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Abstract 

 
It is widely recognized that human-wildlife conflicts can reduce farmers’ support for long-term 

species conservation. The subject of human-elephant conflicts is highly relevant in villages 

around Babati District in North Central Tanzania because of the closeness to Tarangire National 

Park. The purpose of this study is therefore to examine local farmers’ attitudes toward elephants 

and the attitudes’ effects on conservation efforts. Primary data was collected through a qualitative 

approach of semi-structured interviews with twelve farmers in four villages around Babati, with 

Wildlife Officer Nashon Macokesha at Babati District Council and with Allan Carlson, Nature 

Conservation Expert at WWF. A thematic analysis was done to make comparisons between the 

answers from farmers, Macokesha and Carlson. The Theory of Planned Behavior and the Value-

Belief-Norm theory were also used to analyze the underlying factors of the farmers’ attitudes.  

 

The results of this study show that around half of the farmers have positive attitudes toward 

elephants, while the other half think negatively of them. Elephants were identified as the most 

problematic species and crop-raiding as the most problematic type of human-elephant conflict. The 

problems that farmers experience do to crop-raiding and other types of human-elephant conflicts 

include the direct effects of lost livelihood and income and indirect effects like health impacts and 

security issues. The result also indicates that factors affecting farmers’ attitudes toward elephants 

include: 1) the proportion of available land affected by elephants, 2) the closeness of farmers’ 

fields to Tarangire National Park, 3) the lack of compensation, 4) the ability to affect the decision-

making concerning the human-elephant conflicts and 5) the information about and knowledge of 

elephants and their importance. The underlying cause of the human-elephant conflicts is identified 

to be the spatial overlap of the two species. To prevent human-elephant encounters in the first 

place, thereby reducing the risk of human-elephants conflicts, better land use planning can be used 

to avoid settlement and cultivation close to protected areas. Buffer zones can be established 

around national parks and reserves to reduce the overlap between humans and wildlife. Mitigation 

through preventive and deterrent methods like lighting fires, making noises, using chili-dung or 

chili-grease to scare elephants off farmers’ fields can also be used. Another alternative is to switch 

from growing high-risk crops that elephants prefer to crops like chili or sesame which rarely gets 

eaten by elephants. 

 

Keywords: Human-wildlife conflict, African elephant, Tarangire National Park, Semi-structured 

interviews, Theory of Planned Behavior, Value-Belief-Norm theory. 

 
Cover photo: African Savanna Elephant, Tarangire National Park © Linnea Olsson 2014-02-26  
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Sammanfattning 

 
Att konflikter mellan människor och djurliv kan minska bönders stöd för artbevarande åtgärder är 

välkänt bland forskare. Konflikter mellan människor och elefanter är vitt förekommande i byar i 

Babati-distriktet i norra Tanzania på grund av närheten till nationalparken Tarangire. Syftet med 

denna studie är därför att undersöka bönders attityder till elefanter och attitydernas effekter för 

bevarandeåtgärder. Primärdata samlades in genom ett kvalitativt upplägg med semistrukturerade 

intervjuer med tolv bönder i fyra byar i Babati, med Wildlife Officer Nashon Macokesha på 

Babati District Council samt med Allan Carlson, naturvårdsexpert på WWF. En tematisk analys 

utfördes för att jämföra svaren mellan bönderna, Macokesha och Carlson och the Theory of 

Planned Behavior samt the Value-Belief-Norm theory användes för att analysera de 

underliggande orsakerna bakom böndernas attityder.  

 

Resultatet från denna studie visar att ungefär hälften av bönderna har positiva attityder till 

elefanter, medan den andra hälften har negativa åsikter om dem. Elefanter identifierades som den 

mest problematiska arten för bönderna och förstörandet av grödor som den mest problematiska 

typen av konflikt mellan människor och elefanter. Problemen som bönderna upplever till följd av 

dessa konflikter inkluderar direkta effekter som förlorad inkomst och försämrade 

försörjningsmöjligheter, men också indirekta effekter som hälso- och säkerhetsproblem. Faktorer 

som enligt resultaten i denna studie kan påverka böndernas attityder till elefanter innefattar: 1) 

andelen tillgänglig mark som påverkas av elefanter, 2) närheten från böndernas mark till 

nationalparken Tarangire, 3) bristen på kompensation, 4) möjligheten att påverka beslutsprocessen 

gällande konflikten mellan människor och elefanter samt 5) information och kunskap om elefanter 

och deras betydelse. Den underliggande orsaken till konflikterna mellan människor och elefanter 

identifieras vara överlappet i användningsområden mellan de båda arterna. För att förhindra 

möten mellan människor och elefanter, och därmed minska risken för konflikter, behövs bättre 

markanvändningsplanering så att bosättning och jordbruk undviks i närheten av skyddade 

områden. Buffertzoner kan också anläggas runt nationalparker och reservat för att minska 

överlappet mellan människor och djur. Avskräckande åtgärder, som att tända eldar, göra oväsen, 

tända chilibriketter eller sätta upp chili-rep, för att hålla elefanter borta från böndernas åkrar kan 

också användas. Ett annat alternativ är att bönderna byter från att odla högriskgrödor som 

elefanter föredrar till att odla grödor som chili eller sesam, vilka sällan eller aldrig äts av elefanter.  

 

Nyckelord: Human-wildlife conflict, Afrikansk elefant, Tarangire National Park, 

Semistrukturerade intervjuer, Theory of Planned Behavior, Value-Belief-Norm theory.  
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Wordlist 

Definitions 
 

Buffer zone:  

An area peripheral to a protected area with the purpose of enhancing its protection. 

Restrictions might be placed upon resource and land use within the buffer zone. (IUCN, 

2014a)  

 

Conservation area:  

An area noted for its environmental or historical importance or interest, thereby protected by 

law against unwanted changes. (Oxford University Press, 2014)  

 

Game controlled area:  

A protected area where land and resource use other than wildlife is not restricted by law. 

Tourist hunting is the primary use of wildlife and residence, cultivation and livestock keeping 

are allowed. (Stolla, 2005)  

 

Game reserve:  

A protected area where certain land and resource use are restricted. Activities like burning, 

removing, cutting or injuring tree shrubs, saplings or seedlings as well as cattle grazing are 

prohibited. (Stolla, 2005) 

 

Human-wildlife conflicts:  

Interactions between humans and wildlife that negatively impact social, economic or cultural 

life of humans, the environment, or wildlife conservation. (WWF, 2005) 

 

Human-elephant conflicts: 

Interactions between humans and elephants resulting in negative impacts on either species. 

The impacts can include damage to crops, injury to or kill of domestic animals, threat to or 

kill of people and retaliatory chasing or killing of elephants. The conflict can also result in 

people retaliating against authorities in charge of wildlife and habitat conservation. (Madden, 

2004) 

 

National park:  

A large natural area set aside for the protection of the ecosystems and species within them. It 

also provides recreational, scientific, educational and visitor opportunities. (IUCN, 2014b) 

 

Problem elephant:  

An individual elephant which habitually targets and harms people or their property in spite of 

the humans’ use of protection or preventive methods. (WWF, 2005) 

 

Wildlife corridor:  

An area utilized by animals for movement between suitable patches of habitat, often between 

protected areas like national parks. Can help reduce elephants’ movement through human 

habitations. (Mduma et al., 2010) 

 

Wildlife management area:  

Village land set aside for the conservation of wildlife with the purpose of enabling local 

communities in the participation of protection and utilization of wildlife resources. (Stolla, 

2005) 
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CCS – Community Conservation Service 

 

HEC – Human-elephant conflict 

 

IUCN - International Union for the Conservation of Nature 

 

NBS – The National Bureau of Statistics 

 

TANAPA - Tanzania National Parks 

 

TAWIRI - Tanzania Wildlife Research Institute 

 

TPB – The Theory of Planned Behavior 

 

VBN theory – The Value-Belief-Norm theory 

 

WMA – Wildlife Management Area 

 

WWF - World Wildlife Fund  
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1. Introduction 

1.1 Background 

 

Besides poaching, conflicts with farmers are the biggest threat to elephants in both Africa and 

Asia and human-wildlife conflicts are continually getting worse (WWF, 2013). Elephants are 

considered a keystone species since they can alter the landscape in a way that affects other 

species in the ecosystem. Where elephant population densities are high, they contribute to 

maintaining savannas by keeping them from overgrowing (Hall & Ebenhard, 2014). Since 

elephants can eat up to 300 kilograms plant material each day (Kingdon, 2004), they reduce 

tree densities and enable forest areas to be transformed into open woodlands (Hall & 

Ebenhard, 2014). Many other species of animals and plants, who would not survive in dense 

forests, are thereby benefitted by the elephants (WWF, 2014c). Elephants can also be 

beneficial to the local vegetation by fertilizing the soil and spreading seeds through their dung 

(Hall & Ebenhard, 2014). 

 

Several articles conclude that human-elephant conflicts are becoming a more frequent 

problem (Sitati & Walpole, 2006; Jackson et al., 2008; Graham et al. 2010; Harich et al., 

2013). Since 80 percent of the African elephant’s range lies outside of protected areas, 

overlap with human activities is inevitable (Granados, Weladji & Loomis, 2012). In addition, 

human-wildlife encounters, and thereby the risk of conflicts, are expected to increase with the 

growing human population, globally as well as locally (Jackson et al., 2008; Barua, Bhagwat 

& Jadhav, 2013, Harich et al., 2013). When people and wildlife have to compete for the same 

space and resources, as is often the case with agricultural practices, conflicts will inevitably 

arise causing negative impacts on both parts involved (Sitati & Walpole, 2006; Jackson et al., 

2008; Dunham et al., 2010; Granados, Weladji & Loomis, 2012; Hoare, 2012).  

 

Human-elephant conflicts can include crop-raiding, damage to village infrastructure or homes 

and injury to or death of cattle and occasionally people. Many elephants are shot as a result of 

retaliatory killing by farmers and sometimes by the authorities (WWF, 2014c). In Indonesia 

dozens of elephants are poisoned in oil palm plantations and in Kenya 50 to 120 problem 

elephants are shot by wildlife authorities each year. Because of poaching, habitat loss and 

human-elephant conflicts the population of African elephant has declined from around 3-5 
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million to between 470.000 and 690.000 in the last 100 years, while the Asian elephant has 

seen a decline from 100.000 to between 35.000 and 50.000 in the same period. (WWF, 

2014b) 

 

1.2 Problem statement and purpose 

 

Many articles have been written on the subject of human-elephant conflicts (e.g. Hoare, 1999; 

O'Connell-Rodwell et al., 2000; Gadd, 2005; Hedges & Gunaryadi, 2008; Graham et al., 

2009; Kikoti, Griffin & Pamphil, 2010; Harich, 2013). The fact that older as well as newer 

studies have been conducted on this subject indicates that the problems of human-elephant 

conflicts still remain. This motivates and enhances the relevance of this research, which can 

contribute to better knowledge and deeper understanding of the subject of human-elephant 

conflicts. Since it is widely recognized that human-wildlife conflicts can reduce farmers’ 

support for long-term species conservation (Gadd, 2005; Sitati & Walpole, 2006; Hedges & 

Gunaryadi, 2008; Graham et al., 2009; Graham et al., 2010; Barua, Bhagwat & Jadhav, 2013) 

this matter is becoming increasingly important with the human population growth. A solution 

to human-wildlife conflicts in general and human-elephant conflicts in particular is necessary 

for the sake of both humans and animals.  

 

Tanzania is one of the world’s poorest countries (Höglund, 2011a) with an economy 

dominated by the agricultural sector (Rundquist, 2014). It represents about 25 percent of the 

country’s GDP and over 75 percent of the employment in Tanzania is constituted by 

agricultural practices (Government Portal Content Committee, 2013). Many people in Babati, 

where this study was conducted, are engaged in small-scale subsistence farming generally 

with low income (Cao e al., 2010). Some authors point out that it is usually poor people that 

are affected the most by human-elephant conflicts, since they tend to live in rural areas where 

wildlife encounters most often occur (Barua, Bhagwat & Jadhav, 2013). The authors also 

point out that these people are more sensitive to problems like crop-raiding, since their 

livelihoods often are highly dependent on the crops they grow.  

 

Some studies mention that the problems of human-elephant conflicts are most common near 

protected areas like national parks, wildlife refuges and reserves (Harich et al., 2013). Graham 

et al. (2010) conclude that crop-raiding by elephants was significantly predicted by distance to 
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refuges. Since Babati is adjacent to Tarangire National Park (both are located in Manyara 

Region) the subject of human-elephant conflicts is highly relevant in the district. 

 

The purpose of this study is therefore to examine local farmers’ attitudes toward elephants and 

the attitudes’ effects on conservation efforts in Babati District, Tanzania. To fulfil this purpose, 

the research questions below will be answered and the Theory of Planned Behavior and the 

Value-Belief-Norm theory will be used to analyze the underlying factors of the farmers’ 

attitudes and intentions. 

 

1.3 Research questions 

 

 What is the cause behind human-elephant conflicts?  

 What problems do farmers in Babati experience due to human-elephant conflicts? 

 Which factors affect farmers’ attitudes toward elephants and in what way? 

 How could human-elephant conflicts be reduced?  

 

1.4 The African Savanna Elephant 

 

With a length of up to 7 meters and a weight of 6 tons elephants are the largest terrestrial 

animal in the world (WWF, 2014a). Their habitat previously ranged across most of Africa 

since they are able to forage up to 80 kilometers from a water source, but it has now become 

more restricted. (Kingdon, 2004) The most notable features of the African elephant are their 

trunk (used for communicating and gripping), their tusks (used for fighting, feeding and 

digging) and their large ears (used for radiating excess heat). The species can live up to 70 

years and females are the most fertile from the age of 25 to 45. After a 22 months long 

gestation one or sometimes two calves are born. The young wean after between 6 and 18 

months but can keep nursing for up to 6 years and they are sometimes cared for by other 

members of the group. At puberty, males leave their herd to form temporary groups with other 

males and only join female herds again for mating. The diet of the African elephant consists 

mainly of leaves and branches, but also of a variety of grasses, plants, fruits and bark (WWF, 

2014a). Since elephants can eat around 5 percent of their bodyweight (i.e. 300 kilograms) per 

day (Kingdon, 2004), even a small herd can wipe out the annual crop of a farmer in a single 

night (WWF, 2014c). 
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There are two subspecies of the African elephant, namely the savanna (or bush) elephant 

(Loxodonta africana africana) and the forest elephant (Loxodonta africana cyclotis) (WWF, 

2014a). The savanna elephant is found throughout the bush lands and grassy plains of eastern 

and southern Africa, with highest densities in Tanzania among other countries (WWF, 2014c). 

It is larger and generally lighter in their skin tone than the forest elephant and it usually has 

four nails on its fore feet and three on its hind feet (Kingdon, 2004). The social structure of 

the savanna subspecies is built around family units consisting of around 10 females and their 

calves. These units are often joined together forming a clan of up to several hundred animals, 

led by a female matriarch (WWF, 2014c). When they feel threatened the elephants in a group 

form a circle around the young calves to protect them and the leader might go to attack 

(WWF, 2014a). 

 

The African elephant has received the status “Vulnerable (A2a)” in the IUCN (International 

Union for the Conservation of Nature) Red List of Threatened Species (Blanc, 2008). This 

means that the species faces a high risk of extension in the wild. The definition of the status 

read “an observed, estimated, inferred or suspected population size reduction of ≥ 30% over 

the last 10 years or three generations, whichever is the longer, where the reduction or its 

causes may not have ceased OR may not be understood OR may not be reversible, based on 

(and specifying) […] (a) direct observation”.  (IUCN, 2013) 

 

An aerial census conducted by TAWIRI (Tanzania Wildlife Research Institute) in the Ruaha-

Rungwa ecosystem in central Tanzania concluded that the elephant population has declined 

from approximately 31.600 animals in 2009 to 20.100 in 2013 (TAWIRI, 2013). A similar 

census, conducted in the Selous-Mikumi ecosystem in southern Tanzania, concluded a decline 

from around 39.000 elephants in 2009 to 13.100 in 2013 (Mduma et al., 2013). The Selous 

Game Reserve is critical for the conservation of elephants in Tanzania, since it contains the 

second highest population in Africa (Mduma et al., 2010).  

2. Theoretical framework 

2.1 Previous research 

 

Much research has been conducted on the subject of human-wildlife conflicts as well as 

human-elephant conflicts. Kikoti, Griffin and Pamphil (2010) among others (Hedges & 
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Gunaryadi, 2008; Graham et al., 2009; Harich et al., 2013) identify crop-raiding as the type of 

human-wildlife conflict most problematic for farmers and agricultural societies. It is 

suggested to occur more often at the end of the rain season, correlating with the timing of crop 

ripening and at night, probably because of the lesser risk of getting caught than in daytime 

(Jackson et al., 2008; Graham et al., 2009). Other effects of human-wildlife conflicts include 

competition with livestock for resources and the chasing and killing of livestock and people 

(Gadd, 2005; Hedges & Gunaryadi, 2008, Barua, Bhagwat & Jadhav, 2013). The latter two 

are not as often associated with elephants as they are with lions and hippopotamuses for 

example, but they do occur (Dunham et al., 2010). Dunham et al. (2010) state that wildlife 

attacks on humans are much rarer than those on crops or domestic animals. They, however, 

determine that the mortality rate for people attacked by elephants are high (84%) in their 

study. Granados, Weladji and Loomis (2012) also mention that savanna elephants (Loxodonta 

africana africana) can damage homes, grain stores and infrastructure and affect water 

provision.  

 

Graham et al. (2010) and Barua, Bhagwat and Jadhav (2013) bring up the subject of indirect 

or hidden impacts of human-wildlife conflicts, such as resources (time and money) spent on 

preventive measures like guarding fields at night or buying deterrents to scare elephants off 

their land. The hidden impacts can also include disruption of food security and livelihoods 

through livestock or crop loss, with health and nutritional effects as a result, diminished 

psychological wellbeing from injury or death in the family and opportunity and transaction 

costs from pursuing compensation. It is therefore vital to acknowledge and minimize the 

hidden impacts of human-wildlife conflicts. (Barua, Bhagwat & Jadhav, 2013) 

 

Several articles discuss how human-wildlife conflicts could be reduced (Sitati & Walpole, 

2006; Jackson et al., 2008; Kikoti, Griffin & Pamphil, 2010; Harich et al., 2013), by 

examining different types of preventive or deterrent strategies that could help avoid and 

mitigate the effects of crop-raiding and other types of human-elephant conflicts. Some articles 

focus on preventive measures like creating buffer zones (Harich et al., 2013) or wildlife 

corridors (Kikoti, Griffin & Pamphil, 2010) to reduce the risk of human-elephant encounter in 

the first place. Others suggest deterrents to scare elephants off farmers’ fields, but some of 

them are thought to be expensive or require large amounts of resources. Examples of such 

deterrent strategies are electric fences (Sitati & Walpole, 2006; Graham et al., 2009; Graham 

et al., 2010), the building and manning of watchtowers (Sitati & Walpole, 2006), digging 
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trenches (Harich et al., 2013) and the use of license-required firecrackers, so called “Thunder 

flashes” (Sitati & Walpole, 2006). Sitati and Walpole (2006) evaluated different deterrent 

strategies and concluded that for fences to be effective they needed to surround the entire farm 

or village, since elephants otherwise quickly learned to go around them. The authors also 

found that non-electrified barriers generally were ineffective, time-consuming and expensive. 

Suggestions of killing problem elephants and relocating some individuals into protected areas 

also occur. However Jackson et al. (2008) and Hoare (2012) do not support these suggestions, 

since they only address the effects, and not the underlying cause, of human-elephant conflicts; 

namely the spatial overlap of humans and wildlife. Sitati and Walpole (2006) as well as 

Granados, Weladji and Loomis (2012) also identify the overlap of village settlement and 

cultivation with elephant ranges as an important determinant of the conflict. 

 

Many articles mention inexpensive, low-tech strategies that local farmers tend to use at 

different locations. These include, among other things, passive barriers such as barbed wire or 

rope fences, walls, hedges and ditches strategically placed at elephant crossings or along 

riverbanks. They also include active deterrents like shouting, stone-throwing, banging on tins 

or drums, shooting warning shots and lighting fires (Hedges & Gunaryadi, 2008; Jackson et 

al., 2008; Graham et al., 2009; Hoare, 2012). Another deterrent method mentioned by two 

authors is bee-keeping and bee hive fences (Hoare, 2012; Harich et al., 2013), although its 

effectiveness may need additional research. Sitati and Walpole (2006) state that local 

communities often have an opinion about which deterrent strategy that is the most effective, 

but the authors suggest early warnings of elephant approaches (through cowbells or such) to 

detect them before they enter farms and thereafter they recommend a front line communal 

guarding strategy. 

 

One of the most recommended small scale solutions seems to be the use of chili (Capsicum 

spp.) as an active deterrent, either through the appliance of chili grease on fences and ropes or 

through mixing animal dung with chili and setting it on fire, creating a repelling smoke (Sitati  

Walpole, 2006; Jackson et al., 2008; Hoare, 2012). However, a study conducted by Hedges 

and Gunaryadi (2008) in Indonesia suggests that the research on chili’s deterrent effects in 

addition to other methods might be questionable. The authors conclude that chili fires are 

impracticable and that chili grease adds no significant deterring effect, but only extra expense 

and additional work. Instead they, and others (Hoare, 2012, Harich et al., 2013), recommend 

that farmers start to grow chili as an alternative to or together with the currently grown crop.  
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Another suggestion is to plant attractive fruit trees (Harich et al., 2013) and to provide salt 

blocks (Jackson et al., 2008; Harich et al., 2013) inside parks, since the main reason for 

elephants leaving protected areas is thought to be their search for food, minerals and water. 

Water is also mentioned by Jackson et al. (2008), Granados, Weladji and Loomis (2012) and 

by Harich et al. (2013) as a key factor affecting elephants’ patterns of spatial movement and 

use. Thus, the construction of waterholes away from populated areas is suggested as a way of 

reducing spatial overlap and thereby preventing conflicts between human and elephants, 

especially during the dry seasons (Jackson et al., 2008; Harich et al., 2013).  

 

Studies conclude that the combination of deterrent strategies might be the most effective way 

to avoid crop-raiding (Sitati & Walpole, 2006; Hoare, 2012; Harich et al., 2013). It reduces 

the risk of elephants getting habituated to the deterrents and therefore improves the effect in 

the long term. The fear of elephants habituating to deterrents might be one of the reasons that 

many farmers want to see elephants removed or fenced in protective areas, according to Sitati 

and Walpole (2006). The authors also point out that active deterrents are more effective than 

passive barriers alone. They, however, point out the risk that mitigation attempts might simply 

displace elephants from one farm to another. Efforts targeted at the underlying causes of the 

problem are therefore necessary. To prevent human-wildlife conflicts all together, the most 

commonly proposed solution seems to be better land use planning and incentives for 

conserving natural wildlife habitat. These alternatives are recommended by several authors to 

avoid competition of land and resources by both humans and elephants and thereby reducing 

the risk of conflicts (Graham et al., 2009; Dunham et al., 2010; Hoare, 2012; Granados, 

Weladji & Loomis, 2012; Harich et al., 2013).  

 

In a study by Harich et al. (2013) conducted around a conservation area in Ghana people were 

asked about how they thought the problem of wildlife conflicts should be addressed and the 

most common answer (44%) was that farmers wanted more help from the government 

through compensation or training in mitigation strategies. Many (33%) thought that some of 

the animals responsible for crop-raiding should be killed, others suggested the hiring of more 

staff to the Wildlife Division to help chase away animals from their farms and some wanted 

electrical fences. Some articles emphasize the importance of including local farmers in 

conservation and mitigation planning (Harich et al., 2013), since the degree of participation in 

decision-making processes is another important factor that can affect farmers’ attitudes 

toward elephants. Kikoti, Griffin and Pamphil (2010) therefore held several meetings to 
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inform and involve farmers in the establishment of a wildlife corridor, as a way of reducing 

the number of people opposed to the protection of the area. They also emphasize a good 

relationship with the village elders as a key factor determining the acceptance and success of 

different projects in Maasai villages. Dunham et al. (2010) also mention the role of local 

people in their study. They conclude that assisting and empowering locals to take more 

responsibility for management of wildlife conflicts is crucial for successful mitigation. 

According to Sitati and Walpole (2006) cooperation within and between communities also 

needs to be prioritized in order for mitigation efforts to be successful. They say that political 

instability and activities such as vandalism and theft all affect the efficiency of defending-

efforts towards wildlife. 

 

Farmers’ attitudes to and opinions about elephants can be affected not only by the direct 

impact of human-elephant conflicts, but by indirect factors as well (Barua, Bhagwat & 

Jadhav, 2013). These could be factors such as compensation in the form of payment from 

government for the loss of crops or land due to crop-raiding by elephants or through 

development projects like the building of schools from tourism revenues that elephants and 

other wildlife can generate. Compensation can therefore be a crucial factor that contributes to 

local farmers’ attitudes toward elephants. However, Barua, Bhagwat and Jadhav (2013, p. 

310) warn that compensation “can lead to a neglect of preventive measures […] or make 

people dependent on payment”. Jackson et al. (2008) also point out that the actual income 

from compensation often is lower than the projected income if there had not been any crop-

raid. As an alternative to compensating farmers when the harm has already been done, the 

authors suggest “payment in advance” or “performance payment”. This approach means that 

farmers are rewarded for living with elephants and the authors identify it as more cost-

efficient than indirect incentives. 

 

The attitudes toward elephants can differ depending on what land use practice people attend 

to. Gadd (2005) found that people practicing agriculture tended to be less tolerant towards 

elephants than people practicing pastoralism. Thus, land conversion to agriculture could 

threaten the survival of elephants both through habitat loss and through reduced tolerance 

among people who shift to farming. The author also made the discovery that people who live 

in communities receiving indirect benefits from wildlife through tourism, often overlooked 

the connection between wildlife and tourism or aid. In contradiction the villagers in the study 

conducted by Kikoti, Griffin and Pamphil (2010) did not think that elephant numbers should 
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be reduced (although they were considered a nuisance) mainly because of the belief that they 

attracted tourists. Farmers’ attitudes can also differ depending on what type of crop they 

grow. Hedges & Gunaryadi (2010) mention that elephants often favor rice and watermelon, 

while they tend to find chili unpalatable. 

 

A study conducted in four villages in Babati District (Mwada, Boay, Gidas and Mandi) 

concludes farming as the primary occupation, with most households owning some livestock 

like chickens, goats or cows (Cao et al., 2010). Two types of crop or more are usually grown, 

with Maize being the most commonly grown. Beans, sesame, onion and sunflower are also 

cultivated. The most frequently mentioned reasons for crop loss before harvest is droughts, 

floods, wildlife and theft, among other things. Also in this study, crop-raiding was identified 

as the most common type of human-wildlife conflict by men, women and village leaders. The 

injury to and killing of people and livestock were also mentioned. The cause of the human-

wildlife conflicts was portrayed by village leaders to be the closeness of farmland to protected 

areas and the diminishing forests and reduced shrubs. (Cao et al., 2010) 

 

2.2 Theory of Planned Behavior 

 

The Theory of Planned Behavior (TPB) is a model for explaining and predicting human 

behavior in various contexts (Ajzen, 1991). This belief-based cognitive theory was developed 

from the Theory of Reasoned Action and concludes that a person’s behavior is regulated by 

the person’s intentions. Three independent variables can determine people’s intentions and 

consequently predict their behavior (Figure 1.). These determinants are attitudes (beliefs and 

opinions about the behavior), subjective norms (beliefs about other people’s norms and 

expectations) and perceived behavioral control (beliefs about one’s ability to adopt the 

behavior) (Downs & Hausenblas, 2005). The attitudes can for example include thoughts about 

the behavior as being beneficial for the individual or not. The subjective norm can include 

social pressure from the general public to adopt or not adopt the behavior. Finally, the 

perceived behavioral control is based on personal experiences and anticipated obstacles and it 

includes the opinions of the behavior as being easy or difficult to adopt. In facilitating the 

adoption of a behavior, self-confidence can be of great importance since the belief in one’s 

ability to adopt a behavior can make one more likely in succeeding to do so. (Ajzen, 1991) 

 



10 

 

Sometimes one of the determinants is enough to significantly affect the intention, while all 

three might be needed in other cases. The author explains the relationship between the three 

variables with the statement that the more positive the attitudes and subjective norms are and 

the greater perceived behavioral control a person has, the stronger the intentions to perform 

the behavior in question should be. (Ajzen, 1991) 

 

 
Figure 1. The Theory of Planned Behavior. After: Ajzen (1991 p.182) 

 

People’s intentions are central in this theory, since the stronger intention a person has, the 

more likely it is for the behavior to be adopted (Ajzen, 1991). There is, however, no guarantee 

that people act according to their attitudes and beliefs, since other factors can influence our 

behavior (Jagers, Martinsson & Nilsson, 2009). These types of determinants, that represent 

people’s actual behavioral control, can be factors such as availability of resources like money, 

time, skill and knowledge (Ajzen, 1991). Moreover, Jagers, Martinsson and Nilsson (2009) 

mention that how other people behave can affect how we choose to act in different situations. 

The Theory of Planned Behavior can consequently also be a model for showing why the 

correlation between attitudes and behavior is sometimes weak and why people do not always 

act in line with their intensions (Jagers, Martinsson & Nilsson, 2009). In conclusion, the 

“behavioral achievement depends jointly on motivation (intention) and ability (behavioral 

control)” (Ajzen, 1991 p.182). 
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This study emphasizes attitude change rather than change in behavior, since the underlying 

factors of the latter is determined by the former. The focus therefore lies mostly in the upper 

box to the left in Figure 1. above, although the two boxes below are also incorporated in the 

study. Together the three of them make up the intentions influential for the formation of and 

change in behavior. The TPB can subsequently be used for examining and explaining 

farmers’ attitudes toward elephants and the different factors influencing them. The results can 

also be deduced to the formation of intentions and in some cases even behavior, through the 

inclusion of actual behavioral control. If people have positive opinions about elephants and 

the conservation of them, think that other people expect them to want to preserve elephants 

and believe that they are able to help preserve elephants (or at least refrain from harming 

them), intentions (and possibly the formation of a behavior) beneficial to elephants can be 

established.  

 

2.3 Value-Belief-Norm theory 

 

Other factors that can determine if a behavior is adopted or not, are mentioned by Stern et al. 

(1999). The authors present the Value-Belief-Norm (VBN) theory which describes how 

environmental-friendly behavior can be adopted based on personal norms, values and 

attitudes. For people to act in an environmental-friendly way, they need to be informed of the 

problem and understand the threats involved (to humans, other species or the biosphere). They 

also need to feel that their behavior can affect the situation and remedy the problem or threat. 

Stern et al. (1999) also point out that restrictions such as laws, regulations or lack of resources 

can limit or hinder action. Since the focus of this research lay on attitudes, the choice to only 

include certain parts from the original theory has been made. The environmental-friendly 

behavior could in the case of this study be interpreted as a more positive attitude towards 

elephants and towards the conservation of them. If elephants are not valued by villagers in 

Tanzania, they are unlikely to be prioritized for protection. Information and knowledge about 

the value of elephants and the consequences of their possible extinction are therefore important 

factors. The feeling of one’s ability to affect could, in this study, be connected to farmers’ 

involvement in decision-making concerning the elephants and the problems they can cause. If 

people believe that their actions or attitudes do not matter, they are not likely to change. (Stern, 

1999)  
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The previous research serves as a fundamental platform to support and motivate this study. By 

comparing the findings of this study with those of others, similarities and differences can be 

examined and discussed. By anchoring the study in previous research the results can be 

strengthened and justified. While the purpose of the previous research can be seen as more 

explanatory, the two theories can function as analytical tools. They are also useful for this 

research, since they both discuss the subject of attitudes and behavior. As this study examines 

farmers’ attitudes toward elephants and the attitudes’ effects on conservation efforts, it is 

relevant to get a deepened understanding of the underlying factors of people’s attitudes and 

intentions. According to both the TPB and the VBN theory these attitudes can be determined 

by several factors and the theories can be especially useful for answering the third research 

question in this study. For example factors influencing farmers’ attitudes could include: 

understanding of the importance and value of elephants (e.g. increased knowledge through 

information), reduced problems of human-elephant conflicts like crop-raiding (through 

preventive and deterrent measures), the perceived power to affect the decision-making 

concerning the elephants and finally the acquirement of compensation (financial or in the form 

of village projects). These are all things that could possibly make farmers more tolerant with 

elephants, thereby benefitting conservation efforts. The two theories can consequently both be 

used to explain the differences in attitude among farmers and to analyze and discuss the effects 

of these attitudes, in line with the aim of the study.  

3. Methodology 

 

This is a qualitative study done with semi-structured interviews, which means that the 

interviews do not follow a structured scheme, but instead some main questions and follow-up 

questions with open answers are used (Trost, 2010). This was the most efficient way to collect 

the type of data needed and given the time frame it was not possible to get enough answers to 

get statistically significant results from a quantitative study. I still tried to include as many 

respondents as possible to increase the generalizability of my study and thereby increasing the 

possibility to make inferences from the results (Teorell & Svensson, 2007). I, however, want 

to point out that the conclusions drawn from this qualitative study should be seen as a 

depiction of the respondents’ reality and not as an absolute truth. By doing a qualitative study I 

got a deeper understanding of and knowledge about the subject (Repstad, 2007) and with semi-

structured interviews I could be more flexible and adapt to the situation and different 

respondents, thereby raising the validity of the study (Teorell & Svensson, 2007). A more 
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quantitative approach with the use of a survey can limit the respondents and would probably 

not cover the variety of answers now possible. In choosing my methodological approach I 

found inspiration from the articles I have read on the subject, since interviews were 

predominantly the most commonly used method (Gadd, 2005; Kikoti, Griffin & Pamphil, 

2010; Harich et al., 2013). 

 

3.1 Data collection 

 

I had eleven field days at disposal for this study, but the first two days were spent waiting for a 

permit and were instead used for preparations. The nine days remaining for field work had to 

be distributed between me and two other students from Södertörn University. A field assistant 

from Babati with knowledge of the area and skill in both Swahili and English was assigned to 

me and shared with the two other students. He worked as an interpreter when needed and 

helped with the localization of suitable respondents. Twelve farmers were interviewed in four 

different sub-villages (three farmers in each village) around Tarangire National Park. The 

villages were Nafco (Endakiso ward) 22/2-2014, Sangaiwe (Mwada ward) 27/2-2014, Maweni 

(Qash ward) 28/2-2014 and Mwikantsi (Mamire ward) 3/3-2014. See Appendix I for a map of 

the four sub-villages locations and their relations to Tarangire National Park. 

 

I tried to ask clear, uncomplicated and neutral interview questions that I tested on some of the 

students in my class before departure (see Appendix II for interview guide for farmers). The 

questions were also discussed with the field assistant who helped to rephrase and clarify some 

of them to make them understandable both in theory and practice. The questions were divided 

into a category of main questions, with follow up questions that could be used depending on 

how conversational the respondent was. All farmers were asked a couple of background 

questions, like age, main occupation and level of education, which later could be used for 

analyzing and comparing the answers. Level of income was not asked directly because of the 

fear of being perceived as offensive, but it was concluded afterwards with the help from my 

field assistant based on the amount of land the respondents had available. The farmers were 

divided into the categories “lower class” (0-4 acres of land), “middle class” (5-19 acres of 

land) and “upper class” (20 acres of land or more). This division is only an estimated 

grouping to enable comparisons between the classes to be made in the analysis and may not 
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represent a correct depiction of the reality. The location of the farmers’ fields (outskirt of or 

central in the village) and the time and date for each interview was also noted.  

 

I was careful not to ask questions that could seem offensive, since the risk for bias can arise 

when respondents are uncomfortable in the interviewer’s presence or when they are asked 

about a sensitive topic and therefore choose to not give honest answers (Repstad, 2007). 

Misunderstandings and misinterpretations can also result in bias and I realize this risk in the 

use of an interpreter. In this case the interview questions were asked in English, translated into 

Swahili through the field assistant, interpreted by the respondent who answered in Swahili and 

then translated once more into English. These interpretation-steps were concluded by my 

interpretation of the answers and finally by you, the reader, as you process the text further. 

Given the short timeframe we had to work in, it was, however, impossible to do it any other 

way. To prevent bias from arising, the interviews were thoroughly discussed afterwards with 

the field assistant to straighten out any ambiguities, to note none-verbal signs and to avoid 

misunderstandings.  

 

None of the interviews with farmers were recorded, since notes could be taken by a fellow 

student and the field assistant. This might mean that some details like pauses or hesitations 

were not distinguished. However, one advantage is that the respondents can feel more 

comfortable and less shy without the presence of a tape recorder. Not having to concentrate on 

taking notes also enabled me to fully focus on the respondent and follow-up questions that 

could arise. The notes were transcribed at the end of each interview day, when the memories 

from the interviews were still fresh.  

 

All twelve interviews with farmers were very useful and felt relatively complete. After 

deliberating with the field assistant after the first interview day, two additional questions was 

added for the following nine interviews. This ability to be flexible helps raise the validity of 

the study, while asking essentially the same questions on all of the interviews can make the 

data collection more standardized and consistent, thereby promoting the study’s reliability 

(Teorell & Svensson, 2007). 

 

To get a representative and unbiased sample it would have been preferred to select the 

respondents randomly (Gardener, 2012). In practice, however, this would have required some 
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sort of document of all residents in the villages and such a quantitative approach was not 

possible within the time-frame of this study. Our respondents were instead chosen by our field 

assistants based on our requests. I requested to interview male and female farmers in villages 

close to Tarangire National Park border, since I assumed that the subject of human-elephant 

conflict would be most substantial in those areas. I succeeded in getting respondents with an 

equal distribution of gender (six women and six men) and a relatively good distribution of 

different ages (50, 44, 66, 40, 43, 50, 51, 42, 52, 42, 44, and 62) although unfortunately I got 

no respondents below 40 years old. I would have preferred to conduct the interviews on 

different days of the week as well as on different times of the day, to not risk that one 

particular group gets overly or underrepresented in the sample. By doing this a broad variety of 

people would be covered, thereby increasing the representativeness as well as the 

generalizability of the study (Teorell & Svensson, 2007). I did manage to do the interviews on 

different days of the week (Saturday, Thursday, Friday and Monday), but since there was a 

time schedule to follow, all the interviews were carried out around the same time of day 

(between 10 am and 1 pm). I was also successful in getting respondents that grow different 

types of crops, which makes it possible to, like Hedges and Gunaryadi (2010), examine if 

farmers’ attitudes toward elephants differ depending on what type of crop they grow. See 

Appendix III for a list of the respondents, their answers to the background questions and the 

date and time for each interview.  

 

Observations were made in all of the four sub-villages. Respondents’ residences and fields 

were seen and the distance to Tarangire National Park was noted. Observations were also 

made in Tarangire National Park from Monday 24/2-2014 to Wednesday 26/2-2014. Four 

safari-tours were arranged at different time of day (early morning, daytime and afternoon). 

These opportunities enabled close observations of the African Savanna Elephant (Loxodonta 

Africana Africana) and the interaction and behavior of both individuals and groups. 

 

A semi-structured interview was also conducted with Wildlife Officer Nashon Macokesha, at 

Babati District Council, Tuesday 4/3-2014 at 8:00 to 8:30 am. The interview guide (Appendix 

IV) was compiled after the interviews with farmers to get inspiration to useful and 

supplementary questions. Through this interview, recommended by the field assistant, two 

sides of the human-elephant conflict were represented and a more complete picture was given. 

No interpreter was needed since we both spoke English. This enabled me to fully engage in 
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the conversation and gave me a better opportunity to ask follow-up questions whenever the 

moment presented itself. It also meant that one of the interpretation-steps was eliminated, 

hopefully contributing to making the results even more accurate. 

 

Another semi-structured interview was conducted with Allan Carlson, Nature Conservationist 

at WWF (World Wildlife Fund) active in Tanzania. The interview took place Monday 28/4-

2014 at 2:30 to 3:50 pm at the organization’s office at Ulriksdal in Stockholm, Sweden. No 

interpreter was needed because we both spoke Swedish. Since no assistant or fellow student 

could be present during this interview, permission for using a recorder was asked and granted. 

Notes were also taken, but the recording enabled more detailed interpretations of the results 

afterwards. The interview guide (Appendix V) was compiled as a further development of the 

interview guide used for Nashon Macokesha. The interview with Allan Carlson contributed to 

a third input in the subject of human-elephant conflicts. Since he is Swedish and works for an 

international organization, it also meant having an outsider’s (not a Tanzanian’s) view on the 

matter. His knowledge and long experience brought another dimension to the study through 

the provision of information from further back until today, contributing to a more complete 

perspective of the subject over time. Carlson also provided data and other important 

information about the status of the elephant population and the conflict at large. 

 

After compiling each interview, the results were narratively presented to give a summarized 

picture of the most essential features from the interviews. One drawback with this method of 

presentation is that part of the information is deselected, leaving room for some aspects, but 

excluding others. This method can raise the risk for bias, since the result is influenced by my 

choice to leave out or include certain parts (Desai & Potter (eds.), 2006). However, to present 

the data in this way makes the material more perspicuous and easier for the reader to 

comprehend.  

 

3.2 Analysis of data 

 

The aim of this study was not to find out the absolute reality of famers general attitudes 

toward elephants, but to examine the attitudes of the farmers in this study and the possible 

effects of these attitudes on conservation efforts. The collected data was therefore analyzed on 

the basis of my theoretical framework as well as by comparing my results to previous research 
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and other studies conducted on the subject of human-wildlife conflicts in general and human-

elephant conflicts in particular.  

 

Comparisons of the answers from the research questions were made with the answers from 

the background questions to see if any conclusions could be made based on the respondents’ 

different gender, age or class etc. To find out if poorer farmers were the most negatively 

affected by human-elephant conflicts a comparison was made between the size of the land 

available to them and the farmers’ stated attitudes. Comparisons were also made between the 

farmers’ class and the location of their farm in relation to the village (outskirt or central) to 

see if poorer farmers are forced to settle at the outskirt of the village, with potentially higher 

vulnerability for crop-raiding and other types of human-elephant conflicts. Examinations of 

the size of affected land in relation to the land available for cultivation were compared to the 

farmers’ opinions to see if this could be an influential factor of attitude.  

 

By comparing the answers from the background question about the type of crop the farmer 

grow and the research question about their opinion of elephants, I wanted to examine if 

farmers’ attitudes differ depending on what type of crop they grow, like Hedges & Gunaryadi 

(2010) had done. A comparison was also made of the answers between different villages to 

see if the conflicts are perceived to have increased in some but decreased in others, indicating 

a displacement of the human-elephant conflicts from one village to another. I also compared 

the farmers’ opinions between different villages to see if some tended to be more negative 

than others and analyze the possible reasons why. By comparing different villages I also 

wanted to learn if the distance from the village to Tarangire National Park had anything to do 

with the villagers’ attitudes toward elephants. Finally a comparison of farmers’ opinions in 

relation to their receiving of financial compensation or the realization of village projects was 

made to examine the effects of compensation on attitudes. 

 

A thematic analysis was also made. I identified different themes from the result valuable for 

answering the research questions and fulfilling the purpose of this study. The themes included 

were 1) Attitudes, 2) Cause of the human-elephant conflict, 3) Preventive and deterrent 

measures, 4) Responsibility, 5) Power to affect and 6) compensation. These themes could be 

useful for comparing the farmers’ answers to certain questions in relation to the answers of 

Wildlife Officer Nashon Macokesha and Nature Conservationist Allan Carlson. By doing this, 

the correspondence or divergence of the answers could be analyzed and the possible reasons 
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for agreement or disagreement could be discussed. The Theory of Planned Behavior and the 

Value-Belief-Norm theory were then used to analyze the underlying factors of the farmers’ 

attitudes. 

 

3.3 Study area 

 

Tanzania is located on the east coast of Sub-Saharan Africa, neighboring Kenya, Uganda, 

Rwanda, Burundi, Zambia, Congo-Kinshasa, Malawi and Mozambique (Höglund, 2011b). 

According to the National Bureau of Statistics (NBS) the country’s population has more than 

tripled from around 12 million in 1967 to almost 45 million in 2012 (Figure 2.). There are 

almost 22 million males and just over 23 million females distributed over around 9 million 

households. (NBS, 2013) 

 

 

Figure 2. Population trends in Tanzania from 1967 until 2012. (NBS, 2013) 

 

Tanzania is divided into 30 regions and 169 districts, with Babati District located in Manyara 

region in the north central part of the country. The district has a population of about 312.400 

divided between around 158.800 males and 153.600 females. The average household size 

(e.g. the number of people residing in the same homestead, answerable to the same household 

head) in Babati District is 5,2 people (NBS, 2013). The district has an area of 5.460 square 

kilometers (Thomas Brinkhoff, 2013) and is divided into 21 administrative wards (NBS, 

2013), four of which was visited at the different interview occasions. Table 1 show the 

population number and average household size for each of these four wards. 
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Table 1. Population number and average household size of the four wards visited for the 

interviews with farmers. (NBS, 2013) 
 

Ward Total: Male: Female: Average  

household size: 

Endakiso  9.246  4.721  4.525  5,5  

Mwada  16.139  8.533  7.606  4,6  

Qash  19.549  9.962  9.587  5,1  

Mamire  9.014  4.638  4.376  5,1  

 

There are currently 14 national parks in Tanzania (Figure 3.), measuring up an area of over 

42 000 square kilometers. Together with other protected areas they make up more than one 

third of the country’s total land area (Briggs, 2004). Other types of protected areas include 

game reserves, game controlled areas, a conservation area and a few marine parks (Ministry 

of Natural Resources and Tourism, 2014). The main purpose of the national parks in Tanzania 

is preserving the country’s natural heritage and protected areas provide breeding grounds and 

sanctuaries for several species of both flora and fauna. (Briggs, 2004) 

 

 

Figure 3. Map of the 14 national parks in Tanzania. (TANAPA, 2012a) 

 

Tanzania National Parks (TANAPA) claims that there is an aspiration to improve some of the 

existing wildlife corridors that connects different protected areas. They also state that 

revenues from tourism are used for supporting conservation efforts and wildlife research. 
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Local communities can be benefitted by improvement in education and livelihood through 

different village projects via The Community Conservation Service (CCS), an outreach 

program funded by TANAPA. By assisting development initiatives, like health dispensaries, 

infrastructure and schools through tourism revenues, the rewards and benefits of conservation 

efforts can gain both the parks and the villagers. Many people can also benefit from national 

parks through employment as guards or at lodges or tour companies. The more the villagers 

value the park, the more likely they are to contribute by defending the park or reporting illegal 

activities such as poaching. (Briggs, 2004) 

 

Tarangire National Park is located 118 kilometers southwest of Arusha, in Manyara region 

and has a size of 2 850 square kilometers. The Tarangire River that runs through the park 

provides a permanent water source, contributing to the variety of wildlife present. The park is 

known for its large number of elephants, observable in dry season as well as wet. (TANAPA, 

2012b) See Appendix VI for photograph of a map over Tarangire National Park.  

 

A wildlife corridor is located northwest of Tarangire, connecting the park to Lake Manyara 

National Park. It has served as a migration route between the two protected areas with known 

movement of several species, including elephants. The vegetation of the corridor consists 

primarily of savanna, with woodland occurring in connection with waterways. Today, the 

Tarangire-Manyara corridor, also known as Kwakuchinja
1
, and its utilizers faces threats of 

land use conflicts from agricultural practices, livestock keeping and settlement. Many species, 

including leopard, lion and buffalo has become locally extinct due to human disturbance and 

poaching. (TAWIRI, 2014) 

4. Results 

4.1 Interviews with farmers in Babati 

 

The opinions (positive or negative) were relatively equally distributed between male and 

female farmers and between the different ages (Table 2.). No patterns could therefore be 

found of their possible effect on farmers’ attitudes toward elephants. In this study the middle 

class were the most represented, but no other conclusions could be made comparing the 

                                                 
1
 The word Kwakuchinja means ”to the slaughter” in Swahili and the name comes from a former trail for 

transporting cattle for slaughter to the city of Arusha. (Lindberg, Clas; Lector at the School of Natural Sciences, 

Technology and Environmental Studies, Södertörn University. 2014. Seminar, June 4).  
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different classes with each other. The area of land available for cultivation was also relatively 

equally distributed, with the land of negative farmers ranging from 1,5 to 20 acres and farmers 

with positive opinions about elephants having access to land of between 3 and 20 acres. All of 

the respondents stated primary school as their highest completed level of education, but since 

the opinions differed among them, no conclusions could be drawn on the effects that 

education level might have on farmers’ attitudes.  

 

Table 2. The different respondents’ answers to some of the background questions. 
 

Respondent Gender Age Class Location 

in village 

Land in acres 

(affected land) 

Opinion about 

elephants 

1 M 50 Upper Central 20 (20) Negative 

2 F 44 Middle Central 10 (8) Negative 

3 M 66 Lower Outskirt 1,5 (1,5) Negative 

4 M 40 Middle Central 15 (10-12) Both pos. & neg. 

5 F 43 Middle Central 10 (10) Positive 

6 M 50 Middle Central 19 (4) Positive 

7 F 51 Upper Central 20 (7) Positive 

8 F 42 Upper Central 30, cult. 10 (10)* Negative 

9 M 52 Lower Outskirt 3 (3) Negative 

10 M 42 Middle Outskirt 10 (4) Positive 

11 F 44 Middle Outskirt 10 (10) Negative 

12 F 62 Lower Outskirt 3 (3) Positive 

* Had 30 acres of land available, cultivated 10 acres (of which all were affected by elephants) 

 

Half of the farmers said that they had more negative than positive attitudes toward elephants, 

one had both positive and negative opinions and five of the farmers were mainly positive about 

them. The negative attitudes were based mainly on problems with crop-raiding and other types 

of human-elephant conflicts. The positive attitudes toward elephants were based on the view of 

the elephants as a natural heritage to be proud and protective of and many of the positive 

farmers made the connection between elephants and the influx of foreign currency which could 

benefit both the village and the nation as a whole. Besides indirect income from tourism, the 

opportunity of employment for villagers near Tarangire National Park was mentioned as an 

advantage. Three farmers also expressed a view of humans being the ones that intrude on 

elephant territory, since the animals have always lived there. 

 

All but one of the farmers with negative opinions about elephants had all (100%) of their 

cultivated land area affected by crop-raiding from elephants (Table 2.). The last negative 

farmer had around 80 percent of her fields affected by them. Of the positive farmers, two had 
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all of their land affected, while the affected field areas of the other three were between 21 and 

40 percent. The farmer with both negative and positive opinions about elephants (respondent 

4) had about 73 percent of his fields affected by them.  

 

All of the twelve farmers identified elephants as the most problematic species for them and 

crop-raiding as the most problematic type of human-elephant conflict. Other species mentioned 

were warthogs (eat all crops), zebras (eat maize and millet), giraffes (eat pigeon peas), wild 

pigs (eat all crops), porcupine (eat maize), buffalos and wildebeests. Seven of the farmers had 

also heard about someone who got killed by an elephant and injuries to people had occurred 

according to one farmer. A watchtower was once destroyed in Sangaiwe and two farmers 

mentioned that livestock sometimes go into the park (which is forbidden, so the farmers can 

get fined for it). 

 

Seven farmers established that human-elephant conflicts occur mostly in the harvest season, 

when the crops are ripe, but some also said that they can happen all year round and that the 

elephants are very unpredictable. This was especially true in Maweni, because of a waterhole 

nearby, where the elephants come to drink a few times per week. Two farmers said that 

elephants can come every day from planting to harvest (February to August) and all twelve 

farmers agreed that they usually come into the fields at night, although some farmers have 

encountered them in daytime as well. Maize, sunflower, pigeon peas and millet were identified 

as the type of crops most often affected by elephants (Table 3.) and one respondent mentioned 

that she used to refrain from growing pigeon peas for ten years because elephants tended to 

raid them more frequently than other type of crops. Sesame (simsim in Swahili) was however 

reported as a crop that never or rarely gets eaten, although it might be trampled in connection 

with crop-raiding incidents. 

 

Table 3. The respondents’ different type of crops grown and affected by elephants. Respondent 

1 and 2 were not asked which type of crop that most often gets eaten by elephants (the 

question was added on the third and all following interviews). 
 

Respondent Type of crop grown Crops eaten by elephants Opinion 
 

1 Maize, sunflower, pigeon 

peas and peanuts 

No available data Negative 

2 Maize, sunflower, pigeon 

peas, millet and sesame 

No available data Negative 

3 Millet at the moment (but 

switches between Maize, 

All except for sesame Negative 
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pigeon peas and sesame) 

4 Maize, sunflower, sesame, 

and millet 

All except for sesame (can 

get trampled) 

Both positive 

and negative 

5 Maize, sunflower and sesame Maize and sunflower mostly 

(rarely sesame) 

Positive 

6 Maize, sunflower, millet, and 

sesame 

Maize mostly, then millet and 

then sunflower (sesame is not 

eaten, but can get trampled) 

Positive 

7 Maize, sunflower, pigeon 

peas and sesame 

All except sesame (can get 

trampled but may recover) 

Positive 

8 Maize, sunflower, pigeon 

peas and sesame 

Maize mostly, sometimes 

sunflower (other crops can 

get trampled) 

Negative 

9 Maize, sunflower and sesame Maize and sunflower mostly Negative 

10 Maize and sunflower All except for sesame Positive 

11 Maize, sunflower and pigeon 

peas  

Maize and pigeon peas 

mostly 

Negative 

12 Maize, sunflower and pigeon 

peas  

Pigeon peas mostly Positive 

 

Six of the farmers thought that the human-elephant conflicts had increased over the years, 

while the other six stated that the conflicts had decreased. The most common explanation to 

the increase was the belief that the number of elephants in the park also had increased. All 

three of the farmers in Nafco explained the increase with the statement that the border of 

Tarangire National Park had come closer to the village, because of the park expanding in size. 

The decrease was explained by some farmers through a reduction in elephant numbers, either 

due to poaching or because some elephants move to other places (for example through the 

wildlife corridor between Tarangire and Lake Manyara National Park). All of the farmers in 

Maweni explained the decrease through the expansion of the village and the increase in human 

activities and said that the elephants therefore avoid the area more now than before.  

One farmer thought that better water availability inside the park might reduce the need for the 

elephants to leave the park, thereby explaining the decrease. 

 

The most commonly used preventive or deterrent measures the making of fires around the 

fields (used by eight farmers) and the making of noise through shouting, whistles or through 

banging on tins or drums (used by 9 farmers). The use of flashlights and watchtowers were 

also mentioned by several farmers. These and other methods were often combined to get the 

desired effect and many of the farmers explained that they use these methods because they are 

uncomplicated and do not harm the elephants. Even the farmers with negative attitudes toward 
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elephants pointed out that they did not want them to be killed. Three of the farmers had also 

heard about the use of chili (Capsicum spp.), either through chili-dung (mixing chili with 

manure and setting it on fire to create a repelling smoke) or through chili-grease (chili mixed 

with used oil) smeared on fences, ropes or cloths around the fields. The use of chili was 

thought to be highly effective, but some farmers mentioned that it is often expensive to buy the 

quantities needed if you do not grow it yourself. The farmers usually learned about the 

different preventive or deterrent measures from either their neighbors (five farmers) or their 

parents (three farmers), but one mentioned that she had attended seminars organized by the 

Wildlife Department to learn more. One farmer did not use any preventive or deterrent 

methods at the moment, but said that if the elephants get very problematic she sometimes calls 

the park rangers for help.  

 

Three of the farmers thought that both the villagers and the government should take 

responsibility for controlling the elephants and one of the farmers said that all stakeholders 

have some responsibility (farmers from the local community, the government, TANAPA and 

the District Council through the Wildlife Department). Three farmers said that the elephants 

are the government’s responsibility, one said that the Wildlife Department should use rangers 

to control them and two others said that TANAPA should be responsible. Two also stated that 

both villagers and the park rangers should take responsibility by cooperating with each other. 

 

The solution most often suggested by farmers was the use of electric fences or other physical 

barriers around Tarangire to keep the animals inside the park. One farmer however recognized 

the problem of hindering elephants from moving between parks, by mentioning how 

inbreeding can result in weak and unviable populations. Four other farmers emphasized the 

need for help from park rangers who can scare the elephants away with their cars or by 

shooting warning shots. Two farmers talked about the importance of increasing the number of 

rangers and, above all, the supervision of the rangers so that they do what they are supposed 

to. They want to reduce the current corruption and miss-use of power among rangers. One 

farmer also suggested better provision of food and water inside the park to attract the 

elephants to stay within park borders, while another did not think that it would be enough to 

hinder them from entering his fields. 
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None of the farmers thought that the financial compensation that they should be able to receive 

is sufficient and they all agreed on that it is hard to get compensated. Only two of the twelve 

farmers have received financial compensation (Table 4.) and for one of them the process of 

pursuing it took 11 years! It thereby seems apparent that it can be a very time-consuming 

process. The farmer with his field closest to the park (right next to the border) expressed his 

discontent about that the financial compensation is lower the closer to Tarangire the farmer’s 

fields are located. Two farmers from Sangaiwe and three from Mwikantsi mentioned that 

TANAPA has financed CCS-projects in the villages. In Maweni, however, there have not even 

been plans of any projects and the relationship between villagers and park rangers is tense 

there. One respondent from Maweni emphasized a need for both financial compensation and 

village projects and explained that life would then be more bearable, possibly making people 

more tolerant with elephants. A farmer from Mwikantsi, however, did not see compensation as 

a solution, since it only deals with the effect of human-elephant conflicts and not with the 

problem in itself.  

 

Table 4. The respondents’ experiences of any type of compensation (financial or in the form 

of CCS-projects) in each sub-village.  
 

Respondent Sub-village Financial compensation 

and/or CCS-projects 

Opinion about 

elephants 

1 Nafco None Negative 

2 Nafco None  Negative 

3 Nafco None Negative 

4 Sangaiwe No financial, but projects Both pos. & neg. 

5 Sangaiwe No financial, but projects Positive 

6 Sangaiwe None Positive 

7 Maweni None (not even plans) Positive 

8 Maweni None Negative 

9 Maweni None Negative 

10 Mwikantsi Both Positive 

11 Mwikantsi Both Negative 

12 Mwikantsi No financial, but projects Positive 

 

The most common effects from the human-elephant conflicts mentioned are the direct effects 

of lost livelihood and lost income because of crop-raiding by elephants. The farmers’ also state 

that their income can be indirectly affected through the time and money spent on guarding the 

fields instead of working on them. Some other indirect effects mentioned by several farmers 

are health impacts like increased risk of malaria, pneumonia and other illnesses from staying 

outside to guard all night. In addition, the risk of getting attacked by other animals as well as 
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elephants was mentioned. Psychological effects like the loss of sleep and security issues 

through fear for their own and their children’s sake were also cited a few times. One farmer 

explained that the loss of income also can affect the children indirectly if the family cannot 

afford to pay the fees required for the children to attend certain schools. 

 

Four farmers felt that they have some power to affect the decision-making concerning the 

human-elephant conflicts, mainly through village meetings. Two, however, mentioned that the 

implementation of their discussed ideas often is inadequate and therefore nothing usually 

happens. Eight of the twelve farmers stated that they would like to be better included in the 

decision-making, through seminars or meetings where they can express their opinions, share 

ideas with other farmers and learn more about preventive and deterrent measures. One pointed 

out the need for the entire village to be better included and meant that the villagers are the ones 

with the best experience of human-elephant conflicts and therefore have many useful ideas that 

need to be heard.   

 

4.2 Interview with Babati District Wildlife Officer 

 

Nashon Macokesha is a 55 year old Wildlife Officer that works at the Wildlife Department at 

Babati District Council. With a diploma in wildlife management from Mweka College and 

very positive opinions about elephants, he chose to work as a conservationist to protect 

wildlife and prevent human-elephant conflicts among other things. He explains that the 

Wildlife Department works with conservation efforts through awareness-raising and 

prevention against crop-raiding in villages close to the border of Tarangire National Park. He 

states that human-elephant conflicts are problematic in all of the four villages were I 

conducted my interviews and he identifies crop-raiding as the most problematic type of 

conflict.  

 

According to Macokesha farmers hate elephants, since they often destroy their crops. He 

emphasizes the risk of farmers’ negative attitudes undermining conservation efforts and hopes 

that community conservation projects and education will increase the farmers’ knowledge and 

awareness, thereby making them more understanding of and tolerant towards elephants. 

However, he points out that not every farmer attends the meetings that the Wildlife 

Department arranges and that the education process therefore can be slow. The department 

also organizes meetings to teach farmers of preventive and deterrent measures like for 
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example the use of chili-dung and chili-grease. As an introduction, the Wildlife Department 

provides some chili, but then the farmers have to obtain it themselves. The department also 

encourages the farmers to grow chili as an alternative to or in combination with other crops, 

since it is seldom raided by elephants and it is also a cash crop that can generate income. The 

department has to prioritize the most critical areas and therefore has not yet held meetings in 

every village affected by human-elephant conflicts. 

 

The Wildlife Department cooperates with Tarangire National Park through different projects 

like the building of schools and awareness-raising in several of the affected villages. 

Macokesha also explains that farmers can receive financial compensation, or as he prefers to 

call it “consolation”, for different types of human-elephant conflicts like crop-raiding, killing 

of livestock and injury or death of people. The amount of money received is a fixed amount 

depending on the impact of the incident (how big the area of destruction is or how many 

livestock that has been killed). He clarifies the reason for compensation being lower the closer 

to the park a farmer’s field is located, which the third respondent complained about. This, he 

says, is to discourage people to settle down or cultivate land close to protected areas like 

Tarangire. Otherwise there is a risk of people seeing the consolation as a motivation for living 

in the area, which would counteract the purpose. The problems with human-elephant conflicts 

occur mainly at harvest season and reports of incidents are made to the Village Executive 

Officer in each village. 

 

Macokesha states that villagers have a chance to affect the decision-making concerning 

elephants. They can express their opinions, exchange ideas and learn about preventive and 

deterrent measures at the village meetings, where representatives from TANAPA and the 

Wildlife Department are sometimes present. 

 

He mentions that the number of elephants has decreased over the years, mostly because of 

poaching. The human-elephant conflicts have however increased, because the population 

around Babati is growing and villagers are settling down closer to protected areas like 

Tarangire National Park. He concludes that “there is not enough land” and identifies the 

spatial overlap of humans and elephants as the underlying cause of the conflict. As a solution 

he suggests better land use planning to prevent communities to come closer to the park. 

Another suggestion is to establish buffer zones between villages and Tarangire National Park, 

but he points out that this requires even more land. If he had an unlimited amount of resources 
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to prevent the human-elephant conflicts he would give money to farmers to settle in other 

areas so that no one has to live close to the park. 

Macokesha mentions that there are more tensions from human-elephants conflicts where there 

currently are wildlife corridors, as in Sangaiwe, since a larger number of elephants passes 

through those areas. He also says that he is aware of the conflict between villagers of Maweni 

and park rangers and explains that many people in the sub-village are involved in illegal 

activities such as poaching and charcoal burning and that the villagers therefore often have 

negative attitudes toward park rangers. 

 

He concludes the interview by saying that he thinks the problems concerning human-elephant 

conflicts will get bigger because of the increasing population and farming activities and he 

once more emphasizes the importance of awareness-raising.  

 

4.3 Interview with Nature Conservation Expert at WWF 

 

Allan Carlson is a Nature Conservation Expert at WWF (World Wildlife Fund) with focus on 

African species preservation, mainly in southern Tanzania. He says that his and WWF’s work 

focuses on both issues of biodiversity and ecological footprint. The organization has an office 

in Dar es Salaam, the biggest city in Tanzania, and much of their work is trans-boundary, 

involving other countries like Mozambique and Kenya.  

 

When asked about human-elephant conflicts, Carlson identifies areas with agricultural 

practices close to protected areas as the most common for conflicts like crop-raiding. Villages 

close to permanent water sources are especially prone to visits by elephants. Although the 

animals usually come into the fields at night time, when crops are ripe they can come at 

daytime as well, even on a daily basis. Carlson says that farmers growing maize near the 

reserve are most often affected by elephants.  

 

Since both humans and elephants require large areas of land, the spatial overlap is identified 

by Carlson as the underlying cause of the human-elephant conflicts. The elephants need space 

to be able to migrate long distances in their search for food and water and humans need land 

to cultivate to feed a fast-growing population. With more land being cultivated, less and less 

areas are left unexploited. He also points out that it is usually the poorest that are forced to 

cultivate the land nearest protected areas, since there is not enough available land. He thinks 
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that protected areas like national parks will be subjected to an even higher pressure in the 

future, due to the rapid population growth. Since we cannot expand our agricultural activities 

much further, he states that other solutions, like measures for making farming more effective, 

are needed. 

 

The question, he says, is “how we can create a nature conservation landscape where both 

humans and elephants can co-exist”. The solution, he thinks, is to create islands of agricultural 

landscapes in the forest landscape where elephants have access to the rest. One way to attempt 

this is through the protection of farmers’ fields from intruding wildlife through the use of 

deterrent methods. Two methods involving chili are taught by WWF to farmers around 

Africa. One is the use of chili-grease smeared on ropes surrounding the fields and sometimes 

at the edge of the forest can be enough to keep elephants off. The other is the use of chili-

dung formed into briquettes that are set on fire to create a repelling smoke. He says that the 

two methods have been very successful in several villages in Tanzania and explains that since 

the use of chili is a low-tech but highly effective deterrent method it is more suitable than the 

use of electrical fences and other costly techniques. Carlson also recommends the method of 

block-farming, where several farmers cultivate a common area of land, to facilitate 

cooperation so that the responsibility of preventive and deterrent measures can be shared 

among the farmers. 

 

Carlson mentions that WWF is working with wildlife management areas (WMAs) like 

Burunge in Babati District, Tanzania. He explains that they try to affect the land use planning 

in areas between national parks so that agricultural activities close to protected areas are 

restricted. The aim of the WMA’s is to create larger conservation areas by connecting 

different protected areas through wildlife corridors. Without them, national parks face the risk 

of becoming isolated islands, insufficient for migrating animals like elephants. Through the 

creation of buffer zones around reserves the protection of wildlife can also be enhanced and 

the risk of human-wildlife conflicts can be reduced. Although farming is not allowed within 

the buffer zones, some activities like cattle grazing and the retrieving of firewood may be 

permitted. Carlson emphasizes a need for joint and trans-boundary management to decide 

where agricultural activities can be allowed to expand and where they cannot. He points out 

that it is hard to move people out of areas where they have already settled, so the best strategy 

is to hinder people from coming too close to protected areas in the first place.  
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Allan Carlson himself has positive opinions about elephants and thinks that his attitude is 

shared by many of the farmers that have not been negatively affected by elephants through 

crop-raiding or other types of human-elephant conflicts. He, however, thinks that farmers that 

have experienced these conflicts generally have negative attitudes toward elephants. Carlson 

points out that the attitudes of farmers toward elephants can have consequences on 

conservation efforts. He explains that on one hand the negative attitudes from farmers 

experiencing crop-raiding can make them more tempted by poaching and other activities 

harmful for elephants. On the other hand farmers affected by human-elephant conflicts are 

usually more susceptible and positive to outside help. This creates opportunities for dialog 

and idea-exchange with organizations such as WWF. Carlson says that they arrange meetings 

and seminars where they talk with and present solutions to villagers, agricultural extension 

officers and village councils. Since WWF always works through the village committee, 

Carlson believes that local farmers have a possibility to affect the decision-making concerning 

the elephants and the problems they cause. At village meetings the farmers can discuss and 

bring up issues of concern, to influence the representatives in the committee, he says.  

 

When asked about financial compensation, Carlson says that farmers are supposed to be able 

to receive money for destroyed crops, but that the system does not work. He is hesitant about 

financial compensation as a solution to the human-elephant conflicts. It might make the 

farmers less negative towards elephants, but there is a risk that the compensation is seen as a 

source of income and that it therefore might be misused, he explains. Projects, like the 

building of schools and teacher’s residences and the investment in solar panels for lighting, 

are however arranged by WWF and other organizations. 

 

Allan Carlson concludes that the number of elephants in Africa has decreased over the years, 

especially in southern Tanzania. The main reason for the reduction is the killing of elephants 

for their tusks of ivory. About 5 years ago poaching became commercial and since then the 

elephant population has decreased dramatically. Carlson believes that the effect of human-

elephant conflicts on the reduction in elephant numbers is negligible. He says that the 

shooting of problem elephants that keep returning to villages and destroying crops can occur, 

but these numbers are small in relation to the amount of animals killed by poachers. However, 

he points out, the negative attitudes of people affected by crop-raiding and other human-

elephant conflicts might result in an increased recruitment of poachers in the long term. 

Carlson also concludes that the human-elephant conflicts have decreased, at least according to 
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the people he has spoken to. His explanation of the decrease is that the elephants learn to 

avoid densely populated areas and areas where poaching tends to occur. 

 

4.4 Observations 

 

The four safari tours in Tarangire National Park contributed to observations of the large 

quantities of elephants that thrive there. Elephants were spotted in both larger and smaller 

groups at each of the four tours. Alone males (Appendix VII, photo 1) and clans of females 

with calves (Appendix VII, photo 2) were seen. Older and younger elephants were observed, 

as well as a newborn calf (Appendix VII, photo 3). The foraging behavior of the elephants 

could be experienced and their use of tusks and trunks was documented (Appendix VII, 

photos 4-6). The tours also contributed to observations of the elephants’ interaction within the 

herds and towards other species. The social structure and behavior between individuals in a 

group was also experienced (Appendix VII, photo 7). The opportunity was given to see how 

the older elephants in a group formed a circle around younger calves to protect them, when 

they felt threatened (Appendix VII, photo 8). Their behavior towards the many vehicles and 

the humans in them was also experienced. The elephants in the park seemed so habituated to 

humans that they walked around the lodges, bungalows and tents of the hotel we stayed at 

(Appendix VII, photo 9). One female and her calf even came so close to the hotel pool that an 

employee had to poke them to keep them from entering the pool area (Appendix VII, photo 

10). The behavior of these elephants might, however, not be the same outside of the park 

borders, where they are not as familiar with people.  

 

At the visits to the four sub-villages (Nafco 22/2-2014, Sangaiwe 27/2-2014, Maweni 28/2-

2014 and Mwikantsi) the opportunity was given to observe the villages and their surrounding 

landscape. The large number of fields and the lack of unexploited land struck me the most 

(Appendix VII, photo 11).  Some of the respondents’ residences were seen and the size, the 

number of buildings and the condition they were in could be observed. Most houses were built 

with natural building materials like mud or clay for walls and floor and grass for roofing, like 

the third respondent’s home (Appendix VII, photo 12). Corrugated iron was sometimes also 

used as roof, like the home of the first respondent (Appendix VII, photo 13). Some of the 

farmers’ fields, the different crops they grew and the villages’ distance to Tarangire National 

Park were observed and the location of the respondents land in relation to the village (central 

or outskirt) was noted. The fact that there are no fences or barriers between certain farms and 



32 

 

the park border was documented and when the farmer with his fields nearest the park 

(respondent 3) was visited, the close proximity to the park border really became clear. His 

fields were literally right next to the trampled path that represented the border of Tarangire 

National Park (Appendix VII, photo 14). The chance was also given to see some of the 

preventive methods used by farmers to protect their fields against different types of wildlife, 

like hedges of thorny branches from Acacia trees (Appendix VII, photo 15). The general 

conclusion from these observations is that the closer to the park border, the simpler the houses 

are. Since the house of the third respondent (lower class) was much plainer than that of the first 

respondent (upper class), this could be an indication of poverty.  

5. Analysis 

5.1 Comparisons between farmers’ answers 

 

That all of the twelve farmers identified elephants as the most problematic species and crop-

raiding as the most problematic type of human-elephant conflict represents the most significant 

agreement between the farmers in this study. This result indicates the existence of a serious 

problem that demands attention, thereby motivating this research.  

 

All of the three lower-class farmers lived at the outskirt of their villages and two of them 

stated that they had negative opinions about elephants. This, in combination with my 

observations indicates that the poorer farmers in this study are forced to cultivate land at the 

outskirt of the village, with potentially higher vulnerability. Since elephants tend to avoid 

densely populated areas with high level of human activities, fields in the central might be at 

lesser risk for crop-raiding. The fields at the outskirt can in addition be located closer to 

wildlife areas like national parks, increasing the risk of human-wildlife encounters and 

conflicts there. This was the case of the third respondent from Nafco (lower class), who had 

his fields right next to the border of Tarangire National Park and who stated problems with 

elephants on all of his land. Because of the park’s expansion, his fields are now located even 

closer to the border than when he started cultivating the land.  

 

The fact that all of the three upper-class farmers lived central in their villages supports the 

thoughts on how class could affect the settlement location of the farmers in this study. It 

might be expected that these farmers would be more positive about elephants because of the 
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potentially lesser risk for crop-raiding in the village central, but even though one of the upper-

class farmers stated positive opinions, two out of three were negative. This might mean that 

no conclusions can be made about the relationship between the location of the fields due to 

the farmers’ class and the opinions of the farmers. Other factors might instead affect the 

occurrence of human-elephant conflicts and the attitudes of farmers. 

 

Since most of the farmers with negative attitudes toward elephants had all of their cultivated 

land affected by elephants, the result indicates that the negative farmers are the ones worst 

affected by elephants. The proportion of available land affected might therefore be a better 

indicator of the farmers’ attitudes than their class or the location of their fields. The larger part 

of the farmers field that is affected, the larger part of their yield tends to be destroyed, 

increasing the risk of food insecurity, hunger and undernourishment. Farmers with a larger 

proportion of their fields untouched by elephants, and thereby a larger portion of their yield 

still available, might be able to provide food for their family even though the destruction of 

crops may lead to financial losses. If farmers grow both food crops and cash crops the chances 

of getting by increases. If the cash crop is destroyed, the farmer still has access to food and if 

the food crop is destroyed it is possible to sell the cash crop and buy food instead. That two 

farmers with all of their fields affected by elephants (respondent 5 and 12) had positive 

opinions about them could be explained by their statements of seeing elephants as a natural 

heritage and income-bringers through tourism. 

 

Since all but one farmer grow both maize and sunflower and the attitudes toward elephants 

differ among them, no patterns between opinions and these two crops can be found. Several of 

the negative farmers grow pigeon peas, indicating a possibility of pigeon peas being a 

common denominator for the negative attitudes. One respondent (12) even mentioned that she 

used to refrain from growing pigeon peas because elephants tended to raid them more 

frequently than other type of crops. Two of all the farmers that grow pigeon peas, however, 

have positive opinions about elephants, making the conclusion of pigeon peas as a 

determinant of opinion problematic. That both respondent 11 and 12 and respondent 7 and 8 

grow the same type of crops and still have different opinions about elephants indicates that the 

farmers’ attitudes towards elephants are affected by other factors than which type of crop they 

grow. That no correlation between farmers’ opinions and the type of crop grown could be 

confirmed, like Hedges & Gunaryadi (2010) suggested, could be explained by the similarities 

between farmers in what type of crops were grown and the fact that all interviewed farmers 
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grow three or more different types of crop, making the identification of differences difficult. 

To confirm such correlation would also require a quantitative approach. 

 

One thing that however seems apparent is that sesame is never or rarely eaten by elephants, 

mentioned by more than half of the asked respondents. Although sesame might get trampled 

in connection with crop-raiding incidents, since it is a cash-crop not preferred by elephants it 

can be a good alternative for farmers to grow in addition to current food crops. Although chili 

might be an even better alternative because of its supplementary deterrent potential, sesame is 

more commonly grown by the farmers in this study and therefore seems suitable for the 

landscape of Babati District. Half of the asked respondents stated maize as the type of crop 

mostly eaten by elephants, making it the seemingly least favorable crop to grow for farmers in 

elephant-rich areas. Since all of the twelve farmers grow it, there might however be other 

advantages of growing maize, like perhaps the cost and effort of growing it in relation to the 

food supply it can provide. 

 

All three farmers in Nafco stated an increase in the occurrence of human-elephant conflicts, 

while all three farmers in Maweni stated a decrease (Table 5.). This could indicate a 

movement of elephants from south to north, or simply mean that herds in the south has seen a 

decrease in numbers while herds in the north has increased. An explanation to the decrease in 

Maweni mentioned by all three farmers there is the expansion of the village and increase in 

human activities in the area, resulting in elephants avoiding it more than before. To explain 

the increase in Nafco, all three farmers stated that the border of Tarangire National Park has 

come closer to the village because of the park expanding in size. This has consequently led to 

the close proximity of the sub-village to the park border, mentioned in the observations 

earlier. The differences of stated change in occurrence of human-elephant conflicts within 

villages can be because farmers grow different types of crop that elephants may or may not 

prefer over another or because some farmers’ preventive or deterrent strategies are more 

effective than others. The problems with human-elephants conflicts might therefore be 

displaced from one farm to another.  

 

Since I did not specify the time span over which the respondents should state an increase or 

decrease, there is a risk that they stated different answers depending on their different 

references. Some might compare the present with a time period further back than others, 

possibly resulting in different outcomes. Since the number of elephants has decreased over the 
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years, with a dramatic reduction in numbers starting around 5 years ago (according to Allan 

Carlson), the human-elephant conflicts could also be expected to be lower today than in the 

past. However, the expansion of human activities due to population growth might result in 

human-wildlife encounters occurring more often than before because of the competition of 

land. 

 

Table 5. The sub-villages distances to Tarangire National Park and the stated change in 

occurrence of human-elephant conflicts (HEC). 
 

Respondent Sub-village Distance to 

Tarangire NP 

Change in HEC-

occurrence 

Opinion about 

elephants 

1 Nafco <1 kilometer Increased Negative 

2 Nafco <1 kilometer Increased Negative 

3 Nafco <1 kilometer Increased Negative 

4 Sangaiwe 1 kilometer Decreased Both pos. & neg. 

5 Sangaiwe 1 kilometer Increased Positive 

6 Sangaiwe 1 kilometer Increased Positive 

7 Maweni 4 kilometers Decreased Positive 

8 Maweni 4 kilometers Decreased Negative 

9 Maweni 4 kilometers Decreased Negative 

10 Mwikantsi 5 kilometers Increased Positive 

11 Mwikantsi 5 kilometers Decreased Negative 

12 Mwikantsi 5 kilometers Decreased Positive 

 

All interviewed farmers in Nafco had negative opinions about elephants (Table 5.). This could 

be because of the village’s close location (less than 1 kilometer) to the border of Tarangire 

National Park. Like both Graham et al. (2010) and Harich et al. (2013) have concluded, it 

might be expected that the closer to a protected area a village or field is located, the more 

likely it is to be affected by elephants and other wildlife. Comparing Maweni and Mwikantsi, 

this could possibly be the case, since the farmers in the closer sub-village of Maweni were 

more negative than those of Mwikantsi, located around 1 kilometer further from the park 

border. The results mentioned below however indicate that other factors than solely the 

distance to Tarangire might be influential on farmers’ attitudes.  

 

Although Sangaiwe is also located quite close to Tarangire National Park (about 1 kilometer), 

two farmers had positive opinions and the third had both positive and negative opinions about 

elephants. The positive attitudes could be related to the project of Burunge Wildlife 

Management Area (WMA) close by. In connection with these types of projects, meetings and 

seminars are often arranged creating a platform for the provision of information and idea-

exchange. Educating villagers can possibly make them more understanding of and tolerant 
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towards elephants. The teaching of different preventive and deterrent methods can also be a 

way to reduce crop-raiding incidents and increase the tolerance among farmers.  

 

The role of compensation in the form of financial consolation or CCS-projects might also 

affect farmers’ opinions about and attitudes toward elephants. Two of three farmers in 

Sangaiwe stated that TANAPA has helped the village with projects like the construction of 

school buildings and this might also help explain the mainly positive opinions of the villagers, 

despite the relative closeness to Tarangire. That the farmers in Mwikantsi were more positive 

than those in Maweni could also be explained by the presence or absence of compensation. In 

Mwikantsi, all three farmers stated some involvement of TANAPA in different village 

projects, while there in Maweni have not even been plans of such projects. One farmer in the 

sub-village stated his frustration over this and said that compensation through financial 

consolation and village projects could make life more bearable, with possibility of creating a 

tolerance among people towards elephants. Maweni was additionally the sub-village with the 

least favorable relationship with park rangers, so this might also influence the villagers’ 

attitudes. The absence of compensation could be a contributing factor to the negative opinions 

of the farmers in Nafco as well, since neither financial consolation nor any projects were 

known in the village. All but one of the farmers with negative opinions have not received any 

financial compensation, nor have they heard of any projects in their villages. This further 

indicates compensation, or more accurately the lack of it, as an influential factor on farmers’ 

attitudes. 

 

5.2 Thematic analysis of the results from farmers, Macokesha and Carlson 

in relation to the theoretical framework 

 

1) Attitudes 

 

The fact that almost half of the farmers in this study had positive attitudes toward elephants 

stands in contradiction to the statements of both Nashon Macokesha and Allan Carlson, who 

believed that essentially all farmers affected by human-elephant conflicts would be negative 

about them. This result also seems surprising to me, since I expected farmers with experience 

of crop-raiding and other types of human-elephant conflicts to see elephants as a nuisance, 

like those in the study by Kikoti, Griffin and Pamphil (2010). 
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Both Macokesha and Carlson mention the risk of people’s negative attitudes toward elephants 

undermining conservation efforts. Farmers that have been negatively affected by human-

elephant conflicts like crop-raiding might, according to Carlson, be more tempted by 

poaching and other harmful activities. It should, however, be noted that none of the twelve 

farmers stated that they wanted elephants to be harmed or killed, not even the negative 

farmers. This, and the fact that several farmers appreciate the existence of elephants, implies 

that a favorable foundation for the conservation of them already exists. The opinion of 

elephants as a natural heritage is probably a view inherited between generations and may be 

difficult to influence from an outside perspective. That many of the positive farmers could see 

the value of elephants through tourism could however be a beneficial standpoint with 

possibilities of spreading. This can therefore be an area where efforts could be made for 

improvement.   

 

That Macokesha mentions areas with wildlife corridors to be prone to tensions from human-

elephant conflicts does not correspond with the farmers’ answers. Famers from Sangaiwe, 

close to the wildlife corridor between Tarangire and Lake Manyara National Park, stated 

positive attitudes toward elephants. As mentioned earlier, the project of Burunge Wildlife 

Management Area can possibly influence the formation of positive attitudes through 

awareness-raising. 

 

The positive attitudes can, if they are veracious, lead to support for conservation efforts. In 

line with the Theory of Planned Behavior (Ajzen, 1991), the development of intensions (and 

possibly the formation of a behavior) beneficial to elephants is promoted by 1) positive 

opinions about elephants and conservation efforts, 2) thoughts and expectations from other 

people to be positive toward elephants and the conservation of them and 3) the belief in one’s 

ability to help preserving (or at least refrain from harming) elephants. Although Carlson 

believes that the effect of human-elephant conflicts on the reduction in elephant numbers is 

negligible in relation to the amount killed by poaching, he points out that the negative 

attitudes of people affected by crop-raiding and other types of human-elephant conflicts can 

lead to an increased recruitment of poachers in the long run. Additionally the negative 

attitudes might lower the support for conservation efforts, resulting in unfavorable conditions 

for the preservation of elephants.  

 

2) Cause of the human-elephant conflict 
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Above all, the cause behind the human-elephant conflict lies in the lack of land available for 

agriculture. This drives some of the poorest farmers to desperation and leaves them with no 

other option but to cultivate the land closest to the park. This lack of resources is also 

mentioned both in the Theory of Planned Behavior (TPB) and in the Value-Belief-Norm 

(VBN) theory as an explanation to why people do not always act according to their intentions. 

This determinant along with other restraints that people can experience, represent the actual 

behavioral control brought up in the TPB (Ajzen, 1991). It can affect the step between 

intention and behavior, sometimes leading to actions contradictory to the intentions. So even 

if farmers would like to move further from the park to avoid the conflicts, they have no 

possibility of doing so since there is no place to go. The competition of land and the resulting 

spatial overlap of humans and elephants is identified by both Macokesha and Carlson as the 

underlying cause of the human-elephant conflicts.  

 

Both Macokesha and Carlson express a concern over the rapidly growing human population. 

Macokesha thinks that the human-elephant conflicts will increase with the increasing 

population and Carlson states that the continuing expansion of agricultural activities is 

unviable. He fears that the population growth will put even higher pressure on protected areas 

in the future. On the question if the occurrence of human-elephant conflicts have increased or 

decreased over the years farmers, Macokesha and Carlson however have different opinions. 

Macokesha believes that the conflicts have increased, even though the number of elephants has 

decreased, because the population of Babati District has grown, resulting in villagers settling 

down closer to protected areas like Tarangire National Park. Carlson thinks that the conflicts 

have decreased because of the decreasing number of elephants and because the remaining 

animals learn to avoid densely populated areas and areas where poaching tend to occur. That 

elephants avoid expanding villages was also mentioned by several farmers as an explanation to 

the decrease in human-elephant conflicts. Another explanation by farmers of the decrease was 

the reduction in number of elephants, mainly due to poaching. Half of the farmers however 

believed that the conflicts have increased and many of them thought that this had to do with the 

increasing number of elephants in the park. 

 

That Macokesha’s and Carlson’s opinions diverge could be because they have experiences 

from different areas in Tanzania. Since Macokesha is the one active in Babati, I assume that he 

holds the most current and correct information about the area. The different opinions of 
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farmers are presumably based on their each experience, which can be affected by several 

factors like the type of crop they grow, the distance between their fields and Tarangire 

National Park and the effectiveness of their preventive and deterrent measures.  

3) Preventive and deterrent measures 

 

The preventive measure suggested the most by farmers was the establishment of electrical 

fences around the national park or the fields. To keep animals confined in the park is however 

not a feasible solution, since migrating species like elephants need access to large areas in their 

search for food and water. The movement of herds and individuals help prevent inbreeding 

through increased genetic variation. Electrical fences are also costly and demand continuous 

maintenance. As a long-term solution, Nashon Macokesha and Allan Carlson instead suggest 

better land use planning to prevent communities from coming close to protected areas in the 

first place. Another suggestion to prevent human-wildlife encounters and thereby potential 

conflicts is the creation of buffer zones along the park borders. This however requires more 

land and there are difficulties of establishing such zones around Tarangire, since people 

already live so close to the park. To make place for the establishment of buffer zones would 

force villagers close to the park to move, unless land belonging to the park is used instead. 

That would however result in an undesirable reduction of land available for wildlife and there 

is also a risk of the new area being cultivated or inhabited by villagers. On the other hand there 

is a risk of elephants beginning to use a new buffer zone as an extension of the park. This 

would defeat the purpose of the zone and result in that the problems of human-elephant 

conflicts remain unsolved. Perhaps a change in livelihood from agriculture to livestock keeping 

could be more compatible with buffer zones. It would at least reduce the problems of crop-

raiding.  

 

The nature conservation landscape mentioned by Carlson, with islands of agricultural 

landscape in a larger forest landscape, might also be an unfeasible option since people already 

cultivate large areas of land resulting in a similar displacement of people as with the 

establishment of buffer zones. In areas where human settlements are not as widespread as in 

Babati the idea of a nature conservation landscape could possibly work. To create such a 

landscape, farmers’ fields must be protected from intruding wildlife through different 

deterrent measures. One way of facilitating the protection for farmers in a village is through 

the method of block-farming, where several farmers cultivate a common area of land to 

promote cooperation and joint responsibility for preventive and deterrent measures. Block-



40 

 

farming might also be a way to prevent the displacement of elephants from one farm to 

another due to unequally effective deterrent methods, although the displacement of elephants 

to other villages might still remain. 

That few of the farmers had heard about chili-deterrents and that they are not widely used, 

suggests another area with possibility for improvement. Since chili-methods are promoted by 

both Nashon Macokesha and Allan Carlson, and additionally mentioned in several articles 

(Sitati & Walpole, 2006; Jackson et al., 2008; Hoare, 2012) as an effective but low-tech 

alternative, it is presumed to be suitable in villages like those of Babati District. Although the 

deterrent effects of chili is questioned by some (Hedges & Gunaryadi, 2008) chili is, like the 

currently used methods were said to be, harmless and relatively easy to use. It might be 

expensive for farmers to buy the amounts of chili needed, but if farmers grow it themselves, it 

can like sesame also serve as a cash-crop that never or rarely gets eaten by elephants.  

 

To enable farmers to manage prevention and deterring of elephants on their own and not be 

dependent on continuous outside help, like in the case of electrical fences, is more viable in the 

long term. It can also create a sense of pride, which in line with the Theory of Planned 

Behavior should be beneficial for attitude or behavioral change (Ajzen, 1991). Self-confidence 

is important since the belief in one’s ability to adopt a behavior can make one more likely in 

succeeding to do so. Efforts should therefore be made to spread the use of chili and other 

suitable deterrent methods to villages around Babati, Tanzania and Africa.  

 

Since the most common way of learning about deterrent methods in this study is through 

parents and neighbors, the potential for the knowledge of these methods to spread is good, 

once farmers in a village learn about and adopt them. Here, the Wildlife Department and 

organizations like WWF play crucial parts in showing farmers successful examples, teaching 

them and providing them with what they need to begin using the methods. That only one of the 

farmers had attended seminars to learn more is concerning, but the responsibility in the matter 

lies both upon the organizers and on the farmers themselves. 

 

4) Responsibility 

 

The Wildlife Department mentions having to prioritize villages for the arrangement of 

educational meetings and seminars. Not all villages affected by human-elephants conflicts 

have yet been prioritized. That only one farmer had learned about preventive and deterrent 
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methods from authorities or organizations could be explained by this circumstance of 

prioritization, resulting in some villages being less informed for the time being. It could also be 

explained by some farmers not attending such seminars once arranged. This is mentioned by 

Macokesha as one reason why the educational process of farmers might be slow.  

 

That half of the farmers recognize that they themselves have a part to play in the controlling of 

elephants is a positive foundation for responsibility-taking. Several farmers, however, express 

that the responsibility lies upon the government and TANAPA. If people think that the 

problem and its solutions is someone else’s responsibility and feel that they cannot contribute 

in the matter their believed behavioral control is low, according to the Theory of Planned 

Behavior (Ajzen, 1991). Consequently, the intention to change is also low, making a shift in 

attitude or behavior less likely. Therefore, the responsibility of organizations like WWF to 

involve locals in seminars and meetings and enable discussions between various 

administrational levels, is important. 

 

5) Power to affect 

 

Both Macokesha and Carlson think that famers have a good possibility of affecting the 

decision-making concerning human-elephant conflicts through village meetings and seminars. 

This however contradicts with the statements from the majority of the farmers, who do not feel 

that they have the power to affect and would like to be better included in the decision-making. 

That most of the farmers disagree with Macokesha and Carlson indicates that the depiction of 

the situation is distorted. Several farmers are clearly not satisfied with the existing system, 

showing the need for authorities and organizations to change the current strategy so that local 

people are involved at a larger scale.  

 

Harich et al. (2013) emphasize the importance of people feeling a sense of inclusion and 

commitment, since the degree of participation in decision-making is another factor that can 

affect farmers’ attitudes toward elephants. It is vital to involve villagers in conservation and 

mitigation planning, since they usually are the ones most affected by these types of decisions. 

For regulations and decisions to be implemented and complied they need to be accepted by the 

locals. According to Dunham et al. (2010) the assisting and empowering of farmers to take 

more responsibility in wildlife management is crucial for successful mitigation of the conflicts.  

 



42 

 

The feelings of incapability expressed by many farmers represent a low believed behavioral 

control, according to the Theory of Planned Behavior (Ajzen, 1991). If these feelings 

correspond with reality, there is a risk of the farmers’ actual behavioral control also being low. 

The lack of involvement and the low ability to affect the decision-making concerning human-

elephant conflicts can be seen as some of the restraints mentioned by both Ajzen (1991) and 

Stern et al. (1999). Because of these restraints the possibility for attitude or behavioral change 

to arise is unlikely.  

 

Promoting involvement of local people and encouraging them to attend educational meetings 

and seminars is important for the spreading of information and knowledge. Knowledge is also 

vital for people to be able to affect decision-makers and be involved in the decision-making 

process. According to the VBN theory (Stern et al., 1999) it is a prerequisite for people to be 

informed enough to understand a problem or threat in order to want to improve it. And the 

intended willingness to improve is a step required for attitude or behavioral change to occur. 

The TPB (Ajzen, 1991) also mentions that the lack of resources, like knowledge, can lower 

people’s actual behavioral control, consequently limiting the probability of behavioral change, 

regardless the intentions. In the case of this study, information and the subsequent knowledge 

can thus be important influential factors behind the formation of and possible change in 

attitudes.  

 

Although none of the farmers wanted elephants to be killed, only a few actually expressed a 

concern about the preservation of them. One farmer stood out as well-informed about the 

problems of elephants not being able to migrate across vast areas, by mentioning the risk of 

inbreeding. Most of the positive farmers, however, did not demonstrate any knowledge about 

the biological advantages of elephants, but rather the emotional or economic benefits from 

them. This does not mean that none of the farmers possess such knowledge, but since the 

highest level of education of all respondents were primary school, it suggests another area 

with room for improvement. Hopefully, as the nation invests in education and more people 

attend school further up in the ages, the knowledge about and value of elephants and other 

wildlife can increase and become more widespread. Through the encouragement of farmers to 

attend educational seminars and meetings arranged by authorities and organizations, the 

awareness-raising emphasized by Macokesha can also influence people’s attitudes. As more 

and more begin to treasure elephants, the expectations and pressure from the surroundings 
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will be likely to increase, promoting an even further spread of positive attitudes through the 

subjective norms, mentioned in the Theory of Planned Behavior (Ajzen, 1991).  

 

6) Compensation 

 

Since only two of the twelve farmers have ever received financial compensation it appears 

like the current system is not working properly. This was also confirmed by Allan Carlson, 

who is hesitant about the approach. Even though compensation might affect farmers’ attitudes 

in a positive way, he is afraid of the compensation being seen as a source of income and the 

risk for it being misused. Macokesha did not mention anything about the current system being 

flawed, but explained the risk of people seeing the possibility to receive compensation as a 

motivation to settle down close to protected areas like Tarangire National Park. This is one of 

the reasons that the alternative of payment in advance mentioned by Jackson et al. (2008) 

might not be optimal in Babati District. To pay people for living close to the elephants may 

result in more people moving closer to the park, thereby increasing the risk of human-wildlife 

conflicts. Since all of the twelve farmers agreed that the compensation is insufficient and 

Jackson et al. (2008) also point out that the compensation often is lower than the projected 

income if there had not been any crop-raid, I question the statement of Macokesha and 

Carlson. I doubt that many people consider compensation as motivation enough to expose 

themselves to the risks and problems involved with living close to protected areas. None of 

the farmers in this study mentioned compensation as a reason for settling down in their 

villages and many of them show frustration over their situation. Besides, although 

compensation might mitigate the direct effects from crop-raiding, the indirect effects of the 

human-elephant conflicts remain. 

 

One advantage with financial compensation is that it could mean that the lack of resources, in 

this case money, that can limit or hinder action according to both the Theory of Planned 

Behavior (Ajzen, 1991) and the Value-Belief-Norm theory (Stern et al., 1999), is eliminated 

or reduced. People’s actual behavioral control could be increased if the financial 

compensation leads to fewer restraints. In addition to making farmers’ lives more bearable if 

incidents of crop-raiding occur, financial compensation can provide means to invest in more 

effective deterrent methods, facilitating the prevention of human-elephant conflicts in the 

future. As a last resort, diminishing the financial restraints could also enhance the possibility 

for farmers who find the situation unbearable, to move from the area. The possibility of 
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moving might however be limited by another restraint, namely the lack of available land, 

mentioned earlier.  

 

The disbelief in financial compensation as a viable solution, shared by Carlson and 

Macokesha is complemented with the thoughts of a farmer, who pointed out that the approach 

only deals with the effect of human-elephant conflicts and not the problem in itself. Barua, 

Bhagwat and Jadhav (2013, p. 310) also warn that compensation can mean that preventive 

measures are neglected. Personally, I think that all factors with ability to positively influence 

people’s attitudes should be encouraged, but I realize that financial compensation is not a 

long-term solution. Therefore, compensation in the form of village projects might be a better 

alternative. CCS-projects, like the construction of school buildings by organizations like 

WWF or TANAPA, can benefit villagers and thereby have a positive effect on their attitudes, 

without the risk of being misused to the same extent as money.  

6. Discussion 

 

That human-wildlife conflicts in general and human-elephant conflicts in particular tend to be 

problematic for villagers settled near protected areas seems to be clear after this research. All 

farmers in the study mentioned having problems with elephants and other animals. 

Furthermore, both Macokesha and Carlson stated that agricultural communities close to 

national parks are especially vulnerable and several studies also confirm this conclusion (Cao 

et al., 2010; Graham et al., 2010; Harich et al., 2013). That all farmers and both Macokesha 

and Carlson identified crop-raiding as the most common type of human-elephant conflict and 

human deaths as rare incidents corresponds with the results of many authors (e.g. Hedges & 

Gunaryadi, 2008; Graham et al., 2009; Dunham et al., 2010; Kikoti, Griffin & Pamphil, 2010; 

Harich et al., 2013). Granados, Weladji and Loomis (2012) also mention that savanna 

elephants can cause damage to houses, grain stores, infrastructure and water facilities, but the 

only damage to constructions that the farmers in Babati have experienced was the destruction 

of a watchtower once. This elucidates the problem of crop-raiding as being the one requiring 

the most attention and effort.  

 

Besides the direct effects of disrupted food security and lost income that human-elephant 

conflict can cause, the farmers in Babati also mentioned several indirect impacts, like the ones 

brought up by Graham et al. (2010) and Barua, Bhagwat and Jadhav (2013). Some examples 
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include time and money spent on deterrent measures to protect their fields instead on working 

on them and health impacts like increased illness from being outside guarding at night. Other 

things mentioned were psychological effects and security issues from risking injury or even 

death of oneself or a family member. These indirect effects might be difficult to eliminate as 

long as human-elephant conflicts persist, but efforts should be made to acknowledge and 

minimize them.  

 

The identification of the spatial overlap of humans and wildlife as the underlying cause of 

human-elephant conflicts is supported by studies from Cao et al. (2010) and Hoare (2012) 

among others (e.g. Sitati & Walpole, 2006; Jackson et al., 2008; Granados, Weladji & Loomis, 

2012). I recognize the difficulty of solving the conflict since the cause of it is not likely to 

disappear. If anything, the conflicts are expected by Macokesha, Carlson and several authors 

(e.g. Jackson et al., 2008; Barua, Bhagwat & Jadhav, 2013, Harich et al., 2013) to increase and 

expand further with the current population growth. With an increasing human population, 

settlement and cultivation are believed to increase within elephant ranges (Sitati & Walpole, 

2006), leaving less and less land available. Therefore, mitigation through preventive and 

deterrent methods, although it may not solve the conflict, might be more feasible than large-

scale solutions that require additional land. Of course, the establishment of buffer zones and 

other measures to reduce the overlap of villages and elephant ranges, thereby preventing the 

conflicts in the first place would be preferred (Graham et al., 2009; Dunham et al., 2010; 

Hoare, 2012; Granados, Weladji & Loomis, 2012). The conservation and possibly the 

expansion of natural wildlife habitat is also something to strive for in my view. However I can, 

as Macokesha, see the problem in that the establishing of buffer zones requires even more land 

to be claimed. This is not possible in Babati today and probably at a limited amount of places in 

the world, unless people are forced to move. In that case there is a risk of the people forming 

negative attitudes toward elephants, the conservation of them and towards the authorities 

responsible. At other locations around the world, where people have not yet settled close to 

protected areas, I however agree with Carlson and many authors (Graham et al., 2009; Dunham 

et al., 2010; Hoare, 2012; Granados, Weladji & Loomis, 2012; Harich et al., 2013) that better 

land use planning to restrict settlement and cultivation should be encouraged where possible. 

  

Another strategy for reducing human-elephants encounters, thereby preventing conflicts from 

arising, is to minimize the animals’ reasons for leaving protected areas. This could be done 

through the provision of water and salt blocks inside national parks like Tarangire and possibly 
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through the plantation of attractive fruit trees that elephants prefer. The search for food, water 

and minerals is mentioned by several authors as a key factor affecting elephants’ spatial 

movement and use (Jackson et al., 2008; Granados, Weladji & Loomis, 2012; Harich et al., 

2013). Since Tarangire River functions as a permanent source of water inside the park, the 

construction of waterholes may be superfluous there, but could be a feasible solution in other 

parks and reserves. Another suggestion to prevent elephants from raiding farmers’ crops, 

mentioned by several authors (Hedges & Gunaryadi, 2008; Hoare, 2012, Harich et al., 2013), 

includes the switch from growing high-risk crops that elephants prefer (like maize and possibly 

pigeon peas) to crops like chili or sesame, which rarely get eaten by elephants. 

 

If human-elephant conflicts and wildlife conflicts in general are assumed to persist and 

probably worsen, efforts must at least be made to alleviate the effects of the conflicts for 

farmers and other ones involved. Through mitigation in the form of deterrent measures, crop-

raiding and other types of human-elephant conflicts can be reduced and the attitudes of farmers 

toward elephants can hopefully become or remain positive, or at least be kept from turning 

negative. People’s negative attitudes can have undesirable effects on conservation efforts 

through reduced support and at worst result in poaching or other activities harmful for 

elephants. The attitudes can thereby negatively impact the living conditions of elephants and 

other wildlife.  

 

Since no conclusions could be made about the effects of educational level on people’s 

attitudes, this could be an area for future research. One suggestion is to see if people with 

higher level of education recognize the importance of elephants and therefore value them to a 

greater extent. Another suggestion for further studies is to compare if the attitudes toward 

elephants differ depending on the type of occupations people have. For example, pastoralists 

were more tolerant with elephants than farmers in a study by Gadd (2005). This could mean 

that increased agricultural activities can threaten the survival of elephants through reduced 

tolerance among people who shift to farming, in addition to the threats of habitat loss. Since 

all of the respondents in this study had agriculture as their main occupation such comparison 

was not possible. More research can also be conducted on the subject of bee-keeping and the 

possible effects of bee hive fences as a deterrent against elephants. The subject was mentioned 

by Allan Carlson, but its effectiveness may need additional research according to Hoare 

(2012) and Harich et al. (2013). Finally, large-scale quantitative research can be conducted for 

several of the areas in this study, to confirm or deny the reported results. One example is to 
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carry out experiments to fully assess the possible effects of chili and its potential as a 

deterrent in villages around Babati District.  

7. Conclusions 

 

What is the cause behind human-elephant conflicts? 

 

The underlying cause of human-elephant conflicts is the spatial overlap of humans and 

elephants. The reason for this overlap is the competition of land which, with today’s rapid 

human population growth, is expected to increase. Since both species require large areas, 

elephants for their migration in search for food and water and humans through settlement and 

cultivation, less and less land are left unexploited. With an increasing amount of human 

activities taking place within elephant ranges, the occurrence of human-elephant encounters 

are likely to be augmented, thereby increasing the risk of human-elephant conflicts. 

Furthermore, human-elephant conflicts are most common near protected areas and are 

therefore highly relevant in this study conducted in Babati District because of its closeness to 

Tarangire National Park. 

 

What problems do farmers in Babati experience due to human-elephant conflicts? 

 

The most commonly stated effects of human-elephant conflicts by the farmers in Babati were 

the direct effects of lost livelihood and lost income. Crop-raiding, identified by farmers as the 

most problematic type of human-elephant conflict, can result in disruption of food security 

with health and nutritional effects as a result. In addition, indirect effects of human-elephant 

conflicts include time and money spent on preventive and deterrent methods to protect the 

fields instead of working on them, health impacts like increased risk of malaria, pneumonia 

and other illnesses from staying outside guarding at night, psychological effects like the loss of 

sleep and security issues from the risk of getting injured or killed by elephants or other 

animals.  

 

Which factors affect farmers’ attitudes toward elephants and in what way? 

 

In this study, the proportion of available land affected by elephants seems to be one factor 

affecting farmers’ attitudes towards elephants. The more land that is affected by crop-raiding 

and other type of human-elephant conflicts, the more negative attitudes the farmers are likely 
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to have. The reason for this could be that the larger part of the farmers’ fields that are affected 

the larger part of their yield tends to be destroyed, increasing the risk of food insecurity, 

hunger and undernourishment. The effectiveness of preventive and deterrent measures used 

by farmers might additionally have an effect on the proportion of land affected by elephants.  

 

Another factor with possibility of affecting farmers’ attitudes is the closeness of farmers’ 

fields to protected areas, in the case of this study to Tarangire National Park. The closer to the 

park border the fields are located, the more vulnerable they are to incidents of crop-raiding. 

The more subjected the farmers are to crop-raiding and other types of human-elephant 

conflicts, the more likely they are to form negative attitudes towards elephants.  

 

Compensation, or more accurately the lack of it, is another influential factor on farmers’ 

attitudes in this study. The compensation can include both financial consolation and CCS-

projects like the construction of school buildings or health dispensaries. The absence of both 

types of compensations tends to negatively influence farmers attitudes.  

 

Farmers’ believed and actual ability to affect the decision-making concerning the human-

elephant conflicts might also influence their attitudes toward elephants and the conservation 

of them. For farmers to form positive attitudes toward elephants their perceived and actual 

behavioral control ought to be high, according to both the Theory of Planned Behavior 

(Ajzen, 1991) and the Value-Belief-Norm theory (Stern et al., 1999). This requires that 

farmers both feel that they are involved in the decision-making and that their opinions and 

ideas actually get recognized and implemented.  

 

Another prerequisite for farmers’ adoption of positive attitudes toward elephants is, according 

to the Value-Belief-Norm theory, the knowledge of the importance and value of elephants and 

the understanding of the threats they face. The lack of knowledge is also a constraint, 

lowering people’s actual behavioral control. It is a requirement to be informed about a 

problem to want to improve the situation and to be able to affect the decision-making.  

 

How could human-elephant conflicts be reduced? 

 

It may be difficult to solve the human-elephant conflict, since the underlying cause of it is not 

likely to disappear. If anything the conflicts are expected to increase with the growing human 
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population. To prevent human-elephant encounters in the first place, thereby reducing the risk 

of human-elephants conflicts, better land use planning can be used to avoid settlement and 

cultivation close to protected areas. Buffer zones can also be established around national parks 

and reserves to reduce the overlap between humans and wildlife. This however means that even 

more land is required, something not feasible in Babati today. Since people already live so 

close to the border of Tarangire National Park, they would be forced to move if a buffer zone 

were to be established. Therefore, mitigation through preventive and deterrent methods, 

although it may not solve the conflict, might be more feasible than large-scale solutions that 

require additional land.  

 

Another strategy for reducing human-elephant encounters, thereby preventing conflicts from 

arising, is to minimize the elephants’ reasons for leaving protected areas. Since the search for 

food and water is a key factor affecting elephants’ spatial movement and use, the provision of 

water and salt blocks and the plantation of attractive fruit trees inside parks and reserves could 

prevent the elephants from leaving. Electrical fences or other physical barriers can also keep 

elephants inside protected areas, but a total restriction of their movement is not recommended, 

since it can lead to inbreeding with unviable populations as a result. It is then better to use 

fences surrounding a farmer’s fields or an entire village’s cultivation area to protect them from 

elephants, although electrical fences can be costly and require high maintenance. Small-scale 

solutions might therefore be more feasible for subsistence farmers like those in Babati. 

Examples of low-tech but effective deterrent methods include the use of chili-dung (chili mixed 

with manure which is set on fire to create a repelling smoke), chili-grease (chili mixed with 

used oil greased on rope, cloth or fence surrounding the fields), lighting fires and making 

noises. Another suggestion is to switch from growing high-risk crops that elephants prefer to 

crops like chili or sesame, which never or rarely gets eaten by elephants.  

 

  



50 

 

References 

 

Ajzen, I. (1991). The theory of planned behavior. Organizational behavior and human 

decision processes, 50(2), 179-211. 

 

Barua, M., Bhagwat, S. A., & Jadhav, S. (2013). The hidden dimensions of human–wildlife 

conflict: Health impacts, opportunity and transaction costs. Biological Conservation, 157, 

309-316. 

 

Blanc, J. (2008). Loxodonta africana. In: IUCN 2013. IUCN Red List of Threatened Species. 

Version 2013.2. Available: <http://www.iucnredlist.org/details/12392/0> [2014-05-01] 

 

Briggs, P. (2004). Tanzania National Parks. Available: 

<www.tanzaniaparks.com/newsletters/tanapa_brochure.pdf> [2014-05-09] 

 

Brinkhoff, T. (2013). Babati (District). Available: 

<http://www.citypopulation.de/php/tanzania-admin.php?adm2id=2101> [2014-05-09] 

 

Cao, C., Anderson-Bowen, P., Hartwig, K., & James, S. (2010). The Whole Village Project. 

Village Reports for Mandi, Gidas, Boay, Mwada, Sangaiwe, and Vilima Vitatu in Babati 

District. Minneapolis: University of Minnesota 

 

Desai, V. & Potter, R. B. (eds.) (2006). Doing development research. London: Sage 

publications 

 

Dunham, K. M., Ghiurghi, A., Cumbi, R., & Urbano, F. (2010). Human–wildlife conflict in 

Mozambique: a national perspective, with emphasis on wildlife attacks on humans. Oryx, 

44(2), 185. 

 

Downs, D. S., & Hausenblas, H. A. (2005). Elicitation studies and the theory of planned 

behavior: a systematic review of exercise beliefs. Psychology of Sport and Exercise, 6(1), 1-

31. 

 

Gadd, M. E. (2005). Conservation outside of parks: attitudes of local people in Laikipia, 

Kenya. Environmental Conservation, 32(1), 50-63. 

 

Galanti, V., Preatoni, D., Martinoli, A., Wauters, L. A., & Tosi, G. (2006). Space and habitat 

use of the African elephant in the Tarangire–Manyara ecosystem, Tanzania: implications for 

conservation. Mammalian Biology-Zeitschrift für Säugetierkunde, 71(2), 99-114. 

 

Gardener, M. (2012). Statistics for Ecologists Using R and Excel – Data Collection, 

Exploration Analysis and Presentation. Exeter: Pelagic Publishing 

 

Government Portal Content Committee (2013). Agriculture. Available: 

<http://www.tanzania.go.tz/home/pages/92> [2014-05-02] 

 

Graham, M. D., Douglas‐Hamilton, I., Adams, W. M., & Lee, P. C. (2009). The movement of 

African elephants in a human‐dominated land‐use mosaic. Animal Conservation, 12(5), 445-

455. 

 



51 

 

Graham, M. D., Notter, B., Adams, W. M., Lee, P. C., & Ochieng, T. N. (2010). Patterns of 

crop-raiding by elephants, Loxodonta africana, in Laikipia, Kenya, and the management of 

human–elephant conflict. Systematics and Biodiversity, 8(4), 435-445. 

 

Granados, A., Weladji, R. B., & Loomis, M. R. (2012). Movement and occurrence of two 

elephant herds in a human-dominated landscape, the Benoue Wildlife Conservation Area, 

Cameroon. TROPICAL CONSERVATION SCIENCE, 5(2), 150-162. 

 

Hall, R., & Ebenhard, T. (2014). elefanter. Nationalencyklopedin. Available: 

<http://www.ne.se/elefanter> [2014-03-20] 

 

Harich, F. K., Treydte, A. C., Sauerborn, J., & Owusu, E. H. (2013). People and wildlife: 

Conflicts arising around the Bia Conservation Area in Ghana. Journal for Nature 

Conservation, 21(5), 342-349. 

 

Hedges, S., & Gunaryadi, D. (2010). Reducing human–elephant conflict: do chillies help 

deter elephants from entering crop fields? Oryx, 44(01), 139-146. 

 

Hoare, R. E. (1999). Determinants of human–elephant conflict in a land‐use mosaic. Journal 

of applied ecology, 36(5), 689-700. 

 

Hoare, R. (2012). Lessons from 15 years of human-elephant conflict mitigation: Management 

considerations involving biological, physical and governance issues in Africa. Species 

Survival Commission, 59. 

 

Höglund, L. (2011a). Ekonomi. Available: 

<http://www.landguiden.se/Lander/Afrika/Tanzania/Ekonomi> [2014-05-02] 

 

Höglund, L. (2011b). Geografi. Available: 

<http://www.landguiden.se.till.biblextern.sh.se/Lander/Afrika/Tanzania/Geografi> [2014-05-

02] 

 

IUCN (2013). 2001 Categories & Criteria (version 3.1). The IUCN Red List of Threatened 

Species. Version 2013.2. Available: 

<http://www.iucnredlist.org/static/categories_criteria_3_1#definitions> [2014-05-05] 

 

IUCN (2014a). Buffer Zones. Available: <http://www.biodiversitya-z.org/areas/10> [2014-05-

16] 

 

IUCN (2014b). IUCN Protected Areas Categories System. Available: 

<http://www.iucn.org/about/work/programmes/gpap_home/gpap_quality/gpap_pacategories/> 

[2014-05-16] 

 

Jagers, S., Martinsson, J., & Nilsson, A. (2009). Kan vi påverka folks miljöattityder genom 

information? En analys av radiosatsningen ”Klimatfeber”. Stockholm: Edita Sverige AB 

 

Jackson, T. P., Mosojane, S., Ferreira, S. M., & van Aarde, R. J. (2008). Solutions for 

elephant Loxodonta africana crop raiding in northern Botswana: moving away from 

symptomatic approaches. Oryx, 42(01), 83-91. 

 



52 

 

Kikoti, A. P., Griffin, C. R., & Pamphil, L. (2010). Elephant use and conflict leads to 

Tanzania’s first wildlife conservation corridor. Pachyderm, (48), 57-66. 

 

Kingdon, J. (2004). The Kingdon Pocket Guide to African Mammals. London: A&C Black 

Madden, F. (2004). Creating coexistence between humans and wildlife: global perspectives 

on local efforts to address human–wildlife conflict. Human Dimensions of Wildlife, 9(4), 247-

257. 

 

Mduma, S. R., Lobora, A. L., Foley, C., & Jones, T. (eds.) (2010). Tanzania Elephant 

Management Plan 2010-2015. Arusha: Tanzania Wildlife Research Institute 

 

Mduma, S., Nindi, S. J., Kohi, E., Bakari, S., Kija, H., Machoke, M., Maliti, H., & Frederick, 

H. (2013). Aerial census of large animals in the Selous-Mikumi ecosystem. Dry seson, 2013. 

Population status of African Elephant. Arusha: Tanzania Wildlife Research Institute 

 

Ministry of Natural Resources and Tourism (2014). Tanzania Tourist Attractions. Available: 

<http://www.mnrt.go.tz/index.php/attractions/tanzania-tourist-attractions> [2014-05-16] 

 

NBS (2013). 2012 Population and Housing Census. Population Distribution by 

Administrative Areas. The National Bureau of Statistics. Available: 

<http://www.nbs.go.tz/sensa/new.html> [2014-05-09] 

 

O'Connell-Rodwell, C. E., Rodwell, T., Rice, M., & Hart, L. A. (2000). Living with the 

modern conservation paradigm: can agricultural communities co-exist with elephants? A five-

year case study in East Caprivi, Namibia. Biological Conservation, 93(3), 381-391. 

 

Oxford University Press (2014). Conservation area. Available: 

<http://www.oxforddictionaries.com/definition/english/conservation-area> [2014-05-16] 

 

Repstad, P. (2007). Närhet och distans. Kvalitativa metoder i samhällsvetenskap. Lund: 

Studentlitteratur AB 

 

Rundquist, F. M. A. (2014). Tanzania. Nationalencyklopedin. Available: 

<http://www.ne.se/tanzania> [2014-03-20] 

 

Sitati, N. W., & Walpole, M. J. (2006). Assessing farm-based measures for mitigating human-

elephant conflict in Transmara District, Kenya. Oryx, 40(03), 279-286. 

 

Stern, P. C., Dietz, T., Abel, T., Guagnano, G. A., & Kalof, L. (1999). A value-belief-norm 

theory of support for social movements: The case of environmentalism. Human ecology 

review, 6(2), 81-98. 

 

Stolla, F. (2005). Wildlife Management Areas: A Legal Analysis. Arusha: Tanzania Natural 

Research Forum  

 

TANAPA (2012a). Map of Tanzania. Available: 

<http://www.tanzaniaparks.com/tanzania_map.html> [2014-05-09] 

 

TANAPA (2012b). Tarangire National Park. Available: 

<http://www.tanzaniaparks.com/tarangire.html> [2014-05-09] 

 



53 

 

TAWIRI (2013). Aerial census of large animals in the Ruaha-Rungwa ecosystem. Dry season, 

2013. Population status of African Elephant. Available: <conservationaction.co.za/wp-

content/uploads/2014/01/Selous-Ruaha-reports.zip> [2014-05-05] 

 

TAWIRI (2014). Tarangire-Manyara (Kwakuchinja). Available: 

<http://www.tzwildlifecorridors.org/corridors/tarangire-manyara-kwakuchinja/> [2014-05-09] 

 

Teorell, J., & Svensson, T. (2007). Att fråga och att svara: Samhällsvetenskaplig metod. 

Malmö: Liber AB 

 

Trost, J. (2010). Kvalitativa intervjuer. Lund: Studentlitteratur AB 

 

WWF (2005). Human wildlife conflict manual. Available: 

<awsassets.panda.org/downloads/human_wildlife_conflict.pdf> [2014-05-16] 

 

WWF (2013). Elefant. Available: <http://www.wwf.se/vrt-arbete/arter/1125722-elefant> 

[2014-03-20] 

 

WWF (2014a). African Elephants. Available: 

<http://wwf.panda.org/what_we_do/endangered_species/elephants/african_elephants/> [2014-

05-01] 

 

WWF (2014b). Human-Elephant Conflict. Available: 

<http://wwf.panda.org/what_we_do/endangered_species/elephants/human_elephant_conflict.

cfm> [2014-05-22] 

 

WWF (2014c). Savanna Elephant. Available: <https://worldwildlife.org/species/savanna-

elephant> [2014-04-15]  

 

  



54 

 

Appendix I 

- Map over the location of the four sub-villages in relation to Tarangire 

 

 
The location of each sub-village is approximative. 
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Appendix II 

- Interview guide for farmers 

 

Short presentation of me, the subject and the aim of the study. 

 

Background questions: 

Gender? 

Age? 

Level of education? (Primary, secondary, collage) 

How many people live in your household? 

Sources of income (occupations)? 

How much land do you have?  On how much of that land are elephants a problem? 

What type of crops do you grow on your field?  Is any type more affected by elephants? 

How long have you lived here (in the village and on this land)  How long have you worked 

as a farmer? 

Why did you choose to live here?  Was there a problem with elephants back then?  If yes: 

Why did you move here anyway? 

Have you ever thought about moving because of the elephants? 

 

Research questions: 

1. What is your opinion about elephants? 

2. What kind of human-elephant conflicts have you experienced?  Which type is the 

most problematic for you? 

3. Are elephants the biggest problem species?  What other animals are problematic? 

4. How often do problems with elephants occur (typically in a year or a month)?  At 

which time of day do problems most often occur? 

5. Do you think human-elephant conflicts has increased or decreased over the years?  

Why, do you think? 

6. Which preventive or deterrent measures do you use and why?  Do you combine the 

methods? 

7. Do you know of any other methods?  If yes: Why not use them? 

8. How have you learned about the different methods? 

9. Who do you think should take responsibility for controlling the elephants?  How do 

you think they should be controlled? 

10. Do you feel that you have the power to affect the decision-making concerning the 

elephants and the problems they cause?  Would you like to be better included?  How 

11. Is it possible to receive any kind of compensation for the human-elephant conflicts?  

What kind of compensation?  From who can you receive compensation? 

12. Do you think the compensation is sufficient?  Is it hard (time consuming) to get 

compensated? 

13. What effects (direct or indirect) have you experienced from human-elephant conflicts?  

14. What do you think is the best solution to the human-elephant conflicts? 

15. Do you have anything you would like to add or to ask? 
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Appendix III 

- List of respondents 

 

Below is a list of all of the interviewed farmers and some information about their gender, age, 

level of income (lower, middle or upper class), the number of people in their household, how 

much land they have access to (and how much of that land that is affected by elephants), the 

location of their field/s (outskirt of or central in the village) and which type of crop they grow. 

All of the respondents’ main occupation was farming and they all stated primary school as 

their highest level of education. 

 

Respondent 1: Saturday 22/2-2014 at 10:20 to 11:05 am (45 min). Male, 50 years old, upper 

class, 6 people in the household, 20 acres of land (of which all are affected by elephants) 

central in the village. Grows maize, pigeon peas, sunflower and peanuts. 

 

Respondent 2: Saturday 22/2-2014 at 11:25 to 11:55 am (30 min). Female, 44 years old, 

middle class, 9 people in the household, 10 acres of land (of which 8 acres are affected by 

elephants) central in the village. Grows maize, sunflower, pigeon peas, millet and sesame. 

 

Respondent 3: Saturday 22/2-2014 at 12:15 to 12:50 pm (35 min), Male, 66 years old, lower 

class, 3 people in the household, 1,5 acres of land (of which all are affected by elephants) at 

the outskirt of the village. Grows millet at the moment but changes crop every year (switches 

between pigeon peas, maize and sesame). 

 

Respondent 4: Thursday 27/2-2014 at 10:35 to 11:10 am (35 min). Male, 40 years old, 

middle class, 5 people in the household, 15 acres of land (of which 10-12 acres are affected by 

elephants) central in the village. Grows maize, sesame, sunflower and millet. 

 

Respondent 5: Thursday 27/2-2014 at 11:20 to 11:45 am (25 min). Female, 43 years old, 

middle class, 9 people in the household, 10 acres of land (of which all are affected by 

elephants) central in the village. Grows sesame, maize and sunflower. 

 

Respondent 6: Thursday 27/2-2014 at 11:50 am to 1:05 pm (1h 5 min). Male, 50 years old, 

middle class, 10 people in the household, 19 acres of land (of which 4 acres are affected by 

elephants) central in the village. Grows millet, maize, sunflower and sesame. 
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Respondent 7: Friday 28/2-2014 at 10:20 to 11:00 am (40 min). Female, 51 years old, upper 

class, 3 people in the household, 20 acres of land (of which 7 acres are affected by elephants) 

central in the village. Grows maize, sesame, pigeon peas and sunflower. 

 

Respondent 8: Friday 28/2-2014 at 11:10 to 11:45 am (35 min). Female, 42 years old, upper 

class, 8 people in the household, owns 30 acres of land central in the village, but cultivates 10 

of them (elephants affect all of those 10 acres). Grows maize, sunflower, pigeon peas and 

sesame. 

 

Respondent 9: Friday 28/2-2014 at11:50 am to 12:20 pm (30 min). Male, 52 years old, 

middle class, 3 people in the household, 3 acres of land (of which all are affected by 

elephants) at the outskirt of the village. Grows sunflower, maize and sesame. 

 

Respondent 10: Monday 3/3-2014 at 10:45 to 11:10 am (25 min). Male, 42 years old, middle 

class, 7 people in the household, 10 acres of land (of which 4 acres are affected by elephants) 

at the outskirt of the village. Grows maize and sunflower. 

 

Respondent 11: Monday 3/3-2014 at 11:30 am to 12:10 pm (40 min). Female, 44 years old, 

middle class, 4 people in the household, 10 acres of land (of which all are affected by 

elephants) at the outskirt of the village. Grows maize, pigeon peas and sunflower. 

 

Respondent 12: Monday 3/3-2014 at 12:20 to 12:50 pm (30 min). Female, 62 years old, 

lower class, 5 people in the household, 3 acres of land (of which all are affected by elephants) 

at the outskirt of the village. Grows pigeon peas, maize and sunflower. 
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Appendix IV 

- Interview guide for Babati District Wildlife Officer 

 

Short presentation of me, the subject and the aim of the study. 

 

Background questions: 

Name? 

Gender? 

Age? 

Level of education? 

Occupation? 

How many people live in your household? 

Level of income? (lower, middle or upper class) 

 

Research questions: 

1. What is the department’s main purpose? 

2. In which villages in Babati District are human-elephant conflicts most problematic?  

What problems do elephants cause?  Do you have any projects planned in these 

villages? 

3. How often do human-elephant conflicts occur? (Are there any data available?) 

4. What is your opinion about elephants? 

5. How do you think elephants are perceived by farmers? 

6. What consequences can farmers attitudes toward elephants have?  

7. How are you working to prevent human-elephant conflicts?  Does the department 

have any cooperation with Tarangire National Park? 

8. Do farmers get any support, education or training with preventive or deterrent 

measures against elephants? 

9. Is it possible for farmers to receive any form of compensation for the human-elephant 

conflicts?  How often are farmers compensated?  How much money do they 

receive? 

10. Who has influence in the decision-making concerning elephants and the problems they 

cause?  Do farmers have a chance to affect the decisions? 

11. Have elephant numbers increased or decreased over the years? (Data available?) 

12. Have human-elephant conflicts increased or decreased over the years? (Data 

available?) 

13. What do you think is the cause of human-elephant conflicts? 

14. What do you think is the best solution to human-elephant conflicts?  If you had an 

unlimited amount of resources what would you like to do to reduce the conflicts? 

15. Are there any buffer zones around Tarangire National Park?  If no: Why not? 

16. Do wildlife corridors create any tensions for villagers nearby? 

17. Are you aware of the conflict between villagers and park rangers in Maweni (Qash)? 

 What do you think is the reason for this conflict?  What do you think should be 

done about it? 

 

Do you have anything you would like to add or to ask? 
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Appendix V 

- Interview guide for Allan Carlson, Nature Conservation Expert at WWF 

 

Short presentation of me, the subject and the aim of the study. 

 

Background questions: 

Name? 

Gender? 

Occupation? 

 

Research questions: 

1. What is the purpose of your and WWF’s work? (In general and in Tanzania) 

2. Where are human-elephant conflicts most problematic? (Which countries, cities, 

villages?)  What problems do elephants cause there?  

3. How often do human-elephant conflicts occur?  

4. What is your opinion about elephants?  

5. How do you think elephants are perceived by farmers in affected areas?  Why? 

6. What consequences can farmers’ attitudes toward elephants have (mainly on 

conservation efforts)?  

7. How are you and WWF working to prevent human-elephant conflicts in Tanzania?  

Do you have any projects in Babati District? 

8. Do WWF have any cooperation with Tarangire or other national parks? 

9. Do WWF have any cooperation with the different districts of Tanzania?  How?  

What are the districts’ tasks? 

10. Do you know if it is possible for farmers to get any help (support, education or 

training) with preventive or deterrent measures against elephants? 

11. Do you know if it is possible for farmers to receive any form of compensation for the 

human-elephant conflicts?  What effects can compensation have on farmers’ 

attitudes towards elephants?  How do you think the compensation is perceived by 

farmers? (Sufficient?) 

12. Who has influence in the decision-making concerning elephants and the problems they 

can cause?  Do you think farmers have a chance to affect the decisions? 

13. Have elephant numbers increased or decreased over the years? (Data available?)  

Why, do you think? 

14. Have human-elephant conflicts increased or decreased over the years? (Data 

available?)  Why, do you think? 

15. What do you think is the underlying cause of human-elephant conflicts? 

16. What do you think is the best solution to human-elephant conflicts?  Which 

preventive or deterrent measures do you think are the most efficient? 

17. Can buffer zones around national parks be a solution?  Why or why not? 

 

Do you have anything you would like to add or to ask? 
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Appendix VI 

- Photograph of Map over Tarangire National Park 

 

 
© Linnea Olsson, 2014-02-24 
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Appendix VII 

- Photographs from observations in Tanzania 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Photo 1. Male elephant in Tarangire 

National Park, 2014-02-26. 

 

Photo 2. Young elephant calf with its herd, Tarangire 

2014-02-26. 

 

Photo 3. Newborn elephant calf in Tarangire, 2014-02-25. 

 

Photo 4. Elephant using its trunk to eat grass, 2014-02-26.   
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Photo 5. Group of elephants using their trunks to drink 

water, Tarangire 2014-02-25. 

 

Photo 6. Elephant using its trunk to reach 

leaves in a tree in Tarangire, 2014-02-25. 

 

 

Photo 7. Example of the close relationship between 

elephants, Tarangire 2014-02-25. 

 

Photo 8. A group of elephants forming a circle 

to protect calves, Tarangire 2014-02-26. 

 

 

Photo 9. A group of elephants right outside Tarangire 

Safari Lodge, 2014-02-25. 

 

Photo 10. Elephants at the pool area of 

Tarangire Safari Lodge, 2014-02-26. 
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Photo 12. House of the third respondent, Nafco 2014-02-22. 

Photo 13. House of the first respondent, Nafco 2014-02-22. 

 

Photo 14. Fields right next to the border of Tarangire 

National park. The path running from the down center of 

the photo up towards the left is the border and to the right 

of it is the field of a farmer who tries to protect it from 

wildlife with thorny branches and twigs, Nafco 2014-02-22. 

 

Photo 15. Thorny branches of an 

Acacia tree, Babati town 2014-02-16. 

 

Photo 11. Agricultural fields taken 

from airplane, Arusha 2014-03-07. 

 


