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A_hit_l'ﬂﬂ: Wildlife bas been the beauty of game reserve and parks s tourists sttmetion centres for decades in
Nrg&r:rt._‘l'h_is had led to the rake of huge foreign eamings for the country but the damage done to amble crops by this
same wildlife has called for serious concern. The aim of this study was to analyze the wildiifc dumage o urable
farmland in Ekiti Local Government Area of Kwara State, Migena, A multi-stage sampling technique 'wis used to
select 120 respondents for the study, Data were collected through structured interview sthedule. Descriptive
statistics sueh as frequency counts and percentages while Pearson produst comelation coefficient was employed to
st the Invpotlesi. Fin-:lir-.g:-;. from this study revealed higher percenizge of male Farmers o females 4% and 6%
* respectively. About 33% of the respondents got income of N2, 000 per month while 8% earned NI | 006 -
R 1"r"l1r|1I‘_'.' It was alss fevenbed thad grealer proporion of the wﬁpr_lm'lr.nls (975} i::r:p-:ricm::.i Cro d;lm:ge
from wildlife while 13% have not experienced any damage From wildlife. Grszzutter poged most damage followed
by monkey, then bush mt while maize was the miost attacked crop followed by cassave and vam. The month of July
—El':pltlﬁbtl:' wag reveaied e the tme of the VAT walh |'||j_l;|1 |.'|..1|'n.1y whil= Hiﬂl]‘. wag the e of the |:|;I'_|.r whisri ths
damape was mostly camed owt The correlation analysiz showed that educational siatues (r= -L738, p = 0036)
mearital statos {r = 0451, p = 0.005) and howsehold size {r = 0573, p = 0.006) were sipnificant 1o the frequency of
prevenhive measures against wildhfe domape on arble furmland, However, npe (r=<0, 180, p=0.355) sex (= 250
p=0.257) secondary occupation (r=02M]), p=0.398), religion (r=-0.17, p=0:433) &nd income (r=0270, p=0453)
7 were found to be insignificant. The study therefore, recommends that the govemnmemnt should consolidate wildlifi
conmsenvafion policy by introducing more game reserves to checkmate the multiplving number of wildlife 1t
destroy valuable farm erops and create awareness compaign on poaching and indiscriminate killings:of wildlife by
the crop farmers, hunters and poachers across the couniry.
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evidence abounds that wildlife damage on
arable

Infroduction

There has been so much written

about insect damage to crops, but an area
that has received little attention within
agricultural development and conservation,
and primatological literature is that of
wildlife and the potential damage they can
cause to farmers’ arable farmland Arable
crops production is often marred by the
incursion of animal pest and this could lead
into the damage or decimation of farm yieid.
There has been hittle or no attention paid to
wildlife damage on crops particularly on
small arable farms in sub- Sahara Africa
region. Catherine (2000) however, stated

CAdefaln, L, Alausa, T.O, Kareem, O.W,
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crops is not a new phenomenon. Cenain
species of primates are very successful
including crop raiders with their extensiyve
migratary social behavior, opportumistic life
style, non-specialized and omnivorous
dietary tendancies, Primatas such as baboons
ar¢ highly adaptable and take readily to
living. alongside human in  rural or
sometimes urban and semi urban seftings
(Forthman-Quick, 1989; Gupta, 2013 and
Hoare and Toit, 1997).

Crop losses experienced by individual
farming  household or  agricultural
communities do not only create fear in the
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mind of the farmer but as such reduce the
yield and productivities of the farm. Crop
losses to wildlife are not just mere economic
losses on the fortunes of arble ecrop
farmland in the rural communities. Losses
can generale other cost to  household
members including an increasing need to
guard arable farmland which create labour
bottlenecks in certain period of the year,
disruption of schooling because children are
needed to help guard family farmland,
ncreasing risk of injury from wildlife and
an increased risk of contracting diseases if
people are required to guard their farms at
night (Hill, 2000; Naughton-Treves; ef al.,
2003 and Tchamba, 1994). Furthermore,
wild animals are fast becoming wiser to the
extent that the use of preventive measures
such as scare crow and other devices are no
longer effective in the prevention of arable
farm damage. The dearth of information on
improved prévenlive measures  apamnsl
arable farm damage by wildlife necessitates
this research. The study however, sought to
analyze wildlife damage on arable farmland
in Ekiti local povernment area of Kwara
srate.

Definition of terms
Arable Farmland: This is a land

capable of being ploughed and used to grow
crops. (Oxford, 2013)

Wildlife: This traditionally refers to non-
domesticated animal species but has come to
include all plants and fung and other
organisms which grow or live wild in an
area without being mtroduced by humans.
(Usher, 1986)

Crop damage: This is any reduction in
guantity or quality of yield that results from
injury caused by environmental factors,
chemicals, or pests

Pest: A pest is "a plant or animal detrimental
to humans or human concerns (as agniculture
or livestock production)”  alternative
meanings inclede organisins that cause
nuisance and cpidemic disease associated

Adefalu, LL., Almusa, T.O., Knreem, O.W,

volume {Bb!ﬂ-‘l.!
with high mortality (specifically: plague). In

its broadest sense, a pest is & competitor of
humanity. :

Hypothesis

Hp: There is no  significant
relationship between some selected socio-
economic characteristics of the respondents
and preventive measures apgainst wildlife
damage.

Methodology

The population for this stody
comprised arable crop farmers in Ekiti Local
Ciovernment Area of Kwara State. A multi-
stage sampling technique was employed for
the selection of respondents. The first stape
involved the purposive selection of 3
communities  where arable crops are
regularly cultivated. The second stage
involved the random selection of two
farmers’ associaion from each of the
communities and the third stage is the
random selection of 20 fammers from each
farmer’s association. The sample size of 120
respondents was used for the study
Interview schedule was utilized to clicit
information  from the respondents. The
information obtained were _processed into
data and analyzed with descriptive statistics
such as; frequency count and percentages
while  Pearson  product  correlation
coefficient was used to test the hypothesis.

Results and Discussion

Socio-economic characteristics of the
respondents
The result from Table | shows that

2.5% of the respondents were 24 years of
age and below while 15.8% were between

25-34 years. The active age of the farmers
were in the categories of 35-d44yrs (25%)
end 45-54yrs (31.7%) while 1.7% of them
were above 75 years of age. The table
showed higher percentage (64.2%) to be
male while 35.8percent were female. This
implies that the preponderance number of
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20.8% of them had secondary education, and

EJ% had tertiary education. This is a

pointer that the respondents were literates.

For secondary ‘occupation, the mg-;mt?
(31.7%) was into trading, 30.0% were
hunters and (16.7%) were civil servants.

This could be ascribed 1o various -:hn:ugu.

they had suffered from wildlife invasion on

Respondents’ experience of crop damage
by wildlife

From Table 2, the result showed that
a greater percentage (86.7%) of the
respondents has experienced crop damage
from wvarious  wildlife animals and
13.3percent have not experienced any crop
damage from wildlife. This indicates a high
magnitude of attack being experienced by
the farmers in the study area and can
seriously affect the livefihood of those
farmers.. This can also lead to increased
negative human attiude towards wildlife
with potentially pegative effects for
conservation. This finding 13 buttressed by
Gureja et al, (2005) who opined that
economic loss through wildlife is a
considerable threat to animal conservation
due to increasing resentment among the
residents that may result into retaliation.

uf thhmpdndmls hnd thima ednﬁﬂﬁn., :

The rate of crop damages done by wi
animals
Figure | revealed that |
caused to crop by wildlife we
fmmmemupm:nmhur'-
caused to maize and cassava was
severe, yam is severe, and cowpea
equally severe. Millet and sorghum
severity of antack. This unphﬁ 1
wildlife in the srea had pre fee.
particular type ofa:rt:-psamuﬂlu vi
previous research  studies  that :
anirmal species have special ll.'lm 1&
different types of cmpa and the 1&&'&13&

with Aparmna, EI;IIE whﬂ ﬂpm
seven species qf ‘dmps HIE
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Table 2: Respondents’ experience of crop damage by wildlife
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Percentage (%)

Variables Frequency
Yes 104
Mo 16

. Totul 120

86.7
133
100

Source; Field Survey, 2014
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The wildlife cansing damage to crops

The result in fpure 2 showed that
prass cutters, monkeys and bush rats were
the most dominant wildlife in the area thal
cause destruction to farmers' crops. Squirrel,
quail and rabbit caused little damage; this is
an indication that some animals preferred
some kinds of crops to another; this could be
ascribed 1o monkeys that usually move in
group whenever they want 1o inflict damage
on farm crops. This research finding 15
buttressed by DBrian ef al, 2005 who
confirmed that small mammals such as fox
squirrels, ground squirrels, rabbits, birds and

Adefalu, L.L. Alausa, T.O., Kareem, OW,
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other wildlife in that category had little
effect on farmers' crop field. Woodroffe et

" al., (2005), Chauhan and Singh, (1990) and

Naughton-Treves, (1997) also attested that

riding” by Asian elephant (Elephas

maxins) and African elephant (Loxodonta

afvicana) leads to visibly obvious damage

over a measurable area whereas sialler to
mediom sized bherbivores like, blackbuck
(Antilope cervicapra), nilgai (Boselaphus
tragocamehas), chitel (dxiz axis), wild pig
(Sus scrofa) etc. may chew or nibble some
specific parts of a plant such that the damage
is not obvious at a glance but yields can be
affected significantly.
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Figure 2! Showing the wildlife causing damage to the crops

Dilferent preéventive taken

against wildlife damage

MeASUres

Traps and snare were said to be the
best and the most commonly used
preventive measures against wild ammals’
damage and this is so because if they are

caught, they serve as food to the farmers. °

Also, hunting was the sccond most used
measurc which explains why good
percentage of the farmers™ secondary
occupation is hunting in the study area, This

finding is at variance with that of Apama °

(2013) who stressed that the use of a variety
of control technigues is essential since the
offending species can become accustomed

Adefalu, LL., Alsusa, T.O, Kareem, OW,

te a single method over a long penod of
time. As a result of this fact, traps and snare
may not be effective as expected to mitigate
wildlife damage on the farm. Sitati er al.,
{2005} also confirmed in their study that
destructive measures such as traps can Kill
or injure animals. Abhijeet of al., (2016} also
supported that patterns of damages caused
by different herbivores can be substantially
different and cstimating them using a single
method may not be possible or realistic.
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Table 3: The expectsd yield (kg) per acre of land of the respondents
Variables Frequency Percentage (%)
< 50 16 ]
31-100 B0 [
101-150 7 125
v > 151 3 2.5
Total 120 100
Source, Field survey, 2014
The expected yield per acre of land of the control pests) H-TI.'I:.- this help in raising the
respondents tonnage expected from the farm but the
relatively few species that feed on crops,
The result showed that 66.7% of the stored feed or livestock can cause yield
respondents were expecting nothing less losses, livestock losses and damape to farm
than 100kg as 8.3% were expecting less than produce if precautionary measures arc not
S0kg per acre. This implies that the taken.
expeciation of farmers is very high on farm
output and could be devastating when their The respondents’ yield after the damage
hopes are dashed through wildhfe damage. by wildlife
However, interactions between wildlife and
agricultural activities can at times result in The result i Table 4 indicated that
severe damage to agricultural products that 50% of the respondents had 51-100kg of
may bring out low yield. Conover (2002) in produce after recorded damage {rom
his study opined that most wildlife species wildlife. It is therefore, clear that the actual
have a benign or even beneficial effect on yield harvested do not match the expected
agriculture (e.g. songbirds and raptors help yield. This could be deduced that the
Adefalu, L.L, Alausa, TO, Kareem, O.W., 102  Anpalysis of Wildlife Damapge on Arable
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d:um?gl: done 1o crops. by wildlife
significantly lowered the Tﬂﬁpnm:l-cnl::-'.' viclds
cxpected. This is in congruent with the
finding of Conover (2002) who estimated in
terms of economic losses that most of the
People whose farming activities are often
impacted by the presence and abundance of
wild animal species are the resource pooT

local subsistence farmers, Mathur el af,
(2015) equally concluded in their findings
that agricultural lands close to protected
arcas often face crop raiding by wild
herhivores, which can be a serious problem
for farmers whose livelihoods depend on
agricultural produce.

Table 4: Respondents’ vield (kg) after the da mage by wildlife

Variables ~ Frequency Percentage (%)
<30 40 L2

51-100 o0 SOk

107-=150 12 10.0

=151 8 6.7

Total 10 100

Source; Field survey, 2014
Different time of the day wildlile attacked farmers® erops

As depicted i figure 4, most damage is
done in the night followed by the evening
while the least damage is done in the
moming which could be as a result of the
*presence of the farmer on the farm every

literaiures that some fanmpers used 1o put on
their radios while working on the farm
during the day to make farm work more
enjoyable by listening to  different
enlertainment programmes, music eic,, ths

moming. This shows the wildlife was not
altacking the farm crops when the farmers
“were working on the farms. This implies that
some animals are nocturmal, that is, very
“active at night when nobody present in the
farm to unleash damage on farmers crop
ficld. It is also evident from the previous

plays a vital role in scaring the waldlife away
from the vicinity and that is the reason why
some of these wildlife invade such farms in
the night when farmers are already having
bed rest.

Adefalu, LL., Alwsa, T.O, Karcem, OW,
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Figure 4: Showing different periads of the day wildlife attacked farmers” crops

Result of tested Hypothesis

The correlation analysis showed that
marital status {r = 0451, p = 0.015),
household size (r = 0.578, p = 0.006) and the
preventive measures against wildlife damage
were  positively  sipnificant  except
educational status (r = -0.738, p = 0.026)

Table 5: Hypothesis testing

which was negatively significant. Therefore,
the null hypothesis which stated that, there is
no significant relationship between selected
SOCI0-CCONOMIc characteristics and ¢
preventive measures against wildhife demage

1s rejected.

Variabics Coeflicient (r)

_P-value
Marital stamus 0451 0.015%
Educational stafus -0.738 Q.026**
Secondary occupation  (1.220 0.398
Household size 0.578 (0,006 +
**Correlation IS significant at 0,05 (2-tailed)

Adefalu, LL., Alaysa, T.O, Karcem, O,

Aderinoye-Abdulwahab, 5.4 Dolapo, TA. and Adeove, D.D.
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It iS ﬂﬂt&d ﬁ'qm ﬂ'IE fi z
3 Ore
the major species of wild an Eoing that

imals causin
damage 1o Crops on argble farmland arf

categorized a5 least concern by the IUCN
HDWEWF,I it is Important for wirqj[iﬁ_l-
I.':'I:JH:EL:F_\'-MLI}J'I and extension agencies 1o
periodically chgage local farmers in
community-wide conservation  edueation
with special reference 1o endangered animal
I their communities, The focus of the
conservation education should be to prevent
attack againsg endangered wildlife SPECIES
and  their  hahbitar, Farmers in  areas
susceptible to wildlife da

amage of their
armble farmland should alse cultivate less

aliractive crops such as chili and other
capsicum species as hedge plants. It is
important for conservation and extension
agencies and local farmers to jointly review
all opticns to mitigating  human-wildlifs
conflice wherever they ocour in order to
raise tolerance for wildlife encounters
among affected households.
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