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Abstract Community participation which is a bottom-up approach by which communities are actively involved in
projects to solve their own problems, has been touted by various stakeholders as a potent approach to ecotourism
development since it ensures greater conservation of natural and cultural resources, empowers host communities and
improves their socio-economic well-being. While many ecotourism projects have been developed in or near protected areas
such as forest reserves, such projects sometimes exclude the local communities who depend on the natural resources in those
areas. The major objective of this study was to investigate the nature and extent of participation of local communities in
ecotourismdevelopment and management in the Bobiri Forest Reserve and Butterfly Sanctuary (BFRBS). Data for the study
was collected from residents, members of traditional councils and members of forest management committees of the three
communities adjoining the forest reserve namely Krofofrom, Kubease and Nobewam. Results of the study indicate that
community involvement is elusive to a greater majority of the people and this is attributed to the low level of the forest-fringe
communities’ involvement in the project though some community members had derived modest benefits. The communities
can therefore be placed at the level of induced participation on Tosun’s (1999) typology which tallies with degrees of
tokenismon Amstein’s (1969) typology. The study has both policy and research implications relating to the achievement of
sustainable tourism development at the host community level.

Keywords

Community Participation, Ecotouris m, Development, Local, Project

1. Introduction

Ecotourism is a form of tourism widely considered as an
opportunity for local people to derive positive
socio-economic benefits from tourism development whilst
conserving forests. According to[l], rural ecotourism
development can help sustain viable rural communities and
at the same time meet the needs of a new breed of tourists.
This is because unlike conventional tourism, ecotourism
thrives in relatively untouched natural environments
commonly found in rural areas and does not make huge
demands on investments in facilities and infrastructure.

Also, in the area of forest conservation and management,
community involvement or participation in ecotourism
development has become a viable tool aside tradi tional
methods such as law enforcement, control of timber
extraction and preservation of endangered species. Thus
community participation in ecotouris m development could

* Corresponding author:

ikmensah@ucc.edu.gh (Ishmael Mensah)

Published online at http://journal.sapub.org/tourism

Copyright © 2013 Scientific & Academic Publishing. All Rights Reserved

be seen as both a conservation and developmental tool.
Drumm[2] defines community participation in ecotourism
development as ‘ecotourism programs, which take place
under the control and with the active participation of local
people who inhabit or own a natural attraction’. Through the
involvement of host communities, tourism can generate
support for conservation among such communities as long as
they derive some benefits[3].

Forests in Ghana are gradually disappearing. There was a
two percent (135, 000 ha) loss of forest annually from 1990
to 2000 in Ghana[4]. In view of this there have been some
interventions by both the Forestry Commission as well as
Non-Governmental Organizations (NGOs) such as the
Nature Conservation Research Centre (NCRC) aimed at
promoting the conservation of forests through community
participation in ecotourism develop ment and management in
some forest-fringe communities such as those around the
Bobiri Forest Reserve and Butterfly Sanctuary (BFRBS).

1.1. The Context

BFRBS is one of the ecotourism sites designated by the
Forestry Research Institute of Ghana (FORIG). Covering an
area of 54.6sq. Km (21.1 sq. Miles), it is the largest reserve
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in terms of total land area, administered by FORIG and one
of the most beautiful forest reserves in West Africa. The
reserve was created in 1939 when it was still an unexp loited
primary forest and falls within the Tropical Moist
Semi-Deciduous Forest Zone. It lies between latitude 6° 40”
and 6° 44°” north of the equator and longitudes 1° 15> and 1°
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22> west of the Greenwich. It hosts the Bobiri Forest
Arboretum with about 100 indigenous tree species, 120 bird
species and the Bobiri Butterfly Sanctuary with about 340
butterfly species as well as the Bobiri Guest House. The
BFRBS is also rich in biodiversity, with 80-100 plants
species per acre.
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Figure 1.

Map of Bobiri Forest Reserve Showing the Study Areas.
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In 1995, when FORIG realized that the Bobiri Forest was
very rich in butterfly species, it created a butterfly sanctuary.
Later, the possibility of turning the reserve into an
ecotourism site without compromising its ecological
integrity was also considered, culminating in the creation of
an ecotourism development plan for the reserve in 1997.
BFRBS was also included in a national ecotourism project
known as the Community Based Ecotourism Pro ject (CBEP)
in 2001, alongside 13 other sites in Ghana[5]. FORIG
together with several other organisations, notably Nature
Conservation Research Centre (NCRC), Ghana Tourism
Authority (GTA) and US Peace Corps, made a joint effort
under the CBEP to improve the existing infrastructure at
Bobiri and also organised workshops forthe commun ity with
funding from the United States Agency for International
Development (USAID). The purpose of the CBEP was to
create opportunities for rural communities to earmn income
and create tourism-related jobs through the conservation of
local ecosystems and culture. FORIG also recommended the
formation of the Friends of Bobiri Forest (FOBF) to support
the development of ecotourism in the Bobiri Forest Reserve.
On 34 February 2005, FOBF was duly inaugurated with the
aim of supporting the development of ecotourismto improve
the wellbeing of the local people and conserve the
environment in the long-term.

As a result of these interventions, visitor arrivals to the
BFRBS increased at an average annual rate of 11.7 percent
from 2002 to 2004. During the same period, visitor arrivals
increased from 1,470 to 1,650. However, during the same
period, tourist revenue declined from [142.7 million to
[J15.4 million, recording a negative growth of 32.2%][6].
BFRBS is however considered one of the brightest spots in
tourism development in the Ashanti Region, and in
recognition of this, it was awarded Outstanding Tourist
Support in 1999 and Visitors Attraction ofthe Year in 2001
by the Ashanti Regional Office of the Ghana Tourism
Authority[7].

The reserve is surrounded by six communities as indicated
in Figure 1, however, this study was conducted in the three
communities of Krofofrom, Kubease, and Nobewam because
they are the three main points of entry to the BFRBS. The
local inhabitants of the study area are predominantly farmers
who belong mainly to the Ashanti tribe. The three villages
selected for the study fall under the paramountcy of the
Juaben stool, the royal custodian of the land.

The three villages are considered to be rural since they
each have apopulation of less than 5000[8]. The populations
of Kubease, Krofoforom and Nobewam are 1787, 525 and
3177 respectively[8]. Though population growth rate of the
district where these communities are located is 2.5%, the
communities lack basic amenities and services such as public
toilets, water, clinics and waste management systems.
Agriculture is the mainstay of these rural economies,
emp loying about 68.2% of the people[9].

While many ecotourism projects have been developed in
or near protected areas such as forest reserves, in some
instances the local communities who depend on the natural

resource in those areas have been excluded from such
projects[10]. Ecotourism development is often imposed from
the national level with local communities excluded fromthe
planning, preparation and implementation phases of
ecotourism development projects[11].

Exclusion of people in host communities from ecotourism
development could hamper their socio-economic developm
ent and the sustainable management of natural and cultural
resources expecially in view of the fact that the natural
resources are their main source of livelihood.

This study therefore sought to examine the nature and
extent of community participation of local communities in
ecotourismdevelopment and management in the BFRBS.

2. Conceptual Framework and
Literature Review

This section looks at the typologies of community
participation as well as a review of the literature on rationale
and benefits of community participation in ecotourism
development.

2.1. Typologies of Community Participation

The concepts of community involvement and communica
tion participation which are one and the same thing, have
received considerable academic interest. However,
Armstein’s[12] seminal work, Ladder ofParticipation has
often served as a useful reference point. Amstein[12]
recognized that there are different levels of citizen
participation, ranging from manipulation or therapy of
citizens, where participation is a sham, through consultation,
to citizen control regarded as genuine participation. The
ladder of participation identifies eight levels of citizen
participation (Figure 2). According to[l12], citizen
participation is the redistribution of power that enables
have-not citizens to be deliberately included in the
developmental decision-making process. It is the “means by
which they can induce significant social reform, which
enables themto share in the benefits of the affluent society”
[12]. In this definition of participation, the most important
point is the degree of power distribution. Arnstein[12] has
conceptualized the degree of citizen participation in terms of
a ladder or typology of citizen participation comprising of
eight levels, which are classified into three categories
relative to the authenticity of citizen participation. While the
lowest category represents non participation, the highest
category refers to degrees of citizen power and the middle
category indicates degrees of citizen tokenism.

However, some of the criticisms leveled against
Amstein’s typology are that it was developed in the context
of developmental studies in general and not related to a
particular sector of an economy[ 13]; it does not specifically
deal with tourism development[14]; and it provides
misleading results within a developing country context[15].
Tosun’s[16] Model of Community Participation (Figure 2)
however, is situated within the context of community
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participation in tourism development. It considers
community participation as a categorical term that allows
participation of people, citizens or a host community in their
affairs at different levels (local, regional or national).

8  Citizen Control
Delegated
7 D
power . .egreesof — Spor.lt.ane(.)us
. citizen power participation
6  Partnership
5 Placation
4 Consultation Degrees of - Induced
3 Informing citizen tokenism participation
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1 Manipulation Non-participation ) participation
Tosun’s (1999)
Arnstein’s (1969) typology of community typology of
participation. community
participation.

Source: Tosun (2006)
Figure 2. Nomative Typologies of Community Participation

Tosun[16] classifies community participation into three
types namely; spontaneous participation, coercive participat
ion and induced participation. It is a useful framework for
analyzing the extent of community participation in an
ecotourism venture like the BFRBS.

Spontaneous participation in Tosun’s model corresponds
to degrees of citizen power in Amstein’s typology. It
represents an ideal mode of community participation because
it provides full managerial responsibility and authority to the
host community. Induced community participation in
tourism development tallies with degrees of citizen tokenism
in Amstein’s typology. With this, the host community is
allowed to have a say in the tourism development process,
but they do not have the power to ensure that their views are
taken into account by more powerful actors such as
governmental agencies, multinational companies and
international tour operators. This is the most common
situation in most developing countries where host
communities merely endorse decisions regarding tourism
development made for them rather than by them[13].
Induced participation is top-down, passive and indirect.

Coercive participation is manipulated and contrived as a
substitute for genuine participation. It represents the lowest
echelon of the ladder of participation. It is equal to
manipulation and therapy in Amstein’s typology. With this
type of participation, the real motive is not to enable people
to participate in the tourism development process but rather,
to enable those who wield power to educate or cure host
communities so as to avert potential and actual threats to
tourismdevelopment. Though some decisions may be taken
to meet the basic needs of host-communities by consulting
local leaders, the actual motive is to reduce the potential
socio-political risks associated with tourism develop ment.

2.2. Rationale and Benefits of Community Participation
in Ecotourism Development

Simons[17] is of the opinion that involvement of a
community in any ecotourism project is vital for the overall
success of that project. Brohman[ 18] supports this assertion
and advocates for community participation as a tool for
solving the problems of ecotourism in developing countries.
For community participation to meet the expectations of a
local community,[13] observed that the local community
needs to be part and parcel of the decision-making body
through consultation by elected and appointed local
government agencies orby a committee elected by the public
specifically for developing and managing ecotourismin their
locality.

Participation of host communities in ecotourism
development and management could range from the
individual to the whole community, including a variety of
activities such as employment, supply of goods and services,
community enterprise ownership and joint ventures[19].
According to[20], it is important to note that community
participation in decision-making is not only desirable but
also necessary so as to maximize the socio-economic
benefits of ecotourism for the community.

It is widely acknowledged that through community
participation, host communities can participate in the
decision-making process ([21],[22],[23],[24]). Moreover,
one of the key underlying principles of ecotourism is that
local communities must participate in tourism decisions if
their livelihood priorities are to be reflected in the way
ecotourism is developed ([20]). Engaging host communities
in the decision-making process makes the planning process
more effective, equitable and legitimate, since those who
participate are representatives of the whole community and
therefore project collective interests as well as those of their
own group[25].

Cater[26] identifies revenue sharing, entrepreneurship and
emp loyment as well as sale of tourist merchandise as the
forms in which community involvement in ecotourism could
manifest. Ecotourism is more beneficial to local
communities because it is more labour intensive and offers
better small-scale business opportunities[27]. Since
ecotourismtakes place in the community, it is thought to be
one of the best placed sources of employ ment opportunities
for local communities, including women and the informal
sector ([23],[27]). Community participation provides
emp loyment opportunities, as small business operators take
advantage ofabundant natural and culturalassets available in
communities in developing countries to produce ecotourism
products and services, including handicrafts[27]. Tosun[22]
stressed that community participation through employment
in the tourism industry helps local communities not only to
support development of the industry but also to receive
economic and other benefits.

Tosun[22] further emphasized that in many developing
countries community participation through employment of
people in the industry or through encouraging them to
operate small scale businesses, helps local communities to
get more economic benefits rather than just creating
opportunities for them to have a say in decisions made on
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tourism development. Participation in tourism through
emp loyment has more direct impacts on the lives of poor
households, it helps to curb poverty at the household level by
diverting the economic benefits of tourism directly to the
family level[20].

Mbaiwa and Stronza[28] in a study of ecotourism among
indigenous communities in the Okavango Region in
Botswana found out that ecotourism had become the main
source of livelihood of the members of those communities.
Traditional livelihood activities that damaged the
environment such as hunting, gathering, livestock, and crop
farming had been replaced by ecotourism. Also, in a
comprehensive study of ecotourism in Belize by[29] they
found out that, all the local communities benefited
significantly from tourism in the protected areas nearby by
selling handicrafts and by providing accommodation and
other services to tourists. However,[30] in a study on
pro-poor tourismin the Kakum National Park Area of Ghana
found out that residents had modest direct socio-economic
benefits from tourism and that they gained more from
associated interventions than from tourism.

Other benefits associated with community participation in
ecotourism are; conservation of natural and cultural
resources ([31],[32]); empowerment of host communities
([331],[1]); and tourists’ appreciation and understanding of
local cultures[31].

Despite the benefits associated with community
participation, it is rarely found in developing countries[22].
Dei[21] reported of discontent in some communities
surrounding the Kakum National Park, as a result of their
exclusion fromthe operations of the park. Li[23], in a study
on community decision-making participation in tourism
development in Sichuan Province, China, pointed out that
there was weak local involvement in the decision-making
process yet local communities received satisfactory benefits
from tourism. He therefore concluded that integration of
local communities into the decision-making process is not a
final goal in itself but only one of the many ways through
which community participation can be achieved.

Also, the mode of distribution of the benefits of
ecotourism engenders unfairness and inequalities among
stakeholders ([34],[35]. He et al.[35] in a study in China,
found out that the majority of economic benefits in three key
ecotourism sectors namely, infrastructural construction,
hotels/restaurants and souvenir sales went to stakeholders
outside the local community. Mo wforth and Munt[34]have
also estimated that the proportion of total gross revenues
from ecotourism that stays in the host community to be as
low as 10 percent in certain countries, including Bahamas
and Nepal.

3. Methodology

The target population for the study were the residents of
the six communities that fringe BFBS. However, three

communities namely Krofofrom, Kubease and Nobewam
were purposively selected for this study because they are
entry points to the BFBS. A combination of both probability
and non-probability sampling procedures were employed.
According to[26] a community is not a homogeneous
construct which means that there will be marked
discontinuities socially, sectorally, spatially and temporally.
Therefore, the population of the three communities was
divided into three categories and a sample drawn from each.
The categories were chiefs and elders, committee members
and the general public. Chiefs, elders and committee
members were purposively selected whilst the general public
was randomly selected. The sample size of 168 included 12
chiefs and elders, six committee members and 150 of the
general public from the three communities.

The questionnaire employed for the study was divided
into five main sections namely socio- demographic
characteristics of respondents, community awareness of
ecotourism, level of community involvement, community
involvement in forest reserve management and benefits of
ecotourismto the communities.

Fieldwork was undertaken in January, 2011 by
administering the questionnaires to local residents in selected
households. The questionnaire had to be administered
because the majority of respondents had limited literacy and
could not complete the questionnaires on their own.
Traditional leaders were contacted in the chiefs’ palaces and
permission sought from them before the fieldwork
commenced. At the end ofthe fieldwork 168 residents were
interviewed in the three communities. Data collected from
the field was analyzed using the Statistical Product for
Service Solution (SPSS) Version 16.

4. Findings

4.1. Socio-demogr aphics Characteristics

Table 1 shows that out of the total of 168 respondents
surveyed, there were slightly more females (51.8%). About
one-third of the respondents (34.5%) were more than 50
years while the age group with the least number of people
was those less than 20 years who accounted for 3.6% of the
respondents. About 70% had acquired basic education and
only 3.6% had completed tertiary level education. There was
therefore a general low level of education in the communities.
The majority of respondents (81.5%) were self- employed
with only 6.5% being unemployed. This could be due to the
fact that the three communities are rural with the dominant
economic activity being subsistence farming which is typical
of forest-fringe communities.

4.2. Level of Community Awareness and Involvement in
Ecotourism

About 70% of respondents were aware of the existence of
the BFRBS ecotourism project, an indication that residents
of the three communities were largely aware of the
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ecotourismproject. However, barely a quarter of respondents
(25.6%) indicated that they knew about FOBF as shown in
Table 2. The fact that a lot of local residents were not aware
of FOBF, calls to question the efforts of FORIG at
marshalling local support for ecotourism development so as
to protect the forest reserve. In spite of the high awareness of
the BFRBS ecotourism project, nearly half of respondents
(49.4%) had never been to the project site.

Table 1. Socio- demographic Characteristics

Characteristics Frequency Percent
Sex
Male 81 482
Female 87 51.8
Total 168 100
Age
Below 20 years 6 36
20 -29 years 29 17.3
30 -39 years 39 23.2
40 - 49 years 36 21.4
50 years and above 58 34.5
Total
Educational level 168 100
Basic
117 69.6
Secondary 24 14.3
Tertiary
None 6 36
Total 21 12.5
ota 168 100
Occupation
Unemployed 1 65
Self —employed
137 81.5
Employed by government
Employed by private 8 48
sector ! 42
5 30
Retired
Total 168 100

Though there was a relatively high level of awareness of
the BFBS ecotourism Project, the same could not be said
about their participation in the ecotourism project.
Simons[17] is of the opinion that involvement of a
community in any ecotourism project is vital for the overall
success of that project. The fact that only 22% of
respondents indicated that they were actively involved in
the ecotourism project should therefore be a cause for
concern. Those who indicated that they were involved
mentioned the areas of involvement as decision-making
(41%) and forest boundary clearing (55%). Only 4% were
involved in benefits sharing (Figure 3). In terms of
management, barely 17.7% indicated that they were
involved in the management of the BFRBS. This shows that
there is low level of community involvement in the BFRBS
ecotourism project.

In view of this, local residents were largely dissatisfied
with the levelofcommunity participation. Only 17.7% of the
respondents indicated that they were satisfied, which means
even some respondents who were actively involved in the

project were not satisfied with the level of participation.

W Decision-making

M Benefits sharing
55%

Forestboundary
cleaning

Figure 3. Areasof Community Involvement

Results of the survey indicate that for a greater majority of
respondents, community participation in ecotourism
development at the BFBS could be described as a elusive.
The predominant opinion of respondents was that they were
never involved in almost all the aspects of development and
management of the project (Table 3). One area of community
participation which was almost non-existent in the
communities was revenue sharing. In fact, 97% of
respondents indicated that there had never been an occasion
where the BFRBS authorities had shared revenue generated
from touris m with their communities and that there had not
been an occasion where part of revenue generated from the
BFRBS ecotourism project had been used to develop
infrastructure in their communities. This is rather ironic
because one of the rationale for community participation in
ecotourismdevelopment is to maximize the socio-economic
benefits of ecotourism for local communities[20] as
exemplified by community participation in ecotourism
projects in Nepal and Zimbabwe[36]. Also, there was
virtually no involvement of local people in managerial
positions and even in terms of petty trading by local traders
and artisans at the project site. As many as 95.1% of
respondents indicated that local people never occupied
managerial positions whilst 94.5% were also of the view that
local traders and artisans were not allowed to do business at
the project site. Only 13.4% of respondents indicated that
local people were sometimes employed by the ecotourism
project. Even where there was marginal involvement, it was
mainly in terms of informing and seeking the opinion of local
people. Only 14.6% and 13.6% of respondents were of the
view that local people were informed about the project and
their opinions sought respectively.

The participation of communities around the BFRBS can
therefore be conveniently placed at the level of induced
participation on Tosun’s[16] typology which tallies with
degrees of tokenism on Armnstein’s[12] typology, namely
placation, consultation and informing.
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Table 2. Respondents’ Awareness and Involvement in Ecotourism at BFBS

Community Participation in Ecotourism: The Case of Bobiri

Issue Frequency Percent

Aware of existing ecotourism project in Bobiri Forest Reserve 117 713

Ever been to the ecotourism site 83 50.6
Know about Friends of Bobiri Forest 42 25.6

Local people actively involved in the ecotourism project 36 22.0
Community involved in the management of the forest reserve 30 18.3
Satisfied with the level of community participation in ecotourism 29 17.7

Table 3. Extent of Community Involvement in Ecotourism Project inthe Bobiri Forest
Community Involvement Issues N Never  Sometimes  Often Mean Sd.
(%) (%) (%)
Informed about the project 168 83.5 14.6 1.8 1.18 0433
Opinions sought onthe development ofthe project 168 83.5 134 30 120 0468
Allowed to express concerns about the project 168 87.2 10.4 24 1.15 0423
Community interests factored into the project 168 90.2 9.1 0.6 1.10 0325
Community made part owners of the project 168 90.9 85 0.6 1.10 0318
Local people employed by the project 168 85.4 134 12 1.16 0.398
Local people in managerial positions of the project 168 95.1 49 0.0 1.05 0216
Revenue shared with community 168 97.0 30 0.0 1.03 0.172
Part of revenue usedto develop infrastructure 168 97.0 30 0.0 1.03 0.172
Local traders and artisans allowed at project site 168 94.5 49 0.6 1.06 0264
Scale: 1 = never, 2= sometimes, 3 = offen
Table 4. Benefits of Ecotourism to the Communities
Issue Frequency Percent

Ecotourism can contributeto community development 146 89.0
Community involvement has helped to minimize illegal activities in the forest 37 22.6
Community has benefited from ecotourism 20 12.2
Personally benefited from ecotourism project 9 55
Ecotourism has provided alternative livelihood activities 9 5.5

This type of participation, according to[16], is what is
commonly found in developing countries where a host
community only endorses decisions regarding tourism
development issues and such decisions are made for them
rather than by them.

Fromthe responses, informing the communities about the
project and seeking their opinions on the development of the
project had the highest mean rating (1.18 and 1.20
respectively), which shows that there is one-way flow of
information from the management of the project to the
communities, with no channel provided for feedback and no
power for negotiation. The communities also had little
opportunity to influence the project to benefit them
especially in the area of revenue-sharing which had the
lowest mean rating (Mean = 1.03).

4.3. Benefits of Ecotourism to the Communities

The benefits derived from ecotourism at BFBS reflect the
tokenism proposed by[16]. Only 12.2% of respondents
indicated that their communities had benefited fromthe

BFRBS ecotourism project whilst barely 9% of
respondents indicated that they had pemsonally benefitted
(Table 4).

This is against the background that 89% of respondents
held the view that ecotourism could contribute to community
development. The communities had high expectations of
ecotourismas a tool for socio-economic development but in
reality such expectations had not been met. The general

dissatisfaction with the contribution of ecotourism to their
socio-economic development could therefore stem from the
fact that they had high expectations which had not been met.

There was however a modicum of benefits derived by
some members of the communities from ecotourism. For the
12.2% of respondents who indicated that their communities
had benefitted from ecotourism at BFRBS, such benefits
were conservation of the forest, prestige to the local
communities, donation of books, sponsorship, provision of
sign post, tourist information centre and employ ment.

Some respondents also intimated that, some members of
the communities were initially provided training in
alternative livelihood activities such as tie-and-dye making,
snail-rearing and bee-keeping which provided jobs to the
local people to enable themto improve their well-being.

4.4. Community Participation and Perceived Benefits of
Ecotourism

A chi-square test at P * 0.05 indicated a relationship
between participation and perceived benefits of ecotourism
as shown in Table 5. For those respondents who perceived
their communities as having benefited from ecotourism, 55%
of them also held the view that local people were actively
involved in the ecotourism project compared to 45% who
held a contrary view that local people were not involved.
Also, for those who thought ecotourism had not benefitted
their communities, only 17.4% of them held the view that
local people were actively involved whereas 82.6% held the
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opposite view that local people were not actively involved.
Therefore the greater the participation of communities in
ecotourism development, the more positive the perceived
benefits of ecotourismand vice versa.

Table 5. Community participation and perceived benefits of ecotourism

Has community benefited from
ecotourism?
Yes (%) No (%)
Are local people actively | Yes 55.0 17.4
involved? No 45.0 82.6
Total 100.0 100.0

X =14.521, df= 1, p=0.000

This result is in line with assertions by[20] that
community participation in decision making is not only
desirable but also necessary so as to maximize the
socio-economic benefits of ecotourism for the community.
Since there is a low level of community participation in the
project, the communities have not maximized socio-
economic benefits fromthe project.

5. Conclusions and Recommendations

This study investigated the nature and extent of
participation of local communities in ecotourism
development and management in the BFRBS. The findings
have established that there is high level of awareness of the
ecotourism project in the forest-fringe communities. Also,
the study revealed that there is a low level of community
participation in the ecotourism project in the BFRBS. The
majority of people in the forest-fringe communities of
Krofofrom, Kubease and Nobewam were not actively
involved in almost all the activities of the project. They were
only informed about the project which shows that there is
one-way flow of information without feedback. The study
found out that the level of participation of the communities in
the ecotourism project and in the management of the forest
reserve to be at the degree of tokenism in Amstein’s[12]
typology of community participation which is congruent
with induced participation in Tosun’s[16] topology. The
study further revealed that the communities around the
BFRBS had not benefited much fromthe ecotourismproject
due to the low level of community participation in the project
except for a modicum of benefits such as donation of books,
sponsorship, tourist in formation centre and employment of
some local people.

There is the need for consensus among various
stakeholders including the Forestry Commission, FORIG,
NCRC and the communities to ensure that the communities
are fully represented on key committees tasked with the
management of ecotourism in the BFRBS to promote
community participation in ecotourism development among
forest fringe communities. There should also be fair
representation of communities and other identifiable interest
groups on such committees.

It is also important that management of the BFRBS ensure
that there is free flow of information between them and the
local communities. In order to ensure two-way flow of
information between them and the local communities,
mechanis ms should be put in place to ensure feedback from
the local communities through the medium of community
durbars and fora to help quell any rumour concerning any
decision taken by the authorities.

An essential ingredient in community participation is
capacity-building. For local people to be in a better position
to make meaningful contribution towards the development
and management of ecotourism, they must have certain key
competencies. Therefore, the Forestry Commission, FORIG
and other stakeholders should put in place measures to build
the capacity of the local people living around forest reserves
through the provision of training in management, hospitality,
tour guiding and other employable skills for the tourism
industry. They should also facilitate access to credit by local
entrepreneurs to enable them to partake in the socio-
economic fortunes of the project. Also, training of local
people in alternative livelihood activities such as art and craft
making, bee keeping, mushroom growing and grass cutter
rearing should not be seen as an end in itself but should be
integrated with the needs of the tourism industry so that there
will be a ready market for the products and services of
trainees so as to ensure the sustainability of such
interventions.

Results of the study indicate that one area of concern in
community participation in the BFRBS ecotouris m project is
revenue-sharing. It is imperative that revenue is shared
between resource managers and land owners in a transparent
and fair manner. The revenue entitlements of communities
should be made known to the general public and should be
managed by a well-constituted committee which should be
given the authority to use the community’s share of the
revenue for infrastructural development and other social
interventions.

Finally, future studies on community participation in
ecotourismdevelop ment should focus on the obstacles to full
integration and involvement of communities. This will help
find answers to what accounts for the current low levels of
community participation in ecotourism development and
management in some communities. Such findings will
inform a well-conceived policy intervention to address the
problem.
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