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Abstract
Understanding the local communities' attitudes toward

conservation areas is crucial to conservation area
management planning. However, what socio-economic and
demographic factors drive their attitude. The objective of this
study is to determine the status of awareness of Dallagaun
people and their attitudes towards wildlife and its
conservation. Survey design method was used having 126
households of that community and descriptive statistics was
used to analyze the data. Findings reveal that Community
demonstrates positive perception and attitude towards
wildlife conservation recognizing its ecological, economic,
and social value. Conservation helps maintain ecological
balance, supports future generations, and contributes to local
economic growth and wildlife-based tourism, with the highest
support (Mean: 3.92) policy
participation, actual participation in conservation programs
and willingness to volunteer are relatively lower, indicating a
gap between support and engagement, There is a clear desire
for increased community involvement in conservation

shown for inclusive

decisions, which presents a valuable opportunity to enhance
participation through benefit-sharing, and
education-driven strategies, ensuring that local voices are
central to wildlife policy and practice.
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Introduction

The assessment of individuals' perceptions and attitudes towards conservation has become an

important aspect of wildlife conservation studies (Ebua et al., 2011). Wild life conservation depends
upon attitude of people (Mir et al., 2015).Human-wildlife conflict has been one of the important
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conservation issues in the recent years, increasing human population, loss of natural habitats, and in
some cases increased wildlife population due to successful conservation programs (Messmer,
2009).Wildlife conservation and biodiversity are necessary to safeguard the maintenance of ecosystem
services and the sustainability operative of the earth system (Perrings et al., 2011). International
conservation organizations as well as national governments have formulated many policies and
programs for ecological balance through wildlife conservation (Clark,1993). Wildlife conservation in
developing countries is too challenging because Community people livelihood depends on Natural
resources (DeGeorges & Reilly, 2009). The community attitudes can govern the achievement and
failure of wildlife conservation, they have a significant impact on management decisions, government
policies and laws that are designed to protect wildlife (Weladji et al., 2003).

The World has undergone a transition in wildlife resource management from fortress
conservation to community wildlife conservation (Muboko, 2017). People of Nepal are highly
dependent on forest resources and face many challenges regarding wildlife (Shrestha et al., 2014).
People who are living near conservation protected areas may get direct experience and impact on
wildlife (Karanth & Nepal, 2012). Community People also depend on natural resources such as food,
shelter, and other ecosystem services, and the quality of their natural resources affects their daily lives
(Richardson, 2010). Rapid growth of population has increased the demand for food and natural services
in the communities around protected areas (Mcneely, 2020). The way of supporting Community is also
dependent on perceptions of the effectiveness and quality of management and governance policies,
institutions, and processes (Bennett et al., 2019). Rapid expansion of agricultural activity in and around
protected areas has split and shrunken the natural habitats of wild animals (Hansen & DeFries, 2007).
The continuous increase in the human population results in competition between people and wildlife
for shared but limited resources, which create various types of conflict (Mekonen, 2020). Conflict with
wildlife can cause direct material and economic damage such as crop-raiding, livestock predation,
property damage, human death and injury, and the reactive killing of wildlife (Gemeda & Meles,
2018a). Conflicts become extremely controversial when people are attacked by wild animals that are
endangered and legally protected. First, attacks by wildlife are life-threatening and these activities are
not acceptable to society, so people often retaliate by killing the animals involved in the conflict
(Hamman et al.,2016).

The conservation of wildlife is dependent upon on community acceptance (Mogomotsi et al.,
2020a). People’s perceptions replicate the beliefs that they got from their experiences and interactions
with a particular activity of conservation wildlife (Baird et al., 2009). People who are the residents near
conservation areas have positive social impacts on eco-tourism and with the income of tourism people
have a quality of life and good education and they develop a skill for attacking visitors (Bhatta, 2019).

Various researchers (Htay et al., 2022; Lamichhane et al., 2020; Mehta & Heinen, 2001;
Paudel et al., 2024; Pokharel et al., 2023; Shawon et al., 2025) studies on the topic related to
Community Perceptions and Attitudes towards Wildlife Conservation however there are under research
in the case of Nepal. Also, these studies do not compare with community perceptions and attitudes
between different wildlife conservation areas (Ngonidzashe Mutanga et al., 2015). Hence, this study
focuses on the understanding of Dallagaun community people towards wildlife conservation in Bardiya
National Park. This research aims to explore the perceptions and attitudes towards wildlife
conservation. To achieve the mentioned objectives, we devise the following research question.

To what extent do community people understand conservation objectives and their impact on
livelihoods in Bardiya National Park?
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Literature Review

Yellowstone is the first protected area (PA) established in the world, in 1872, as a response
from the western civilization to uncontrolled degradation of biodiversity and ecosystem services
(Andrade & Rhodes, 2012). Many protected areas have been established in the same way conventional
and exclusionary top-down approach applied at Yellowstone in 1872 (Schelhas, 2010). Many protected
areas have failed to consider other important factors, including social, cultural, and political issues
(Holmes, 2013). Frequently, communities are prohibited from extracting natural resources that are
important for their livelihoods, and in many occasions, traditional communities are removed from their
lands with suitable compensation (Fuentes, 2017).

In 1973 scientific management of Protected Areas in Nepal started when King Birendra
approved Bill the National Parks and Wildlife Conservation for establishing Chitwan National Park
(Croes, K.D. 2006). In 1980 Department of National Parks and Wildlife Conservation (DNPWC),
which is responsible for overall management of protected areas, was founded (Tiwari, 2022). Bardiya
National Parks has undergone a number of changes in terms of property rights and changes in
conservation status (Paudel, 2012). The area was first declared to be a Royal Hunting Reserve in 1969
but their regulations and policies were not enforced as strictly, thus the access to the resource was
available to members of the local community (Thapa & Chapman, 2010). and in 1988 the reserve was
upgraded to national park status and thus giving birth to the current Bardiya National Park (Thapa
Karki 2013).

Communities and Conservation

Nepal has recently started a community-based conservation approach to managing its
protected areas, as reflected in institutional, legislative, and regulatory changes (Baral & Heinen, 2020).
The Conservation Area Act of 1989 allowed creation of conservation areas in Nepal (Chaudhary,
2000). Community development conservation is promoted, and the management structure should be
Participatory based. As an extension of this approach, the Buffer Zone Management Act, passed in
1993, allowed for the management of buffer zones (Heinen & Mehta, 2000).

Human-wildlife conflict (HWC) is where humans and wildlife coexist and compete for the
same limited resources (D. K & F., 2021). In 2080/81 fiscal years total 2166 different types of HWC
casualties occurred in BNP (BNP.2023). Human-wildlife conflict is particularly prevalent where there
is a continuously growing human population, extensive habitat loss and, in other instances, where there
has been an increase in forest-cover as a result of effective conservation measures activities (Baral et
al., 2021).

Factors that Influencing Community Attitudes toward Wildlife Conservation

Although the disciplinary definition of attitude differs, research in conservation has classified
an attitude as a human evaluative response of an object in terms of favor or disfavor (Themezie et al.,
2021). The attitude of an individual rises from his or her beliefs, knowledge, experience and contacts
with the attitude thing (Albarracin & Shavitt, 2018).

Perceptions by communities of protected areas are important to determining whether
conservation succeeds or not; these influence people's behavior and attitudes towards conservation
(Abukari & Mwalyosi, 2020). Attitude work is now being useful tools for measuring public
understanding, acceptability and effectiveness of conservation interventions (Nilsson et al., 2020).
Wildlife Conservation attitudes are influenced by a number of factors both positively and negatively
(Hariohay et al., 2018). The impact of benefits in changing attitudes and mobilizing local support may
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be improved by regular contacts between the wildlife authorities and the community’s people (Moswete
et al., 2020). Socio-economic characteristics (gender, ethnicity, education, occupation, land ownership,
household income) have most often been the usual determinants in attitudes (Sanchez et al., 2016).

Reducing Conflicts between Human and Wildlife

Human wildlife conflict has been in existence for as long as human beings have existed and
wild animals together with people have shared the same lands and resources (Nyhus, 2016). Reducing
human-wildlife conflicts can assist natural resource conservation (Garshelis et al., 2020). When wildlife
attacks crop and kills livestock, farmers take revenge for their property damages. Compensation,
wildlife population control and protective methods are used to deal with human-wildlife conflicts
(Wang et al., 2024).

Methodology
Study Area

Bardiya National Park (BNP) is one of the largest protected areas in the lowland Terai
covering an area of 368 km?2 in the Bardiya districts of western Nepal (Koirala et al., 2020). The terrain
of the park ranges from 152 m to 1561 m from mean sea level (BNP, 2020). BNP provides a home to
around 61 species of mammals including tigers, leopards, rhino ceros, elephants, and spotted deer and
513 species of birds, 42 herpetofauna and 120 fishes have been recorded from the park area. The
southern end of the park extends into Khata forest corridor, connecting to Katarniaghat Wildlife
Sanctuary in India (BNP, 2020).

Madhuwan is a municipality located in Bardiya District of Lumbini Province of Nepal. The
municipality was established on 2 December 2014, when the government announced 61 more new
municipalities. This new municipality was established merging the two then VDCs, e.g. Sanoshree and
Taratal and this new municipality was named Sanoshree Taratal. On 10 March 2017, two more VDCs
Suryapatawa and Dhodhari Incorporated merged with this municipality and renamed it to Madhuwan.
Suryapatawa ward No-1 Dallagaun was selected for the study. This was a backward area of this
municipality and far from municipalities and very near from BNP. Bardiya National Park touches the
border of the municipality by north. This research is mainly based on primary data which is obtained
through household survey, direct observation. The questionnaires included close ended questions
Participants

The data was collected using the primary method. Then the data collected is computed and
interpreted based on the objectives of the Study. The participants were Community people of
Dallagaon.126 household people were. Among the 126 households 50 are male 76 Female were
respondents.

Data Collection

This research is mainly based on primary data which is obtained through household survey,
direct observation. The questionnaires included close ended questions. Research data were collected
by using the survey method and the questionnaire is divided into six sections of 20 questions.
Respondents indicate their level of agreement with each statement, allowing researchers to quantify
and analyze their community perceptions and attitudes toward wildlife conservation the subject being
studied.

Research Instrument

The main research instrument of this study is a questionnaire. It consists of three sections;

Section 1. Demographic Information, Section 2, Part A: Awareness and Knowledge of Wildlife
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Conservation Part B. Attitudes towards Wildlife and Conservation Efforts, Part C. Human-Wildlife
Conflict and Concern Part D. Community Involvement and Support for Conservation. Part E. Perceived
Benefits of Conservation.Sectionl consist of 7 questions Section 2 has 20 question close ended
questions. Respondents indicate their level of agreement with each statement, allowing researchers to
quantify and analyze their Community Perceptions and Attitudes towards the subject being studied.
Each part of the questionnaire consists of Likert scales strongly disagree, disagree, undecided, agree,
and strongly agree.
Data Analysis

The collected data from the questionnaire were computed, processed and analyzed by using
descriptive statistics.

Results

Socio-demographic factors of the respondent that influence community perceptions and
attitudes toward wildlife conservation
Table 1: Demographic Characteristics of the Survey Respondents

Variable Categories Frequency Percentage
Male 50 39.39
Sex Respondent
Female 76 60.31
18-30 28 22.22
31-40 31 24.6
Age of Respondent 41-50 31 24.6
51-60 25 19.85
61+ 11 8.73
Master 1 0.79
level of th Bachelor 5 3.97
Education level of the 12 3 6.34
respondent
10/SLC/SEE 27 21.42
Non-formal education 85 67.47
Farmer 101 80.16
) Trade/Business 10 7.94
Occupation of Respondent
Government Employee 2 1.59
Other 13 10.31
1-5 2 1.59
Length of Residence 5-10 3 2.38
Near Conservation Area 2025 11-20 8 6.34
20+ 113 89.69

Source: Field Survey, 2025
Demographic Characteristics of the Survey Respondents

Table 1 presents the demographic profile of respondents participating in the study on wildlife
conservation awareness and impact. It includes variables such as sex, age, education level, occupation,
and length of residence near the conservation area. These factors help to understand the background of
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respondents and how their personal characteristics may influence their perception of wildlife and
conservation issues. The first statement results show that Out of the total respondents, 60.31 percent
were female, while 39.39 percent were male. This indicates that females constituted the majority of the
participants. The higher participation of women suggests their active involvement in community and
household-level issues, possibly reflecting their direct experiences with wildlife.

In the second statement the result revealed that the age distribution shows that respondents
were from various age groups. The 31-40 and 41-50 age categories each represented 24.60 percent of
the total respondents, followed closely by 18—-30 years 22.2 percent and 51-60 years 19.85 percent only
8.73 percent were aged 61 years or above. This indicates that most respondents were in their
economically active and mature working age, suggesting that they are directly engaged in livelihood
activities that interact with wildlife and conservation areas. In third statement result shows the data
reveals that a majority of respondents, 67.47 percent, had non-formal education, followed by 21.42
percent who had passed 10/SLC/SEE, and only a small portion had higher education 6.34 percent with
12 pass, 3.97 percent with a bachelor’s degree, and 0.79 percent with a master’s degree. This shows
that the community is largely composed of individuals with limited formal education.

In the fourth statement the occupational data show that farming is the main source of
livelihood, with 101 respondents’ 80.16 percent engaged in agriculture. Smaller proportions were
involved in trade/business 7.94 percent, government service 1.59 percent and other occupations 10.31
percent such as labor or household work. In the last statement an overwhelming majority of
respondents, 89.69 percent had been living near the conservation area for more than 20 years, while a
few had stayed for 11-20 years 6.34 percent, 5—10 years 2.38 percent, and 1-5 years 1.59 percent. This
shows that most of the respondents are long-term residents of the area.

Overall, findings indicate the demographic data reveal that the study area is dominated by
female, middle-aged, less formally educated, and agriculturally dependent populations who have lived
near the conservation area for many years. These characteristics suggest a community that is deeply
connected to the local environment and directly affected by wildlife and conservation activities. Their
long-term residence and dependence on natural resources provide them with valuable insights into both
the challenges and benefits associated with wildlife conservation.

Table 2: Awareness and Knowledge of Wildlife Conservation

1
Statements IS)tirSc;n%e}; Disagree  Neutral  Agree Strongly Mean
%) & (%) (%) (%) Agree (%) Score
(1)
impormee otwidite 14 Mo 15
porance o AT (11.11) (62.70)  (17.46) '
conservation.
i polcios oo illis L U
3.18 15.0 .14 63.50 11.11 '
protection. (3.18) (15.07) (714 ( ) ( )
on efforts i
i e v boen el la 13 37
10.32 11.11 10.31 68.26 '
communicated. ( ) ( ) ( )« )
Ik h f
widife fundmmy : 2 B
eod Y (4.77) (2.38) (1.59)  (64.28) (26.98) '

community area.
Source: Field Survey, 2025
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Awareness and Knowledge of Wildlife Conservation

Table 2 presents respondents’ awareness and understanding related to wildlife conservation
through four key statements. In the first statement, the result revealed that 80.16 percent agree or
strongly agree that they are aware of the importance of wildlife conservation, while 14.29 percent
disagree or strongly disagree with this statement. The mean score for this was 3.80 indicates good
general awareness among respondents. The second statement revealed that 74.61 percent agree or
strongly agree on the level of understanding the laws and policy of wildlife conservation, while 18.25
percent disagree or strongly disagree. The mean score 3.64 suggests moderate understanding of wildlife
laws, with area for improvement, especially in legal literacy. Similarly, the third statement revealed
that 68.26 percent agree that conservation efforts have been well communicated with the absence of
strong agreement.10.31 percent are neutral and 21.43 percent disagree or strongly disagree suggesting
the messaging could be made more impactful or clearer. The lower mean score 3.37 points to potential
communication gaps.

Finally, the fourth findings indicated that 91.26 percent agree or strongly agree which
indicates that local community people know well-known types of wildlife found in conservation areas,
7.15 percent disagree or strongly disagree and the mean score is 4.06 showing that respondents
generally have a strong knowledge of local wildlife. The findings indicate positive perception,
awareness and Knowledge of Wildlife Conservation. Good levels of agreement on understanding
conservation laws, though less strong than other areas. Their need to communicate conservation efforts
could be enhanced for community people. Legal understanding of wildlife protection laws shows a
mild knowledge gap that could be addressed through community outreach or educational initiatives.
Respondents are familiar with local wildlife, reflecting effective community-level exposure or
education.

Table 3: Attitude towards Wildlife and Conservation Efforts

Strongl
Statements Dirs(;n%e}:: Disagree  Neutral  Agree Strongly Mean
%) & (%) (%) (%) Agree (%)  Score
0o
ildlife shoul
rr](l)tic:t:dseslelni: ft limits 14 17 73 20 3.75
1.59 11.11 13.50 57.93 15.87 '
some human activities. (1.59) ( ) ( )« )« )
Wildlife conservation is 8 22 14 73 9 340
beneficial to our (6.34) (17.46) (11.11)  (57.94) (7.15) ’
community.
I feel positively towards 3 10 11 88 14 379
conservation (2.38) (7.93) (8.73) (69.85) (11.11) '
organizations.
The presence of wildlife 4 13 13 70 26 13
makes our environment (3.18) (10.31) (10.31) (55.56) (20.64) ’

more valuable.
Source: Field Survey, 2025
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Attitude towards Wildlife and Conservation Effort

The table 3 presents data on respondents’ attitudes toward wildlife and conservation efforts
using a five-point Likert scale. The responses indicate an overall positive attitude toward wildlife
protection and conservation within the community.

The first statement shows that the majority 73.80 percent agree or strongly agree with
protecting wildlife even when it limits human activities, indicating a strong pro-conservation stance,
12.7 percent disagree or strongly disagree and 13.50 percent neutral. The mean score of 3.75 reflects
general acceptance of placing ecological needs over certain human conveniences.

The second statement revealed that a significant majority 65.09 percent agree with the
statement, a relatively high proportion 34.91 percent are neutral, strongly disagree and disagree. The
mean score is moderate. This suggests that while most see conservation as beneficial, there is some
skepticism or lack of perceived direct benefits to the community.

Similarly, the third statement revealed that most 80.96 percent are agreeing and strongly agree
there is a clear positive attitude toward conservation organizations.10.31 percent are disagreeing and
strongly disagree. The mean score of 3.79 supports this sentiment. Low levels of disagreement indicate
generally favorable community perception of conservation entities.

In the Fourth statement the result shows that a large majority 76.20 percent see wildlife as
enhancing environmental value. This is supported by the high mean score of 3.80. While about 23.8
percent are neutral or disagree, this is relatively low, reflecting a strong environmental appreciation
among respondents.

In summary, the findings indicate Respondents generally hold favorable views toward
wildlife, its conservation, and conservation organizations. High level of trust and positive sentiment
toward conservation groups, Support is strongest when related to environmental and aesthetic value,
and slightly weaker when considering direct community benefits. Conservation programs may benefit
from highlighting the tangible, community-level advantages of conservation efforts to convert neutral
or skeptical views. Strong recognition of wildlife's role in enhanced environmental quality.

Table 4: Human- Wildlife conflict and concern

1 |

St'r ongy Disagree  Neutral  Agree Strongly Mean
Statements Disagree %) %) %) Agree Score

(%) i i R0
Wildlife in this area poses a 6 2 5 67 46 415
threat to people’s safety 4.77) (1.59) (3.97) (53.17) (36.50) '
I have
}cz(;(r?f?li:: i)::\/:ee:rrldhirfnans and 4 1 > 80 36 4.13
wildlife. 3.17) (0.79) (3.97) (63.49) (28.58)
Authorities respond
effectively to human-wildlife 3 12 20 83 8 364
conflicts. (2.38) (9.53) (15.88)  (65.87) (6.34) '
Wildlife causes damage to

1 4 1

crops or livestock in this 3 5 67 4.41

community. (2.38) (0.79) (3.18)  (40.48) (53.17)

Source: Field Survey, 2025
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Human-Wildlife conflict and concern

In the table 4 study investigated community perception towards human wildlife conflict in the
first statement the result revealed the majority of people 89.67 percent agree or strongly agree that
wildlife threaten human safety, and 6.36 percent disagree or strongly disagree. The high mean scores
4.15 indicates a strong collective concern about the physical safety risks associated with wildlife
presence.

In the second statement result revealed 92.07 percent strongly agree or agree, Respondents
suggest high personal or community-level awareness of human-wildlife conflict. A very high
percentage of participants have either experienced or heard of conflicts with wildlife. The mean score
4.13 indicates that such incidents are frequent enough to be widely experienced or shared, this suggests
that human-wildlife conflict is a common or well-known issue in the community.

Similarly, in the third statement the result shows a majority 72.21 percent respondent agrees
or strongly agree that authorities respond effectively, 27.79 percent respondent are neutral, disagree
and strongly disagree. The mean score 3.64 lowest-scoring statement, indicating a moderate level of
trust in institutional responses. This mean score shows some level of dissatisfaction or lack of
confidence in the governments or institutions ability to handle wildlife conflicts well.

Finally, the findings indicated that 93.65 percent respondent agree or strongly agree that
wildlife damage crops or livestock in the community. It shows that the economic impact of wildlife
through crop destruction or livestock predation is the most pressing issue among respondents. 6.35
percent respondents are neutral, disagree or strongly disagree. The mean score 4.41 was associated with
damage to crops and livestock, indicating a major economic and livelihood threat posed by wildlife in
the community.

Overall, the results suggest a high level of concern about human-wildlife conflicts, with safety,
economic loss, and recurring conflict experiences being prominent. The most pressing issue appears to
be damage to crops and livestock. Although authorities are seen to be somewhat responsive, the
relatively lower score in that area suggests room for improvement in institutional responses and support
mechanisms.

Table 5: Community Involvement and support for Conservation

S.Disagree  Disagree Neutral Agree S. Agree  Mean

Statements %) %) %) %) %) Score
I have participated in
community 1 14 9 79 23 387
conservation (0.79) (11.11) (7.14) (62.70) (18.26) ’
programs.
Community members
should be more 8 8 13 76 21 375
involved in (6.35) (6.35) (10.31) (60.32) (16.67) ’
conservation activities.
I would be willing to
volunteer for : 12 37 2 65 10 3.19
. . (9.52) (29.37) (1.59) (51.59) (7.93)

conservation projects.

3.92

Source: Field Survey, 2025
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Community Involvement and support for Conservation

In the table 5 study investigated community involvement and support for conservation. In the
first statement results show that 80.96 percent a large majority of respondents agree or strongly agree
that they have participated in community conservation programs. This high level of past involvement
indicates that conservation initiatives are reaching a significant portion of the community and that many
members are already engaged in on-the-ground efforts. 11.90 percent disagree or strongly disagree.
The mean score is 3.8 reflects active community engagement and positive past experiences with
conservation programs.

The second statement revealed that 76.99 percent respondent agree or strongly agree that
communities should be more involved in conservation activities.11.27 percent are disagreeing or
strongly disagree. The mean score is 3.75 this may indicate a recognition that although some members
are active, more people should be encouraged to engage in conservation activities.

Similarly, in the third statement the result shows that 59.52 percent respondent are agree or
strongly agree willing to volunteer for conservation projects.38.89 percent respondent is disagreeing
or strongly disagree and 1.59 percent respondent are neutral for volunteer. The lowest mean score 3.19
suggests the presence of barriers to active participation, such as time, resources, motivation, or lack of
awareness, affecting individuals' ability or readiness to volunteer.

Finally, the findings indicated that 84.13 percent respondent agree or strongly agree that local
communities should have a great say in wildlife conservation policies. It indicates strong support for
local empowerment and inclusion in decision-making regarding conservation. The community is not
just willing to act; they want a voice in how things are done. 5.56 percent respondents are disagreeing
or strongly disagree and 10.31 percent respondents are neutral. The mean score is high 3.92 this reflects
a desire not just for participation in activities, but also inclusion in decision-making processes.

The overall result shows a motivated and engaged community that values conservation. While
practical involvement is relatively high, further encouragement and reduction of barriers may be needed
to enhance volunteer participation. Most notably, there is a powerful desire for greater agency in
conservation governance, signaling a shift toward more participatory and locally-driven conservation
models.

Table 6: Perceived Benefits of Conservation

Statements S.Disagree  Disagree Neutral Agree S.Agree Mean

(%) (%) (%) (%) (%) Score
TR 5 1w
oo sron (6.34) (14.29) 8.73)  (50.80)  (19.84) :
Tourism related to
wildiife benefits our ), - 2151 %) ?7 » (7516 ” (2159 g5y 375
community. ' ’ ’ ' '
oy owon
e e atance,  (1:59) (6.34) (15.88)  (65.88) (10.31) :
VZE:??&ZTE 1:111? 1 8 17 9 67 25 3.67
g u (6.35) (13.49) (7.14)  (53.17)  (19.85) :

also enjoy wildlife.

Source: Field Survey, 2025
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Perceived Benefits of Conservation

In the table 6 studies investigated Perceived Benefits of Conservation. In the first statement
results show that 70.64 percent respondents agree or strongly agree that wildlife conservation
contributes to the local economic growth. This indicates a positive economic link between conservation
and local growth. 20.63 percent of respondents disagree or strongly disagree. It indicates some
respondents may not perceive direct or personal economic benefits, possibly due to uneven distribution
of conservation-derived income. The mean score is 3.63 it indicates that conservation is economically
beneficial, possibly through employment, eco-tourism, or ecosystem services. However, some
skepticism exists likely due to a lack of direct, visible benefits for certain groups.

The second statement revealed that 76.19 percent respondent agree or strongly agree
indicating strong recognition of wildlife tourism as a valuable community benefit. It likely reflects
visible impacts like job creation, infrastructure improvements, or business opportunities linked to
tourism. 16.67 percent of respondents disagree or strongly disagree. The mean score is 3.75 relatively
high and supports the idea that tourism can be a motivator for conservation.

Similarly, in the third statement the result shows that 76.19 percent respondents agree or
strongly agree, reflecting widespread understanding of the environmental and ecological importance of
conservation. The relatively high neutral response may reflect limited detailed knowledge about
ecological systems among some respondents. 7.93 percent of respondents disagree and strongly
disagree. 15.88 percent of respondents are neutral. The mean score 3.77 indicates a strong
understanding of the environmental role of wildlife conservation.

Finally, the findings indicated that 73.02 percent respondent agree or strongly agree indicates
strong intergenerational concern for wildlife, but the 19.84 percent disagree or strongly disagree
responses suggest some may prioritize present needs over long-term conservation, or may not feel
empowered to influence future outcomes. The mean score 3.67 indicates support for protecting wildlife
for future generations.

Overall results show that Respondents express strong support for wildlife conservation across
economic, ecological, and ethical dimensions, especially in relation to community tourism and
environmental balance. The results suggest a solid foundation for expanding conservation initiatives,
with opportunities to further engage skeptics by highlighting direct local benefits and future gains.

Discussion

The study concludes that the attitudes and perceptions towards wildlife conservation are
generally positive among the people of Dallagaun with some variation between demographic and
socioeconomic groups. Among the respondents, women, middle-aged adults, and farmers demonstrated
the greatest responsiveness, reflecting a strong understanding of the ecological and economic
importance of wildlife despite having limited formal education. Their prolonged stay near Bardiya
National Park has yielded dependency on natural products and exposure, which have shaped an
equalized understanding of conservation values and challenges.

Overall, awareness and education of wildlife conservation were strong among the people. The
people of Dallagaun recognized the importance of the park to ensure ecological balance and
biodiversity conservation. Conservation law and policy knowledge was moderate, and this is a
reflection of the fact that there are needed more outreach and education programs. This is in agreement
with current findings (Katswera et al., 2022; Thapa et al., 2025) that information and education
accessibility are good indicators of pro-conservation attitudes. Though the majority of community
members appreciated wildlife protection and highly valued conservation organizations, conflicts
between humans and wildlife were a significant issue. High mean scores on crop and livestock loss
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issues reflect the economic burden imposed by contact with wildlife in agreement with (Mekonen, 2020
b; Gemeda & Meles, 2018b). The conflicts risk undermining positive attitudes unless interventions,
timely compensation, and participatory management systems are implemented.

Involvement of the community in conservation programs was evident but limited, especially
in decision-making. Even though residents were enthusiastic to experience greater participation,
institutional and resource constraints limit active engagement. The gap between support and
participation emphasizes the role of empowerment and equitable benefits in sustaining community
involvement (Mogomotsi et al., 2020b). Commonly perceived benefits tourism, economic growth, and
environmental gains were broadly agreed upon. Linking conservation with livelihood opportunities and
equity benefit-sharing can create local ownership and long-term partnership.

Conclusion

The Dallagaun community people hold largely positive perceptions and attitudes toward
wildlife conservation, recognizing its ecological, economic, and social value. The results determine a
generally positive outlook toward conservation efforts, coupled with a strong willingness to support
these initiatives, especially when they are economically beneficial, ecologically significant, and
inclusive in governance. The community recognizes the importance of wildlife conservation in
maintaining ecological balance and supporting future generations. Protecting wildlife is vital for both
the environment and long-term community well-being. Local community attitudes towards the wildlife
and their resources, this affects their contribution to wildlife conservation and related issues. Their
attitudes are dependent on the level knowledge about the conservation education and awareness, level
of awareness in knowing about wildlife conservation, interest in involvement in conservation programs,
management of the resource access and use initiative, handling of victims of illegal entry into the
conservation area, To improve community perceptions and attitudes towards the wildlife conservation
area, park management should emphasize community empowerment, livelihood improvement,
strengthening conservation education and awareness. Community people see clear links between
wildlife conservation, tourism, and local economic growth. Future conservation efforts should build on
this positive foundation by addressing barriers to participation and ensuring that local voices are central
to wildlife policy and practice.
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