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Background: Communities and wildlife living in close proximity bear the brunt 

of direct impacts from human-wildlife conflicts (HWC). HWC can lead to hostility 

to animal species and loss of livelihoods and spread of infectious diseases. How-

ever, few studies have examined HWC and perceived community benefits with 

proximity to wildlife conservancies. We examined HWC and perceived communi-

ty benefits of residents bordering Meru National Park, Kenya.   

Methods: Data were collected via a structured questionnaire and focused group discussion guide in a cross-

sectional study. Ethical clearance was obtained from Meru University of Science and Technology Ethical Review 

Committee (MIRERC). Authority to carry out interviews was sought from the County Government of Meru. Data 

were coded and analysed through STATA and summarized using descriptive statistics.   

Results: Overall, 96.7 % of the study population were aware of human-wildlife conflict or had experienced it. Ele-

phant, monkey, hyena, lion and the leopard were the frequently reported conflict animals to cause crop damage, 

loss of livelihood, bodily injuries and destruction of property.  

Conclusions : Only 26.6% of respondents were aware of benefits associated with proximity to the park. A mul-

tifaceted approach through KWS, community and government urgencies is essential in the management of HWC, 

to improve corporate responsibilities and minimization of spread of zoonoses.  

KEY WORDS 

Animal-human conflict 

Wildlife-human interface 

Meru National Park 

Journal website: https://journals.must.ac.ke 

Introduction 

Human Wildlife Conflict (HWC) is defined as 

negative interactions between people and wild 

animals resulting to adverse impact for both enti-

ties and damages to property and environment

1

. 

This has been attributed to population growth 

and encroachment to wildlife conservation areas, 

hence competition for resources.

1, 2

 Over the 

years, wildlife-human conflicts have occurred and 

will continue to jeopardize human and wildlife co-

existence despite ground breaking recommenda-

tions dating back to many years.

3

 This is expected 

going forward, with regards to changing environ-

ment. More so, human-wildlife conflicts will be 

enhanced due to climate change, animal migra-

tion, land use, livestock management, agricultural 

practices as well as infrastructure expansion and 

urbanization.

4

 Consequently, wild animals that 



2 

threaten personal safety and lead to property 

damage are perceived as menace to the communi-

ty.

5

 

HWC has gained stakeholders attention over 

the years since the international union for the 

conservation of nature (IUCN) highlighted the is-

sue to the global community.

3

 This was followed 

by development of recommendations that were 

geared towards strengthening HWC management 

in protected areas and conservancies. The stake-

holders addressed establishment of a national fo-

rum, capacity development, national and interna-

tional cooperation as well as funding.

6

 However, 

despite these attempts and gains made from wild-

life conservation so far, governments and HWC 

managements still lack well-defined, universal and 

integrated approaches to focused transfer of ben-

efits of human and wildlife co-coexistence to 

neighboring communities. This situation is aggra-

vated by increasing competition of resources in-

cluding land and water driven by agricultural activ-

ities, mining and logging hence diminished natural 

habit for wildlife 

1

. Furthermore, impact of HWC 

has not been well addressed and this has derailed 

achievement of United Nations Sustainable Devel-

opment Goal number fifteen.

7

 Addressing drivers 

of HWC is important to realizing harmonious hu-

man-wildlife coexistence.

8

 

Communities living near parks experience neg-

ative impacts as a result of conflict arising from 

wildlife interaction. For instance, wildlife-human 

conflict has led to destruction of agricultural 

crops causing food insecurity, loss of livestock, 

death of humans and possibly, disease transmis-

sion.

9

 In such instances communities have result-

ed to self-mitigation measures that lead to injury 

or killing of animals.

10

 Results of studies conduct-

ed in wildlife parks in Kenya reveal that wildlife-

human conflict is a prevalent challenge.

9

 However, 

relatively few studies have been conducted to as-

sess the nature of human-wildlife conflicts and 

perceived community benefits within the park vi-

cinity. This study sought to examine the types of 

HWC among residents bordering Meru National 

Park Kenya and perceived benefits of living within 
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Table 1: Socio-demographic characteristics  

Table 2: Causes of w ildlife-human conflicts  
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versity of Science and 

Technology Ethical Re-

view Committee 

(MIRERC) and authority 

to conduct interviews 

sought from the County 

Government of Meru. Da-

ta were coded and ana-

lysed through STATA and 

summarized using de-

scriptive statistics and 

presented in tables and 

graphs.  

 

Results 

There were no signifi-

cant findings on gender, 

marital status, religion, 

education, and occupa-

tion.  This is summarized 

in Table 1. Reasons asso-

ciated with conflicts in-

cluded broken fences and 

animals searching for 

food and water in the 

community as shown in 

Table 2.  The frequently 

reported animals that 

cause conflict in this com-

munity were, elephants, 

monkeys, hyenas, lions 

and leopards and birds as 

shown in Table 3. Most of 

the conflicts were report-

ed to the game wardens, 

agricultural officers, 

chiefs or the police in that 

order, as shown in Table 

4.  

72% (n=274) of the 

respondents reported 

that no measure was tak-

en by the government 

after occurrence of a con-

flict but 36.5% and 0.8% 
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Table 3: Conflict anim al  

Table 4: Authority to w ho conflict w as reported  

Table 5: Measures taken by the governm ent w hen last conflict w as reported 

Table 6: Self-Mitigation Measures against conflict  

the wildlife-human settlement interface zone. 

 

Methodology 

We employed a structured questionnaire and focused group discus-

sion guide in a cross-sectional study design to interview household mem-

bers living at the Wildlife-Human settlement interface of Meru National 

Park in the month of April 2021. The study was cleared by the Meru Uni-
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reported trapping of the animals and fencing of 

the park conservancy was done. (see Table 5).  

Self-mitigation measures included fencing proper-

ty (23%), guarding property at night (65.5%) 

though others did not take any measures. (Table 

6).  

Majority 73.4% (n=274) did not report any 

benefits derived from nearness to the park. Em-

ployment and provision of medical clinics were 

cited by 7.2% and 6.9% of the respondents re-

spective, while enhancement of security and 

building of schools was cited by 6.9% and 4.4% 

respectively.  (Table 7) 

  

Discussion  

This study interviewed a total of 274 respond-

ents. More males than females answered to the 

questionnaire at 67.2% and 32.8% respectively in 

the month of April 2020. Men in the study area 

predominantly engage in miraa (Khat) business 

and would therefore not have been expected at 

home during the time of the study. However, 

more males than females were probably inter-

viewed during the time because many businesses 

had closed down due to Covid-19 pandemic ren-

dering most men redundant. Moreover, men in 

the study area are culturally responsible for mak-

ing decisions on family matters and therefore fe-

males gave a chance to males present to answer 

to the questionnaires. 

The mean age of the interviewees was 43.9 

years, with a standard deviation of 11.6 years. Ma-

jority of the participants (92%) were peasants. 

Overall, 96.7 % of the study population was aware 

of wildlife-human conflict. Gender, marital status, 

religion, education, and occupation of respond-

ents was not significantly associated with aware-

ness on wildlife-human conflicts.  

Improved livelihood with proximity to the park 

significantly differed between males and females 

χ² (2) = 11.24, p = 0.004 and χ² (2) = 1.08, p = 

0.58 respectively. This could be attributed to the 

role of men in the African culture as primary deci-

sion makers both at the household and societal 

levels. This finding is consistent with studies 

which previously looked at the role of men in the 

African set-up with regards to decision making.

11

 

Having formal education had a significant influ-

ence on awareness to improved livelihood: χ² (2) 

= 12.16, p = 0.002. This could be expected because 

previous studies indicate that education attain-

ment has a positive impact on overall health. It 

equips an individual with abilities such as reason-

ing, knowledge and skills to address health is-

sues.

12 

 Interestingly, one of the benefits men-

tioned as a Health Facility in the Park, could have 

resulted to this statistical significance.  

Unpredictably, being married had a significant ef-

fect on awareness to improved livelihood com-

pared to being single, windowed and divorced: χ² 

(2) = 12.06, p = 0.002. This could be as a result of 

use of facilities in the park such as Health Centre 

for treatment of common diseases and Maternal 

and Child Health services. 

Various wild animals were mentioned as agents 

of HWC in this study. Our study agrees with previ-
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Table 7: Econom ic benefits associated w ith proxim ity to the Park  
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ous ones where different wildlife species have 

been documented to cause conflicts with hu-

mans.

9,13,14

  A similar trend was noticed in anal-

yses of wildlife human conflict over 16 years span 

in Narok County Kenya which revealed that 90% 

of all incidents were due to six animal species in-

cluding non-human primates. These were elephant 

(46.2%), buffalo (10.6%), Burchell's zebra (7.6%), 

leopard (7.3%), spotted hyena (5.8%) lion (3.3%) 

and non-human primates 11.7%. Similar studies 

conducted in various wildlife reserves in Kenya 

portray the same. For instance, a study that exam-

ined human-wildlife conflicts in Tsavo and Maasai 

Mara wildlife conservatives in Kenya informed that 

most cases were triggered by African elephant for 

both the Tsavo (64.3%) and Mara (47.0%). This 

was followed by primates Tsavo (11.4%), and Ma-

ra (11.8%) besides buffalo Mara (11.3%) and Tsa-

vo (5.5%). Among the carnivore species, lions had 

the highest but non-significant number of report-

ed cases followed by the spotted hyena and the 

leopard. However, our study disagrees with a 

study in the Mara/Tsavo area, where carnivores 

made a minor contribution to the conflicts relative 

to the large herbivores.

14

 The variance is attribut-

ed to high elephant density in Tsavo and Mara 

which are premier wildlife reserves in Kenya rela-

tive to the smaller size of the wildlife park fea-

tured in this study. Nonetheless, this does not un-

derrate conflict from other animals like the birds 

which usually cause major damage to crops in our 

study. 

Results of these previous studied are con-

sistent with findings of this study. Frequently re-

ported animals that cause conflict in this commu-

nity are, elephants, monkeys, hyenas, lions and 

leopards at 77.7%, 75.2%, 58%, 41.6% and 32.5% 

respectively. To a lesser extent, birds were also 

reported to contribute to animal/human conflict. 

A variety of conflicts reported in this study in-

cluded crop damage, loss of livestock and human 

life; bodily injuries and destruction of property at 

84.7%, 56.6% , 28.8% and 18.2% respectively. 

The study concurs with the findings of

9

 which re-

ported crop raiding, human attacks, livestock pre-

dation, and property damage. The studies concur 

because the conflicts occurring are not perma-

nently addressed in all areas where studies.  

Our study revealed seasonality to be an im-

portant predictor of animal-human conflicts. This 

is consistent with other studies 

1,4,15

. In the study, 

most of the conflicts were due to broken fences in 

the Park (60.9%) paving way for animal access to 

the community land while in search of food and 

water. Similarly, droughts (44.9%) and decreased 

pasture for wildlife in the park (42.3%) contribut-

ed to these conflicts. Other minor causes include 

illegal grazing of livestock and hunting in the park 

at (3.3%) and (1.1%) correspondingly. It concurs 

with findings of others 

16

 that reported similar 

causes of human-wildlife conflicts. Hunting and 

animals searching for food and water was report-

ed in the study. Consumption of bush or sharing 

drinking water sources with animals can put peo-

ple at greater risk of contacting zoonoses. Our 

study concurs with

16 

on this aspect. Indirectly, 

these acts may result to transmission of zoonotic 

diseases, although this study did not explore dis-

ease transmission options. 

Over the years, rising population has led to lim-

ited land for settlement fueling animal/human 

conflict due to competition for diminishing re-

sources. The mean age of the respondents was 

43.9 years, with a standard deviation of 11.6 

years. Demographically, the respondents com-

prised of a young population who were peasants 

at 92%. They could have moved next to the park 

in search of arable land.  This finding agrees with 

others that found change in land use and infra-

structural development exacerbated human wild-

life conflict.

14,17

        

More than half of the conflicts were reported 

to the game wardens at 67.9%, chiefs 11.3% 

while others were reported to the police or agri-

cultural officers. However, 19.3% of the popula-

tion did not report conflicts at all. Two thirds of 

participants reported no action was taken by the 

government despite conflicts having been report-

ed. Nevertheless, almost a third (29.2%) said that 

conflict animals were trapped by wardens and tak-

174 
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en back to the park after reports were made to 

the wardens. 

It remains unclear why majority of the respond-

ents reported no action was taken by the govern-

ment yet regulations on compensation for HWC 

exists.

18

  Wildlife Conservation and Management 

Act provides for compensation for personal injury, 

death, damage to property and crops or livestock 

predation.

19

  However, the act states that where 

the compensation committees discover that the 

victim did not take reasonable measures to pro-

tect themselves and their property, then compen-

sation would be denied.

18

 

Our study found that self-mitigation measures 

included fencing property (23%) and guarding 

property at night (65.5%). Others did not take 

any precautionary measures. These result are con-

sistent with similar mitigation strategies em-

ployed by residents of communities in other stud-

ies.

16

 This is supported by WildlifeDirect Kenya, an 

organization that endorses similar solutions to 

prevent HWC.

18

  

Economic benefits associated with the proximi-

ty to the park were majorly employment, provi-

sion of Health Clinics and building of schools at 

7.2%, 6.9% and 4.4 % respectively. This is in line 

with the National Wildlife Strategy 2030 that has 

put in place a plan for sharing of revenue generat-

ed from wildlife services. The plan promotes in-

creased access to incentives and sustainable use 

of wildlife resources, while ensuring equitable 

sharing of benefits. For instance, funds are di-

rected to community development projects such 

a construction of hospitals, water supply, cattle 

dips and classrooms for schools. This inspires 

communities to actively get involved in wildlife 

conservation hence preventing HWC

19

. Remarka-

bly, majority of the respondents (73.4%) did not 

report any benefit. This can be attributed to lack  

of well-defined policies and structures of commu-

nity benefit transfer in human and wildlife co-

coexistence.

1

  

Limitations of the study 

This study had gender bias since most of the 

respondents during data collection were men. 

More males than females were probably inter-

viewed since the study was done during the Covid

-19 pandemic when many businesses had closed 

down making most men redundant. In addition, 

cultural norms in the study area require males 

when present to answer to strangers when pre-

sent.  

There was disruption of implementation of the 

study work plan because of corona virus pandem-

ic, impeding data collection. These limitations 

were beyond the control of the researchers. The 

challenges were however overcome with time. 

 

Conclusions 

 Just a quarter (26.6%) of respondents men-

tioned benefits associated with proximity to the 

park. A multifaceted approach through KWS, com-

munity and government urgencies is essential in 

the management of wildlife, to enhance coexist-

ence of wildlife and humans for economic growth 

and control of zoonoses through one health strat-

egy.  
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