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Executive Summary

This impact assessment was carried out in January/February 2000 in 21 villages in the
south-west province of Cameroon. The aim of the research was to assess the perception
of Korup Project among the inhabitants of the project region. The research is based on
the assumption that perception arises from actions and interactions. Due to that the
perception of the activities of Korup Project - following the structure of the logframe -
will be assessed, before the general perception is investigated. The following findings are
a representative picture of the perception of the inhabitants of the Korup Project area.

The Korup Project started work on February 3t 1988. The project applied different
approaches and strategies to achieve its overall goal, which is nowadays specified as: The
Conservation of biodiversity of Korup Project Area" (Annual Plan 1999). It embodies
the following activities and expected results:

Activity 4.1. Assist Rural Infrastructure projects

All stakeholders know, that infrastructure hardly contributes directly to the
protection of the biodiversity, but the assistance to communal infrastructure was
implemented as Korup Project activity, to produce confidence and good relations. Only a
10,8% minority experienced this assistance and support to the village infrastructure.
Additional 11% realised that schools received aid - mostly teaching material distributed
by the now-abandoned environmental education component. The villagers have the
impression that Korup Project has no strategy or procedure on how, when and/or if
infrastructure is established in a village. They also do not see a relation between this
assistance and the conservation of biodiversity. The low rate of people, who realised
benefits and the fact that even those people, who realised the assistance of Korup
Project, do not have a more positive perception of conservation activities questions this
strategy.

Activity 4.2. Support sustainable alternative income generating activities

For the majority, which see themselves primarily as farmers (65,3%), this could
result in assistance to their farming activities, but also in alternative sources of cash
income. Among the male population this should effect those 17,2 % who hunt, those
27,9 % who collect brest products and those 11,2 % who fish. Among the female
population activity 4.2. should effect those 42,3 % who collect forest products and those
3 % who fish. 15,7 % realised benefits from the Korup Project activity 4.2.. 12,5 % of the
villagers have the impression that Korup Project is assisting them in their farming and
implementing income generating activities. Whether the implementation of alternative
income generating activities are related to the overall conservation aim of the project,
remains uncertain. The villagers agreed not to have reduced their hunting and gathering
activities due to the support of the implementation of sustainable alternative income
generating activities (Activity 4.2).

Education and sensitisation

Education and sensitisation are - following the logframe - overall activities to
support the other activities. 33,4 % of the villagers have the impression that Korup
Project is mainly holding lectures. Assistance to schools and education is seen by 15,7 %
as the main contribution of Korup Project to the villages. The environmental education
component was disbanded following the mid-term review. Our findings underline the
decision taken, because the trained pupils and students do not care more than others
about the lectured ideas of conservation when they have to earn their living from the
forest. The assistance received in the area of environmental education was more of a
contribution to the infrastructure of schools and education in the villages (see activity
4.1.). This is appreciated by a significant group of people as an important achievement,
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but it did not contribute substantially to the conservation goal.
Activity 5.1.: Establishment of participatory land-use plans
None of the inhabitants of the project area had any knowledge on land use plans.

Activity 5.2.: Support the sustainable forest use through capacity building

The impact of the activity 5.2. can be assessed through the level of knowledge on
sustainable natural resource management. 2 % of the villagers realised that sustainable
forest use is the aim of the Korup Project and 1 % recognised sustainable forest use as
one of the methods of conservation applied by Korup Project. On the other, hand 13,7 %
stated that sustainable forest use was their reason for a positive perception of forest
conservation. Following the argument that certain technical terms were more popular
among students and pupils, one could come to the conclusion that the term "sustainable
forest use" is one of them. 17,7 % of the people below 25 gave this as reason for their
positive  perception of conservation, but only 11,4 % of the people above 25.
Nevertheless, one has to consider that this positive perception of conservation through
sustainable forest use is not reflected as a concrete activity of Korup Project, but abstract
vision to reconcile forest use and conservation.

Capacity building

57,9 % were aware of a participative approach in caring out activities. These people
are satisfied with this interaction, while people, who did experience that activities were
organised in a participatory manner were unsatisfied with the interaction.

Activity 5.3.: Community forest in appropriate areas

1 % of the villagers realised community forest as a conservation method applied by
Korup Project. 60 % of them came from Mbenyam, 20 % from the neighbouring Ndebaya
and 20 % from Ashum, but only for Ndebaya a community forest is prospected for now.
Bakebe and Fabe have applied for a community, but the ordinary villagers was not
informed.

Activity 5.4.: Protection of the Korup National Park

The general perception of Korup National Park is positive (73,8 % think well about
it), but detailed knowledge about the aims and objectives was very limited and most
villagers can not differentiate between Korup Project and Korup National Park. The
perception of the villages close to or in the national park is not as positive as among the
general populace, but still very positive: 67,3 % think that the Korup National Park is a
good institution. The most common reason for tis is seen not only in its impact to
conservation and sustainable forest management, but also its impact to the development
and job opportunities. The negative perception of Korup National Park is in these
villages with 30,6 % nearly twice the size of the general figure. Most of the people in the
villages close to the Korup National Park, who do not like the park are doing so, because
they have the impression that Korup National Park deprives them from many things. The
game guards were strongly criticised.

Result 4: Participatory conservation

The environmental awareness is very high and results in a positive perception of
conservation, but only a minority (41,4 %) realised, that Korup Project is primarily a
conservation project. Only 5,2 % understood the new strategy and experienced the
activities 4.1. and 4.2. as methods of conservation. Education and advises, which are -
according to the logframe - not Korup activities were seen by 48,9 % as the main method
of Korup Project to promote conservation.

The positive perception of conservation is neither related to environmental
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education and lectures, nor to the activities 4.1. and 4.2.. Half of the villagers are not
satisfied with the methods applied by Korup Project and even 21,1 % have the
impression that the methods applied by Korup Project to promote conservation are
destructive or useless. Even among those people, who understand conservation of
wildlife and forest as a very important aim, 20,4 % have the impression that the methods
applied by Korup Project are not effective, 13,8 % as useless and 6,6 % as destructive.
40,8 % of the target population are not satisfied with the methods applied by Korup
Project. It seems as if this is caused by the methods applied. Quite a number of villagers
(also a good number of priority villages) were not invited to participate in the decision-
making process and are consequently not satisfied with the interaction. Korup Project
staff visited the villages less than once a month and then mostly held lectures. In the view
of the majority of the inhabitants of the project area, this approach is not effective,
useless and destructive. The participatory methods and approaches introduced in the
process of restructuring have not reached the villages.

Result 5: Participatory land use plans

Land use plans and patterns are unknown among the inhabitants of the project
region, but some of the activities which are intended to result in the implementation of a
participatory land use plan had an impact on the villagers. The capacity building activity
of Korup Project was perceived quite positively and also the idea of sustainable forest
management, but community based conservation is not experienced as Korup Project
activities, but as theoretical concepts. The concept of a high protected area (national
park) was perceived very positively and could even be better if Korup Project could
communicate the legal framework and procedures of anti-poaching activities.

The image of Korup Project

The image of Korup Project is in our opinion based on the activities carried out by
Korup Project and the interaction established by the field staff. It is important to realise
that the general perception is not only based on the activities implemented in the 1999-
2000 annual plan, but also on past strategies. The common impression that Korup Project
is a development and agriculture project seems to be related to the former strategy
applied (conservation through rural development) and from our interviews and findings
we received the impression that this development assistance was appreciated by the
villagers, but hardly effected their attitude towards forest and wildlife.

A majority does not want Korup Project to close down their activities, but the
majority does not have any knowledge about the aims, objectives and main activities of
Korup Project. Especially the relation of rural development (assistance to infrastructure
and income generating activities) and conservation is hardly known. A significant number
understand Korup Project as a pure development project, while others think that they are
hunters or a logging company.

A significant number of people is neither satisfied with the benefits they derive
from their cooperation with Korup Project, nor with the established interaction. More
than half of the people think that the methods applied by Korup Project are not effective
and quite a good number have only bad feelings when asked about Korup Project.

Conclusion

On the whole, the image of Korup project has to be improved if sustainable natural
resource management is to be based on the active participation of the villagers. While
Korup Project stated in the presentation that the findings are underlining the Korup
Project success story, we are of the view that participatory natural resource management
can only be successful if almost everybody (more than 75 %) is satisfied with the benefits,
the level of participation, the methods applied and the general interaction. As long as only
a minority or small majority appreciate the co-operation, it will be difficult to fulfil the
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aim of the project, because sustainability can only be achieved if all stakeholders agree to
the concept applied. As long as numerous villagers refuse to join the projected joint
management of their natural resources, it will be uncertain whether the projected impact
on wildlife and forest comes to fruition.

RECOMMENDATIONS / SUGGESTIONS

We recommend the implementation of a participatory impact assessment
programme in all villages and zones. This main recommendation is based on our finding,
that the interaction between all stakeholders is able to be improved if it is to be more
fruitful and participatory. Since a productive cooperation between the Korup Project and
the inhabitants of the project region can be seen as the key for a participatory and
sustainable management of the natural resources in the Korup Project area, the
involvement of the local population in decision making processes should be increased.
The local population should be involved at all levels of management, from the evaluation
of the performance of field staff to the Steering Committee.

According to our findings, it seems necessary that the Korup Project accelerate the
prescribed change from a "patronage"-project to a service project, which is based on joint
management by all stakeholders involved. It seems necessary that Korup Project, the
donors, the Government of Cameroon and the local population discuss and reassess the
"new" strategy applied. Most of the villagers did not know that the former strategy
(conservation through rural development) - which was applied for 10 years - was changed.
In the following we will give some recommendations on how the interaction between the
villages and Korup Project could be made more fruitful for the overall aim of conserving
the biodiversity in the region through sustainable and participatory natural resource
management.

The frequency and quality of interaction with the villages has to be increased. One

step could be to include in the terms of reference of field staff, that they have to live for
20 days a month in the villages they work with. While the administration should supervise
the relevance of the activities for the overall project aim, the villagers could assess
through the suggested participatory impact monitoring, the impact of activities and
methods in the field.
Benefits are not equally distributed. Some villages received much assistance, while others
- including priority villages - stated that they were not visited in years. The strategy of
priority villages should be reassessed. We are of the view that the applied stratification is
not suitable for the overall aim (conservation of the biodiversity of the Korup Project
area), because all villages have an impact on the biodiversity of the project region. To be
effective in the 187 villages in the project area, more field workers should be employed.
They should be based in a central village of the region they are working in.

Special emphasis should be laid on a sustainable and participatory management of
the natural resources. Quite a number of villagers are prepared to jointly manage the
forest resources with Korup Project, but it has to be made clear that it is still their
environment. Korup Project should put more emphasis on the idea of joint management
options for hunting, fishing and NTFP's collection. They should offer "in-service"
training for the marketing of all these forest products. The facilitation of participatory
management of natural resources requires both the sincere commitment of project field
staff and a sense of ownership by the villages concerned.

We did not have the chance to assess the impact of the traditional methods of
conservation and it is surprising that in the past no research was carried out with that
perspective. We hold the view that the traditional methods of conservation have to stand
- at least as a starting point - in the centre of a community-based conservation. Their
ability to deal with the challenges of automatic rifles and chainsaws is uncertain. We
found it surprising that the villagers hold the view that the Korup-staff never discussed
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traditional forms of conservation and their effectiveness - or gave them strategies to
enable adaptation to contemporary challenges.
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1. INTRODUCTION

The Korup Project has been working since February 3¢ 1988 in a huge project area. The
project applied different approaches and Strategies to achieve its main goals: the conservation
of bio-diversty in the area and especidly in the Korup Nationa Park. The main goa of this
report is to andyse the perception of Korup Project among the inhabitants of the project
region. Thisincludes the question if, how and in which way the interventions of Korup Project
towards a more sustainable use of forest and wildlife resources are perceived, because socia
sciences hold the view that perception is based on activities and interaction.

"The protection of old, undisturbed forest in Korup Nationa Park area, through the
improvement in living sandards and economic conditions in the surrounding Support Zone,
through the raisng of environmentd awareness among local communities, and through the
protection of the Nationd Park” (Mid-Term, 133) can be seen as the overdl am of Korup
Project for its first ten years (1988-1997). This am was based on the premise that the
uncontrolled hunting and harvesting insgde the Korup Nationa Park is a result of poverty and
underdevelopment in the whole region. Based on a very criticd mid-term review the overal
am was changed in December 1997. According to the logframe in force until May 2000 the
mission of Korup Project is to "conserve biodiversity of Korup Project Area" The project
purpose is. "The Korup National Park and natura resources of the Support Zone are well
managed” (Annua Planning 1999).

The gpproach towards local communities is said to have changed after the restructuring in
1997/1998 from smple donations to a system of participatory activities. Villages are supposed
to get more respongbilities and should contribute if they want to benefit from project services.
In spite of the many activities carried out in the project area, Korup Project staff itself redised
that the reputation of the project is rather bad as far as local communities and authorities are
concerned (Image Workshop Nguti 23/10/99). The mgor recommendation of that workshop
was to contract a neutral person to evaluate the image of Korup Project, based on the fact
that, better interaction can only be achieved on a profound knowledge of the others
perception of onesdlf.

The Government of Cameroon and the different internationad donors (EU, WWF, ODA
(DFID), KFW, GTZ, WCS and US DoD) spent quite some money for the Korup Project.
The research team is of the view tha the input-output relation has to be taken into
congderation if the perception of a projects is assessed, because the populace does this as
wel - even though this was not mentioned in our terms of reference. Based on the financid
agreements compiled in the report of Tamgong Motuba Obase (1995), one can estimate that
in the last 12 years, Korup received more than 10.000.000.000,- FCFA, or 830.000.000
FCFA ayear. Korup Nationa Park covers 1260 knm?, Rumpi Hills forest reserve 438 kn¥,
Ejagham forest reserve 462 kn¥ and the Nta-ali forest reserve 313 kn?. The Korup project is
theoreticaly able to spend 340.000 FCFA a year for the consarvation of each kn? of
protected forest in the overdl project area. This amount is one of the highest in Africa. Only
South Africais spending more ($ 2.129 per kn?- Jameset d. 1997, p.16) while the famous
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nationa parks in eastern Africa have smaler budgets ($400 per kn? - ARTS 1998, p.1). The
team holds the view that the Korup Project can not claim - as it was done in the discusson
after the presentation of the Draft Report (Mundmeba 3/5/2000) - that it is under-financed
and consequently hindered to fulfil its aims (Wilkie 1998).

In the pagt, two sSimilar researches were carried out:

In 1993, Martin N. Tchamba from the Centre dBEude de I'Environnement et du
Développement au Cameroun (DEDC) in Maroua compiled a study with the title "A rapid
assessment of the interventions and results of the Korup Project” on behdf of the World
Conservation Union and the Commission of the European Communities. The shortcoming of
this report can be seen in the fact that the findings are solemnly based on Korup Project
documents and interviews with project staff. The result offers hardly any details and does not
give reasons why, how and in which way the intervention of Korup Project was "very
effective" (Tchamba 1993, p.23).

In June 1998, Enoh Thomas Tiku submitted a B.Sc. research report with the title "The relaion
between communities and environmental protection projects - Case Study: Korup Nationa
Park" to the Department of Sociology and Anthropology (University of Bued). The study,
which was partly supervised by the co-ordinator of the impact assessment, focuses on the
village of Baro. While the generd part could be seen as the perception of aconservation
project by alocd €dlite, the use of the findings is limited by the fact that he never visited the
village where he claimed to have carried out his research.
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2. HISTORICAL AND THEORETICAL BACKGROUND OF THE
INTERVENTION BY K ORUP PROJECT

Based on the assumption that prestige and perception are based to a certain extend on actions
and interaction it seems necessary to anayse the different strategies applied by Korup Project
including a short review of their theoretical backgrounds.

Tropica evergreen rainforest is highly endangered al over the world. The rainforests in
Cameroon are up to a certain extent destroyed, degraded or used for timber exploitation. The
forests in the western part of the South-West Province of the Republic of Cameroon are seen
by scientigts as some of the oldest of their kind in Africa. Research reveded that more than
3000 species of trees, plants, animals and insects live in an areawhich was established in 1937
as Korup Native Adminigtration Forest Reserve (Gartlan 1984). Gartlan brought to light that
the Korup forest is the home for 25% of African's primate species. Based on the research of
Stephen Gartlan and Phil Agland, first conservation activities were carried out in the early
eghties by the Earthlife Foundation and the Government of Cameroon. In November 1985 the
Korup Nationa Park Project organised a workshop in Mundemba to findise the
transformation of Korup forest reserve into a national park. As a result of these various
activities, ODA decided in June 1986 to provide funding for further research. The rising
awareness for the need of conservation and the willingness of internationa donors to support
conservation of the tropica rainforest in Cameroon resulted in the Presidential Decree No.
86/1283 of October 30™ 1986, in which the Korup National Park was created. It is larger
than the former forest reserve (84.246 ha) and covers an area of 125.900 ha.

Funded by ODA and WWF - which took over from Earthlife after the charity went into
liquidation in March 1987 - afirst project proposa to secure the Korup National Park was
elaborated and signed on February 3¢ 1988 by the Government of Cameroon and WWF.
The Korup Project started with 17 employees of whom four were expatriates (Korup 1988z,
p.1). The main objective was 4till research and was supposed to result in the development of
the Masterplan which was published and distributed in December 1989.

"The god of the Korup Project is the conservation of the unique natura resources of the
African tropical rainforest which is extremely rich in species diversity and endemism. The two-
part strategy to achievethisgod is.

A) To edablish anaiond park in a part of the Korup rainforest area in order to provide a
high levd of protection for the genetic diversty and dso to provide the leve of
protection necessary for the development of new economic opportunities based on
research and tourism industry.

B) To integrate resource management and development plans for natura resources outsde
the national park, which will develop sugtainable resource utilisation and establish
integrated management controls.” (Hazam 1990)

In 1992 aready 50 people were employed by the Korup Project, which by that time was
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enlarged by the Hill existing GTZ component (7 employees) and a WCI/USAID component
(7 employees). In April 1993 the Commisson of the European Communities joined the
funding board of the Korup Project and became soon the main sponsor of Korup Project.
The financid agreement specified the actions to be undertaken as contributions to the above
quoted former overall am of the project:

1)

2)
3)

4)

5)
6)

7)

"Developing a management and controlling system of the Korup Programme that could
be operated and maintained by the appropriate government ingditutions and indigenous
NGO's,

creating the necessary infrastructure related to the conservation and protection of the
protected aress, including its physical demarcation;

resdtling (on a voluntary basis) at least 4 of the 6 villages presently located within the
Korup Nationa Park;

building and implementing a development programme directed towards the rura aress
surrounding the Korup Park (‘support zon€) in order to help locd people find
sugtainable economic dternatives to the present hunting, trapping, gathering and
deforesting practices in the park. The programme outside the park will be based on the
devdlopment of gppropriate, sustainable farming and extractive systems, the
improvement of community socid infrastructure and the development of smal scae
economic activity;

establishing three forest reserves within the support zone,

developing an environmenta education and awareness programme that would assst the
local people to take part in the decison making process, manage their own resources
and address issues of poverty, population, hedth, environment and sudanable
development;

undertaking research and monitoring of the ecosystem of the Korup Park and the
support zone." (Financial Agreement 1992; p.1/2)

ad 1. These systems and their performance are subject to evauation and are only indirectly

related to this research. Conflicts, misunderstandings, insufficient co-operation can result
from problems in the management, but also from other factors.

ad 2: Since 1992 the Park boundary is demarcated (Allo 1992; p.3) and severd game guard

posts have been established. Neverthdessit is important to mention, that "except of the
Magter Plan, the Korup Nationd Park has not received sufficient park management
attention. There is no management plan for the park”" (Vabi 1999). Specia emphasswill
be placed on the visted villages in the three km zone around the nationd park (Baro,
Tobe(l) and Ndian Town).

ad 3: The limited time available for the impact assessment did not dlow usto vigt any villagein

the park. The assessment of the Ekundu-Kundu (Ikondo-Kondo) resettlement site has
therefore to be seen as an addition to the available study (Schmidt- Soltau 1999). The
other park villages and their perception of Korup and the resettlement process was
researched in November 1999 by a team under the supervision of Dr. Réschentaler. An
evauation of the resettlement component of Korup Project was carried out in February
2000.
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ad 4: Theintervention of Korup Project in the support zone will be at the centre of the impact
assessment.

ad 5. The three forest reserves (Rumpi Hills forest resarve 438 k2, Ejagham forest reserve
462 km? and Nta-di forest resarve 313 kmP) are demarcated, but especidly the
Ejagham forest reserve is subject to hunting and logging activities. Villages & the
boundary, but aso insde forest reserves were visited and will receive specid atention
(Eyumojock, Ndebaya, Mbenyan, Ashum and Meka).

ad 6: A chapter will focus on environmental education, sengtisation and capacity building.

ad 7: Even though an assessment of research activities carried out by Korup Project itself was
not subject of this study, the Village Information Database (Butcher 1997), which had to
be used as basis of the quantitative part of the study, has to be criticised. Some of the
information in the report is far from redity and it has to be mentioned that the Korup
Project does not make any effort to updateit's Village Information Database.

Nevertheless, the aims and objectives of the Korup Project were serioudy changed in 1997
and an adjustment towards a more conservation centred approach was implemented. The idea
of rurd devedopment and environmental education as instruments of conservaion was
criticised and the Rura Development Component and Environmenta Education Component
were closed down. The mgor problem is ill seen in the fact that the inhabitants of the region
rely to alarge extent on unsustainable hunting, trapping and collecting of NTFPs. While in the
first ten years of Korup Project this human pressure on wildlife and forest was seen as result of
the underdevel opment of the region and should have been reduced through rura development,
the participatory management of the natural resources is seen as an gppropriate method to
reduce it to a sustainable level nowadays. The pressure on the biodiversty arises for the
Korup Nationd Park not only from 6 villages insde the boundaries of the nationa park, but
aso from 23 villages in a three km zone around the park. In generd, the hunting and trapping
activities of 187 villages, which assemble nearly 30.000 people, are seen as having an impact
on the biodiverdty of the Korup Project Area (Bijnsdorp 2000). It is the am of the Korup
Project to reduce the negative aspects of thisimpact. Six results were defined in April 1999:

"1 Indtitutiona capacity of Korup Project strengthened
2. Approved participatory management plan for Korup Nationd Park implemented
3. Participatory resettlement strategy of Korup National Perk villages developed and
implemented with stakeholders
4. Communities actively participate in and support conservation
5. Participatory land use plans implemented
6. Management plans for forest reserves established” (Annua Plan 1999)

Following this overview of expected results from the intervention of Korup Project the results
4 and 5 will have an direct impact on the prestige of Korup Project in the project area,
because they are the guideline for the activities of Korup Project with the villages. In detall the
results 4 and 5 combines the following activities

" 4.  Communities actively participate in and support conservation



4.1.

4.2.

5.1
5.2.
5.3.
5.4.
5.5.

5.6.
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Assg/support communities to organise implementation and maintenance of
infragtructure

Support sustainable aterndtive income generating activities implementation
Participatory land use plansimplemented

Establish community based land use plans for the support zone

Strengthen capacities of communities to use land and forest resources sustainable
Promote and establish community forests in gppropriate aress

Extend/Improve understanding of lega framework in the Korup Park Area

Assst MINEF to ensure that timber exploiters in support zone adopt sustainable
practices

Develop operationd channes to activey involve Government of Cameroon
services in participatory conservation development. (Annua Plan 1999)

In the interpretation we will see how this activities are perceived by the loca communities and
if, how, and in which way they have effected the generd perception of Korup Project and its
objectivesin the project area.



Schmidt-Soltau: Social impact assessment of Korup Project 8

3. FINDINGS
3.1. M ethodology

In rurd sociology a combined approach of qualitative and quantitative methods is seen as the
most effective way to gather rurd perceptions (Internationd Rural Sociology Association
1999). One can understand the quantitetive deta as the bones and the qualitative results as
flesh of the body. While representative quantitative data are facts, which are beyond
discussion, it is the job of the quditative data to document the position and importance of the
different facts by interpretation.

To gather sufficient data, the team was divided into two groups. One team (Eyong Charles
Takoyoh B.Sc., Fuh Divine Fuh B.Sc., Primus Mbeanwoah Tazanu B.Sc., Cletus Temah
Temah) elaborated, under the supervison of Dr. Ka Schmidt- Soltau, a questionnaire and a
representative sample size for the project area. In the fied this group was responsible for
gathering quantitetive deta.

As second team, Foncham Christol Fombad and Dr. Kai Schmidt- Soltau, gethered qualitative
information on the impact and perception of naturd resource management in the Korup
Project Area through operntended semi-gtructured interviews with chiefs, traditiona councils,
eites and teechers of different schools (dtrategic informants). The Participatory Rurd
Appraisa (PRA) and Rapid Rurd Appraisd (RRA) methodologies of data collection were
used in the qualitative part of the research to andyse the perception of Korup Project among
the inhabitants of the project region. It dso made the research a collective and negotiated
effort between the researchers and the community, which was documented by the fact that in
al villages, the inhabitants and locad authorities were friendly and willing to discuss. Interviews
were carried out sometimes individually. But most times collective interviewing was forced on
the researchers, who, on arriva at a village and wanting to see the village chief to introduce the
object of their misson, always caused a drift of the population towards the paace or the
village hdl. This collective method paid off well, because information given by one person was
corrected, completed and updated by another.

In generd, the report only gives overal results, because a detalled cross-table between the
different questions and the villages consumes dready 210 pages without any data analysis. If
requested and/or necessary the team is prepared to introduce Korup Project Staff into the
employed data-andys's programme (SPSS) to utilise dl collected data. The semi-structured
questionnaires used in the quantitative part will - beside of the results of this research - dlow
Korup Project to andyse its long-term impact through the use of timeframe databases (SPSS
etc.). To reduce the length of the report cross-tables are sometimes employed without a
printed out documentation in the text. The user can be assured that the findings result from the
in brackets quoted cross-table.

This study portraying the interaction between villagers and Korup Project amed a covering
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the whole project region. Congdering the fact that the Korup Project identifies 187 villages
within their project area (Bijnsdorp 2000), and that time and means were limited, only a
representative survey (random sampling) was possible.

Random sampling does not imply haphazard sampling, but rather a procedure that is
independent to human judgement. A random sample is therefore one which is drams that the
researchers, from dl pertinent points of view, have no reason to believe a bias will result. To
achieve equiprobability the sdection was done in such away that every item in the population
has an equa chance of being included. In the first stage we employed the dratified random
sampling method:

The research is based on the datigtics given by the Village Information Database (Butcher
1997). According to this report 28.830 people are living in the Korup Project Area. To
receive a highly representative result, we deceived to submit 577 questionnaires - 2% of the
overdl population. Socid sciences hold the view, that 2% dratified random sampled produces
a highly representative result. The village information database was questioned and criticised
severd times in the past for it's inadequate data. Butcher's et. d. results are - based on our
own experiences - far from correct. The reason is - according to the Korup Project
management - tha they did not have sufficient funds to gather data a village levd and
established the data based on the memory of the project taff.

One criteria for divison was the geographica postion of the villages. We followed the
dructure (clusters) given in the village information database. Korup Project changed the
sructure of the project region quite often: while the Master Plan proposed the creation of 8
subdivisons (Master plan 41), Korup B howadays structured into three sectors and five
teams. However, no document dealing with population densty is related to the nowadays
employed gdratification, so we had to base our study on the problematic village information
database. It identifies 10 clusters inside their project region:

Sector Cluster No. Name of cluster Population Questionnaires  Villages surveyed

Northern 1 Eyumojock 9405 188 Eyumojock, Ekok, Ndebaya,
Mbenyan
Northern 2 Mbakem 2500 50 Mbakem, Ayukaba
Eastern 3 Nta-di 3369 67 Mbinjong, Bakebe, Ashum
Eastern 4 Abat/Bakogo 1389 28 Abat
Eastern 5 Nguti 2838 57 Baro, Sekam, Ebanga
Southern 6 Southern Rumpis 693 14 Meka
Southern 7 Mundemba 2297 46 Ndian Town, Fabe
8 Park 251 5 Ekundu-Kundu
Southern 9 Lipenja 4829 97 Lipenja 1, Tombe, Mwangde
Southern 10 Toko 1260 25 Toko
Tota 28831 577 21 villages

As one can see from the list we followed the divison into clusters, and used a sratified cluster
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sampling. Clusters up to 1250 inhabitants (or up to 25 questionnaires a 2 % collecting rate)
were represented by one village, clusters between 1251 and 2500 by two, between 2501 and
5000 with three and between 5000 and 10000 with four villages.

The second and lagt divison we employed was the divison in sex groups. Following the
datistics of the South West Province we wanted to have a 50:50 relation between men and
women. In the village itsdf we usad the systematic random sampling method to receive an
result of very high representation.

In the presentation of the draft report we were informed that Korup Project is not working in
al villages of the Project Region, but solemnly in the 73 priority villages (Bijnsdorp 2000).
Priority villages induded in the survey are given in the lig in itdic. The reasons for the
introduction of priority villages is essy: with 9 fidd-gtaff the support zone management team is
hardly able to assess dl villages. The priority villages are villages, which are close to the forest
reserve - not the national park -, embody a high pressure on the natura resources, are easy
accessible and are interested in cooperation (Interview von Lobengtein).

Based on the assumption that Korup Projects overdl am is the conservation of the
biodiversty of the Korup Project Area (Annua Planning 2000) this study was not limited to
those priority villages, but included 4 (19 %) villages, which are not priority villages. They
represent four different qudities one (Ekundu-Kundu) is a village in the process of
resettlement out of the Korup Nationa Park - organised by Korup Project -, one (Mwangele)
is used as base for a Korup sponsored bio-monitoring programme, one (Ndian Town) isin the
three km zone around the Korup Nationa Park and one (Ebanga) does not have any specia
"qudities’. It is obvious that 19% of villages surveyed are unable to cover 61% of the villages
in the project area (114 villages), which are not priority villages. This seems to reduce the level
of representation for the overall project region and to pay tribute to the fact that the mgjor am
of this study of the assessment of people interacting with Korup Project, but we only learned
about the concept of priority villages after the sdection of villages. Due to thet, the leve of
representation of our findings in concern of the project region - as it was requested in the
terms of reference - is not effected by thét.
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Demography and sample size

Village | Populatio Questionnaires submitted
n
Mae Femae Total
<2 | 20- | 40- | >60| Subtotal | <20| 20- | 40-60 | >6 | Subtotd
0| 40 | 60 40 0
Eyomojock 3500 7| 12 3 30 71 12 8 3 30 60
Ekok 4000 7|12 3 30 7|12 8 3 30 60
Ndebaya 280 4 5 ]2 19 4 5 2 19 38
Mbenyan 200 3 1 15 3 4 1 15 30
Cluster 1 9405 (21|39 | 25| 9 94 21| 39 25 |9 94 188
Mbakem 750 3| 6 1 13 3 1 12 25
Ayukaba 700 1 12 6 1 13 25
Cluster 2 2500 6 (11| 6 | 2 25 11 6 2 25 50
Tot.: Northern Sector |27 | 50 | 31 [11| 119 |27 | 50 31 (11| 119 238
Mbinjong 479 2| 4 2 1 9 2| 4 2 1 9 18
Bakebe 663 3 2 1 11 3 2 1 11 22
Ashum 703 3| 7 3 1 14 3 3 1 13 27
Cluster 3 3369 | 8|16 | 7 | 3 34 8 | 15 7 3 33 67
Abat 620 3| 6 4 1 14 3| 6 4 1 14 28
Cluster 4 1389 | 3| 6 4 1 14 3| 6 4 1 14 28
Baro 164 1 2 1 1 1|2 1 1 10
Sekam 280 2| 3 2 1 8 2| 3 2 2 9 17
Ebanga 600 3| 7 4 1 15 3|7 4 1 15 30
Cluster 5 2838 |6 |12 7 | 3 28 6 [ 12 7 4 29 57
Tot.: Eastern Sector (17| 34 | 18 | 7 76 17| 33 18 | 8 76 152
Meka 450 2 2 1 2 2 1 14
Cluster 6 693 2 2 1 2 2 1 14
Ndian Town| 250 3 2 1 11 3 2 1 11 22
Fabe 175 3| 5 3 1 12 3|5 3 1 12 24
Cluster 7 2297 6 (10| 5 | 2 23 6 [ 10 5 2 23 46
Ikundu 253 1 1 1|0 3 1] 1 0 0 2 5
Kundu
Cluster 8 251 1 11|10 3 1 0 0 2 5
Lipenjal 500 3 3 1 12 3 3 1 13 25
Tombe 32 2 2 1 1 6 2 1 1 6 12
Mwangade | 1500 | 7 | 12| 8 | 3 30 7|12 8 3 30 60
Cluster 9 4829 |12| 19| 12| 5 48 12| 20 12 |5 49 97
Toko 350 3| 5 3 1 12 5 3 2 13 25
Cluster 10| 1260 | 3 | 5 3 1 12 3|5 2 13 25
Tot.: Southern Sector |24 | 37 | 23 | 9 93 24| 38 22 (10| 94 187
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TOTAL | 28831 |68|121] 72 |27| 288 |68|121] 71 [20] 289 | 577 |

3.2. PRESENTATION OF FINDINGSAND DATA ANALYSES

Age digribution among respondents reflects the Cameroonian redlity. The youth dominates
and if one takes into consderation that we did not interview people below 12 years, the
respondents represent only the "adult” part of the village societies. We did not include younger
people, since the worldview of the youth below 12 yearsis sad to be ill in the process of
meaking.

Age of female respondents

Age of male respondents

Parcent Poroent

While other African countries are affected by a serious loss of population between 25 and 40
due to Aids, we could not document a significant impact of Aids in that age group. Everybody
knows that Aids is a common reason for early deeth, but it seems as if the villages in the
Korup region are not (yet?) as serioudy affected as other regions. The hedth Stuation differs
quite sgnificantly in the villages we vigted: in some villages severd cases of leprosy are
documented, while others have a functioning hedth-care system. In genera the hedlth Stuation
is according to our informants better than some years ago. Only inhabitants in regions which
were linked D the rest of the world by a road constructed by the Korup Project (Toko
Subdivison) relate their better hedth care to the interventions of the Korup Project. In the
other villages, NGO's, churches and governmenta services are seen as the main promoters of
an improved hedlth Stuation.
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It is important to mention that the improved hedlth Stuation is seen by our informants as the
main achievement of the past and the main am of the future in the perception of the people.
The Korup Project is said to be disnterested in hedth care and that their infrastructure
programme does not focus on better sources of water. Korup Project argues, that health care
is date business, but this argument did not have reached the villages. It was a common
impresson among Village dlites, that Korup does not promote hedlth care, because better
hedlth care results in more people and more pressure on the forest.

Level of Education

Cumulative

Frequency Percent Percent
No Response 2 3 3
No Schooling 101 17,5 17,9
Primary school drop out 57 9,9 27,7
Primary school pupil 21 3,6 31,4
FSLC 214 37,1 68,5
Secondary school drop out 37 6,4 74,9
Secondary school student 52 9,0 83,9
O Level 20 3,5 87,3
High school drop out 1 2 87,5
High school student 13 2,3 89,8
A Level 18 3,1 92,9
CAP 9 1,6 94,5
Diploma 19 3,3 97,7
University drop out 1 2 97,9
University student 3 5 98,4
Bachelor Degree 9 1,6 100,0
Total 577 100.0

Thelevd of education is seen by our informants as another main improvement of the last 10 or
20 years. From the 18 %, who never vidted a school and are due to that illiterate, none were
below 40 years. The mgority did not have any education above the first school leaving
cettificate (FSLC) and it is only among youth, that secondary and high schools become
common. On the other hand people with University degrees, anong them a retired professor
of mathematics, were modtly retired civil servants who returned to their village of origin.
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Occupation
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent
Valid No Response 1 2 ,2
Student 75 13,0 13,2
Farmer 377 65,3 78,5
Hunter 4 7 79,2
Teacher 22 3,8 83,0
Unemployed 31 5,4 88,4
Businessperson/Trader 30 5.2 93,6
Carpenter 4 7 94,3
Seamstress 4 7 95,0
Driver 4 7 95,7
Builder 1 2 95,8
Clergy 2 3 96,2
Civil Servant 6 1,0 97,2
Pensioner 6 1,0 98,3
Customs 1 2 98,4
Housewife 3 ,5 99,0
Cook 1 2 99,1
Herbalist 2 3 99,5
Apprentice 3 ,5 100,0
Total 577 100,0

14

Following the statement of occupation, the transformation of the people in the region from
hunter and gatherer to farmers aready took place, but one has to redise that a farmer is not
only farming but aso hunting, fishing and gathering.

Sex of Respondent in relation to the frequence of forest visits

Frequence of forest visits

4 times | twicea | once a
DK Daily a week week week irregularly | never

Female Count 100 66 60 35 18 10

% within Sex of

R°e"svl')or']':jerixo 34.6% | 22.8% | 20,.8% | 12,1% 6.2% | 3.5%

% within Frequence

bl 472% | 493% | 61,2% | 53,8% 39,1% | 47,6%
Male Count 1 112 68 38 30 28 11

% within Sex of

o Within Sex 0 3% | 38,9% | 23.6% | 13.2% | 10,4% 97% | 3,.8%

Respondent

% within F

O‘f’}';'és'?visrﬁgue”ce 100% | 52,8% | 50,7% | 38,8% | 46,2% 60,9% | 52,4%
Total  Count 1 212 134 98 65 46 21

% within Sex of

o Within Sex 0 2% | 36,7% | 23.2% | 17,0% | 11,3% 8,0% | 3.6%

Respondent

% within F

o WIthin FTEqUence 11009 | 100,0% | 100,0% | 100,00 | 100% | 100,0% | 100%

of forest visits

As one can see from this table, men frequent the forest more, but the difference is not
significant. In generd 60 % of the villagersin the project area go at least 4 times aweek to the
forest. The forest, which meansin the worldview of the villagers dl areas which were not clear
fdled - such as plantations etc.-, can be seen as their mgor source of living. They carry out
different activities, as one can see from the next table, which gives the mgor or primary activity
of the villagersin the forest.
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Activities in the forest

Frequency Percent
Farming 490 46,6
Hunting 94 8,9
Collecting
Forest Products 308 293
Fishing 76 7,2
Rituals 4 A
Collecting
Medicinal Plants 58 55
Logging Timber 22 2,1
Total 1052 100,0
Men's activities in the forest
Women's activities in the forest
Frequency Percent
Farming 234 42,7 Frequency Percent
Hunting 94 17,2 Farming 256 50,7
Foreat Prodcts 15 | 210 Coleding s 193 383
Fishing 61 11,2 Fishing 15 3.0
RitualsA 3 ° Colecting
ﬁzlcljeigit :;? Plants 38 6,9 Medicinal Plants 20 40
Logging Timber 3 5 Logging timber 20 4,0
Total 548 100,0 Total 504 100,0

While both - men and women - are farming for subsistence and for cash, the collection of
NTFPs is more of a women's taste, and hunting is a purely men's busness. While the main
purpose of mogt farms and farming activity is ill to saisfy the persond needs concerning
food-crops, the other activities are mosily carried out with the intention of generating cash
income. That is underlined by the fact that 2/3 see themselves as farmers. It is o the reason
why 28% of the villagers claim that they have no cash income from the forest or ther farms.
They just farm and harvest enough to secure their living. More than 50% stated thet they earn
5.000 FCFA or less a week and only 10% earn more than 10.000 FCFA a week. These
higher incomes are equdly shared between men and women (51% men and 49% women).

The Perception of forest

Hegative 0,5%%
Average 3.5 %

I—‘Jer}f negatrve 0,9%

ery positive
55,5 %
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Men earn an average of 4288 FCFA weekly. Statistically, women generate 4420 FCFA from
the sale of crops and forest products.

The generd perception of the forest is very positive and only less than 2 % do not like the
forest at dl. Asreason 84,8 % stated that they like the forest, because it is their main source of
living (including people who gppreciated the farming and gathering opportunities).

Hardly any difference exists between men and women as concerns forest perception. Both
agreed, that the pogitive aspect of the forest as a source of life overrules the negative aspect,
which is seen in dangerous animas and the destruction of crops through animas. But for 84,8
% the forest is important and good because it is the prime source of surviva. The youth has
aready a very modern perception of forest - 4,9% claim that the natural beauty of the forest is
|5 it important to hawe animals in the forest?

Reasons for Animal Importance

Frequency | Percent
Crop Destruction 248 42,9
Hunting 220 38,1
Agents of seed dispersion 9 1,6
Animals fertilise the soll 8 14
Biodiversity 30 5,2
Animals are Beautiful 6 1,0
For the posterity 56 9,7
Total 577 100,0

important for them - and 29 % redise that the dense rainforest offers them, through
conservation projects, job opportunities (table reason for forest perception). We found a
negative perception especidly among those whose village of origin is not accessble by road
(cross-table village of origin/forest perception). They clamed in interviews that the forest has a
negeative impact on their chances of progress and that the animals endanger their lives.

The main reason for the negative perception of wildlife can be seen in the destruction which
results from wildlife and especidly from large mammals like dephants and buffados. These
people don't like Korup Project, which ams at protecting the wildlife in the Korup Nationd
Park and its support zone (cross-table anima importance/perception of Korup Project). It is
quite important to redise that 2/3 of the people, who think that animals are important, see them
as "running” mest (cross-table anima importance/reason for animal importance).

The "consarvaionis” view of wildlife (biodiversty, animds are beautiful, agents of seed
disperson and fertilisation of the soil, which should be protected for the pogterity) is mostly
found among gudents and pupils (cross-table profession/reason for anima importance). The
interviewed villagers saw this as a direct impact of the environmenta education work of Korup
Project, because they hold the view that these abstract categories hardly arise without lectures
and classes based on the teaching materid which Korup distributed widely to the schools in
the project zone.
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A change in the perception of forest and wildlife occurs when the students and pupils have to
earn thar living through interaction with the forest and no longer with environmenta teachers -
as one can see from the following tables. Our findings underline that adults between 25 and
30, which have experienced environmental educetion in the past have the same idea about
wildlife as other age groups. From interviews we can summarise that the environmenta
education programme did not trandate awareness to action. As soon as students and pupils
are forced to earn their living they see animas mostly as a source of busht meat and an agent of
crop destruction.

Iz it importnat to have amimals in the forest?
(age between 25 and 30 Reasons why animals are seen as

important (age between 25 and 30)

6%

Frequency Percent
Crop destruction 14 26,9
Hunting 25 48,1
Biodiversity 3 5,8
A_gents _of seed 2 38
dispersion
For the posterity 8 15,4
Total 52 100,0

Reasons for thel importance of animals (Between 25
and 35 years)

Is it important to have animals in the : Frequency Percent
forest? (Between 25 and 35 years) Crop Destruction 34 32,1
Hunting 46 43,3
Frequency | Percent A.ger?ts of.seed dispersion 5 4,7
Yes 72 67.9 qudlver5|ty . 8 7.5
No 34 321 Animals are beautiful 1 9
! For the posterity 12 11,3
Total 106 | 1000 Total 106 100,0

Another import criterion and starting point for conservation projects is the awareness about
changes in the foredt. It is quite interesting that 6,2% hold the view that the forest offers more
animals, more trees and better soilsthan in the pagt. But it is worth mentioning, thet & leest this
group together with the 4,6 %, who see increased income from increased farming, the 5%,
who are angry about animds, and the 16,5% who redised no changes in the forest are
resistant to gassroots conservation (cross-table forest changes/ perception of KP). They do
not agree with the very first premises of conservetion: that crops, NTFP's and wildlife are on
the decline.
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More Ob dch inthef t then
served changes in the fores
2/3 of g the
Frequency Percent
Increase in animals 15 2,2
Afforestation 2 3
Soil is more fertile 26 3,7
Increased Income 4 6
Increased Farming 28 4,0
Crop Destruction by Animals 35 5,0
No Chanage 115 16,5
W . . 26,7
N Ferception of Forest Consenvation 8.0
R
S' Very had l;’i
(
N 12,0% ’3
Very good :
D o 2,0
c 28.9% 20
{
T Bad 100,0
( ,
15, 2%

Good
410, 9%

villagers in the project area have redlised, that the forest has changed in the past and that this
change was not an improvement. Especidly hunters and people involved in the gathering of
NTFPs have experienced that the changes in the forest affect their own lives, because it
becomes more difficult to find animas and NTFP's (cross-table activity in forest/observed
change in the forest). In theory, this knowledge of negative changes in the forest in combination
with the fact that most villagers rely soldly on the income from forest use and farming, should
result in a positive attitude towards the conservation of the forest. And as one can seet 2/3 of
the villagers hold the view that forest conservation is good or even very good.

A vey dgnificant result underlines the theory that sustainable environmental avareness is
based on individual experiences. This can be seen in the fact that the perception of forest
consarvaion is higher among those who earn their living from the forest (cross-table income
from forest/perception of forest conservation). Consequently, we found the highest avareness
for the need of conservation of forest among hunters (“part-time' and "professonas’) and
people, who are related to the bush- meat trade etc. (cross-table activity in forest/perception of
forest conservation). These people, who are seen by the protectionists as the arch-enemies of
conservation, have the highest understanding and the highest knowledge of the need for
conservation.

Perception of forest conservation
(among people related to hunting)

Frequency | Percent

Very Bad 17 7,7
Bad 37 16,8
Good 96 43,6

Very Good 70 31,8
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Perception of forest conservation (among those

who understand forest primary as source of living) As one can see from  the next table,

o —— the mgority of Fhe population
Frequency Percent Percent Unde’ﬂa’lds COﬂS?fVGtIOﬂ asa mdhOd
Very Bad 25 11,8 11,8 of securing ther mgor source of
Bad 33 156 274 | income, they know the abstract
\G/OOdG | 2: :g’; 133'3 meaning of biodiversity conservation,
er 00 . ..
Y ' ’ but they have different priorities.
Total 212 100,0

Interestingly, the fear that consarvation stops people from hunting is higher among those
villages which are far away from the park like Mwangde and Eyumojock than those which are
directly at the park boundary. (cross-table village/ reason for perception of forest). Nobody
from Baro, which theoreticdly has a game guard post in the village, fears that hunting is
becoming more difficult because of conservation activities.

Reason for Perception of Conservation

Cumulative

Frequency | Percent Percent
For the posterity 147 25,5 25,5
Sustainable forest use 79 13,7 39,2
Forest Protection 72 12,4 51,6
Animal Protection 68 11,7 63,3
Animals help in seed dispersion 1 ,2 63,5
Source of Income 80 13,9 77,4
Provides more farm land 7 1,2 78,6
Support crop destruction 46 8,0 86,6
Brings hunger 28 4,9 91,5
Stops us from hunting 30 5,2 96,7
Hinders development 10 1,7 98,4
Useless to conserve forest 9 1,6 100,0
Total 577 100,0

Theonly
maor age-related difference in the reasons for the perception of conservation can be seen in
the lower interest in posterity among young people, which is contrary to the reasons for the
importance of wildlife (see above) given by them. But somehow this documents thet the village
youth is not different from any other youth in the world. They want to live now and their

"oonservetism” - introduced by their teachers i nnt viens enndictant Enr thom aictainahlag

Fowmd monlnibodicis mmcmns mcvs des e e AM  KRowledge of Traditional Methods of Conservation |

Knowledge of Traditional Methods of Conservation fron
(among members of traditional council)

Don't lonowr YES
30,3% 33, 6% e

Do not kenow
21,7 %

Mo
NO 30,4%
36, 1%

4?, 0o Frequency

106
42
47
39
49

7
30
17
20

6

5

368

ration (25 and abovi
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As was to be expected, members of traditiond councils have a higher knowledge about
traditional methods of conservation than others. It is aso obvious, that some culturd groups
have traditiond methods of conservation while others do not. Especidly in the northern zone,
traditional methods of conservation are common, while they are rare in the southern zone. It
seems important to mention that  the youth in particular do not know much about traditiond
forms of conservation (cross-table agelknowledge of traditional methods of conservation).

From those, who have tradition methods of
conservation, ... % are coming from the following zones

Frequency Percent
Northern 105 53,6
Eastern 54 27,6
Southern 37 18,9
Total 196 100,0

Traditional methods of conservation

Frequency | Percent
Regular forest clearing 14 58
Sacred forest 97 40,2
Regular local patrols 29 12,0
Advise/Laws 57 23,7
Injunctions 29 12,0
Selective hunting 4 1,7
plant trees 2 8
Shifting cultivation 9 38
Total 241 100,0

As one can see, sacred foredts, as they are common among the Ejaghams, are the dominating
traditional method of conservation and are mostly found in the northern sector of the project
zone, which isthe area of the Ejaghams.



Schmidt-Soltau: Social impact assessment of Korup Project 21

|5 Korup Project contributing to conservation®?

Dant’l bnow

Ha

2.7

The result that 64 % of the inhabitants of the Korup project area believe that Korup Project
contributes to the joint conservation god, can be seen as a Statement that 12 years of
conservation work in the region had an impact. It is interesting that the perception of the
Korup Project with regard to forest conservation among those who do not like conservation
(very bad) and those who find it important (very good) is dill close.

I= Korup Project contributing to conservation? Is Kaorup Project contribiuting to conservation®?

nongiiess s LIBEUSECRS Mt Kl s i goad] (amang those, whia do not like conservation at alh

Dian's, knaw
s Danl Enaw
103%

18.8% Was

d7 %

Ha

prap oy

20 % of the people who think that conservation of the forest is very important are not of the
view that the Korup Project is contributing to the common godl.

It seems obvious that this critical perception of the activities of the Korup Project has to be
related to the methods and interventions applied by the Korup Project. Which methods are
used and how are they percelved by the villagers? Do they assess them as effective or not?
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Are the methods applied by KP effective?

Ha Rz pamss
Daslrud i

A%
Tk Wery Eliad e

Uszkrzs

Ellad e
Hal, diadive

Al )

The mgority of people living in the Korup Project area are of the view tha the methods
applied by Korup Project are not effective. That means - according to our informants - that
the villagers are of the view that the Korup Project is contributing to the conservation of the
natura resources, but that the output is not related to the effort. It is very important and very
critical to note that nearly 8% are of the view that the methods of conservation are not only
ineffective or usdess but even destructive. It is important to mention that among those, who
think that conservation is very important, till more than 40% believe that the methods applied
by Korup ae not effective and one has to redise that even in this group of active
consarvationists 6,6 % are of the opinion that the intervention of Korup Project is destructive
(cross-table perception of conservation/perception of KP methods).

Effactiveness of KP conservation rmethods The effectiveness of KP conservation methods

(among thoze, who think that conservation is very important.  (8Mond those, who don't like conservation)

Ha R
Dastrudive Ha Rezpamse a2 Aospame

PR Dastrudlive e Wang Efactive

153.5%
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This critical perception of the activities of Korup Project must be related to the methods
goplied, because a dgnificant mgority of the villagers join the Korup Project interest to
conserve the forest in the region, but do not see Korup Project contributing effectively to this
common god.

Methods of conservation applied by Korup Project

Frequency Percent
Game/Forest guards 99 20,9
Law/Order 77 15,9
Education/Advise 237 48,9
Forest management committees 3 ,6
Community forest 5 1,0
Sustainable forest use 5 1,0
Compensation - Resettlement 2 2
Afforestation 23 4,7
Promoting agriculture 17 3,5
Promoting animal breeding 8 1,7
Cleaning the forest 5 1,0
Buying game from hunters 2 4
Promises 2 4
Total 485 100,0

Nearly 50 % of the overal population understand the Korup Project as an education project,
that uses environmenta education and advises to raise the awareness of the importance of
consarvation. 37 % have the impresson that the Korup Project is a traditiona protection
project, which uses game/forest guards and force to stop people from entering the forest. One
has to redlise that the participatory methods of conservation (forest management committees,
sustainable forest use and community forest), are only realised as method by less than 3 % of
the overdl population. Among those who see them as the mgor method applied by Korup,
the perception of the effectiveness is higher than among those who believe that Korup Project
isteaching and protecting (cross-table methods used/effectiveness of Korup Project activities).
Even more important is the finding, that the new methods of participatory forest managemert,
which has become the main method of Korup Project since the restructuring in 1997, has not
reached the villages. What are the reasons for that? A first step was to find out what are the
villagers see as the mgjor Korup Project activity.

Activities carried out by Korup Project

Frequency Percent
Arrest Hunters 5 ,8
Conservation 254 41,4
Afforestation 12 2,0
Education 43 7,0
Research 6 9
Employment 11 1,8
Town Planning 1 2
Resettlement 6 1,0
Development 135 22,0
Produce calendars 1 2
Agriculture 110 17,9
Gives loans to people 3 ,5
Hunting 14 2,3
Forest Exploitation 12 2,0
Total 613 100.0
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As one can see from the activities redised by the villagers, conservation is the main activity of
Korup Project, but for the locad population the methods used (lecturing) to achieve
conservation are not suitable (double cross-table main KP activity/method applied and level of
KP contribution to conservation). Development and agriculture are en, in contrast to the
logframe of Korup Project, as separate activities with no relation to the overal conservetion
god. The negative perception of the gpplied methods - counterproductive to the conservation
god and dedructive - are related to activities, which are not appreciated by the loca
populaion: arresting hunters, carrying out hunting and timber exploitation without permission
(cross-table level of KP contribution to conservation/KP activity). Korup Project deniesto be
involved in any of these activities, but one has to redise that a sgnificant number of people
believe that Korup Project was crested to hunt and log. It isinteresting, that half of the people
who see the main activity of Korup Project as hunting, are coming from the area of
Eyumojock (cross-table KP activity/village). Whether this is based on the misunderstanding
that wildlife protection was established to secure hunting opportunities for Europeans, or on
red hunting activities by project staff could not be investigated. Nevertheless, it isimportant to
mention that besde the ams and activities which are perceived negatively by the loca
population, their criticism is mogtly related to the methods applied (cross-table level of KP
contribution to conservation/methods). We asked them what could be changed to make the
work more effective:

What can be changed to improve the effectiveness of
KP-activities?

Frequency | Percent
Nothing 34 9,6
Resettlement 1 3
Use force/forest guards 36 10,2
Dismiss KP-staff 1 3
Promote education 57 16,2
Increase conservation 4 11
Use of FMCs 18 5,0
Regulated hunting 6 1,6
Keep to promises 12 3,3
Better relations 2 ,6
Regular working visits 5 14
Employ villagers 53 15,0
Balanced development in all villages 13 3,6
Provision of livestock 15 4,3
Give loans 10 2,8
Promote agriculture 24 6,6
Alternative sources of meat 14 4,0
Alternative sources of income 9 2,0
Kill unwanted plants 4 1,1
Division of the forest 8 2,2
Forest path tracing 2 2,8
Use better chemicals 3 8
Free hunting 19 53
Total 350 100,0
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This list document a sgnificant potentid for a shared vison of conservetion and especidly a
community-based conservation in the region. A good number of villagers are gppedling to the
Korup Project to promote forest management committees, regulate hunting and help in the
edtablishment of dternative sources of meat and income. Even though some people (mostly
teacher - cross-table recommended changes/ profession) want to see more force used, most
villagers are in favour of a participatory approach. Only a minority wants Korup Project to
liberdise the hunting regulations, but the villagers would appreciate a change in the interaction
with the project.

What do you think of Korup Project?

The aim and objective of Korup Project
Frequency | Percent

They are thieves 4 vy Frequency [ Percent
They are liars 8 1,4 Timber exploitation 9 2,0
Exploitation 35 6,1 Resettlement 2 4
Don't know 108 18,7 Development 86 18,8
Mean Nothing 20 35 Education 9 2,0
Good idea 168 29,1 Agriculture 29 6,3
Get benefits 14 24 Self suficiency 5 1,1
Education 12 21 Animal protection 67 14,6
Agriculture 34 59 Posterity 17 3,7
Development 49 8,5 Forest conservation 224 48,9
Afforestation 5 9 Research 1 2
Sustainable forest usd 4 s Sustainable forest

Forest conservation 116 20,1 use o 20
Total 577 100,0 Total 458 100,0

While 94 % of the inhabitants of the project zone have heard of Korup Project, the attitude
towards Korup Project is highly differentiated. Quite a number of people do have a very
negative impression of Korup Project (they are liars and thieves), which is related to the wish,
that the methods of interactions should be changed in future (cross-table perception of
KP/desired changes). After 12 years of Korup Project more than 1/3 of the villagers have no
real idea of what Korup Project is out for. Nearly 20% misinterpreted the Korup Project asa
development project, which can be seen as a sgn, that Korup Project failed till 1997 to
communicete the connection between conservation and development to the loca population
and from 1997 on the new objective (biodiversty conservation).

If one compares the unspecific knowledge about the aim of the Korup Project with the critique
of the methods used, it seems quite obvious that the interaction between Korup Project staff
and ordinary villagersis not very developed. This goes dong with the observation that the field
gaff in most places only occasiondly show up. Even those villages, where Korup has its own
infrastructure (Eyumojock, Abat, Baro, Tombe, Lipenja I, Toko and Ekundu-Kundu -
resettlement site), are not visited on aregular basis (cross-table village/frequency of vists).
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Frequency of EP-Staff visits in the villages

Mewer

2 7o, daily - 11,6%
Hardly ever
12.5% wreeldy
’ 18,2%
Tearly
4.5%
Ewery f
month

12,7%
Llonthly
31,9%%
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As one can see from the above figure, the average frequency of vistsin the villagesisless than
once a month. If one takes into congderation, that most of the villages we visted are
accessible by car, it would be interesting to receive the frequency of vidts in those villages
which are one or two days trekking from the nearest road.

Activities of KP-staff in the villages

Freguency | Percent
Hold lectures 205 33,4
Encourage agriculture 64 10,4
Work in the forest 82 13,4 Mo - 44,2 %
Animal rearing 13 21
Development 40 6,5
Supervise their work 50 8,2
Meet chief and elders 7 11
Research 9 15
Distribute calendars 2 3
Provide transport 3 5
Just passing 102 16,6
Do nothing 18 3,0
Personal visits 12 2,0
Buy animals 4 7
Buy fuel 2 3
Total 613 100,0

Did your village receive any henefit from EP?

Aswas to be expected the perception of the concrete actions by the field staff is related to the
genera perception of ams and activities. A good number of villagers have the feding that no
benfit for the village results from these activities.
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Benefits from Korup Project

Frequency | Percent
Education 40 8,6
School aid 93 20,0
Prizes/Award 1 2
Calendars 82 17,6
Seed donation 26 56
Animal donation 25 54
Fuel/Firewood 1 2
Improed agricultural techniques 38 8,2
Agri-tools at low rate 3 7
Machine 35 75
Bridge 18 3,9
Road construction 19 41
Portable water 36 7,7
Community hall 13 2,8
Employment/Job opportunities 11 24
Abandoned house/Office 14 3,0
New Village 3 6
Health care centre 3 ,6
Promises 4 9
Total 465 100,0

From the benefits which are redlised as a result of the Korup Project activities, it must be
noted that they are mogtly related to traditiona forms of donations and not to a participatory
interaction. That the donation of calendars and school ad is seen as the most Sgnificant
benefits.

Did yamr village participate in the activrities? Are you satisfied with the interactisn?

Don't Enow 26,9% Yes - 57.9% Mo -42,1% Tes - 57,9%

HNo
15,6%

Both figures document that nearly haf of the villagers are not satisfied with the interaction. The
ordinary villager is not involved in planning and organising activities in the village (cross-table
leve of participation (satisfaction)/function in the village).
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Reason for Satisfaction/Disatisfaction

Frequency | Percent
No Response 73 12,7
Inadequate staff 2 3
Not commited 37 6,4
Uninformed 14 2,4
Personal disappointment 65 11,3
Employment 8 1,4
Cause no problems 29 5,0
No benefit from KP 59 10,2
Need development 47 8,1
Advise/Education 83 14,4
Cooperation with village 109 18,9
Improved agricultural technology 15 2,6
Conservation 11 1,9
Good job 25 4,3
Total 577 100.0

19 % of the villagers are satisfied with Korup Project, because of their contribution to
conservation, the am of Korup Project.

What has changed due to KP activities?

Has yomrwillage changed due te KPF activities
Frequency | Percent
Mo - 49 794 Tes - 50,3 % Loans and money was given 2 ,6
' Bridge/Road construction 29 8,3
Conservation 36 10,3
Improved agriculture 70 20,0
Education 63 18,0
Raised income 7 2,0
Health care centre 2 ,6
Good water source 29 8,3
Scarcity of meat 3 ,8
Civilisation 2 ,6
Development 44 12,5
Calendars 4 1,1
School aid 41 11,7
Grinding machine 7 2,0
New houses 6 1,7
Resettlement 2 ,6
Employment 4 11
Total 351 100.0

Nearly hdf of the villagers did not fed

any impact of the Korup Project activities in the last 12 years. As documented before the
participatory management of natural resources is nearly unknown the vllages in the project
zone. The redlised impacts (hedth care, education, school ad, bridge and road congtruction)
are more related to the donating-gpproach, which was officially abandoned in the process of
restructuring. 10% of those 50%, who redlise some changes, have redised an impact in the
area of conservation, while for the others, the Korup Project is a rurd development project
and not a conservation project.
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What do you think about Reason for the perception of Korup National Park
Korup National Park Frequency | Percent
Mever heard of Forest conservation 205 35,5
it-88% Good - 73,5% Comes from government 3 5
Resettlement 2 ,3
EBad Deprive us from many things 55 9,5
17,4 % Source of living 16 2,8
Employment 8 1,4
Sustainable forest use 52 9,0
Personal disapointment 16 2,8
Ignorance of objectives 3 ,5
Development 58 10,1
They never visit my village 1 2
Farmer education 55 9,5
Distributes calendars 9 1,6
Provides medicine 3 ,5
Give loans 1 ,2
Provide free transport 1 2
Don't know KNP 89 15,4
Total 577 100,0

A large number of people appreciate the creation of the Korup National Park. Asked for the
reasons for this perception, we found out that only a minority has a knowledge of the
objectives and ams of the nationa park. It became clear dso in interviews that most villagers
cannot differentiate between the park and the project.

Reason for the reactions on the closure of KP

What would you ] - ] lfKP Frequency Percent
? Increased/Uncontrolled forest

would be closed tomorrow? exploitation * 78
Bad for forest protection 3 ,5
Good = 8,5% No more education 69 12,0
Bad 56,7% No more development 31 5,4

No more benefits 168 29,1

Unemployment 4 7

Interested in KP 17 2,9

No response 46 8,0

No impact 129 22,4

Drop in harvests 10 1,7

Business from private

For me 24 8 % investments 4 7
? Not committed 11 1,9

Ignorance of objectives 11 1,9

Enough benefits 20 3,5

Never heard of KP 3 ,5

Personal disappointment 6 1,0

Total 577 100,0

The overdl assessment of the loca population towards Korup Project is not al that bad. At
least the mgjority does not want Korup Project to be closed down. A serious problem, which
should be the subject of the projected participatory impact monitoring, is related to the 8,5%,
who would appreciate if Korup Project would end its work in the region. From the findings
(cross-table reaction to stop of KP/ perception of conservation) and from interviews, we can
say that these are not people, who hate Korup Project because of its effective protection, but
people who are interested in conservation and not satisfied with the methods applied.

4, DISCUSSION AND INTERPRETATION OF FINDINGS
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As sad before this research is based on the assumption that perception arises from actions
and interactions. In the case of Korup Project, it means that it is gppropriate to analyse first
the perception of the activities of Korup Project - following the structure of the logframe
discussed in chapter 2 -, before the generd perception isinvestigated.

Infrastructure

An indicator for the firgt activity ("4.1. Assst/support communities to organise implementation
and maintenance of infrastructure”) could be that the villages redise this assstance and support
by Korup Project as benefits. From the findings one can say that the assistance and support of
Korup Project to the village infrastructure (bridge, road congtruction, portable water,
community hal, hedth care centre, resettlement) is only redised by a 10,8% minority (19,7%
of those 55% who redised any benefit). Additiond 11% (20% of those who redised any
benefit) redised that schools received aid from Korup Project, but in the interviews the
villagers made clear that this was mostly teaching materid, distributed by the now abandoned
environmenta education component. The same minority saw the infrastructure of their village
changing due to Korup Project activities (9,8%).

If one focuses solemnly on this group (through cross-tables), one redlises that they are very
strong supporters of Korup Project (perception of KP and reaction to KP closure), but do
not have sgnificant different perceptions of forest, wildlife and conservation. More than others,
this group of people who redises and appreciates the assstance of Korup Project to village
infrastructure, understand Korup Project primary as rura development project. The technical
and materia assstance to schools, water supply and hedlth pogts is highly appreciated by the
villages which recelved assstance and even the annual caendars are seen as a maor
improvement. It seems as if the main impact from the assstance of Korup Project to
infrastructure is related to road congtruction projects. This assumption is based on the fact,
that most people of this group are coming from the Toko subdivison (Lipenja and Toko
cluger). In interviews we learned that Korup Project contributed to the construction and
maintenance of the road from Mundemba to Toko. Whether al these activities are related to
the overal am of the project remains uncertain. Based on this findings and underlined through
interviews one could summarise that the villagers do not redlise the assstance to infrastructure
(Activity 4.1) as an activity leading to a participatory conservation (result 4).

Generdly, the villagers have the impression that Korup Project has no strategy or procedure
on how, when and/or if infragtructure is established in a village. Some priority villages never
received any assistance, while others received assistance to two or more projects (see details
in the annex). While it is clear from the overdl conservation perspective, that infrastructure
hardly contributes to the protection of the biodiversty, the assstance to commund
infragtructure is producing confidence and good reaions. The low rate of people, who
redised bendfits in the area of assdance to the implementation and maintenance of
infrastructure and the fact that this people have not a more postive perception of conservation
activities questions this Strategy .
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I ncome generating activity

The second activity (4.2), which supposed to achieve the result 4 ("communities actively
participate in and support conservation”) is formulated in the logframe as such: "Support
sudainable dternative income generating activities implementation”. For the mgority, which
see themsalves primary as farmers (65,3%), this would result in assstance to their farming
activities, but aso in the introduction to dternative sources of income to "compensate’ for a
reduction of hunting activities. From the project purpose ("The (...) natura resources of the
support zone are well managed") one can draw the conclusion that Korup Project does not
understand conservation as contrary to hunting, gathering and fishing activity in the area, but
that the auttake should be reduced to a sustainable level. Among the mae population this
should effect those 17,2 % who hunt, those 27,9 % who collect forest products and those
11,2 % who fish. Among the femae population activity 4.2. should effect those 42,3 % who
collect forest products and those 3 % who fish. 15,7 % (27,4 of those 55 % who realised
benefits from KP activities) redised benefits from the Korup Project activity 4.2. (Seed
donation, anima donation, improved agriculturd techniques, agriculturd tool at low rate,
machines). 12,5 % of the villagers have the impression that Korup Project is assigting them in
their farming (10,4 %) and implementing income generating activities (animd rearing 2,1 %).
These activities changed for 12 % the village (improved agriculture, raised income and
donated grinding machines).

If one focuses solemnly on this group of people, who experienced the income generating
project by Korup Project (through cross-tables), one redises that they are very strong
supporters of Korup Project (perception of KP and reaction to KP closure). Farming is - asit
was intended by Korup Project - the main occupation of this group, but hunting and gathering
of NTFPs s ill very common and an important source of income. From the interviews we
received the impression that this group have in contrast to the intention of Korup Project not
reduced their hunting and gathering activities. They stated that the livestock projects, which
were introduced by Korup Project as "compensation” and/or dternative for a proposed
reduction of hunting, did not effect their hunting activities. The attitude towards forest and
wildlife among this group is better than the average and they understand that conservation of
these important sources of living as necessary. From interviews we recelved the impresson
that this awareness is more related to individua experiences gathered in the forest, than to the
dternative sources of income generating activities. Based on this, thar attitude towards the
abstract conservation goas and activities of Korup Project does not differ from others. They
trust more their traditional forms of forest conservation. Bushmest is for them an important
element of liveihood and Korup Project has in their views not succeeded in finding dternative
sources of "mesat-production.” One of the problems could be, that for them bush- meet is more
a source of cash income than a source of protein and that goat- donation does not satisfy them
in the first perspective. The intervention of Korup Project was intended to offer benefits and
dterndives for the loca population, but only 12 % of the villagers redised any benefit in that
perspective. Whether the implementation of alternative income generating activities are related
to the overdl conservation am of the project remains uncertain. Based on the findings and
underlined through interviews one can summarise that the villagers do not reduce their hunting
and gahering activities due to the support of the implementation of sustainable dternative
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income generating activities (Activity 4.2) as an activity leading to a participatory conservation
god (result 4).

Education and sensitisation

While the dlites and especialy the teachers of the various schools praise Korup Project for its
environmenta education programme, which provided schools with materids and training, one
has to redise that the environmenta education component was closed down after the
restructuring in 1997. Education and sendtisation are - fallowing the logframe - not seen as
Separate activities required to fulfil the result 4 (Communities actively participate in and support
conservation), but as an overadl activity. Neverthdess, 334 % of the villagers have the
impression that Korup Project is mainly holding lectures. Assistance to schools and education
is seen by 15,7 % (28,6 of those 55 who realised a benefit) as main contribution of Korup
Project to the villages and 16,3 % (29,7 % of those who saw things changing) realised an
impact of Korup Project in the educationa sector.

The environmenta education component was disbanded following the mid-term-review, which
came to the concluson "that the environmental education component has been rather
successful in reinforcing the protectionist and dien image of the project, that in achieving its
dated intention of fogtering partnership” (Mid-term 147). Our findings underline the decison
taken, because one can drew the conclusion that the environmental education has not fulfilled
its misson, because the trained pupils and students do not follow the lectured ideas when they
have to earn their living from the forest. The assistance received in the area of environmenta

education was more of a contribution to the infrastructure of schools and educetion in the
villages. This is gopreciated by a sgnificant group of people as an important achievement, but
it did not contribute substantia to the overall conservation god.

Participatory land use plans

Other activities fal under the expected result 5 "participatory land use plans implemented”. The
firg activity (5.1) under this heading is the "establishment of community based land use plans
for the support zone'. None of the inhabitants of the project area had any knowledge on land
use plans.

Sustainable forest use

The impact of the activity 5.2. ("strengthen capacities of communities to use land and forest
resources sustainable") can be assessed through the leve of knowledge on sustainable naturd
resource management. 2 % of the villagers redised that sustainable forest use is an am of the
Korup Project and 1 % recognised sustainable forest use as one of the methods of
conservation applied by Korup Project. On the other hand, 13,7 % stated that sustainable
forest use was their reason for a pogtive perception of forest conservation. Following the
argument that certain technical terms were more popular anong students and pupils, one could
come to the conclusion that the term "sustainable forest use" is one of them. 17,7 % of the
people below 25 gave this as reason for their postive perception of conservation, but only
114 % of the people above 25. Nevertheess, one has to consder that this postive
perception of conservation through sustainable forest use is not reflected as a concrete activity



Schmidt-Soltau: Social impact assessment of Korup Project 3

of Korup Project, but - according to the interviews - absiract vison to reconcile forest use
and conservation.

Capacity building

Korup Project did not specify capacity building in the villages as a activity on its own, but it
can be presumed that Korup Project comprehended that complex conservation approaches
such as community based land use plans, sustainable land and forest management are only
possible on the bases of a good relaionship of loca communities and Korup Project. The
activity 5.2. even mention capacity building as an ativity in view of sustainable resource
management. One mean of verification could be seen in the level of participation of loca

communities in Korup Project activities. 57,9 % were aware of a participative approach in
caring out activities. These people are stisfied with this interaction, while people, who did not
know about participative activities (26,9 %) and people, who were sure that activities were
not organised in a participatory manner were unsatisfied with the interaction. A significant high
number of people who were satisfied with the interaction with Korup Project mentioned as
reason for their satisfaction the good cooperation between loca communities and Korup
Project. As mentioned before, does Korup Project cooperate with some village, while others
- agood number of them priority villages - hardly have any contact. This people are unsatisfied
with thislow leve of cooperation and stated in interviews to have no idea why Korup Project
works in some villages and in others not. They agreed that they were not informed about the
decison making process or the procedure to implement a more regular interaction. As said
before the method of lectures is not perceived very podtive by the villagers, but on the other
hand are 16,2 % of the view that Korup Project should promote education to improve the
effectiveness of their activities. Education can be seen as one ement of capacity building, but
- as documented before - had the abandoned environmental education component only an
unsustainable impact on the environmenta awareness of the inhabitants of the project region.

Community forest

The perception of the activity 5.3. (“"promote and establish community forest in appropriate
arees’) could logicdly only effect those areas, which are seen by Korup Project as
approprigte for community forest. 1 % of the villagers redlised community forest as a
conservation method applied by Korup Project. 60 % of them came from Mbenyam and 20
% from the neighbouring Ndebaya, but it is Ndebaya which is "working on its gpplication files'
(Interview Lobensgtein). 20 % of the people, who have heard about community forest, came
from Ashum, but it is the neighbouring Bakebe which is preparing an application. In Bakebe
itself and Fabe, the only other village we visited with aprospected community forest, none of
the villagers had any knowledge about this. The reasons for that are unknown, but it seems as
if the information flow is not reaching the ordinary villager.

Protection of the Korup National Park

Activity 5.4. ("extend/improve understanding of legd framework in the Korup Park Ared")
The generd perception of Korup National Park is positive (73,8 % think good about it), but
the detailed knowledge about the ams and objectivesis very limited and most villagers can not
differentiate between Korup Project and Korup Nationa Park. Our impression was that this
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generd perception is related to the fact, that most of the villages visited are far away from the
nationa park. The perception of the inhabitants of the three villages ingde the three kilometre
zone and the resattled park village is not as positive as amnong the generd populace, but il
very postive. 67,3 % think that the Korup Nationd is a good ingtitution. The most common
reason for that is its impact to conservation and sustainable forest management (42,5 %), but
aso its impact to the development and its job opportunities were mentioned as reasons for a
positive perception. The negative perception of Korup Nationd Park is in these villages with
30,6 % nearly twice the size of the generd figure. Mogt of the people in the villages dlose to
the Korup Nationd Park, who do not like the park are doing so, because they have the
impression that Korup National Park deprives them from many things (20%).

In the nterviews the work of the game guards was strongly criticised - not only from the
villages mentioned above -, but on the other hand requested 10,2% more force and game
guards in the future. Nevertheless, our informants reported negatively about some cases of
bush-meset confiscation (without giving details), which were not carried out insde the park, but
a Odrayib, which is a road-point 20 km away from the park.. A good number of these
informants stated that the people in the villages Stuated near the Korup Nationa Park do not
care any longer where to hunt, "because the game guards do not differentiate from where the
bushtmeat comes from". Other reasons for conflicts are related to the common impresson
among our informers, that the game guards use the confiscated bushtmest for their own
purpose - they are said to egt it themsdaves or sdll it. None of the villagers interviewed was
able to explain the officia procedure for confiscation and dl of them denied any visit of Korup
Project in ther village, which intended to improve their understanding of the legd framework
of the Korup Nationd Park.

We received the impression that the activities 5.5. ("assst MINEF to ensure that timber
exploiters in support zone adopt sustainable practise") and 5.6. ("develop operational channds
to activdy involve Government of Cameroon sarvices in participatory conservation
development”) did not have any impact on the villagers. None of them know about any activity

in that perspective.

Result 4: Participatory conservation

As said before the result 4 of Korup Project is seen in an active participation and support of
the communities to the conservation of the biodiversty in the project region. The environmenta
awareness is very high and results in a positive perception of conservation, but only aminority
(41,4 %) redlised, that Korup Project is primary a conservation project. From interviews one
can draw the conclusion that a good number even of the village dite did not redlise the change
in the approach of Korup Project after the restructuring. Only 5,2 % understood the "new"

srategy and experienced the activities 4.1. and 4.2. as methods of conservation. Education
and advises, which are - according to the logframe - not Korup activities were seen by 48,9
% as the main method of Korup Project to promote conservation.

The postive perception of conservation is - outlined by our informants - neither related to
environmental education and lectures, nor to the activities 4.1. and 4.2.. HdAf of the villagers
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are not satisfied with the methods applied by Korup Project and even 21,1 % have the
impression that the methods applied by Korup Project to promote conservation are
destructive or usdless. They stated that they do not need books, newdetters or lectures to
redise that the forest is changing and that the anima dendty is reducing. 26,7% of the
populace redised that wildlife is reducing and 25,6 % experienced a reduction of plants and
NTFPs. Based on this, they have their own ideas about conservation and the environment.
Numerous informants complained bitterly that they fed trested as children, when Korup
Project field staff advices them not to hunt or to harvest.

Even among those people, who understand conservation of wildlife and forest as very
important aim 20,4 % have the impression that the methods applied by Korup Project are not
effective, 13,8 % as usdless and 6,6 % as destructive. 40,8 % of the target population are not
satisfied with the methods applied by Korup Project. It seems as if this is caused by the
methods gpplied. Quite a number of villagers (dso a good number of priority villages) were -
following our informants - not invited to participate in the decison making process and are
consequently not satisfied with the interaction. Korup Project staff visted the villages -
according to our informants - less than once amonth and then mostly held lectures. In the view
of the mgority of the inhabitants of the project area, this gpproach is not effective, ussess and
dedtructive. The participatory methods and approaches introduced in the process of
restructuring have not reached the villages. Only 0,6 % have heard about forest management
committees.

Result 5: participatory land use plans

As sad before, land use plans and patterns are unknown among the inhabitants of the project
region, but some of the activities which are intended to result in the implementation of a
paticipatory land use plan had an impact of the villagers. The cgpacity building activity of

Korup Project was perceived positive and aso the idea of sustainable forest management, but
community based consarvation (community foret and sudtainable naturd resource
management) is not experienced as Korup Project activities, but as appropriate theoretical

concepts. The concept of a high protected area (nationd park) was perceived very positive
and would even be better if Korup Project could communicate the legd framework and
procedures of anti-poaching activities. Generaly we received the impression that the activities
which supposed to result in the implementation of participatory land use plans are progressing
quite dow: the preparatory activities (senstisation and capacity building) are experienced by
the villagers and result in a postive perception of Korup Project and Korup Nationd Park,
but the activities which implement land use plans and sustainable natura resource management
did not have much impact.

Theimage of Korup Project

The image of Korup Project is - as said before - in our opinion based on the activities carried
out by Korup Project and the interaction established by the field taff. It isimportant to redise
that the generd perception does not base solemnly on the activities implemented in the 1999-
2000 annua plan, but also on past experiences. The common impression that Korup Project is
a development (22% realised this as the main activity) and agriculture (17,9 % redlised this as
the main activity) project seems to be related to the former strategy applied (conservation
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through rurd development) and from our interviews and findings we recelved the impression
that this development assistance was gppreciated by the villagers, but did hardly effect their
attitude towards forest and wildlife.

A mgority does not want Korup Project to close down ther activities even though this
perception is not based on a detailed knowledge. The mgority does not have any knowledge
about the aims, objectives and main activities of Korup Project. Especidly the relation of rura
development (assstance to infrastructure and income generating activities) and conservation is
hardly known. A significant number understand Korup Project as a pure development project,
while others think that they are hunters or alogging company.

A dgnificant number of people is neither satisfied with the benefits they derive from ther
cooperation with Korup Project, nor with the established interaction. More than half of the
people think that the methods applied by Korup Project are not effective and quite a good
number have only bad fedings when asked about Korup Project.

Reaction to a stop of all KP activities Reaction to a stop of all KF activities
(among those, who hardly see 2 KF staff) (among thase, who see KP staff daily)
Good 6,0% Megative

Good - 8,3 %

S 55,1 %
o 0]

Ileans nothing
47,3 %

As one can see from these two pie charts, the people do not appreciate the low frequency of
vidgts in the villages. The people who interact frequently with Korup Project have the highest
perception of the project.

Conclusion

On the whole, the image of Korup project has to be improved if sustainable natural resource
management should be based on the active participation of the villagers. While Korup Project
dated in the presentation of the draft report that the findings are underlining the Korup Project
success ory, socid scientists are of the view that participatory natura resource management
can be only successtul if nearly everybody (more than 75 %) in satisfied with the benefits, the
level of participation, the methods gpplied and the generd interaction (Ghimire and Pimbert
1997). As long as only a minority or smal maority appreciate the co-operation it will be
difficult to fulfil the am of the project, because sustainability can be only achieved if al
stakeholders agree to the concept gpplied. As long as numerous villagers refuse to joint the
projected joined management of their naturd resources it will be uncertain whether the
projected impact on the wildlife and forest comesto fruition or not.

S. RECOMMENDATIONS/ SUGGESTIONS
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Based on the findings of this impact assessment, we recommend the implementetion of a
paticipatory impact assessment programme in dl villages and zones This man
recommendation is based on our finding, that the interaction between dl stakeholdersis ableto
be improved if it is to be more fruitful and participatory. Since a productive cooperation
between the Korup Project and the inhabitants of the project region can be seen asthe key for
aparticipatory and sustainable management of the natural resources in the Korup Project area,
the involvement of the loca population in decision making processes should be increased. The
loca population should be involved at al levels of management, from the evauation of the
performance of field gaff to the Steering Committee. Sinceit isin their interest to participate in
these management meetings, no compensation (per diem, dtting dlowance, over-night
alowance, etc.) except transport alowance should be provided. According to our findings, it
seems necessary that the Korup Project accelerates the prescribed change from a
"patronage’-project to a service project, which is based on joint management by al
stakeholders involved. A service project means that Korup Project should change from the
donation approach to the participatory approach, which was aready recommended by the
mid-term review team and implemented in the logframe.

All other gpproaches seem to be unable to answer the question about the future of the project.
Our findings indicate that during the firgt ten years (1988-1997) - the norma duration of a
development or conservation project - the local population and administration was hardly
involved in decison making. The new gpproach - to base the conservation of the biodiversity
in the region on participatory and sustainable natural resource management - is sill unknown to
the mgjority of the inhabitants of the project region. Active participation of the loca population
should be a the centre of dl activities, because who ese will be able to conserve the
biodivergty of the region in the future, if Korup Project is not accelerating the capacity building
processes for ajoint management of the natural resources now?

In generd it seems necessary that Korup Project, the donors, the Government of Cameroon
and the locd population discuss and reassess the "new™ strategy applied. Mot of the villagers
did not know that the former strategy (conservation through rura development) - which was
gpplied for 10 years - was changed. To reduce misunderstandings and unattainable
expectaions Korup Project should inform dl villages about the changes, give reasons for the
decison taken in the past and discuss the new gtrategy applied, including the planned activities
for the next year. The question, whether this "abstract” discussons are contributing to the
overdl am is easy to answer: only the comprehensive involvement of the loca population
enables Korup Project to fulfil its mission.

In the following we will give some recommendations on how the interaction between the
villages and Korup Project could be made more fruitful for the overdl am of conserving the
biodiversty in the region through sustainable and participatory natural resource management.

INTERACTION WITH THE VILLAGES
A good number of the inhabitants of the region consder in the interviews Korup Project fied
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gaff as not committed, disnterested and arrogant. They clam that they see them less than
once a month. This cannot be the basis for a fruitful interaction. "Live with them, work with
them, tak with them, plan with them and learn from them" are seen as commitments of
successful community based conservation. Besides the individud performance, which should
be evaluated by a joint commission of Korup Management and the loca population of the
concerned villages, the adminigtration should supervise the rdevance of the activities for the
overdl project am. The frequency of interaction with the villages has to be increased. One
step could be to include in the terms of reference of fidd gaff, that they have to live for 20
days a month in the villages they work with. It is surprisng thet field staff receives per diems
and overnight alowances when they go to the field. This should be looked into, cancelled or
changed.

Benefits are not equaly distributed. Some villages received much assstance, while others -
induding priority villages - dtated that they were not visted in years. Some villages were
involved in dl kinds of activities, while others felled abandoned. Especidly villages which are
congdered to be problematic and critica felled neglected by the fidd daff. This sdection is
contrary to an effective cooperation. Korup Project cannot fulfil its mission if it works only
together with those, who do everything requested.

The strategy of priority villages should be reassessed. We are of the view that it is not suitable
for the overal am (conservation of the biodiversity of the Korup Project area), because dl

villages seems to have an impact on the biodiversity of the project region. By offering benefits
just for those, which are seen as priority villages, jedousy and unnecessary inequdity is
implemented. To be effective in the 187 villages in the project area, more field workers should
be employed. With more than twenty villages per team (2 fiddd workers) asit is for now, it is
certain that no fruitful interaction can be established. We hold the view that a least 10

additional fidd daff should be employed. However, the gpproach of working in
multidisciplinary teams is regarded as an effective instrument. The sdection of new gaff has to
be serious to avoid uncommitted field staff. They should be based in a centrd village of the
region they are working in.

Land use and income gener ating activities

The experience has been made that anything given free of charge is hardly cared for. So items
or inputs for livestock and agriculture projects should be given, a mogt, at subsdised rates.
Also, Korup Project must have had enough experience by now to decide whether to only
assigt groups or dso individuds. An individud who successfully carries out any of these
projects can be a sandard or light for the village or even the sector. Unless there is proof of
unusua dynamism of aspedific village, ore village should not receive more than others.

Specid emphasis should be laid on a sustainable and participatory management of the natural
resources. Quite a number of villagers are prepared to jointly manage the forest resources with
Korup Project, but it has to be made clear that it is il their environment. They have to be
able to identify themselves with the management committees, which is difficult if they have such
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abgract names like "Eastern Sector Natural Resource Management Commission”. Korup
Project should put more emphasis on the idea of joint management options for hunting, fishing
and NTFPs collection outsde the park. They should offer "in-service' training for the
marketing of al these forest products. The facilitation of participatory management of naturd
resources requires both the sncere commitment of project field staff and a sense of ownership
by the villages concerned.

I NFRASTRUCTURE

Should Korup Project have funds to assist infrastructure projects in the Support Zone, it
should first proceed on a census of al uncompleted building projects (water, halls, classrooms,
bridges, etc.) and programme their completion, before implementing new projects. Korup
Project is in the process of erecting offices’bases at Lipenja | and Toko; aste for one has
been prepared a Tombe. Korup Project should ensure that the buildings are completed and
put to effective use. Korup Project should aso deploy means towards renovating and
refurnishing the deteriorating buildings in Baro and Abat and putting them to use by placing the
fidd g&ff ther.

The issue of road maintenance/congtruction, bridges and culverts, needs careful study and
attention. There should be a balance between fears about road facilitating access and therefore
condituting a danger to protected areas, and the cherished hope that they also ease the
trangport of goods that the people need for their development and the evacuation of
agriculturd produce they are encouraged to cultivate in ever increasing quantities.

ENVIRONMENTAL AWARENESS

Even though the environmenta education component of Korup Project has been scrapped,
any team going out on mission automaticaly plays a sengtisation and avarenessraising role. A
milesone for fruitful discussons on the environment could be the recommended
decentrdisation: the fact that Korup Project field staff should live together with the people.
Actions and joint experiences contribute more to a rasing awareness of the importance of the
environment than any lecture etc.

We did not have the chance to assess the impact of the traditional methods of conservation
and it is surprising that in the past no research was carried out with that perspective. We hold
the view that the traditiona methods of conservation have to stand - at least as a garting point
- in the centre of a community-based conservation. Their ability to ded with the challenges of
automatic rifles and chainsaws is uncertain. We found it surprising that in the quditative
interviews the villagers hold the view that the Korup staff never discussed traditiona forms of
conservation and their effectiveness - or Strategies to enable their adaptation to contemporary
chdlenges.

Whether shifting cultivation, regular forest clearing and regular forest patrols are methods
which contribute to the conservation of the naturad resources is widdly discussed among
scientigts. While Fairhead and Leach are of the view tha shifting cultivation is an effective
method of improving biodiversity, other scientists claim the contrary. The local patrols are seen
by promoters of a community-based conservation as a very effective method to reduce the
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unsustainable forest use of foreigners while others clam that dl activities in the forest are
destructive. In view of these traditional methods of conservation we strongly recommend that
the Korup Project assesses the impact and effectiveness of these methods and - if they
contribute to the conservation goa - try to promote them among those, who do not apply
them in every day lives or have even never heard of them.



Schmidt-Soltau: Social impact assessment of Korup Project

Appendix

Terms of Reference
Time schedule
Questionnaire
Detailed description of villages and itsinteraction with Korup Project
List of personsinterviewed
Literaturelist
1.  Maps

SOk wdPE

41



Schmidt-Soltau: Social impact assessment of Korup Project 12

Appendix 1. Terms of Reference
KORUP Project
Terms of Reference for the Research " The Per ception of KORUP
Project among the inhabitants of the project region - An Impact
Assessment”

Introduction

KORUP Project is working since 1988 in a huge project area. The project applied different
approaches and drategies to achieve its main goas: to conserve the bio-diversty in this area
After the restructuring process of KORUP Project in 1997/98 the project has attached
importance to the sustainability of conservation. The approach towards loca communities has
changed from just donating to more participatory activities, i.e. villages are getting more
responsbilities and they have to contribute, if they want to benefit from project services. In
Spite of many activities redised in the project ares, it seems asif the reputation of the project is
rather bad as far asloca communities and authorities are concerned.

A research group (Fuh Divine Fuh B.Sc., Eyong Charles Takoyoh B.Sc., Primus Mbeanwoah
Tazanu B.Sc., Cletus Temah Temah) under the supervison of Dr. Ka Schmidt-Soltau
(SchmidtSol @aol.com) and in co-operation with Mr.  Foncham Christol Fombad, will gather
information on the impact of natura resource management in the KORUP Project Area and
analyse the perception of KORUP Project among the inhabitants of the project region.

The Participatory Rurd Appraisa (PRA) and Rapid Rurd Appraisd (RRA) methodologies of
data collection, which are suited for quditative rurd research, will be used as wdl as
questionnaires and fieldwork observations, as quantitative research tools. While the
participatory agpproaches have the advantage that they make research a collective and
negotiated effort between the researcher and the community, semi-structured questionnaires
and observation reports will dlow KORUP to andyse its long-term economic impact through
the use of timeframe databases like SPSS.

The findings and results are to be used as the system of references and basdine data for along
term impact assessment and for a monitoring and evauation system, which enables KORUP
Project to achieve its main gods and satisfy the needs and interests of the inhabitants of the
project region. The concept of sustainable conservation lies emphass on a harmonic
combination of conservation and development. To achieve thisit isimportant to know how the
consarvation goals of KORUP Project are perceived by locd communities. The fina report
should include recommendations how the reputation of KORUP Project could be improved
without jeopardisng the conservation objectives of the project.



Schmidt-Soltau: Social impact assessment of Korup Project 43

Thework of the research group is as follows;

Conception

Elaboration of a detalled research programme, including the development of suiteble
interview guiddines and other methods to document and evaluate the perception of
KORUP Project. Thiswill cover the following fields of research:

Gather information about the generd opinion on KORUP Project among different target
groups (traditiona leaders, farmers, hunters, young people, woman, loca administration,
etc).

a) In arepresentative study.
b) in aquditative study.

What do the different groups in the villages know
about the project
about its objectives

Was the creation of the national park a good or wrong gpproach in the view of these
groups. Why?

Andyse the activities of KORUP Project in the villages
Which activities have been carried out by KORUP Project in the sdected
villages?
How did the different groups in the villages percaive these activities?
What was their direct or indirect benefit of each activity?
What were the mgor changes - if any - for the village due to the presence of
KORUP Project?

What is the opinion of the different groups on the achievement of the conservation god of
K ORUP Project?
How do they define conservation by their understanding and than according to
KORUP Project?
Is conservation in genera consdered as important? Why or why not?
Is KORUP Project carrying out the right activities to contribute to conservation
according to the different groups?
If not, what do they propose KORUP Project should carry out as priority
activitiesfor conservation?
Do they have any traditional techniques to address conservation purposes?
How do they fed if KORUP Project is no more?
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Fiddwork

The research is based on the datistics given by the Village Information Database
(KORUP 1997). According to this report 28.830 people are living in the KORUP
Project area. To recelve a representative result, we will submit 577 questionnaires at
random to selected people, which is 2% of the overdl population. Additiondly we will
gather about 100 interviews: Short interviews (max. 1 hour) and open ended and detailed
interviews (up to 4 hours) with adminigrative and traditiona authorities, opinion leaders,
bus nesses-people, KORUP staff and focus groups.

KORUP identifies 10 clusters ingde their project region:

Name of cluser Population Questionnaires Villagesinduded in the survey

Eyumojock 9405 188 Ekok, Eyumojock, Mbenyan, Ndebaya
Mbakem 2500 50 Mbakem, Ayukaba

Nta-di 3369 67 Mbinjong, Bakebe, Ashum
Abat/Bakogo 1389 28 Abat

Nguti 2838 57 Baro, Sekam, Ebanga

Southern Rumpis 693 14 Meka

Mundmeba 2297 46 Ndian Town, Fabe

Park 251 5 Ekundu-Kundu

Lipenja 4829 97 Lipenja 1, Masaka Bakundu, Mwangade
Toko 1260 25 Toko

Tota 28831 577 21 villages

The interviews will take place within 16 days of fiddwork. Four Cameroonian
enumerators, one senior consultant and one supervisor will be used the to carry out this
research.

Evaluation and Utilisation

Production of a Report, including:

Detailed methodology of research

Research conditions. Positive and negative experiences, difficulties faced while carrying out
the research.

Transcription of interviews, coding/decoding of questionnaires, etc.
Andyss of information following the main fieds of research.

Recommendetions as guiddines for a comprehensive monitoring and evauation process on
the long term impact of KORUP Project.
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Presentation and discussion of findings:

On the basis of the draft report, a summary of findings and recommendeations will be
presented to and discussed with representatives of KORUP Project and the interested
public. Thisis to compare the collected data with the different perceptions of KORUP, to
obtain feedback on the research findings and to alow for immediate implementation of a
guided conflict management system.

Production of Find report, including the contributions given during the presentation of draft

report.

Time-schedule for the research:
As preparation, a1 days workshop will take place in Buea

- Fedwork
1. day-
2. day -

3. day-

»

day -
day -

o

6. day -
7. day -

8. day -

9. day-
10. day -
11. day -
12. day -
13. day -
14. day -

15. day -

16. day -

Arrival of the research group in the northern research region (Eyumojock).
Preparation of research in co-operation with the traditiona and
adminigrative authorities, KORUP project, etc. in the northern sector.
Researchin Ekok (60 questionnaires; 6 interviews) (urban area of cluster
1)

Research in Eyomojock (60 g; 6 i) (urban area of cluster 1)

Researchin Ndebaya (38 g; 4 1) and Mbenyan (30 g; 31) (rural area of
cluster 1)

Researchin Mbakem (25 q; 3 i) and Ayukaba (25 q; 21) (cluster 2)
Mbinjong (18 g; 21i), Bakebe (22 g; 2i) and Ashum (27 g; 31i) (cluster
3)

Preparation of research in co-operatiion with the traditiona and
administrative authorities;, KORUP project, etc. in the eastern sector
(Nouti)

Researchiin Abat (28 q; 3i) (cluster 4) and Baro (10 q; 21), Sekam (17
g; 21i) (cluster 5).

Researchin Ebanga (30 g; 31) (cluster 5).Transfer to Mundmeba
Preparation of research in co-operaion with the traditiona and
adminigrative authorities, KORUP project, eic. in the southern sector.
Researchin Meka (14 g; 21) (cluster 6)

Research in Ndian Town (22 q 3 i), Fabe (24 q, 2 1) (cluster 7) and
Ekundu-Kundu (5 q, 21) (cluster 8)

Researchin Lipenjal (25 q; 31), Masaka Bakudu (12 g; 21) (cluster 9)
and Toko (25 q, 3i) (cluster 10).

Researchin Mwangale (60 g, 6 i) (cluster 9).

Presentation of findings to the staff of Korup Project and the interested
public. Discusson and agreement on the further procedures and activities.

End of research; Return to Buea
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Interpretation of data
4 days are expected to be the minimum to interpret and anayse the data from the
fiedd and to transcribe the collected interviews. This will teke place between
February 7th and February 10th 2000.

Production of a draft report
Foncham Christol Fombad and Dr. Kai Schmidt- Soltau are expected to produce
a draft report. This will take gpproximately 3 days (14.2.-16.2.2000). The
deadline for the distribution of the draft report will be February 20™ 2000.

Presentation of findings
This presentation is aming to provide the whole Korup Project with the findings
and recommendations of the impact assessment. The presentation will be
scheduled in co-ordination with Korup Project. This will take 1 day. One
additiond day is expected to cover the transport to and from Mundemba.

Final Report
The principa researchers are expected to deliver the find report, including the
recommendations and reaction given by the participants of the presentation, to
KORUP-Project two weeks after the presentation, in the form of 2 hard copies

and 1 diskette.
January 16™ 2000
Dr. Jochen Esser Dr. Ka Schmidt-Soltau
Project-Manager Co-ordinator of the research

KORUP
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Appendix 2. Time-schedule of the resear ch:

As preparation, a 1 days workshop took place in Buea (17.1.2000)

day (19.1.2000) - Arriva of the research group in the northern research region

Fiddwork

1.

2. day (20.1) -
3. day (21.1) -
4. day (22.1.) -
5. day (23.1.) -
6. day(24.1) -
7. day (25.1) -
8. day (26.1) -
9. day (27.1) -
10. day (28.1) -
11. day (29.1) -
12. day (30.1) -
13. day (31.1)-
14. day (1.2)-
15. day (2.2) -
16. day (3.2)-

(Eyumoajock).

Preparation of research in co-operation with the
traditiona and adminidrative authorities in the northern sector.
Since the KORUP gtaff was not around during our four days
stay, no information about the activities of KORUP Project in
that region was available.

Research in Ekok (60 questionnaires; 6 interviews) (rban
area of cluster 1)

Research in Eyomojock (60 q; 6 i) (urban area of cluster
1)

Research in Ndebaya (38 g; 4 1) and Mbenyan (30 g; 3 1)
(rural area of cluster 1)

Researchin Mbakem (25 q; 3 i) and Ayukaba (25 q; 21)
(cluster 2)

Mbinjong (18 g; 21), Bakebe (22 g; 21) and Ashum (27 q;
31i) (cluster 3)

Preparation of research in co-operation with the adminidrative
authorities and KORUP project in the eastern sector (Nguti).
Research in Abat (28 q; 3i) (cluster 4) and Baro (10 q; 21)
(cluster 5).

Researchin, Sekam (17 g; 21) (cluster 5), Tombe (12 q; 21)
(cluster 9) and Mwangale (60 g, 6 i) (cluster 9).

Research in Ebanga (30 ¢; 3 i) (cluster 5).Transfer to
Mundmeba.

Preparation of research in co-operation with the traditional and
adminigtrative authorities, KORUP project, etc. in the southern
sector.

Researchin Meka (14 q; 2 i) (cluster 6) and Ndian Town
(229 31) (cluster 7).

Research in Fabe (24 q, 2 i) €luster 7, Ekundu-
Kundu (5 q, 2 1) (cluster 8), Lipenjal (25q; 31) (cluster 9)
and Toko (25 g, 3i) (cluster 10)

Preparation of the presentation of preliminary findings.
Presentation of the preliminary findings to the gtaff of Korup
Project. Discusson and agreement on the further procedures
and activities,

End of research; Return to Buea
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APPENDIX 3: _ _
Questionnaire No.

1) How do you see the forest? 1-Very Postive 2Postive 3 Average 4Negative 5
Very Negative

2)  Why?

3) How often do you go to the forest? 1-daly 2-four times a week 3-twice aweek 4-
once aweek 5-irregularly 6-never

4) What are you doing in the forest? 1-farming 2-hunting 3-collecting forest products
4-fishing 5-rituals 6-to collect medical plants 7-logging timber 8-others: specify!

5  How much income do you receive from the above mentioned activities per
week ?

6) What changes have you observed in the forest?

7) Isitimportant for you to have a forest with animals? 1-Yes 2-No

8) Why?

9)  What do you think about conservation of the forest? 1-Very bad 2-bad 3-good 4-
very good

10) Why?

11) Wasthe creation of Korup National Park a good or bad approach? 1-Good 2-
Bad 3-Never heard of Korup Nationa Park

12) Why?

13) Do you have any traditional method of conservation? 1-Yes 2-No 3-Do not know

14) Which method and how effectiveisit?

15) Haveyou heard about Korup Project? 1-Yes2-No

16) What do you think about Korup Project?

17)

What arethe major activities of the project?



18)

19)

20)
21)
22)
23)
24)
25)

26)

27)

28)

29)

30)

31)

32)

393)
34)
35)

36)
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What areitsaimsand objectives?

Is Korup Project contributing to the conservation of the forest? 1-Yes 2-No 3-
Do not know

Which methods do they use?

How effective are they? 1-very effective 2effective 3not effective 4useless 5
destructive

What could be changed and how?

How often do you see Korup Project Staff in your village? 1-every day 2-oncea
week 3-once amonth 4-every view month 5-once ayear 6-hardly ever 7-never

What arethey doing in your village?

Haveyou or your village benefited from Korup Project activities? 1-Yes 2-No

Why and in which way?

Was your village involved and consulted in the planning and implementation of
Korup Project activities? 1-Yes 2-No 3-Do not know

Are you satisfied with the interaction of Korup Project Staff and local
population? 1-Yes 2-No

Why?

Has there been any change in the village dueto the activities of Korup Project?
1-Yes2-No

Which?

How do you fed if Korup Project is no longer working in your village? 1-Good
2-Does not mean anything for me 3-Negetive

Why?
How old areyou?
Whereareyou from?

Doyou live hereall thetime? 1-Yes2-No
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37) What isyour occupation?
38) Levd of education?

39) Areyou a member of thevillage council? 1-Yes 2-No

Obsarvation and comment:
Sex 1-Made 2-Femde
Name of village

Additional Information

51
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Appendix 4. Detailed description of villages and its interaction with
Korup Project

The ligt of activities carried out by Korup and benefits/assistance received is based soldly on
the information of our informants and our group interviews. We did not update it by including
activities and benefits reported by the Korup Project field staff, because this list supposed to
document the activities, benefits and assstance redised and remembered by the villagers
Errors and shortcomings are related to this premises. To compare the list given below with the
reported activities and distributed benefits can be understood as a first step towards a
participatory impact monitoring. If activities were carried out and benefits distributed, without
the villagers recognisng them, the expected result could be missed. The impact is not as
prospected and the different stakeholders have a good chance to discus and find solutions.

1. Northern Sector

Eyumojock is headquarters of this sector. As a border area, commerce with Nigeria to the
Wed is very regular through the road Mamfe — Ekok or by the rivers Munaya and Manyu,
which provide exit ways for the sector's production of cashrcrops (cocoa), NTFP's
(especidly Eru) and bushtmest into Nigeria. It is said that Nigerians even enter the Eyumojock
Subdivison to hunt, fish, harvest and log. The insufficient governmenta services are seen as
unable to stop this uncontrolled forest use. The Divisona Delegate of MINEF for the Manyu
Divison told us, that his forest and wildlife guards are not able to carry out any contral in the
region, because the of the aggressiveness of the poachers.

The sector has known some prosperity through forestry exploitation in the free forests
(employment and roads) and government forestry regeneration in the Ejagham forest reserve,
but these activities came to an end some years ago.

Korup Project is working in the whole region with one team of five persons which is a the
present made up of asingle field worker. He is assisted by an accountant, an office attendant,
adriver and night watchman. Korup Project has a smdl office with guest rooms in Eyumojock
and is able to communicate with the Korup headquarter in Mundemba by radio. A mgor
congraint for the work in the Eyumaojock region are the roads, which are in the rainy season
impassable for months. Another problem arises from the fact, that the most important villages
for Korup Project (in the three km zone around the park) are two or three days treckking
distance from the road. The field worker tated thet it is impossible to visit them more often
than once ayear.

The overal assessment for the region is quite negetive as regards of rurd development. In
comparison to the sixties, e commund infragtructure has hardly changed, while the forest
shows al sgns of overuse.

The villages covered by the survey were: Ekok, Eyumojock, Mbenyan, Ndebaya, Mbakem
and Ayukaba.
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EKOK

a) Presentation

A border town, about 4.000 (4000; Butcher 1997) inhabitants with great interaction with
Nigerians who carry out petty commerce. The export of bush-mest, timber and NTFP'sis not
controlled. The MINEF control post a the boarder is unmanned. Our informants agreed that
especidly Eru and bush-mesat are taken to Nigeria a large scale.

Has a Government Primary School (Class 7; 385 pupils).

Has a Hedlth Post, SONEL dectricity ingadlations in place but not yet functiond, present
supply is by private generators.

Water source is a spring 500m away, inddlation by SICAC (SCAN water?) is in
disrepair.

They grow pams, yams, melons, coco-yams, plantains and cassava, as cash and food
crops.

Livestock congsts of goets, pigs and loca fowls.

NTFPs are harvested by women and children for local consumption or for sale to traders
from across the border (eru, bush mango, njangsang, ...)

b) KORUP PROJECT Activities:

Sponsored the Headmaster of the Government School Ekok to two seminars at
Eyumojock on environmenta education

Donated text books for teachers use for dl classes; besides charts maps and magazines
which are useful for teaching science and environmenta protection to pupils.

Held talks with villagers to boost their capacity in understanding environmenta issues and
acting in away friendly to the environment

c) However, KORUP PROJECT has disappointed them in that:

KORUP PROJECT activities and interaction with them were reduced to near zero with
the death of one KORUP PROJECT officer two years ago. They have no response or
follow-up to their request and desire to improve their livestock (pigs, goats, poultry).

The Government School (GS) of the locdity received no response to their application for
farm tools and school furniture, neither the population any encouragement in growing
palms and cocoa and supply of farm tools like sprayers.

For them, water supply is a development priority.

EYUMOJOCK

a) Presentation

Sub-Divisona headquarters, about 3.500 inhabitants (3500; Butcher 1997)
Has adigrict Hospitd, a Government High school
Primary schools and other services
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Pipe-borne water non-functiond; far away orings and wells provide water
Electricity linesingtdled, but no current yet. Present eectricity supply by generators.
Main crops are cassava, yams, maize, cocoyams

Livestock: locd fowls, goats, pigs

NTFPs are eru, bush mango and njangsang

b) KORUP Project Activities
Provided chitted nuts from Lobe at subsidised rates
Supplied text books, maps, charts, etc. for teaching in the primary school
Organised meetings and seminars for environmental education and conservation. This
encouraged them to form avillage environmental committee

c) However, they decry the fact that:
KORUP PROJECT's promise to educate and help them launch their goat and pig—
keeping project did not materidise. Rather, their goat species has been supplied to other
villages— Ndebaya, Ayaoke, Otu — as breeding stock.
Their request to congtruct atown hall has received no attention despite their readiness with
agteand locd maerids
The same for water supply, improvement of the school and road infrastructure (bridges)
Reported buffalos damage to crops and loss of life was paid no attention

In generd, they clam that as a Sub-Divisond Headquarter, they should receive priority
attention, especidly in the improvement of the GHS and SAR/SM which admits students from
beyond the Sub-Divison.

1.3 NDEBAYA

a) Presentation
About 500 inhabitants (280; Butcher 1997)
Situated about 5 km from Eyumojock
Has a class 7 Government Primary School
A good, well protected water point congtructed with the assstance of the Community
Development Department, little flow in the dry season.
Important crops grown are yams and cassava
Keep goats and local fowls
Collect NTFPs from surrounding forests for cash and subsistence

b) KORUP PROJECT Activities
KORUP PROJECT assistance has been received and appreciated in Ndebaya for the
following sarvices

Assgtance in goat and pig keeping on Heifer Project principles

Popularisation of pams growing by supply of chitted nuts

Supply of acassava grinding machine and therefore encouragement of cassava growing



Schmidt-Soltau: Social impact assessment of Korup Project 55

Built 3 classrooms and supplied desks for them

Supplied textbooks, charts, etc. for teaching in school

Education through lectures and seminars on community forestry and other environmentd
iSsues.

As a result of this specid attention by KORUP PROJECT, the village has setup many
committees, the most active being the Forest Management Committee, which isfighting againgt
shifting cultivation and preventing illegd entry into their forests by foreigners to exploit timber,
wildlife or NTFPs. They have passed local laws againgt the production of illicit gin, fishing with
gamdin, leaving goats tethered. They admit that poor agriculturd practices — dash and burn —
has been responsble for their water problem and the dwindling wildlife population.

As in Eyumojock, damage to crops by Buffaos has been reported, but no reaction made by
the authorities.

1.4. MBENYAN

a) Presentation
Main village Stuated on a track about 5 km from Ndebaya; the new settlement called Up
Station Mbenyan being situated on the other side of the road opposite Ndebaya.
About 400 inhabitants (200; Butcher 1997)
Grow cocoa, plantains, cassava

b) KORUP PROJECT Activities
In the absence of the Chief and other village persordities, interview with a youth (30 years
old) reveded that KORUP PROJECT has:
Educated them in agriculture, nature conservation and protection of their forests from
interlopers. They are told to diversfy production.
Helped a group of youths start a2 Ha. PAm plantation

KORUP PROJECT has not redised any project for the interest of the village, probably
because they have not collectively requested any

However, by their persond efforts, the youths have embarked on digging a well, have dug
about 6 m, but lack financia means to continue.

1.5. MBAKEM

a) Presentation
Has a population of about 800 inhabitants (750; Butcher 1997)
Has a class 7 Government Primary School
Served as base of forestry exploitation carried out by BONANZA ESTATES and C.I.F.
No pipe-borne water. Electricity is by generators
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Cash crops are cocoa and pams. There is an indudtrid palms plantation by Bonanza
Egtates
Livestock: Pigs and goats

b) KORUP PROJECT Activities
KORUP PROJECT presence was fdt in the village, but has not been as regular, since the
death of the officer in charge of the area about 2 years ago. KORUP PROJECT has educated
them on improving their living Sandards by:
Goat kegping: they have aided an animd club in the village with 2 goats
Supplying a cassava grinding machine to a cassava group, which is respecting loan
conditions
Have helped them purchase chitted pam nuts from Lobe and Sprayers from Douda at
reduced cost.
Supplying textbooks, charts and sundry teaching apparatus to their Primary School.

¢) They would like KORUP PROJECT to assgt in:
Improving their school buildings; in view of their central position, the school could be an
examination Centre
Another development priority is a water point in the village and a bridge on the road to
their farms.

They add that SNV are asssting them in the hedth sector. A Ste for a maternity has been
seected and two gaff (mae and femade) are dready in training in Mamfe.

1.6 AYUKABA

a) Presentation
Has about 800 inhabitants (700; Butcher 1997)
Has a class 7 Government Primary School
No pipe-borne water, no eectricity
Cash crops are cocoa and pams, but they are re-introducing coffee, the origina cash
crop.
Livestock: goats, pigs

b) KORUP PROJECT Activities
KORUP PROJECT has
- Lectured them on environmenta issues
Digtributed calendars and educative pamphlets
Supplied textbooks, charts, etc. to the school
Helped them in goat keeping
Helped them purchase chitted pam nuts and sprayers

) They deeply regret that since the degth of the former officer, they have not received regular,
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sugtained KORUP PROJECT assstance. There is thus no action on their requests for:
Supply of sprayers
Assgtance and guidance in livestock: goats and pig-keeping
Congtruction of avillage hal despite their readiness with loca materids

d) They consider pipe-borne water supply a development priority to meet with their postion
asaYouth Day Centre. Findly, they deplore the fact that a community forest is under cregtion
for AKWEN village without their (Ayukaba) knowledge and consent snce they are
neighbours and co-owners of the forest in question.
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2. Eastern Sector

With headquarters in Nguti, this sector covers the area west of the Kumba — Mamfe road,
from about Tdangangye to Bachuo-Akagbe. Forestry exploitation activities and wood-
transformation (sawmill) in the area date along time back, and continued till of recent. Benefits
from employment and road infrastructure (even though poor) have been enjoyed by the loca
communities.

The eagtern sector is dong the main road from Kumba to Nguti and Mamfe more devel oped
than the Eyumojock area. Water points were indtdled in the past and especidly the two
hospitas in Nguti and Manyemen provide excdlent hedlth care. The area between the nationa
park and the main road profited from the exploitation of timber some years ago. At least the
magor villages are accessible by cars and trucks and the other villages are less than one day
treckking distance from the next accessible point. The local population perceives these roads
as mgor development and there is quite some hope that the logging companies come back
one day.

Korup Project has its main office for the sector in Nguti. While cars, workers and equipment
are not a congraint for the work, the lack of communication facilities causes magjor problems.
In the area, Korup Project has established quite some infrastructure. Two huge buildings in
Baro, which was supposed to be the sub-headquarter of Korup Project, are said to serve asa
game guard post. There are dso game guard pods in Osrayib and Tombe(l) (under
congruction), while in Abat a rura development centre was congructed. All these
infrastructure are hardly ever used. Korup Project works in the region with two teams, with
two people each. An expatriate forest advisor and an expatriate income generating activity
expert are supporting the activities in the fidd. If one compares the Nguiti office, its facilities
and field staff with other natural resource management projects in the south west province, one
gets the impression that this could be a project on its own. From the infrastructure and human
resources the eastern sector should be - in contrast to the northern sector - able to fulfil its
mission.

Villages covered were Mbinjong, Bakebe, Ashum, Baro, Aba, Sekam and Ebanga
Mwangale and Tombe, which originally belong to the Lipenja cluster are accessible by road
only from Nguti and are covered by the Nguti-east team.

According to the terms of reference, we were to carry out research in Masaka-Bakundu. In
Mwangee, from where we wanted to approach Masaka-Bakundu, we learned thet this vilage
isonly aquarter of Mwangele, while the village information database described it as a separate
village. In co-operation with the Korup Project staff in Nguti, we therefore decided to replace
Masaka-Bakundu with Tombe(l), which belongs to the same cluster and is even more
interesting because it is located just outside the Korup National Park.
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2.1. MBINJONG

a) Presentation
Has about 600 (519; Sanga 1999; 479; Butcher 1997) inhabitants
Has aclass 7 Government School (GS) with 250 pupils.
There is pipe-borne water by village community effort and foreign assstance, now
maintained by the village water committee
Cash crops. cocoa, coffee, pams
Food crops: cassava, yams, plantains, bananas, cocoyams
Livestock: goats, pigs and fowls

b) KORUP PROJECT Activities
Involved Mbinjong in the organisation and functioning of the Eastern Regiona Natura
Resource Management Committee (ERNAMAC)
Promoted tree planting by supplying orange seedlings for a village orchard. The sdected
ste proved unsuitable: the planted seedlings were attacked and destroyed by termites.
Encouraged compound tree planting but the village reacted poorly
Organised and sponsored the headmaster and 1 teacher to seminars on environmentd
issues in Nguti
Supplied GS with textbooks, Charts, etc. 4 years ago

They indicate disappointedly that KORUP PROJECT collected a list of persons interested in
purchasing sprayers, oil press and pursuing livestock husbandry, but took no further action

c) They would like KORUP PROJECT to:
Improve their GS
Assg them in growing cocoaand palms
Renew their assgtance in growing fruit trees especidly oranges, this time on individua
bass
Asss them in livestock husbandry to remove pressure from hunting in the forests

2.2. BAKEBE

a) Presentation
Has a population of about 1.000 (698; Sanga 1999; 663; Butcher 1997) inhabitants
Hasatota of 250 pupilsin 2 Class 7 Government Schools
Exidting pipe-borne water supply by SNEC gives very little flow in the dry season (Dec. to
March).
Electricity supply by SONEL from 4 p.m. to mid-night
Cash crops. plantains, cassava, cocoyams, Sweet potatoes, yams, maize, groundnuts
Livestock: goats, loca fowls and afew pigs

b) KORUP PROJECT Activities
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Educated and encouraged groups in livestock husbandry

Educated the population on environmenta protection. Stimulated their creetion of a forest
management Committee to protect their forest and water ways (against use of gamdin)
and control poaching of protected animal species

Given assgtance in the purchase of sprayers and chemicas, but dlegedly, the poor
attitudes of the primary beneficiaries towards repayment killed KORUP PROJECT’ s zedl
for further pursuit of the scheme

¢) They would like KORUP PROJECT to:
Give assgtance in improving the GS. An gpplication has been lodged to this effect
Help in the condruction of a Community Hall
Help them creste a Community forest

23. ASHUM

a) Presentation
About 600 (633; Sanga 1999; 703; Butcher 1997) inhabitants
Thereisaclass 7 Government School (GS) with 172 pupils
No eectricity by SONEL ; 2 or 3 private generators
KORUP PROJECT isin the process of connecting them to the SCAN water ingtalations
which had failed
Cash crops: cocoa, coffeg, little pams
Food crops. cocoyams, cassava, maize, plantains, bananas, afew sweet potatoes
Livestock: Goats, Pigs (provided they are fenced)

b) KORUP PROJECT Activities
Sponsored the Headmagster and 1 teacher to a workshop/seminar on Environmental
Education
Supplied textbooks and teaching aids to environmenta education
Attracted the people to conservation of land
Organised ERNAMAC groups in the zone, who hold frequent rotative meetings
Provided loans to individuals to purchase sprayers and chitted nuts and assstance in pig-
keeping
In the process of connecting them to failed SCAN weter ingtdlations

¢) KORUP PROJECT has not:

Kept their promise to grant them aloan to construct a house over their cocoa drier and to
asss them in the condruction of their village hdll

2.4. ABAT (Eyumojock Sub-Division)
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a) Presentation
About 600 (347; Village information sheet 1999; 620; Butcher 1997) inhabitants
Have avillage generator which isnot yet ingtalled because they do not have cables
No pipe-borne water; they use astream 1 km away
Cash crops: cocoa, coffee
Food crops: plantains, cassava, cocoyams, bananas
Livestock: fowls (local) some goats and pigs
Weekly market on Thursdays

b) KORUP PROJECT Activities
Sponsored Headmaster to three seminars on EE a Mundemba and supplied textbooks to
al classes
Supplied 2 bails of zinc and workmanship for 2 classrooms
Didiributed their calendars
Helped their farmers obtain sprayers
Have begun bridge building with concrete abutements and culverts on the MPL road
which KORUP PROJECT also uses
Built ther offices at Abat but only vist and never say. It is the population that clears
around.
Trained one youth who raised and sold pam seedlings. These were bought and planted
out, but were destroyed by rodents and the villagers gave up
Introduced Soya beans but received no response

) They request KORUP PROJECT to:
Help them congtruct atown hdl
Supply them dectricity cables
Grade the road constructed by MPL and which KORUP PROJECT aso uses

They have this againg KORUP PROJECT: that KORUP PROJECT took over and away
their agric saff and so deprived them of education and assistance in agriculture

2.5. BARO

a) Presentation:
Population about 350 (101; Sanga 1999 -164; Butcher 1997) inhabitants
GS (class 4) with only 22 pupils
Exxon Chemicd inddled dectricity in the late eighties and built structures to house the
Korup Project Sub-headquarter. Electricity was only enjoyed for 2 month before Korup
Project carted off the generator, a trench excavator and radio communication system and
abandoned the dtation. The excavator was purportedly sold to the chief of Manyemen.
BExxon Chemicals aso built a hanging bridge into the national park now in disrepair.
Road to Baro constructed by CTL but Korup Project did the last 2 km.
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Cash crops. Cocoa, coffee.
Food crops. Bananas, plantains, cassava.
Livestock: mostly local fowls.

b) KORUP PROJECT Activities:
Built a community hall, floor unlevelled, un-cemented.
Provided zinc for the headmaster's house.
Given textbooks to the GS and calendars to some people.
Held sengtisation and education mestings.
Built offices but abandoned them.

c) They have this againgt Korup Project:
Korup Project removed the dectricity ingtdlation carried out by Exxon
Korup Project has not respected the Master-Plan to establish a sub-headquarters at
Baro as specified in the Master-Plan (Section 4.1.2.1.6. their quotation!)
Offices built and equipped to this effect have been abandoned.
The road from Baro to Ebanga completed by Korup Project isin disrepair.
Korup Project gets there with their surdy vehicles, but the population have difficultiesto
evacuate their products.
Korup Project comes mostly to arrest hunters.
They hardly spend the night or interact with the people.

2.6. SEKAM

a) Presentation
Population of about 150 (29; Sanga 1999 - 280; Butcher 1997) inhabitants
A community School of about 40 pupils (Class 2)
Water from astream which dries up by Jan. — March
No eectricity at all
Cash crops. cocoa, coffee, locd pams
Food crops. plantains, cocoyams, yams, cassava, maize
Livestock: few goats and pigs, loca fowls
NTFPs. Bush mango, Djave, njangsanga

b) KORUP PROJECT Activities
Built 3 classrooms and supplied benches for their community school. KORUP PROJECT
promised to follow up with cementing the floor. Villageis reedy to play their part
Educated the village on consarvation of the environment
Supplied them caendars

¢) They hope that KORUP PROJECT wiill
Complete the building of their community school
Help out with their water problems



Schmidt-Soltau: Social impact assessment of Korup Project 63

2.7. EBANGA

a) Presentation
Population above 500 inhabitants (600; Butcher 1997)
GS Manyemen situated nearby has 274 pupil (class 7)
Pipe-borne water condructed by the community with the help of the Community
Development Department and externd dlites, haslittle flow in dry season
Blectricity by individua generator for specid occasions
Cash crops: cocoa, coffee
Food crops. plantains, cocoyams, cassava, maize, beans
Livestock: afew draying goats and pigs, fowls

b) KORUP PROJECT Activities
They lectured on diversfication of agriculture, tree planting, conservation of nature, etc.
but gave no practical support
Digtributed handouts on loans, but their conditions are too hard for the villagers
Supplied textbooks, charts for teachers use in dl classes Didributed very educative
caendars

¢) The village Chief confesses that they have never had the idea of requesting any development
assistance from KORUP PROJECT

Question: Must a village request before KORUP PROJECT can assist? Hasn't KORUP
PROJECT dso the respongibility to identify and act?

Also, an important persondity of the village rated KORUP PROJECT negatively because of a
persona experience in Baro. According to him, eephants completely destroyed his large
plantain farm some years back. He received neither a vigt to the farm by, nor a word of
consolation from KORUP PROJECT authorities (Park conservator). He abandoned the farm
ever snce then. He recounts again that a villager was killed by an eephant and the relaives
received no visit or word of condolence from KORUP PROJECT

Remark: Food for thought: Lack of human touch to KORUP PROJECT ectivities? (Cf.
Buffalo destruction at Eyumojock)

2.8. MWANGELE-BAKUNDU

a) Presentation
Population 2000 approximately (1500; Butcher 1997)
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Class 7 Government School partidly damaged by wind in October 1999, 300 pupils
Electricity by generator

Water from a stream 500 meters away

Have acommunity hal by sdf effort but floor not yet leveled and cemented

Cash crops: cocoa, coffee

Food crops. plantains, cocoyams (2 types), cassava. Loca pams maintained for oil for
loca consumption

Livestock: Goats, sheep, pigs, locd fowls

Fruit trees. mangoes, plums, oranges, pears

NTFPs harvested: Spices, njangsanga, bush mango and onion

b) KORUP PROJECT Impact
Donated textbooks to all classes of the government school
Organised local seminars to sendtise and educate people on nature conservation and
pollution and planting of compound trees
Employed three members of their community (village) for bio-monitoring
Supplied their calendars which are educative

¢) KORUP PROJECT has not yet
Supplied the generator requested
Attended to their request for assstance to repair their school building damaged by wind in
October 1999

29. TOMBE

a) Presentation
About 46 inhabitants (32; Butcher 1997)
No school
Water from a stream which dries up (Jan — March)
No eectricity, even by generator
Cash crops: cocoa and coffee
Food crops. plantains, bananas, yams cocoyams and cassava
Fruits: oranges, plums, mangoes, pears
NTFPs. For food and sale: njangsanga, bush mango, country onion and djave.

b) KORUP PROJECT Impact
Lectured and educated them on group work to enable them recelve assistance
Given them caendars

¢) KORUP PROJECT has not
Congtructed ther village hdll
Condructed the bridge to the village
The village is bitter about the project because most of their farms are Stuated in the NP. This
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is exacerbated by the fact that KORUP PROJECT is in the process of clearing a Ste for a
project camp. Though their illegd hunting activities will come under greet scrutiny, they may
benefit from the infragtructure that KORUP PROJECT camp will entail: access road, bridge
which they require, water, etc.
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3. Southern Sector

Until the advent of Korup Project the only industrid activity of importance was the PAMOL
plantations. Mundemba, headquarter of Korup Project and Ndian Division, is a fast growing
town since it was reachable by road in the late 1980s.

Korup Project activities, epecidly in road infrastructure include: the suspension footbridge
over the Ndian river (now in disrepair), the bridge over Mana river and the road from Ndian
via Fabe and Toko, etc. are aray of hope in the sector.

Korup Project has its headquarters in the southern sector. The two teams (Mundemba South
and Mundemba North) are profiting from that. In the centralissd management of Korup
Project they have the advantage that they are right at the source of power and decision
making. The support zone manager, the forest advisor and the Project Manager are based in
Mundemba. Especidly the team working in the Toko digtrict seems to transfer this advantage
to the villages. Rura development extension posts were established in Toko and Lipenjal but
as in the other sectors they are hardly ever used. Schools received assistance by way of farm
tools and seedlings. While the Mundemba north part seems to attract the necessary attention
for a successful work, the villages in Mundemba south felt abandoned. Neither Meka, which is
the gate to the Rumpi Hills forest reserve, nor Ndian Town received much attention in the last
years. The nursery a Meka is not used any longer and the road to Ndian Town through
Besingi, constructed by Korup Project, isin disrepair.

While the northern sector is able to complain about insufficient support from the heedquarters
(one field worker for a whole sector) and the eastern sector complains about insufficient
communication, the southern sector can hardly find any excuse outsde their own
responghilities.

Villages covered were: Meka, Ndian town, Toko, Lipenja I, Fabe and Ekundu-Kundu
(resettlement-Site).
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3.1. MEKA

a) Presentation
Population of about 500 inhabitants (450; Butcher 1997)
GSwith 150 pupils
Water sourceis a stream 500 m away
No eectricity even by generator
Cash crops. cocoa, coffee, plantations
Fruits oranges, coconuts, apples, plums, soursop, pinneapples, mangoes
Livestock: Few pigs and goets, loca fowls
NTFPs. bush mangoes, njangsanga, country onion

b) KORUP PROJECT Activities
KORUP PROJECT established one of their firgt tree nurseries here (Ms Ruth Malleson)
and Meka benefited from it to carryout tree planting dong the village road
KORUP PROJECT employed 3 village boys as drivers, but only 1is il in service there
Lectured on natural resource management and activities forbidden in the Rumpi Hills
Forest reserve
Digtributed about 36 caendarsin the village

c) KORUP PROJECT has not supplied:
Pipe-borne water and dectricity to the village as promised
Farming tools such as whedbarrows, machetes, hoes, etc. as with other villages eg.
Mobenge, Nyangwe | & I
Iron poles for god posts and sign board for the Government School. We suggest that
Korup Project should straight away reject such atrivia request which can be handled by
the PTA of the school.

NB. They indicate that KORUP PROJECT authorities are reminded about their desiderata
whenever they come to lecture the villagersi.e. twice yearly

3.2. NDIAN TOWN

a) Presentation
Mother town of Ndian Estate (PAMOL), which started in 1927
Population has dwindled to about 300 at present (250; Butcher 1997)
The government school has 200 pupils (class 7)
Water from 3 springs nearby (not pipe-borne)
No electricity, even by generator
Cash crops: cocoa, coffee
Food crops. cassava, plantains, sweet yams
Have also plum trees, oranges, pinegpples and vegetables
Livestock: goats, sheep, pigs, and fowls (al locd)
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NTFPs. Njangsanga, bush mangoes

b) KORUP PROJECT Activities
Bardly felt despite proximity to KORUP PROJECT headquarters and despite severa
requests and reminders

However, KORUP PROJECT has:

- Donated textbooks for use by teachersfor al classes of the government school
Invited the Headmaster and some teachers to KORUP PROJECT headquarters for
seminars
Digtributed about 14 caendarsin the village

¢) KORUP PROJECT has not yet
Constructed a classroom block for 4 classes despite the plans presented
Carried out improvement of and congtruction of culverts on the road to Besingi; so no
vehicdle has vidted the village since three years ago

NB. Ritiful Stuation for a village, which they fed, is the breadbasket of Mundemba, whose
government school scores 100% in the FSLC. So near to PAMOL factory and farms, to
KORUP PROJECT headquarters and to Divisonal headquarter, yet so far away because of
no road link. Yet attempt at building a baley bridge had been initisted by Community
Development. One abutment was congtructed 8 years ago with the contribution of the village
both in cash and in kind, but was unfortunately abandoned.

3.3. TOKO

a) Presentation
- Headquarters of Toko Didtrict in Mundemba Sub-Divison
Population of about 1000 inhabitants (350; Butcher 1997)
Nearby government primary school has 215 pupils. Also, a Government secondary school
exig upto class 2
Didtrict Office and Gendarme Post in same temporary structure
Rurd Council office under congtruction with wood
Water source: two springs about 300 m away
Have avillage generator. Villagers supply cables for their houses if they need it
Cash crops: coffee, cocoa
Food crops: plantains, bananas, cassava, cocoyams
Livestock: goats, sheep, fowls, and dwarf cows
NTFPs. country onion, bush pepper, njangsanga

b) KORUP PROJECT Activities
Highly felt and gppreciated
KORUP PROJECT has congtructed a Rurd Development Centre in Toko, functioning as
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an agriculturd demongration post. The following are raised and dstributed to groups,
schools and churches: palms, pepper, cabbages, free of charge, but at subsidised rates for
individuds

KORUP PROJECT helpsto obtain chemicas and sprayers

Supplied about 20 calendars

Aided GSS with 100 benches (desks)

Aided GS Meangwe | with 30 desks, charts and over 60 textbooks for al classes
Supplied GS Meangwe | with hoes, spades, cutlasses, packet of files, 2 whed barrows,
garden forks, diggers and aroll of rope

Held educative seminarsin the Toko

Would have condructed a semi-permanent building as classsooms, but for some
contractual problems.

¢) KORUP PROJECT has however not

Undertaken the water supply voluntarily promised. In fact KORUP PROJECT darted to
dig awdl, but after digging very deep and not gtriking water, abandoned the project. After
along time, the villagers found the hole a potentia danger and <o filled it up. Discouraged,
they dared ask nothing more.

But 2 years ago, another ingtitution (Community Development Department?) started a water
supply by gravitation. The water tanks at the catchment have been built, but no deivery pipes.
Work has been abandoned.

d) They would like KORUP PROJECT to:

Backfill the culverts on the main road
Continue road congtruction to IJOWE, which would link them faster with Kumba.

34. LIPENJAI

a) Presentation

Population of about 590 inhabitants (500; Butcher 1997)
Has a GS with 150 pupils (Class 7)

Water source is a stream about 1 km away, not pipe-borne
No eectricity. Village generator in disrepair

Has a hedlth Centre dating back to 1929

Cash crops. coffee, alittle cocoa

Food crops: Cassava, bananas, cocoyams, alittle of plantains
Livestock: njangsanga, country onion, bush pepper

b) KORUP PROJECT Activities

Condructed therr officein the village. Y et to be completed

Renewed the roof of the Hedlth Centre

Dug and roofed atoilet for the GS. No walls yet

Supplied benches and agric tools (whedlbarrow, cutlasses, hoes and file) and charts,
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jersey and calendars to the government school

Supplied farming tools (cutlasses, hoes, pick axes, spades, headpans, wheelbarrows and
files) to the village

Held seminars with villagers and school on forest management

They are happy with KORUP PROJECT

¢) But KORUP PROJECT should
Complete ther office and taff it
Put walsto the school toilet
Improve the road to the village which they, the villagers, constructed manualy

35. FABE

a) Presentation
Population of about 160 inhabitants (175; Butcher 1997)
Class 6 government School with about 70 pupils
No pipe-borne water. Source isa spring 200 m away
No electricity
Cash crops are cocoa and coffee
Food crops: bananas, plantains, cassava, cocoyams, Sweet yams
Livestock: goats, pigs, fowls
NTFPs. bush mango, shell nut, cola nuts, cashew, monkey cola, njangsanga, country onion
and bush pepper
Fruits. oranges, paw-paw, apples, plums

b) KORUP PROJECT Activities
Happy with KORUP PROJECT and have postively felt their presence
Provided road link to Mundemba, with good culverts and especidly the bridge over River
Mana
Built the two classrooms so far available in the school. In fact KORUP PROJECT darted
the school
Supplied teachers' textbooks for classes 1-3 and aso charts and calendars (20)
Supplied farm tools (hoes, wheelbarrows, diggers, spades and cutlasses)
Headmaster of GS and teacher often invited to seminars in Mundemba. One seminar was
currently on
Repaired their primary Hedth Post that was damaged by a falling tree, and supplied some
drugs. However, the Hedlth Pogt is now in-operationd for lack of funds.

¢) However, they would like KORUP PROJECT to
Complete the school building to enable each class occupy aroom (Class 1 —7)
Revive their Hedlth Post
Assg them with a cocoa oven
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Improve ther living standards to match that of the resettled population (Ikundu Kundu 1)
who are occupying their land.

3.6. EKUNDU_KUNDU (Resettlement-site) (IKONDO KONDO)

Ekundu-Kundu (or Ikondo-Kondo) is avillage that was in the process of resettling during our
vigt in January 2000. The information given is not representative, because we hardly found any
villagers in the resettlement Ste. The ones who were there were mostly members of the task-
force for resettlement. Our limited time did not alow us to vist the old Ekundu Kundu in the
park and adso other villagesin the park. The insufficient information can be updated by reading
Ikondu Kondu a detailed socio-economic survey (Schmidt-Soltau 1999) and an forthcoming
evauation report.

a) Presentation
A pilot resettlement village
Population of about 50 inhabitants
School pupils of about 25 (Classes 1 -5)
Pipe-borne water, village hal, hedth post

b) KORUP PROJECT Activities
KORUP PROJECT has changed their way of living. Different structures are available:
Ekpe hal, Community hal, living houses, a hedlth post and a school. Some said that they
are better than in the old village
Traned some youths in building, carpentry and tile manufacturing, to meke them
independent.
Supplied pipe-borne water
Supplied planting materids free of charge: pears, pams, plums, oranges, plantain suckers
€tc.
Supplied yearly farming tools cutlasses, files, spades, pickaxes and whedbarrows
irregularly

¢) Would like KORUP PROJECT to:
Complete congtruction of school to class 7 so that the school has aroom per class
Supply dectricity by generator
Make the Hedlth Post functional
Before leaving us in the care of GoC, they grade the road to and in the village

4, RESULTSOF THE VILLAGE TO VILLAGE SURVEY



1
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Andyss of the declaration of the interviewed communitiesindividuads as to what
KORUP PROJECT has redised for them, gives the following placing in descending
order:

Supplied textbooks, charts, maps etc.

Lecture to communities on environmenta conservation

Congtruction/Improvement of socid infrastructure; schools, water supply, hdls, hedth

centres

Sponsor teachers to seminars

Assgance in supplying farm equipment

Assgance in planting materid

Assgancein livestock breeding

Build/Improve roads, bridges, culverts

Etc.

As regards what KORUP PROJECT promised to do but failed the following order
(descending) is observed:

Falled to congtruct village hal

Failed to congtruct/improve roads, bridges, culverts

Failed to supply pipe-borne water

Failed to assigt in livestock breeding

Failed to improve school building

Etc.

As regards what they would like KORUP PROJECT to do for them (new requests)
Improve school building
Congtruct/improve roads, bridges, culverts
Supply water
Improve hedlth post
Congruct community hall
Etc.

These anayses enable deduce/conclude from the declaration of the communities that:

1.

2.

KORUP PROJECT has made quite an afford to raise the environmental awareness
among the communities. A very great number of villages in al the sectors were educated
on environmental conservation, including schools and their teachers through lectures,
seminars and educative materid, but the education was not sustainable. As soon as pupils
and students are forced to earn their living in and from the forest, they seem to abandon
their former knowledge. Another evidence for that could be seen in the fact, that the
villagers only mentioned lectures and seminars after guiding questions. "Have they not
taught you something?' To which the reply: "Oh, you mean that one? Yes they used to
lectureuson ... giveus... cal us(teachers) to seminars, etc ..."

Improvement of the living sandards and economic conditions of the communities has not
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made the expected impact. Not only do the redlisations in this aspect appear lower in the
ranking, but also the promised projects and activities that KORUP PROJECT failed to
carryout, and those that the village would like KORUP PROJECT to ass in carrying
out, are of the nature to improve their living conditions.

Kindling environmental awareness, carrying environmental education, etc... are essentia for
the success of the project in the bong term, especialy as concerns the youth and above all
pupils and sudents. It isin line with the proverbid: teaching a man to fish and not giving him
fish. However, the facts from the survey indicate that Korup Project has not created the
expected impacts on the communities.

According to the survey, it is concrete long-lasting things that create an impact: water flowing
in the village, a village hal, a dlassroom, a road, good bridges and culverts, etc. When these
are started and completed, that makes an impact. Promising, tickling their interest and raising
their expectationsis as bad as abandoning a project already started.

A careful look a the results of the interviews show that some sectors are better off than
others, and within a specific zone, some villages have it better than others. E.g.:

The southern sector would gppear to have the lion’s share (proximity obliges perhaps),
but within this zone Meka and Ndian Town are the neglected villages.

In the northern sector, there is a genera fedling of abandonment since the desth of the
former KORUP PROJECT officer, but Ndebaya village is well off.

In generd, activities geared towards improving the living standards of the communities would
also gppear to have been carried out in away to arouse petty jedousies amongst the villages.
Some villages indicated that they had no idea that they could solicit Korup Project assstance
(Mbenyan, Ebanga).

The question thus arises whether Korup Project has any adopted approach towards
assisance in the Support Zone; whether a community must invite Korup Project to come and
help; whether Korup Project can on their own and in the line with its policy of development in
the Support Zone, identify projectsin participation with the people and execute them.

Findly, experiences gained during the survey tour show the need for Korup Project to clean its
public image and improve on its public relaions.

According to the document "Korup Project Plan for Developing the Korup National Park and
its Support Zones' (Master-Plan - Appendix 9.1), the Project Manager "'has the respongbility
of ensuring that the project maintains good relationship with the population in and around the
Nationd park. He has dso to ensure hat the rura development component of the project
proceeds on schedule, and is of benefit to the loca community”.

The interview results have indicated that Korup Project achievements so far have not impacted
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on the communities as expected, especialy in the northern and eastern sectors. Furthermore, a
few public relations failures have helped to dilute the achievements made,

The respongbility rests on staff who execute their duties with aoofness, lack of human touch,
incompetible with agents of intervention in the rurd world:

It is a staff problem thet there is no continuity of Korup Project action. A Saff is
transferred, retrenched or dies with his ideas and projects. Hisher successor starts a
new page (Ekok, Mbakem).

It is a staff (ir)respongibility if the peoplée's problems, however trivid, are not listened
to and looked into, to find solutions in concert with loca adminidrative authorities,
and, faling which, channelled to Korup Project headquarters (e.g. buffalo destruction
in Eyumojock).

KORUP Project gtaff lack human touch not to vist a farm purportedly destroyed by
eephants, worse gill when an dephant kills a villager and they do not vigt the
bereaved to condole with them (see the report on Ebanga).

Surely, Korup Project activities are geared towards the development of the people. Avoiding
to commune with them by not occupying constructed quarters and offices (Baro, Abat, Toko,
Lipenja I), or even spending a few days to works around and o interact with them, is
suggestive that Korup Project activities are againgt their interedts.

Korup Project should be open with the communities and pass fredly to them information that
concerns them, especialy changes in programmes. There are educated people in the village:
retired workers of the public and the private sector. The documented reference of the crestion
of Baro as Korup Project sub-headquarters was presented to the researchers there at Baro.
Yet they do not know why nothing has happened so far. They know and see, with aching
hearts and grudges againsgt Korup Project, how what was provided by another benefactor to
assist Baro sub-headquarters has been carted off and some of it sold to people they can
identify. Thisis negative to Korup Project.
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Appendix5: List of interviewed people

75

Quite anumber of people did not like us to indicate their name. We respect their wish.

Village/Town | Names | Quantity
Northern Sector
EKOK Mr. ATEM George Headmaster, GS
Mr. NTUI Jacob Village Chief
4 eders participated in a group
interview
EYUMOJOCK | Mr. AGBOR Atah Henry Regent
Mr. AGBOR Manaseh Ebot Principd, GHS
Mr. ENYONG Miched Etem Headmaster, GS
Mr. George Okpa Ashu Village Councilor
Mr. Ayuk Gabriel Village Councilor
In the meeting with the traditiond
council more than 30 people
participated
NDEBAYA Mr. Samuel Ntui NDUM Chief, Retired Agric. Officer
Mr. Ashu Gregory NDUM Headmaster, GS
Mr. ASHU John Repr. Local NGO (RUDEF)
3 membes of RUDEF
participated in the discusson
MBENYAN Mr. NTUI Ferdinand NDUM Village Y outh
4 membes of the traditiond
council paticipated in a group
interview
MBAKEM Mr. OBEN Tabot Daniel Regent
Mr. OBI Samue Ayuk Village Secretary
Mr. BECHEMANYOR Headmaster GS
Benjamin Ebimiako
AYUKABA Mr. TAMBE Benedict Ashu Village Chief — Agric. Merit No.
3946
Mr. Dickson OBI Vice Chairman, Trad. Council
Eastern Sector
MBINJONG Mr. EWANG Ejolle Cletus Headmaster, GS
Mr. ASHU Joh Agbor Quarter head, Farmer
Mr. J. T. OROCK Retired PAMOL Employee
Mr. DIFANG Samud Takem Former Delegate, ERNAMAC
BAKEBE Mr. EBINI Zacheria Headmaster, GS
Mr. Carl-Jones Enow ASHU Vice Chairman of Trad. Council
ASHUM Mr. AHU TANGTANG Village Chief
Mr. ASHUTABI Martin Farmer
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Mr. Gregory TATA Farmer
Mr. NKNGHO Benjamin Oben | Headmaster, GS
BARO Mr. Isaiah Tambe ARUNG Village Chief
Mr. Noah Ngoh Nkase Village Secretary
Mr. Pius GNAH Quarter head
Mr. ETA Lucas Agbor Teacher, GS
Mr. Zacharia OBENANY A
Mr. John NDIP
Mr. Stephen ESUKE
ABAT Mr. OBEN John Nemoh Village Chief
Mr. ABGOR Jacob Oben Village Councilor
Mr. ANY A Samson Obasse Quarterhead
Mr. NDIP Mathias Etta Village Assstant Secretary
Mr. OBENENGU George | Headmaster, GS
Ojong
MWANGALE | Mr. NJEMOH Thomas Village Chief
BAKUNDU Mr. Mathias Modomi Village Head
Mr. Barnabas Mutia Vice village Head
Mr. William Modimi Village Coundillor
Mr. Isah Joseph Village Secretary
Mr. Osh Moses Headmagter, GS
TOMBE Mr. OBIE Francis Village Chief
Mr. Lucas EBOKA Village Coundillor
Mr. Joseph DISONGE Town Crier
Mr. Joseph MOKOMBE Farmer
Mr. Lucas MOKOMBE Farmer
SEKAM Rev. EBONG Smon Basua Retired Pagtor, village chief
Mr. MEANGO Robert Elite, Retired Mechanic
Adminigrative Gaage,
Y aounde
EBANGA Mr. MBENG Abel Village Chief
Mr. TABI Jacob Farmer
Mr. DIFFANG Tabi lawrence | Village Councillor
(Name not given) Headmaster, GS Manyemen
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Southern Sector
MEKA Mr. Baemba Danil MOTULE | Village Chief
Mr. KEMBA Jonas Moses
Mr. Mokomi Jonas MOTULE | Village Councillor
Mr. Epaka patrick NGOMO Sec. PTA, GS
Mr. ZachariaMINDAKO Farmer
Mr. James Etambina MBIA Farmer
Farmer
NDIAN HRH NJUMA Besenge | Paramount Chief
TOWN Stephen
Mr. MBENDA John Meriki PTA Charman, GS
Mr. BESINGA Orume Councillor
Mr. John Epite NAKERI Coundillor
Mr. Peter Orume EPIE Councillor
TOKO Mr. EPIE Jonas Etune Digtrict Officer, Toko
Mr. MUKETE George Headmaster, GS Meangwe |
Mr. MALIBA Edward Eslle Chairman of Toko Vill. Council
Mme Alice Ekole Municipad Councillor
Mr. BOKUBA Alexander Village Councillor
Mr. MOKI Augustine Discipline magter, Toko Y outh
Mr. MBARA Patrick Town Crier
Mr. MALE Thomas King Maker
LIPENJA | Mr. MEKONGO Samson Village Chief
Mr. ANDU John Headmaster, GS
Mr. ANAMANI Henry Pharmacy Attendant
Mr. EKPANG peter Farmer
FABE Mr. USMANU Y akubu Village Chief
Mr. EKPOH Mamfred Village Coundillor
Mr. ORUME Stephen Village Councillor
Mr. MOKI Sopher Village Counaillor
IKONDO Mr. Awoh Danidl Presdent, Resdttlement Task
KONDO Force
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