluhluwe-
Umfolozi Park

Result in Table 6 reveals that whie a large ptaporof respondents (70.0%) at Yankari
National Park indicated the presence of corflictomgnthe residents and the park system
over wildife use, only a few of the respondents3¥®) at Hluhluwe-Umfolozi Park ndicated

the existence of conflict among residents and tlek Bystem over the use of wildife and
land. The conflict in Yankari Park might howevert i@ unconnected with the fact that
majority of the residents are hunters and cattindas.

Conclusion and recomme ndations
Based on the findings of the study the folowinge tfolowing considerations are made.
There are differences in the extension actvitied benefis to residents of Yankari National
Park and Hluhluwe-Umfolozi Park. The study has alsbown that participation of
communites in decisbn-making of extension a@&w®itis more beneficial to the communites
than their non-involvement as reflected at Huhkwefolozi Park, and Community
extension programmes focussed on developing thditiomal skils and talents of residents
resut more into economic empowerment than thosasf®d on community development.
Based on these conclusions, t is recommended that
e In community extension planning, full involvement the community is required at
every stage of planning and management wherehy ¢becerns are incorporated into
the decision-making process taking into consierathe local communty’s atttudes
and feelings.
* Communty extension planning n Yankari Natonalrl®ahould be focussed more on
development of traditional skils and talent rattiean community development.
e Adut educaton programme should be organized residents around the park to
improve their lteracy kvel so as to assist reg&lein improving their nformation
needs and thereby mprove their economic status.
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Table 1: Distribution of Respondents according to 8cio -e conomic characteristics

Y NP (N=80) HUP (N=32)
Variablet Freg % Freqa %
Age: 25-35 years 27 33.8 11 34.4
35 years and above 53 66.2 21 65.6
Sex: Male 51 63.7 17 53.2
Female 29 36.3 15 46.8
Marital Status: Married 61 76.2 14 43.7
Single 19 23.8 18 56.3
Educational Qualification:
No Formal Eduoat 9 11.2 - -
Primary Educatio 26 32.5 6 18.7
Secondary Ediarat 39 48.8 18 56.3
Dploma and abov 6 7.5 8 25.0
Occupation: Hunting 19 23.8 5 15.6
Cattle Rearing 15 18.7 2 6.3
Farming 14 17.5 9 28.1
Trading/Markegin 10 12.5 15 46.9
Cwil Service 4 5.0 1 31
Unemployed 18 22.5 - -

Source: Feld Suney (2003)

Table 2: Distribution of respondents according n@ome per annum

Yankari Park N = €

Hluhluwe- Umfolozi Park N = 32

Income Freq. %

N10,000 — 49,000 23 28.7
N50,000 — 99,000 16 20.0
N100,000 — 149000 20 25.0
N150,000-199,000 16 20.0
N200,000 and above 5 6.3

Income

R1,000 — 4,900
R,5,000 — 9,900

R,10,000 — 14,900
R15,000 — 19,900
R20,000 and above

Freq. %
1 31
3 94
4 12.7
5 15.6

19 59.2

R1. 0= N20. 00, R= South African Rands, N= Nigernaira.

Source: Feld Suney (2003)
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Table 3: Distribution of respondent according to exension activities and methods of
contact

YNP (N= 80 HUP (N =32
Exte nsion activitie s Freq % Freq %
Conservation educaton in schoolg9 36.3 4 12.5
and community
Improvement of roads 11 13.7 - -
Provision of drugs 2 25 - -
Building of schools 4 5.0 - -
Construction of wells and boreholes 7 8.8 - -
Provision of agro-processing 10.0 - -
equipme nt
Improvement of arts and craft making - - 8 25.0
Provison of marketing opportuniti - - 20 62.5
None of the above 19 23.7 - -
Method of contact
Radio and television 4 5.0 2 6.3
Newspaper - - 1 3.1
Campaigns 24 30.1 8 25.0
Personal conta 52 65.C 21 65.€
Frequency of contact
Weekly 1 13 2 6.3
Monthly 54 67.5 20 62.4
Quarterly 6 7.5 2 62.3
Bi-monthly 14 17.5 8 25.0
Not at all 5 6.2 - -
Who decides extension activit
Park system 59 73.7 4 12.5
Residents 21 26.3 28 87.5

Source: Field Survey (2003)

Table 4: Distribution of respondents according to prceived bene fits from community
exte nsion

YNP (N =80) HUP (N = 32)
Be ne fits Freq % Freq %
Improved poukry management 4 5.0 - -
Improved farming method 2 10.0 - -
Enhanced trading/marketing 5 6.3 3 9.4
Employme nt 22 275 6 18.8
Improvement of arts and cra - - 15 46.¢
Provison of marketing opportunities - - 8 25.0
Increased income 33 41.4 23 719
Improved economic status 24 30 26 813

N is greater than 80 in YNP and 32 in HUP due tottiple responses
Source: Feld Suney (2003)
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Table 5: Analysis of Variance showing diferences détween perceived benefits in

Yankari and Hluhluwe-Umfolozi Park (ANOVA)

Sum of Degree of Mean F-Value Significance
Square freedon squart leve
Market Between
opportunity groups 5.022 1 5.022 69.328* 0.000
Wihn
groups 9.969 110 0.072
Total 12.991 111
Income Between
groups 107.508 1 107.508 80.850* 0.000
Withn
groups 146.269 110 1.330
Total 253.777 111
Economic  Between
Status groups 6.004 1 6.004 30.468* 0.000
Within
groups 21.675 110 0.197
Total 27.679 111

*Significant atP <0.05
Source: Data Analysis (2004)

Table 6: Distribution of re spondents on existencefconflicts over natural resource use

in Yankari National Park (YNP) and Hluhluwe -U mfolozi Park (HUP)

YNP HUP

Freq. % Freq. %
Existence of conflict of widlfe use 56 70.0 2 6.3
Existence of conflict over land L 24 30.C 2 6.2

Source: Field Sunvey (2003)
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