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A B S T R A C T   

Persistence of species in the Anthropocene depends on human willingness-to-coexist with them, but this is rarely 
incorporated into habitat suitability or conservation priority assessments. We propose a framework of sustainable 
coexistence potential that integrates human willingness-to-coexist with habitat suitability assessments. We 
demonstrate its applicability for elephants and rhinos in the socio-ecological system of Maasai Mara, Kenya, by 
integrating spatial distributions of peoples' willingness-to-coexist based on Bayesian hierarchical models using 
556 household interviews, with socio-ecological habitat suitability mapping validated with long-term elephant 
observations from aerial surveys. Willingness-to-coexist was higher if people had little personal experience with a 
species, and strongly reduced by experiencing a species as a threat to humans. The sustainable coexistence 
potential framework highlights areas of low socio-ecological suitability, and areas that require more effort to 
increase positive stakeholder engagement to achieve long-term persistence of large herbivores in human- 
dominated landscapes.   

1. Introduction 

Human coexistence with other species is increasingly recognised as 

one of the keys to successful conservation and restoration in areas where 
humans and other species share space and resources (Frank & Glikman, 
2019; K!onig et al., 2020). But if people are unwilling to coexist––share 
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space and resources––with animals (or plants), the prospect of these 
species' long-term persistence or population growth will be low in the 
shared spaces, even in socio-ecologically suitable habitats (Franco and 
Eivin, 2021; Pebsworth and Radhakrishna, 2021; Manfredo et al., 2021). 
This can for example be linked to intensive human–wildlife and 
human–human conflicts, to the detriment of wildlife, local communities 
and conservation programs (Dickman, 2010). Ignoring willingness to 
coexist when assessing coexistence potential thus limits the practica-
bility of potential conservation interventions (Cretois et al., 2021; IUCN 
Species Survival Commission (SSC) Human-Wildlife Conflict Task Force, 
2020). In addition to the assessments of species' needs and constraints, it 
is therefore necessary to incorporate the perspectives of the people 
coexisting with the species into conservation research and policies 
(Ardiantiono et al., 2021; Bruskotter and Wilson, 2014; Frank & Glik-
man, 2019; St John et al., 2010; Pooley, 2021). 

Through evaluation of socio-ecological spatial variables expected to 
be relevant for the wildlife or plant species, and the habitat use of those 
species, habitat suitability assessments can be considered as ‘letting’ 
animals or plants voice their requirements (Buller, 2015), or more spe-
cifically, a human perspective on their needs and preferences (L!otter 
et al., 2008; Wemmer & Christen, 2008). Joining this with a measure of 
coexistence potential from a human perspective (K!onig et al., 2020) by 
integrating it with willingness-to-coexist, leads to a sustainable –and 
realistic– measure of the potential for human–wildlife (or human-plant) 
coexistence. This results into the sustainable coexistence potential: the 
sustainable sharing of space and resources between humans and other 
species such as wildlife. This represents a non-anthropocentric 
perspective that values both human and non-human lives (van den 
Born et al., 2001), aiming for a common ground between people-centred 
conservation and science-led ecocentrism (Sandbrook et al., 2019). 

There are however challenges in integrating habitat suitability 

assessments with reliable measures of peoples' perspective. Attitudes are 
linked to behavioural intent and behaviour, and can be considered to 
follow a scale from active negative resistance, to passive tolerance, and 
finally active positive stewardship (Bruskotter and Fulton, 2012; Treves, 
2012). There is however a bias towards research on negative experiences 
and attitude towards unwanted species instead of their acceptance, 
which may tend to oversimplify our understanding of the plurality of 
people's perspectives and experiences with wildlife (Bruskotter and 
Wilson, 2014; Buijs and Jacobs, 2021). Since attitudinal research relies 
on self-reporting, there is also a risk of false positive and false negative 
reporting errors, as people can overstate or understate their opinions 
(sub-) consciously (Vasudev et al., 2020; Vasudev and Goswami, 2020). 

Evidence for a clear link between attitude and actual behaviour of 
people is currently limited (Ajzen and Fishbein, 2021; Liu et al., 2011; St 
John et al., 2010). For example, there is limited quantitative evidence 
for a link between stakeholder attitudes and the socio-ecological suit-
ability of an area for large herbivores such as elephants (Loxodonta 
africana) and black rhinoceros (Diceros bicornis; Vogel et al., 2021). 
Nevertheless, a positive attitude can be linked to behaviour supporting 
conservation at a local scale, and can thus be expected to increase 
suitability of an area as a habitat or movement conduit for a species 
(Behr et al., 2017; Broekhuis et al., 2018; Liu et al., 2011; Vasudev et al., 
2020). To successfully integrate anthropogenic and ecological perspec-
tives into sustainable coexistence potential, we need to recognize and 
overcome these challenges of negative research bias, self-reporting er-
rors and limited established links between attitude and conservation 
success. 

To incorporate attitudes in habitat suitability assessments, we 
therefore calculated a ‘willingness-to-coexist’ score which represents the 
probability that people have a positive attitude towards sharing space and 
resources with other species on a local scale. We do so using hierarchical 

Fig. 1. Conceptual diagram representing a) socio-ecological habitat suitability for wildlife (occurrence potential) and carrying capacity (density potential), this could 
also represent the perspective from a plant species, and b) sustainable human wildlife coexistence potential. The x-axes represent a negative-positive scale for 
attitude, behavioural intent and behaviour of people, and the y-axes represent wildlife density potential. In a), we assume that human perspective only plays a role as 
active negative behaviour, e.g. killing of wildlife, and that a socio-ecological threshold exists below which wildlife cannot occur. In b) we assume a threshold exists 
for both axes below which sustainable coexistence is not possible. The darker the colour, the higher is the suitability and carrying capacity potential (a) or potential 
for sustainable coexistence (b). The hatched area in b) represents the space where people can be expected to express a willingness-to-coexist, an attitudinal measure 
for positive active stewardship. 
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Bayesian models that account for misreporting errors, developed by 
Vasudev and Goswami (2020) based on the occupancy modelling 
framework used in ecology. While anyone can have a notional, or 
generic attitude towards wildlife (or plants), willingness-to-coexist (or 
its lack thereof) follows from, and pertains to, living in close contact on a 
local scale (Vasudev et al., 2020; Vasudev and Goswami, 2020). We 
consider willingness-to-coexist to be a higher-order or active positive 
attitude, meaning that it is closer to active support and stewardship than 
normative attitudes, basic beliefs and values (Bruskotter and Fulton, 
2012; Fulton et al., 1996). Willingness-to-coexist thus goes beyond mere 
inaction (Treves, 2012) or passive tolerance (Bruskotter and Wilson, 
2014). 

From a wildlife (or plant) persistence perspective, there is a socio- 
ecological threshold below which the potential for occurrence is too 
low for the landscape to fulfil the species' needs (Fig. 1a; Svenning and 
Faurby, 2017). Yet, to achieve sustainable coexistence, both animal and 
human occurrence potential thresholds must be met (Jochum et al., 
2014; Fig. 1b), with sufficiently suitable environmental conditions and 
the satisfaction of human interests ‘without depriving species, native eco-
systems or native populations of their health’ (Vucetich and Nelson, 2010). 
Without the later, continued human support for wildlife is unlikely 
(Franco and Eivin, 2021; Pebsworth and Radhakrishna, 2021). Besides 
sufficient resources, this requires socially just conservation through 
effective institutions that aim to satisfy the needs and desires of both 
people and other species like wildlife, while minimizing interactions 
that jeopardise each other's safety, and result in a sustainable dynamic 
state in which people and wildlife co-adapt, and thus coexist (Büscher 
and Fletcher, 2019; Carter and Linnell, 2016; Frank and Glikman, 2019; 

Vucetich et al., 2018; Clark et al., 2021). While passiveness may be 
sufficient to achieve conservation, less active negative behaviour (e.g. 
political acts such as voting or signing petitions) could still negatively 
affect wildlife's ability to survive or thrive in the long-term (Bruskotter 
and Fulton, 2012). Therefore, willingness-to-coexist corresponds to 
active positive behavioural intention (Fig. 1b, hatched area). Sustain-
able coexistence potential should be the highest when there is potential 
for high densities of wildlife based on socio-ecological suitability of the 
landscape, and high levels of peoples' expressed willingness-to-coexist 
(Fig. 1b, upper right corner). 

This sustainable coexistence framework therefore encourages us to 
explicitly value both wildlife and human perspectives equally. Instead of 
only including people's active negative perspective into habitat suit-
ability assessments, it is therefore necessary to also fully integrate peo-
ple's willingness-to-coexist –which we consider to be relevant for future 
species density potentials- through conservation priority zoning 
(Whitehead et al., 2014). The result is a tool that can aid spatial planning 
for coexistence in a human-dominated world by highlighting areas of 
low willingness-to-coexist or low habitat suitability, and identify con-
servation priorities (Broekhuis et al., 2017; Marchini et al., 2019). This 
integrated coexistence framework is therefore relevant across regions 
and species, wherever people's willingness-to-coexist is acting as a major 
and concrete factor in a species' future persistence. 

We apply the framework of sustainable coexistence potential to Af-
rican savannah elephants and black rhinos in the Maasai Mara 
Ecosystem, Kenya. In this ecosystem there are concerns that conse-
quences of human activities and livestock numbers are compromising 
wildlife persistence and movement connectivity (Ogutu et al., 2011, 

Fig. 2. Location of respondents interviewed during the study, the names and demarcations of Maasai Mara National Reserve, (proposed) conservation areas, villages, 
towns and community lands and most dominant vegetation types across the study site (Li et al., 2020). Most of the study site is covered by dense to medium-dense 
grasslands and open shrubland, interspersed with clusters of trees and grasses typically fringing drainage lines and on ridges, and bareground around areas such as in 
Talek and Aitong towns, and in the north-east of the study site. 
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2016; Stabach et al., 2022). There is also a long history of land appro-
priation for conservation, disempowering the pastoralist Maasai com-
munities, weakening their traditional coping strategies, and deepening 
their livelihood vulnerability, thereby creating disincentives for con-
servation (Fern”andez-Llamazares et al., 2020; Goldman, 2011; Western 
et al., 2019). Coexistence between people and African savannah ele-
phants is of high conservation interest and concern given the elephant's 
currently endangered status (Knox et al., 2021), and has significant 
implications for the wellbeing of people living in conservancies and 
pastoral lands around the Maasai Mara National Reserve (Nyumba et al., 
2020). 

2. Methods 

2.1. Study site 

Our study site included the Naboisho, Ol Kinyei, Mara North, Lemek, 
Ol Chorro Oiroua, Olare-Motorogi, Proposed Muntoroben Conservancy, 
Olarro, Siana Mara and Olderkesi conservancies, Nyakweri Forest Con-
servation Area and the proposed Pardamat Conservation Area which we 
divided into the northern, middle and southern sections (Fig. 2). We also 
included Aitong, Talek and Mara Rianta, three of the largest towns in the 
ecosystem (MMWCA, 2019). 

Land around the Maasai Mara National Reserve in Kenya is either 
communally or individually owned. Some landowners have organised 
themselves into conservancies aimed at community-based conservation, 
as part of the Maasai Mara Wildlife Conservancies Association 
(MMWCA), through partnerships with investors in eco-tourism enter-
prises and receive direct financial benefits, e.g., from land leases 
(MMWCA, 2019; Thompson et al., 2009). Elephants (3404 → 1156 an-
imals or 0.54 animals /km2 in 2022) are common throughout the 
ecosystem but black rhinos are rare (ω 40 animals or ω 0.006 animals/ 
km2) and restricted to the Maasai Mara National Reserve (MMNR), and 
are actively pushed back by rangers into the MMNR whenever they 
wander into the adjoining areas to reduce the likelihood of negative 
human-rhino interactions. Therefore, we focused on both elephants and 
rhinos in the attitude assessments, but only on elephants in the potential 
habitat suitability and sustainable coexistence assessments. This 
research has been reviewed and approved in accordance with Aarhus 
University's guidelines for the university's Research Ethics Committee 
(IRB), and was completed under NACOSTI permit License No: 
NACOSTI/P/19/3156. Please find more details and our authors' reflex-
ivity statement in SI 1. 

2.2. Willingness-to-coexist model 

2.2.1. Interviews 
We collected interview data during January–April 2020 in Maa. In-

terviewers were 10 men and one woman, all Maasai. Respondents were 
selected through stratified random sampling of 60 households from each 
trading centre and (proposed) conservancy, using the most complete 
spatial dataset on household distribution available for this region 
(Broekhuis et al., 2017). A total of 556 households were interviewed 
with each interviewer covering 40–60 households, with a non-response 
rate of ω1 %. Each interview took around 30 min to complete on average 
(SI 1). 

During the interviews we collected socio-demographic information, 
asked about preferred elephant and rhino densities, experiences with 
both species, and collected responses to both notional and localized 
attitudinal statements on a five point Likert-scale (Bernard, 2006; 
Vasudev and Goswami, 2020; SI 1 & 2). Notional attitudinal statements 
were abstract, while localized statements related directly to the re-
spondent's lives and livelihoods. We used the free Cybertracker software 
to develop an English and a Maa (most commonly spoken language 
among Maasai) data collection application for each of the sites and to 
upload these on to the interviewers' smartphones. We also developed a 

measurement of acceptable wildlife density levels in areas of low liter-
acy rates to interpret our results (SI 1). 

2.2.2. Model construction and evaluation 
To measure the probability of a positive attitude towards living with 

elephants and rhinos ––i.e. willingness-to-coexist––we grouped the 
negative and passive responses to attitudinal questions into non-positive 
attitudes and compared these to positive responses. We applied a 
Bayesian hierarchical model related to ecological multiple-detection 
models (Miller et al., 2011; Vasudev & Goswami, 2020), which 
allowed us to determine false positive and false negative errors (mis-
reporting errors) in reported attitudes, and therefore provides a more 
reliable measure of acceptance than methods based on self-reporting 
only (Vasudev and Goswami, 2020). To do so, our survey included un-
certain questions, where we accounted for potential false positive and 
false negative response from respondents, and certain questions to 
which we reasonably expected only either a false positive or a false 
negative response (SI 1 Table S2). The model enables quantifying both a 
notional or generic attitude (ψ) and a localized attitude (φ) towards 
elephants and rhinos, while accounting for reporting biases (Vasudev 
et al., 2020; Vasudev and Goswami, 2020). 

We ran three models (Model I–III), each with different sets of vari-
ables. As socio-demographic information from respondents we included 
age, gender, the highest level of formal education, owning livestock and 
having an alternative livelihood strategy as covariates in all our models 
(SI 3.3, Table S5). Model I also included a binary variable indicating 
whether respondents lived inside a conservancy, as we expected this to 
play an important role in explaining willingness-to-coexist. We also 
included spatially explicit variables on reported crop loss, property loss, 
threat to humans, threat to livestock, and benefit from tourism. It was 
not possible however to include these in the other two models due to 
high spatial correlation between the variables (SI 3). Model II included, 
instead of the binary conservancy/non-conservancy variable, the more 
spatially explicit covariate indicating the identity of each of the (pro-
posed) conservancies and trading centres (towns). However, some 
conservancies contained few respondents, making results from this 
model less reliable. Therefore, we also fitted Model III in which we 
divided respondents into 11 spatial clusters with similar numbers of 
respondents based on spatial proximity and (potential) conservancy or 
trading centre. 

In this manuscript we focus on the results from Model I and III (SI 3 
for details and model evaluation). As we constructed the Likert scale by 
averaging at least eight Likert items on a five-point scale each, we 
consider it meaningful to compare means between the spatial clusters 
(Norman, 2010; Wu and Leung, 2017), to illustrate the importance of 
correcting for reporting errors. 

2.3. Habitat suitability models 

2.3.1. Species occurrence and density data 
We used decadal averages of elephant numbers obtained from aerial 

survey monitoring data by the Directorate of Resource Surveys and 
Remote Sensing of Kenya (DRSRS, Ogutu et al., 2016). The decadal 
averages were computed for 284 sampling units, each of size 5 ↑ 5 km 
and located in the MMNR as well as most of the conservancies. Surveys 
were separately conducted for the wet season of 2015, 2016 (two sur-
veys), 2018 and 2022, and dry season of 2010, 2011, 2012, 2013 and 
2014, and adjusted for the sampling fraction used in each survey, with 
sampling fraction varying from 5 to 11 %. Observers counted groups of 
ε10 twice, during the aerial survey, and from photographs displayed on 
a large digital screen. Calibration experiments done in the 1980s indi-
cate that counting efficiency of this method in the field site averaged 
70–80 % for large wild herbivores (15 kg and above) and 80–90 % for 
livestock (Stelfox et al., 1986). 
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2.3.2. Excess sampling zeros 
The aerial surveys only captured a snapshot of the elephant distri-

bution, while elephants are highly mobile animals that typically occur in 
herds, resulting in generated excess sampling zeros (zero-inflation) in 
cells that contain suitable habitat, but were unoccupied during the 
survey periods (Martin et al., 2005). False zeros can also arise from not 
observing present elephants. We can address excess zeros by limiting 
observer bias in data collection (Section 2.3.1), and distinguishing be-
tween structural (true) zeros and false zeros due to temporary absence 
and imperfect detection (D”enes et al., 2015). Imperfect detection can be 
accounted for by using n-mixture models (Meehan et al., 2020; Royle 
and K”ery, 2007), while zero-inflation distribution models –despite not 
explicitly separating detection from abundance patterns- account for 
both types of false zeros (Lahoz-Monfort et al., 2014; Nolan et al., 2022). 
Hence, both tools have the potential to address detection bias problems 
(Banks-Leite et al., 2014; Goldstein and de Valpine, 2022; Wenger and 
Freeman, 2008). 

We therefore applied three types of habitat suitability models: I. 
Zero-inflated species distribution models (Poisson and negative bino-
mial models), II. Zero-inflation Integrated Nested Laplace Approxima-
tion models with explicit modelling of spatial dependence between 
observations, and III. N-mixture Integrated Nested Laplace Approxima-
tion models. We did not use hierarchical occupancy models as we were 
interested in potential elephant density, not potential occupancy across 
the study site (Fig. 1). 

2.3.3. Spatial data and covariate selection 
We identified relevant ecological and anthropogenic predictors of 

elephant presence and density in an extensive literature review of fac-
tors known to influence elephant and rhino habitat suitability (Vogel 
et al., 2021) and based our final set of covariates included in the species 
distribution model on (multi-) collinearity between identified relevant 
covariates (SI 4). Based on these assessments, the final covariates we 

included in our habitat suitability models were the proportion of the 5 ↑
5 km grid cells with permanent water, average terrain elevation, average 
terrain slope, average NDVI (Normalized Difference Vegetation Index), 
livestock biomass (kg) and total number of houses in each 5 ↑ 5 km grid 
cell (i.e. settlement density). As the Species Distribution Model also 
contained data from both the wet and dry seasons, we included, as an 
additional covariate, the average precipitation for each season. 

2.3.4. Species distribution model construction and evaluation 
The previously mentioned false absences may cause an artificial 

inflation of predicted absences (Martin et al., 2005), and our zero- 
inflation test using the performance R-package (Lüdecke et al., 2021), 
suggested a zero-inflated or hurdle (zero-altered or two-part) model was 
more suitable than one ignoring excess zeros (Zuur et al., 2009). Visu-
alisations of the presence-absence data overlaid on the spatial covariate 
data layers (SI 4.2) suggested the potential presence of both sampling 
and structural zeros in our dataset. Therefore, we used a zero-altered 
negative binomial hurdle model (ZANB) to account for excess zeros 
taking both zero structures that emerge from unsuitable areas, and po-
tential overdispersal (emerging from clumped distribution of elephants) 
into account (Blasco-Moreno et al., 2019; Martin et al., 2005; Zuur et al., 
2009) using the pscl R-package (Hadfield, 2021), see SI 4.3 for model 
evaluations. 

2.3.5. INLA models construction and evaluation 
Our models using the Integrated Nested Laplace Approximation 

(INLA) framework allowed us to predict elephant density through 
approximate Bayesian inference assuming latent Gaussian processes 
(Moraga, 2020). We constructed two types of INLA habitat suitability 
models by using the R-INLA package (Martins et al., 2013; Rue et al., 
2009; www.r-inla.org). First, we used a spatial INLA model with the 
zero-inflated Poisson Type 1 function because our data contains both 
structured and unstructured zeros (Blangiardo and Cameletti, 2015) and 

Fig. 3. The notional attitude (ψ), and willingness-to-coexist (φ) for the most common combinations of social demographic characteristics among the respondents (n 
↓ 556), expressed in the bar plot as the probability of having a positive attitude to live with elephants (a) and rhinos (b), with 95 % Credible Intervals. The x-axes of 
the bar plots are visualized by the matrix columns with greyed cells indicating the combinations of social demographic characteristics corresponding to the bar 
displayed above each matrix column (except for notional attitude or probability to have a positive attitude in general). For example, the first bar in Fig. 2a represents 
the willingness-to-coexist for a man with no formal education, who owns livestock and has experienced property loss due to damage by elephants. 
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constructed them as a Besag-York-Molli”e (BYM) model (Besag et al., 
1991). This BYM model includes two types of random effects, an un-
structured random effect that accounts for uncorrelated noise, and a 
Conditional Autoregressive (CAR) distribution that accounts for the 
spatial structure in the mapped data, by feeding into the model a 
neighbourhood matrix that identifies areas as neighbours if they share a 
boundary, and uses this information to smooth the data (Blangiardo and 
Cameletti, 2015; Moraga, 2020). 

Second, we used N-mixture models, which account for imperfect 
detection associated with wildlife surveys and can thus produce poten-
tially less biased abundance estimates (Goldstein and de Valpine, 2022; 
Meehan et al., 2020). In order for the n-mixture model to converge it was 
necessary to scale all covariates. We applied the negative binomial- 
binomial mixture likelihood family to account for over dispersion 
(Zuur et al., 2009), and followed Meehan et al. (2020) in model building. 
We constructed the spatial model separately for the wet and dry season 
data, and combined both into the n-mixture model with averaged co-
variate values. We modelled the hyper parameters of both models using 
a Gaussian prior distribution N~ (0,1) and evaluated model fit using 
leave-one-out cross-validation (Blangiardo and Cameletti, 2015), see SI 
4.3 for model evaluations. 

2.4. Sustainable coexistence potential map 

To obtain a map of sustainable coexistence potential, we changed the 
projection and resolution of the willingness-to-coexist map (coexistence 
potential from the human perspective) to match the habitat suitability 
maps (coexistence potential from the ‘wildlife’ perspective, Fig. 1). 
Based on frequency plots of the predicted elephant densities and 
willingness-to-coexist scores, we reclassified both habitat suitability 
maps and the willingness-to-coexist map to convert them into a binary 
map (SI 5). We then created a combined mosaic raster plot overlapping 
the binary maps and summing the values of both maps, and clipped this 
to the area for which we had elephant density estimates. We also 
overlaid a difference map to highlight the areas which were socio- 
ecologically suitable, but not so from a human perspective, and vice 
versa. Most of the attitudinal survey data was collected during a pro-
longed dry season, a period during which coexistence challenges are 
most pronounced in the study site (Bedelian and Ogutu, 2017; Miller 
et al., 2014). Thus, we focus on the dry season survey data (which 
comprised most of our elephant survey) for mapping (SI 4.3). 

3. Results 

3.1. Notional attitude towards elephants and rhinos 

In general, people in the Maasai Mara had a more positive notional 
(or generic) attitude towards rhinos (ψrhino ↓ 0.91 [95 % CrI ↓
0.82–0.96]), than towards elephants (ψelephant ↓ 0.66 [95 % CrI ↓
0.40–0.81]; SI Fig. S16 a-b). The false negative reporting error was just 
over 30 % for elephants (puc

10 ↓ 0.35, SI Table S8 for the non-zero 
Credible Intervals and certain question reporting errors for each spe-
cies) and rhinos (puc

10 ↓ 0.32), while the false positive reporting error was 
higher for elephants than rhinos (puc

01
, elephant ↓ 0.57, puc

01
, rhino ↓ 0.30). This 

shows that a larger proportion of the respondents who were not positive 
towards elephants tended to report positive attitudes towards rhinos. 
The influences of covariates on these attitudes were consistent for both 
elephants and rhinos. Men had a higher likelihood of being positive 
towards elephants and rhinos notionally, while there was some tendency 
for older educated persons to be positive towards elephants and rhinos 
(Fig. 3, SI Fig. S16 a-b). 

3.2. Willingness-to-coexist with elephants and rhinos 

Respondents were generally more positive towards rhinos than ele-
phants (Fig. 3, SI Fig. S16 a-b, S5). There was a broad consensus among 

the respondents that both animal species are intelligent, important, have 
a right to live in the Mara, and that people are happy the animals are in 
Maasai Mara, occur in and use their conservancies and should continue 
living in the area. After correcting for reporting errors, willingness-to- 
coexist —relating to a localized positive attitude conditional on a 
notional positive attitude— was generally higher for rhinos with less 
variation between combinations of social demographic characteristics 
(φrhino weighted average ↓ 0.98 [95 % CrI weighted average ↓ 0.93–1.00]) than 
for elephants (φelephant weighted average ↓ 0.59 [95 % CrI weighted average ↓
0.24–0.89], Fig. 3, SI Fig. S16 a-b). Willingness-to-coexist with ele-
phants also varied strongly across the Maasai Mara, as with the proba-
bility of having a positive attitude towards living with elephants; from 
0.13 for Talek town (s.d. ↓ 0.01) to 0.62 for the south of Paradamat (s.d. 
↓ 0.00), close to Naboisho Conservancy (SI Table S7 for all weighted 
willingness-to-coexist scores). 

3.2.1. Importance of correcting for reporting error 
The false negative reporting error was similar for elephants (quc

10 ↓
0.42, SI Table S8 for the non-zero Credible Intervals and for certain 
questions, the reporting errors for each species) and rhinos (quc

10 ↓ 0.41), 
whereas the false positive reporting error was higher for elephants than 
for rhinos (quc

01
, elephant ↓ 0.55, quc

01
, rhino ↓ 0.42). Without quantifying and 

correcting for reporting error, and thus only using the raw Likert scores, 
we would have only correctly estimated support for living with ele-
phants in the cluster combining the proposed Muntoroben conservancy, 
and the Ol Kinyei and Olarro conservancies (Table 1, Fig. S14). We 
would have overestimated support for coexistence in four, and under-
estimated it in seven of the spatial clusters. Also, if reporting error were 
not corrected for and we used the Wildlife Acceptance Capacity (WAC) 
as an indicator for support for coexistence with elephants, this would 
have been overestimated for three and underestimated for five of the 
spatial clusters (Table 1, Fig. S13). 

3.2.2. Threat to humans 
There was a stronger effect of covariates in determining peoples' 

willingness-to-coexist with elephants than with rhinos, and less variance 
in answers among respondents (Fig. 3). In particular, the threat it poses 
strongly reduces peoples' willingness-to-coexist with elephants. Where 
willingness-to-coexist with them was low, elephants were perceived as 
posing greater threats to human life than other threats (Fig. 3a; SI 

Table 1 
Comparative results based on the quantiles in which each of the spatial clusters 
performed for three measures: our willingness-to-coexist score corrected for 
reporting error represented by a probability score from 0 to 1, the uncorrected 
Likert score represented by the average response on a scale of 1–5, and the 
Wildlife Acceptance Capacity score, which represents the proportion of change 
people desired in the density of elephants. Cluster codes correspond to Fig. S13.  

Cluster Willingness- 
to-coexist 
[0↔1] 

Uncorrected 
Likert [1–5] 

WAC 
[proportion] 

J. Southern part of Pardamat  0.618 Q1  2.479 Q3  1.363 Q1 
F. Proposed Muntoroben, Ol 

Kinyei,Olarro  
0.473 Q1  2.735 Q1  1.307 Q2 

D. Northern part of Mara North  0.355 Q1  2.566 Q2  0.968 Q4 
B. Lemek, Olchoro Oiroua, 

Enonkishu  
0.350 Q2  2.540 Q3  0.922 Q4 

A. Greater Aitong area  0.288 Q2  2.370 Q3  1.325 Q2 
I. Northern part of Pardamat  0.248 Q2  2.152 Q4  1.412 Q1 
L. Nyakweri Forest Conservation 

Area, Oloisukut, Masaai Moran 
(Trans Mara)  

0.200 Q3  2.944 Q1  1.096 Q4 

H. Central part of Pardamat  0.195 Q3  2.352 Q4  1.048 Q3 
G. Olderkesi, Siana, Ololaimutiek  0.187 Q3  2.315 Q4  1.217 Q3 
M. Talek town  0.175 Q4  2.604 Q1  1.164 Q3 
E. Mara Rianta village  0.146 Q4  2.602 Q2  1.413 Q1 
C. Mara North, Motorogi, Olare 

Orok  
0.132 Q4  2.580 Q2  1.315 Q2  
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Fig. S14, S15). Elephants obstructed people's daily activities, and were 
described as “causing fear and frustration in human[s] if they come 
around”, “They have jammed every space around here. We fear them a lot.” 
Some of the open answers people gave also indicated the complexities of 
the issues involved, for example, “They disturb our school going children, 
[but] on the other hand there are no means of transport, and the school is very 
far”. At the same time, people expressed that “these animals are bringing a 
lot of income into this country, therefore maximum protection is needed [for] 
this species” and that “elephants and rhinos [should] be secured for the 
future generations”. 

3.2.3. Personal experience 
Willingness-to-coexist with elephants tended to be lower among 

younger respondents, and higher among people with primary education 
than those with no formal education. Those who had seen rhinos and 

owned livestock were more willing-to-coexist with rhinos (Fig. 3). Many 
respondents emphasised their limited experience with rhinos, “I've never 
seen a live rhino. Only on phone pictures”, and “I saw one 15 years ago. It 
was an amazing experience”. This also resulted in inconsistencies in the 
description of the animals, both on its appearance “it's like [a] hippo but 
the difference is [that] the rhinos have the horn”, “it's like [a] warthog” or 
people referring to it as a “brownish elephant-like monster”; on the ani-
mal's character, descriptions varied from “very rude”, “very stubborn”, 
“very hateful to people”, to “very polite, it's a shy animal” and a “very 
friendly animal”. 

3.3. Habitat suitability model I: species distribution model (SDM) 

In the final selected model used to construct the potential elephant 
density map (Fig. 4b, SI 4), several ecological variables were significant 

Fig. 4. a) Probability of a positive attitude towards living with elephants (willingness-to-coexist) as measured across the (proposed) conservancies and other regions 
in the Maasai Mara, based on the average willingness-to-coexist weighted by the prevalence of a combination of social demographic characteristics (n ↓ 556); b) 
Habitat suitability map and the predicted elephant density across the Maasai Mara based on model I: SDM; c) Habitat suitability map and the predicted elephant 
density across the Maasai Mara based on model II: spatial INLA model, d) Habitat suitability map and the predicted elephant density across the Maasai Mara based on 
model III:N-mixture INLA model. 
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in predicting both the density and occurrence probability of elephants 
(Table 2). Precipitation (seasonality) was an important predictor of 
elephant absences, but not their density. NDVI and Elevation were 
important as predictors of elephant density but not their absence 
(Table 2). 

3.4. Habitat suitability model II and III: integrated nested laplace 
approximation (INLA) 

In the zero-inflation INLA model NDVI is positively correlated with 
and is the most important predictor of the potential number of elephants 
in the study site, based on the posterior marginal of the fixed effect 
parameters, calculated by smoothing the marginal distribution of the 
coefficients (Moraga, 2020; Table 3; SI 4 Fig. S26). Terrain slope and the 
amount of water present also appear to positively influence the elephant 
density potentials, with very small effects of elevation and the total 
number of houses, and no effect of livestock biomass (Table 3; Fig. 4c). 
While detection probability in the n-mixture model results had a rela-
tively strong negative correlation with potential elephant densities, the 
dense vegetation covariate did not have a strong influence on this. 
Similarly as in the other models, NDVI had a positive and elevation a 
negative effect on elephant density predictions. 

3.5. Sustainable coexistence potential 

The spatial distribution of sustainable coexistence potential in the 
Maasai Mara conservancies is the highest around Naboisho, Pardamat 
South and the Proposed Muntoroben Conservancy, Ol Kinyei and Olarro 
conservancies as both willingness-to-coexist and potential elephant 
densities are high in these areas (Fig. 5). These areas therefore appear to 
fall within the top right corner of our conceptual Fig. 1b. While parts of 
the proposed Muntoroben Conservancy, Ol Kinyei and Olarro cluster do 
appear to lie in the hatched area of Fig. 1b with its relatively high 
willingness-to-coexist, lack of measured habitat suitability places this 
location in the bottom-right corner, above the occurrence potential line 
of the conceptual diagram. Talek Town, an area in between these areas 
and the MMNR, however has low sustainable coexistence potential due 
to low values of both willingness-to-coexist and habitat suitability, 
placing it outside the dark blue area of our willingness-to-coexist dia-
gram (Fig. 1b). 

4. Discussion 

We proposed and demonstrated how to integrate coexistence po-
tential from both human (willingness-to-coexist) and wildlife (socio- 
ecological habitat suitability) perspectives into sustainable coexistence 
potential, by accounting for issues that have previously prevented the 
inclusion of willingness-to-coexist into habitat assessment models. 

Results of our hierarchical attitudinal model highlight the impact of 
(negative) experiences with wildlife on peoples' willingness-to-coexist. 
Compared to elephants, willingness-to-coexist with rhinos was higher 
and closer to the notional attitudes towards rhinos, and varied less be-
tween –and thus depended less on- socio-demographic characteristics. 
As few people had experienced rhinos themselves, this highlights that 
willingness-to-coexist originates from people's actual lived experiences 
with a species. The threat to their lives people perceived from living with 
elephants was the main factor reducing willingness-to-coexist, which is 
consistent with results reported for Asian elephants (Ardiantiono et al., 
2021). This suggests that perceived threats to human life (Dickman, 
2010; Zimmermann et al., 2020), can potentially serve as a proxy for 
willingness-to-coexist in spatial planning, and that targeted conserva-
tion interventions addressing this perception of risk can enhance overall 
potential for sustainable coexistence. However, in other socio-ecological 
landscapes economic losses due to crop or livestock depredation and 
property damage could be more important, as except for Trans Mara, 
planting of crops was limited in our study site. 

The results from the habitat suitability models highlight the impor-
tance of using a holistic perspective, and considering as direct proxies as 
possible for both the ecological and anthropogenic factors in species 

Table 2 
Parameter estimates and the associated standard errors for the truncated nega-
tive binomial with a log link function constituting the count part of the hurdle 
model used to predict the potential elephant density, and the binary model with 
a logit link function constituting the zero part of the hurdle model used to predict 
the potential presence of elephants across the Maasai Mara. The Z-test tests if a 
parameter estimate is different from zero. Significant variables are highlighted 
in bold face font.   

Variable Estimate Std. 
error 

Z-value P-value 

Truncated 
negative 
binomial with 
a log link 
function 

Intercept  2.982  0.148  20.089  <0.000 
Water  0.072  0.081  0.0886  0.376 
NDVI  0.153  0.178  0.856  0.392 
Elevation  0.165  0.150  1.097  0.273 
Total number 
of houses  

↔0.087  0.197  ↔0.444  0.657 

Precipitation  0.312  0.122  2.614  <0.001 
Binary model 

with a logit 
link function 

Intercept  ¡0.699  0.133  ¡5.254  <0.000 
Water  ↔0.077  0.123  ↔0.600  0.550 
NDVI  0.623  0.163  3.860  <0.000 
Elevation  ¡0.990  0.159  ¡6.218  <0.000 
Total number 
of houses  

↔0.089  0.213  ↔0.413  0.201 

Precipitation  0.173  0.136  1.279  0.595  

Table 3 
The estimated posterior mean and its standard deviation and quartiles for parameters of the fixed effects in the spatial INLA model (II) and N-mixture INLA model (III) 
used to predict the potential elephant density across the Maasai Mara. Please note that in model III standardization of covariates was required to achieve model 
convergence. Variables for which the estimated [0.025-0.975] credible intervals for the effect sizes exclude zero are highlighted in bold face font.   

Variable Mean s.d. 0.025 quantile 0.500 quantile 0.975 quantile 

Model II Intercept  7.038  4.688  ↔2.913  7.306  15.498 
Water  1.692  15.218  ↔28.175  1.702  31.497 
NDVI  8.682  3.651  1.545  8.674  15.863 
Elevation  ¡0.006  0.002  ¡0.010  ¡0.006  ¡0.001 
Slope  0.129  0.074  ↔0.017  0.129  0.275 
Total number of houses  0.013  0.006  0.000  0.013  0.024 
Biomass of livestock  0.000  0.000  0.000  0.000  0.000 

Model III: density Intercept  3.515  0.148  3.229  3.513  3.812 
Water  0.055  0.148  ↔0.232  0.054  0.350 
NDVI  0.710  0.235  0.249  0.710  1.173 
Elevation  ¡0.841  0.235  ¡1.302  ¡0.841  ¡0.380 
Total number of houses  ↔0.110  0.164  ↔0.427  ↔0.112  0.217 
Biomass of livestock  0.068  0.194  ↔0.311  0.067  0.450 

Model III: detection probability Intercept  ↔1.611  0.039  ↔1.688  ↔1.611  ↔1.533 
Dense vegetation  0.023  0.089  ↔0.154  0.024  0.195  
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distribution models (Vogel et al., 2021). It also highlights the complexity 
and spatial variability inherent in the factors driving both elephant 
presence and density. While the absence and density of elephants was 
mainly determined by ecological variables, models performed better if 
anthropogenic variables were included, in particular the number of 
houses. The presence and density of human settlements has been pre-
viously demonstrated to have a strong negative influence on elephant 
space use and movement in Asia (Goswami et al., 2014, 2021). The 
importance of precipitation, and the NDVI, a measure of vegetation 
greenness, in driving elephant density predictions, suggest that wildlife 
in this socio-ecological system is strongly depended on rainfall, similar 
to people and their livestock (Miller et al., 2014). This also highlights the 
danger of climate change, and in particular droughts, to further reduce 
human–wildlife coexistence potential and increase the risks of land use 
change and physical conflicts between people and wildlife. Formal 
direct comparison of the habitat suitability models fitted within the 

frequentist two-part zero-inflated SDM framework, with either the 
models fitted within the Bayesian INLA zero-inflated spatial, or the n- 
mixture framework is not straightforward. Nevertheless, we demon-
strate our theoretical framework by integrating the proposed 
willingness-to-coexist concept with all the three habitat suitability 
modelling approaches, to illustrate its flexibility and robustness to in-
fluences of potential biases in animal counts. The multiple modelling 
approaches are not only complementary but also serve to illustrate that 
the integration of willingness-to-coexist with habitat suitability assess-
ments to identify sustainable coexistence potential is largely insensitive 
to the choice of method for handling excess zeros in count data. 

The distribution of sustainable coexistence potential for elephants 
and people across the Maasai Mara suggests that sustainable coexistence 
is contingent upon increasing habitat suitability for wildlife (Ogutu 
et al., 2019) without (further) stigmatizing the pastoralist community 
and with incorporating their experiences and willingness to share space 

Fig. 5. Overlaid map indicating the sustainable coexistence potential of elephants and people across the Maasai Mara, based on binary suitability as predicted by the 
probability of a positive attitude towards living with elephants (willingness-to-coexist) as measured across the (proposed) conservancies and other regions in the 
Maasai Mara. The estimated potentials are based on the average willingness-to-coexist weighted by the prevalence of a combination of social demographic char-
acteristics (n ↓ 556) and a) Habitat suitability map and the predicted elephant density across the Maasai Mara based on model I: SDM; b) Habitat suitability map and 
the predicted elephant density across the Maasai Mara based on model II:INLA model; and c) Habitat suitability map and the predicted elephant density across the 
Maasai Mara based on model III:N-mixture INLA model. 
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and resources with wildlife (Cavanagh et al., 2020; Weldemichel, 2020; 
Weldemichel et al., 2019). We identified areas that had low habitat 
suitability for elephants during the dry season, but high willingness-to- 
coexist, highlighting an underutilized potential of such areas for pro-
moting wildlife-human co-existence. On the other hand, we also found 
socio-ecologically suitable areas, but where people showed low 
willingness-to-coexist with elephants. This demonstrates opportunity for 
increasing sustainable coexistence potential by targeted conservation 
action in areas covering a significant proportion of our landscape. Exact 
interventions to invest in could differ between regions and periods, yet 
factors influencing willingness-to-coexist can inform us about these. Our 
case-study highlights the need to reduce concerns about human safety, 
for example through investments in safety strategies and training. 

5. Conclusion 

We believe there is an urgent need to move beyond habitat suitability 
assessments for species based on their socio-ecological requirements 
alone, and embrace the concept of sustainable coexistence potential. For 
such an endeavour, we argue and demonstrate that it is necessary to 
include spatially explicit willingness-to-coexist proxies and equally 
integrate a wildlife perspective and human perspective. If local attitude 
towards wildlife and willingness-to-coexist cannot be quantified, 
perceived wildlife-induced threat reported by people could potentially 
serve as a valuable indicator of willingness-to-coexist. 

When we asked respondents what they considered necessary to 
achieving sustainable coexistence, they repeatedly mentioned compen-
sation, benefits and protection for both wildlife and people, as “au-
thorities concerned should also feel the loss I get”, “the solution is for [the] 
government to share the benefit with local people and employment to local 
people [is] required so the benefits can be seen by locals” and “there should be 
adequate protection for both people and wildlife”. This latter point was also 
mentioned in concerns about the prioritisation of those organisations 
advocating on behalf of wildlife in the areas, a suggestion was made to 
be “treating people as more important than elephants to reduce conflict”. 

The areas we highlight that are low in sustainable coexistence po-
tential because people are not willing-to-coexist with elephants, suggest 
that if conservationists address reasons underlying the lack of 
willingness-to-coexist, persistence of wildlife species such as elephants 
could be better achieved. Only then can sustainable coexistence be 
realized. At the same time, strategic land use planning, taking into 
consideration those areas with high willingness-to-coexist but low 
habitat suitability, could increase the currently underused coexistence 
potential of these areas. Where feasible and realistic, this may necessi-
tate active restoration of wildlife habitat in areas that are currently less 
suitable for them. 

Finally, the looming threat posed by climatic change to humans, 
vegetation and wildlife (Bedelian and Ogutu, 2017; Hunninck et al., 
2020), increases the urgency and importance of quantifying potentials of 
sustainable human-wildlife co-existence in ecosystems such as the Mara. 
Incorporating livelihood vulnerability and changes to habitat suitability 
linked to climatic and demographic changes is therefore an important 
next step in advancing our ability to reliably assess sustainable coexis-
tence potential. 

Funding 

This work is funded by J.-C.S.'s VILLUM Investigator project Biodi-
versity Dynamics in a Changing World funded by VILLUM FONDEN 
(grant 16549). We also consider this work a contribution to Maasai Mara 
Science and Development Initiative (MMSDI) and to Center for 
Ecological Dynamics in a Novel Biosphere (ECONOVO), funded by 
Danish National Research Foundation (grant DNRF173). J.O.O. was 
supported by a grant from the German Research Foundation (DFG, Grant 
# 257734638). 

Declaration of competing interest 

The authors declare the following financial interests/personal re-
lationships which may be considered as potential competing interests: 
Jens-Christian Svenning reports financial support was provided by 
VILLUM Investigator project Biodiversity Dynamics in a Changing 
World funded by VILLUM FONDEN (grant 16549). Joseph O. Ogutu 
reports financial support was provided by German Research Foundation 
(grant 257734638). 

Data availability 

The data that has been used is confidential due to the sensitivity of 
the data, however could potentially be made available upon request. SI 
contains detailed information on model construction. 

Acknowledgements 

We thank David Noosaron, Danson Kaelo, Clevers Tumuti, David 
Naurori, John Noosaron, Daniel Korio, Simon Sadera, Joel Reyia, James 
Saago and Amos Sakat for their invaluable contributions to the collec-
tion of interview data. We are grateful to those of the Maasai commu-
nities who shared their opinions and experiences with us. We thank 
Ashley Pearcy Buitenwerf, Rasmus Østergaard Pedersen and all other 
members of the Ecoinformatics department at Aarhus University, and 
members of the Maasai Mara Science and Development Initiative 
(MMSDI) and their collaborators who provided advice and (logistical) 
support to the study, in particular Karen Blixen Camp, the Maasai Mara 
Wildlife Conservancies Association (MMWCA), Femke Broekhuis, the 
Mara Predator Hub, the Mara Elephant Project, Sarah Carroll, Bram 
Büscher and Joseph Koila. We thank the Directorate of Resource Surveys 
(DRSRS) of Kenya, in particular, the DRSRS director, Dr. Patrick War-
gute, for permission to use the aerial survey data. We also thank Bella 
Omollo and Haron Tanui for the many years they spent verifying the 
digital aerial survey data against the original paper records. Gordon 
Ojwang, Mohammed Said and Shem Kifugo helped us understand the 
structure and how to process the DRSRS data and also contributed to 
processing these data. 

Appendix A. Supplementary data 

Supplementary data to this article can be found online at https://doi. 
org/10.1016/j.biocon.2023.109935. 

References 

Ajzen, I., Fishbein, M., 2021. The influence of attitudes on behavior. In: The Handbook of 
Attitudes, pp. 187–236. https://doi.org/10.4324/9781410612823-13. 

Ardiantiono, Sugiyo, Johnson, P.J., Lubis, M.I., Amama, F., Sukatmoko, Marthy, W., 
Zimmermann, A., 2021. Towards coexistence: can people’s attitudes explain their 
willingness to live with Sumatran elephants in Indonesia? Conserv. Sci. Pract. 1–12. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/csp2.520. 

Banks-Leite, C., Pardini, R., Boscolo, D., Cassano, C.R., Püttker, T., Barros, C.S., 
Barlow, J., 2014. Assessing the utility of statistical adjustments for imperfect 
detection in tropical conservation science. J. Appl. Ecol. 51, 849–859. https://doi. 
org/10.1111/1365-2664.12272. 

Bedelian, C., Ogutu, J.O., 2017. Trade-offs for climate-resilient pastoral livelihoods in 
wildlife conservancies in the Mara ecosystem, Kenya. Pastoralism 7, 1–22. https:// 
doi.org/10.1186/s13570-017-0085-1. 

Behr, D.M., Ozgul, A., Cozzi, G., 2017. Combining human acceptance and habitat 
suitability in a unified socio-ecological suitability model: a case study of the wolf in 
Switzerland. J. Appl. Ecol. 54, 1919–1929. https://doi.org/10.1111/1365- 
2664.12880. 

Bernard, R.H., 2006. Research methods in anthropology. In: Qualitative and Quantitative 
Approaches, 4th ed. AltaMira Press, Oxford. https://doi.org/10.4314/eamj. 
v77i9.46690.  

Besag, J., York, J., Mollie, A., 1991. Bayesian image restoration with two applications in 
spatial statistics (with Discussion). Ann. Inst. Stat. Math. 43, 1–59. https://doi.org/ 
10.1007/BF00116466. 

Blangiardo, M., Cameletti, M., 2015. Spatial and spatio-temporal Bayesian models with 
R-INLA spatial and spatio-temporal bayesian models with R-INLA, 1st edition. John 
Wiley & Sons, Ltd, New Jersey. https://doi.org/10.1002/9781118950203.  

S.M. Vogel et al.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2023.109935
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2023.109935
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781410612823-13
https://doi.org/10.1111/csp2.520
https://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2664.12272
https://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2664.12272
https://doi.org/10.1186/s13570-017-0085-1
https://doi.org/10.1186/s13570-017-0085-1
https://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2664.12880
https://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2664.12880
https://doi.org/10.4314/eamj.v77i9.46690
https://doi.org/10.4314/eamj.v77i9.46690
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00116466
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00116466
https://doi.org/10.1002/9781118950203


Biological Conservation 279 (2023) 109935

11

Blasco-Moreno, A., P”erez-Casany, M., Puig, P., Morante, M., Castells, E., 2019. What does 
a zero mean? Understanding false, random and structural zeros in ecology. Methods 
Ecol. Evol. 10, 949–959. https://doi.org/10.1111/2041-210X.13185. 

Broekhuis, F., Cushman, S.A., Elliot, N.B., 2017. Identification of human–carnivore 
conflict hotspots to prioritize mitigation efforts. Ecol. Evol. 7, 10630–10639. https:// 
doi.org/10.1002/ece3.3565. 

Broekhuis, F., Kaelo, M., Sakat, D.K., Elliot, N.B., 2018. Human-wildlife coexistence: 
attitudes and behavioural intentions towards predators in the maasai MaraKenya. 
Oryx 1–9. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0030605318000091. 

Bruskotter, J.T., Fulton, D.C., 2012. Will hunters steward Wolves? A comment on treves 
and Martin. Soc. Nat. Resour. 25, 97–102. https://doi.org/10.1080/ 
08941920.2011.622735. 

Bruskotter, J.T., Wilson, R.S., 2014. Determining where the wild things will be: using 
psychological theory to find tolerance for large carnivores. Conserv. Lett. 7, 
158–165. https://doi.org/10.1111/conl.12072. 

Buijs, A., Jacobs, M., 2021. Avoiding negativity bias: towards a positive psychology of 
human–wildlife relationships. Ambio 50, 281–288. https://doi.org/10.1007/ 
s13280-020-01394-w. 

Buller, H., 2015. Animal geographies II: methods. Prog. Hum. Geogr. 39, 374–384. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0309132514527401. 

Büscher, B., Fletcher, R., 2019. Towards convivial conservation. Conserv. Soc. 17, 
283–296. https://doi.org/10.4103/cs.cs. Published.  

Carter, N.H., Linnell, J.D.C., 2016. Co-adaptation is key to coexisting with large 
carnivores. Trends Ecol. Evol. 31, 575–578. https://doi.org/10.1016/j. 
tree.2016.05.006. 

Cavanagh, C.J., Weldemichel, T., Benjaminsen, T.A., 2020. Gentrifying the african 
landscape: the performance and powers of for-profit conservation on southern 
Kenya’s conservancy frontier. Ann. Am. Assoc. Geogr. 110, 1594–1612. https://doi. 
org/10.1080/24694452.2020.1723398. 

Clark, D.A., Brook, R.K., Doney, E.D., Frank, B., Jung, T.S., Lee, D.S., Lambert, S., 
Parlee, B., 2021. Collaborative and consensus-based approaches for human–wildlife 
coexistence: response to Treves and Santiago-”Avila 2020. Conserv. Biol. 35, 
1334–1336. https://doi.org/10.1111/cobi.13787. 

Cretois, B., Linnell, J.D.C., Nilsen, B., Ketil, J., 2021. Coexistence of large mammals and 
humans is possible in Europe's anthropogenic landscapes. Iscience 24, 103083. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.isci.2021.103083. 

D”enes, F.V., Silveira, L.F., Beissinger, S.R., 2015. Estimating abundance of unmarked 
animal populations: accounting for imperfect detection and other sources of zero 
inflation. Methods Ecol. Evol. 6, 543–556. https://doi.org/10.1111/2041- 
210X.12333. 

Dickman, A.J., 2010. Complexities of conflict: the importance of considering social 
factors for effectively resolving human-wildlife conflict. Anim. Conserv. 13, 
458–466. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-1795.2010.00368.x. 

Fern”andez-Llamazares, ”A., Western, D., Galvin, K.A., McElwee, P., Cabeza, M., 2020. 
Historical shifts in local attitudes towards wildlife by Maasai pastoralists of the 
Amboseli ecosystem (Kenya): insights from three conservation psychology theories. 
J. Nat. Conserv. 53, 125763 https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jnc.2019.125763. 

Franco, P.M., Eivin, R., 2021. Can conservation incentives promote willingness to coexist 
with large carnivores in the eastern Serengeti ecosystem? Int. J. Biodivers. Conserv. 
13, 77–85. https://doi.org/10.5897/ijbc2021.1490. 

Frank, B., Glikman, J.A., 2019. Human-wildlife conflicts and the need to include. 
Coexistence 40, 667–677. 

Fulton, D.C., Manfredo, M.J., Lipscomb, J., 1996. Wildlife value orientations: a 
conceptual and measurement approach. Hum. Dimens. Wildl. 1, 24–47. https://doi. 
org/10.1080/10871209609359060. 

Goldman, M.J., 2011. Strangers in their own land: Maasai and wildlife conservation in 
northern Tanzania. Conserv. Soc. 9, 65–79. https://doi.org/10.4103/0972- 
4923.79194. 

Goldstein, B.R., de Valpine, P., 2022. Comparing N-mixture models and GLMMs for 
relative abundance estimation in a citizen science dataset. Sci. Rep. 12, 1–12. 
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-022-16368-z. 

Goswami, V.R., Sridhara, S., Medhi, K., Williams, A.C., Chellam, R., Nichols, J.D., Oli, M. 
K., 2014. Community-managed forests and wildlife-friendly agriculture play a 
subsidiary but not substitutive role to protected areas for the endangered asian 
elephant. Biol. Conserv. 177, 74–81. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2014.06.013. 

Goswami, V.R., Vasudev, D., Joshi, B., Hait, P., Sharma, P., 2021. Coupled effects of 
climatic forcing and the human footprint on wildlife movement and space use in a 
dynamic floodplain landscape. Sci. Total Environ. 758, 144000 https://doi.org/ 
10.1016/j.scitotenv.2020.144000. 

Hadfield, J., 2021. MCMCglmm Course Notes. 
Hunninck, L., May, R., Jackson, C.R., Palme, R., Røskaft, E., Sheriff, M.J., 2020. 

Consequences of climate-induced vegetation changes exceed those of human 
disturbance for wild impala in the Serengeti ecosystem. Conserv. Physiol. 8, 1–14. 
https://doi.org/10.1093/conphys/coz117. 

IUCN Species Survival Commission (SSC) Human-Wildlife Conflict Task Force, 2020. 
IUCN SSC Position Statement On the Management of Human-Wildlife Conflict. 
https://doi.org/10.3138/6276-25lv-57k5-128v. 

Jochum, K.A., Kliskey, A.A., Hundertmark, K.J., Alessa, L., 2014. Integrating complexity 
in the management of human-wildlife encounters. Glob. Environ. Chang. 26, 73–86. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gloenvcha.2014.03.011. 

Knox, J., Ruppert, K., Frank, B., Sponarski, C.C., Glikman, J.A., 2021. Usage, definition, 
and measurement of coexistence, tolerance and acceptance in wildlife conservation 
research in Africa. Ambio 50, 301–313. https://doi.org/10.1007/s13280-020- 
01352-6. 

K!onig, H.J., Kiffner, C., Kramer-Schadt, S., Fürst, C., Keuling, O., Ford, A.T., 2020. 
Human–wildlife coexistence in a changing world. Conserv. Biol. 34, 786–794. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/cobi.13513. 

Lahoz-Monfort, J.J., Guillera-Arroita, G., Wintle, B.A., 2014. Imperfect detection impacts 
the performance of species distribution models. Glob. Ecol. Biogeogr. 23, 504–515. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/geb.12138. 

Li, W., Buitenwerf, R., Munk, M., Bøcher, P.K., Svenning, J.C., 2020. Deep-learning based 
high-resolution mapping shows woody vegetation densification in greater Maasai 
Mara ecosystem. Remote Sens. Environ. 247, 111953 https://doi.org/10.1016/j. 
rse.2020.111953. 

Liu, F., McShea, W.J., Garshelis, D.L., Zhu, X., Wang, D., Shao, L., 2011. Human-wildlife 
conflicts influence attitudes but not necessarily behaviors: factors driving the 
poaching of bears in China. Biol. Conserv. 144, 538–547. https://doi.org/10.1016/j. 
biocon.2010.10.009. 

L!otter, H.(Hennie), Henley, M., Fakir, S., Pickover, M., Ramose, M., 2008. Ethical 
considerations in elephant management. Elephant Manag. 406–445. https://doi.org/ 
10.18772/22008034792.20. 

Lüdecke, et al., 2021. Performance: An R Package for assessment, comparison and testing 
of statistical models. J. Open Source Softw. 6 (60), 3139. https://doi.org/10.21105/ 
joss.03139. 

Manfredo, M.J., Berl, R.E., Teel, T.L., Bruskotter, J.T., 2021. Bringing social values to 
wildlife conservation decisions. Front. Ecol. Environ. 1–8 https://doi.org/10.1002/ 
fee.2356. 

Marchini, S., Ferraz, K.M.P.M.B., Zimmermann, A., Guimar#aes-Luiz, T., Morato, R., 
Correa, P.L.P., Macdonald, D.W., 2019. Planning for coexistence in a complex 
human-dominated world. Hum.Wildlife Interact. 414–438 https://doi.org/10.1017/ 
9781108235730.022. 

Martin, T.G., Wintle, B.A., Rhodes, J.R., Kuhnert, P.M., Field, S.A., Low-Choy, S.J., 
Tyre, A.J., Possingham, H.P., 2005. Zero tolerance ecology: improving ecological 
inference by modelling the source of zero observations. Ecol. Lett. 8, 1235–1246. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1461-0248.2005.00826.x. 

Martins, T.G., Simpson, D., Lindgren, F., Rue, H., 2013. Bayesian computing with INLA: 
new features. Comput. Stat. Data Anal. 67, 68–83. https://doi.org/10.1016/j. 
csda.2013.04.014. 

Meehan, T.D., Michel, N.L., Rue, H., 2020. Estimating animal abundance with n-mixture 
models using the r-inla package for r. J. Stat. Softw. 95, 1–26. https://doi.org/ 
10.18637/jss.v095.i02. 

Miller, B.W., Leslie, P.W., McCabe, J.T., 2014. Coping with natural hazards in a 
conservation context: resource-use decisions of maasai households during recent and 
historical droughts. Hum. Ecol. 42, 753–768. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10745-014- 
9683-3. 

Miller, D.A., Nicholas, J.D., TMB, Campbell Grant, E.H., Bailey, L.L., 2011. Improving 
occupancy estimation when two types of observational error occur: non-detection 
and species misidentificatio. Ecology 92, 1422–1428. 

MMWCA, 2019. State of Mara Conservancies Report. Maasai Mara Wildl. Conserv. Assoc. 
Moraga, P., 2020. Geospatial Health Data Modeling and Visualization With R-INLA and 

Shiny. 
Nolan, V., Gilbert, F., Reader, T., 2022. Solving sampling bias problems in 

presence–absence or presence-only species data using zero-inflated models. 
J. Biogeogr. 49, 215–232. https://doi.org/10.1111/jbi.14268. 

Norman, G., 2010. In: Likert Scales, Levels of Measurement and the ‘“Laws”’ of Statistics, 
pp. 625–632. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10459-010-9222-y. 

Nyumba, T.O., Emenye, O.E., Leader-Williams, N., 2020. Assessing impacts of human- 
elephant conflict on human wellbeing: an empirical analysis of communities living 
with elephants around Maasai Mara National Reserve in Kenya. PLoS One 15, 1–14. 
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0239545. 

Ogutu, J.O., Piepho, H., Said, M.Y., 2011. In: Continuing Wildlife Population Declines 
and Range, 285, pp. 99–109. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-7998.2011.00818.x. 

Ogutu, J.O., Piepho, H., Said, M.Y., Ojwang, G.O., Njino, L.W., Kifugo, S.C., Wargute, P. 
W., 2016. In: Extreme Wildlife Declines and Concurrent Increase in Livestock 
Numbers in Kenya : What Are the Causes ?, pp. 1–46. https://doi.org/10.1371/ 
journal.pone.0163249. 

Ogutu, J.O., Veldhuis, M.P., Morrison, T.A., Hopcraft, J.G.C., Olff, H., 2019. 
Conservation: beyond population growth, response. Sci. Lett. 365, 133–134. 

Pebsworth, P.A., Radhakrishna, S., 2021. The costs and benefits of coexistence: what 
determines people’s willingness to live near nonhuman primates? Am. J. Primatol. 
83 https://doi.org/10.1002/ajp.23310. 

Pooley, S., 2021. Coexistence for whom? Front. Conserv. Sci. 2, 1–7. https://doi.org/ 
10.3389/fcosc.2021.726991. 

Royle, J.A., K”ery, M., 2007. A bayesian state-space formulation of dynamic occupancy 
models. Ecology 88, 1813–1823. https://doi.org/10.1890/06-0669.1. 

Rue, H., Martino, S., Chopin, N., 2009. Approximate bayesian inference for latent 
gaussian models by using integrated nested Laplace approximations. J. RStat. Soc. 
Ser. B Stat. Methodol. 71, 319–392. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467- 
9868.2008.00700.x. 

Sandbrook, C., Fisher, J.A., Holmes, G., Luque-Lora, R., Keane, A., 2019. The global 
conservation movement is diverse but not divided. Nat. Sustain. 2, 316–323. https:// 
doi.org/10.1038/s41893-019-0267-5. 

St John, F.V., Edwards-Jones, G., Jones, J.P.G., Moloney, A.K., 2010. Conservation and 
human behaviour: lessons from social psychology. Wildl. Res. 37, 658–667. https:// 
doi.org/10.1071/WR10032. 

Stabach, J.A., Hughey, L.F., Crego, R.D., Fleming, C.H., Hopcraft, J.G.C., Leimgruber, P., 
Morrison, T.A., Ogutu, J.O., Reid, R.S., Worden, J.S., Boone, R.B., 2022. Increasing 
anthropogenic disturbance restricts wildebeest movement across East African 
grazing systems. Front. Ecol. Evol. 10 https://doi.org/10.3389/fevo.2022.846171. 

S.M. Vogel et al.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                

https://doi.org/10.1111/2041-210X.13185
https://doi.org/10.1002/ece3.3565
https://doi.org/10.1002/ece3.3565
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0030605318000091
https://doi.org/10.1080/08941920.2011.622735
https://doi.org/10.1080/08941920.2011.622735
https://doi.org/10.1111/conl.12072
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13280-020-01394-w
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13280-020-01394-w
https://doi.org/10.1177/0309132514527401
https://doi.org/10.4103/cs.cs
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tree.2016.05.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tree.2016.05.006
https://doi.org/10.1080/24694452.2020.1723398
https://doi.org/10.1080/24694452.2020.1723398
https://doi.org/10.1111/cobi.13787
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.isci.2021.103083
https://doi.org/10.1111/2041-210X.12333
https://doi.org/10.1111/2041-210X.12333
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-1795.2010.00368.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jnc.2019.125763
https://doi.org/10.5897/ijbc2021.1490
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0006-3207(23)00035-6/rf202301270559429419
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0006-3207(23)00035-6/rf202301270559429419
https://doi.org/10.1080/10871209609359060
https://doi.org/10.1080/10871209609359060
https://doi.org/10.4103/0972-4923.79194
https://doi.org/10.4103/0972-4923.79194
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-022-16368-z
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2014.06.013
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2020.144000
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2020.144000
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0006-3207(23)00035-6/rf202301270555121760
https://doi.org/10.1093/conphys/coz117
https://doi.org/10.3138/6276-25lv-57k5-128v
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gloenvcha.2014.03.011
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13280-020-01352-6
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13280-020-01352-6
https://doi.org/10.1111/cobi.13513
https://doi.org/10.1111/geb.12138
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rse.2020.111953
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rse.2020.111953
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2010.10.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2010.10.009
https://doi.org/10.18772/22008034792.20
https://doi.org/10.18772/22008034792.20
https://doi.org/10.21105/joss.03139
https://doi.org/10.21105/joss.03139
https://doi.org/10.1002/fee.2356
https://doi.org/10.1002/fee.2356
https://doi.org/10.1017/9781108235730.022
https://doi.org/10.1017/9781108235730.022
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1461-0248.2005.00826.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.csda.2013.04.014
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.csda.2013.04.014
https://doi.org/10.18637/jss.v095.i02
https://doi.org/10.18637/jss.v095.i02
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10745-014-9683-3
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10745-014-9683-3
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0006-3207(23)00035-6/rf202301270554201666
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0006-3207(23)00035-6/rf202301270554201666
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0006-3207(23)00035-6/rf202301270554201666
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0006-3207(23)00035-6/rf202301270559211009
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0006-3207(23)00035-6/rf202301270553592106
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0006-3207(23)00035-6/rf202301270553592106
https://doi.org/10.1111/jbi.14268
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10459-010-9222-y
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0239545
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-7998.2011.00818.x
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0163249
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0163249
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0006-3207(23)00035-6/rf202301270558364749
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0006-3207(23)00035-6/rf202301270558364749
https://doi.org/10.1002/ajp.23310
https://doi.org/10.3389/fcosc.2021.726991
https://doi.org/10.3389/fcosc.2021.726991
https://doi.org/10.1890/06-0669.1
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9868.2008.00700.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9868.2008.00700.x
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41893-019-0267-5
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41893-019-0267-5
https://doi.org/10.1071/WR10032
https://doi.org/10.1071/WR10032
https://doi.org/10.3389/fevo.2022.846171


Biological Conservation 279 (2023) 109935

12

Stelfox, J.G., Peden, D.G., Epp, H., Hudson, R.J., Susan, W., 1986. In: Agatsiva, Jaspat L., 
Mbugua, Amuyunzu, Charles L. (Eds.), Herbivore Dynamics in Southern Narok, 
Kenya, 50. Published by: Wiley on behalf of the Wildlife Society Stable, pp. 339–347. 
http://www.jstor.org/stable/3801925. 

Svenning, J.-C., Faurby, S., 2017. Prehistoric and historic baselines for trophic rewilding 
in the neotropics. Perspect. Ecol. Conserv. 15, 282–291. https://doi.org/10.1016/j. 
pecon.2017.09.006. 

Thompson, D.M., Serneels, S., Trench, P.C., Kaelo, D.O., 2009. Maasai Mara – Land 
Privatization and Wildlife Decline: Can Conservation Pay Its Way? https://doi.org/ 
10.1007/978-0-387-87492-0. 

Treves, A., 2012. Tolerant attitudes reflect an intent to steward: a reply to Bruskotter and 
Fulton. Soc. Nat. Resour. 25, 103–104. https://doi.org/10.1080/ 
08941920.2011.621512. 

van den Born, R.J.G., Lenders, R.H.J., de Groot, W.T., Huisman, E., 2001. The new 
biophilia: an exploration of visions of nature in western countries. Environ. Conserv. 
28, 65–75. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0376892901000066. 

Vasudev, D., Goswami, V.R., 2020. A bayesian hierarchical approach to quantifying 
stakeholder attitudes toward conservation in the presence of reporting error. 
Conserv. Biol. 34, 515–526. https://doi.org/10.1111/cobi.13392. 

Vasudev, D., Goswami, V.R., Hait, P., Sharma, P., Joshi, B., Karpate, Y., Prasad, P.K., 
2020. Conservation opportunities and challenges emerge from assessing nuanced 
stakeholder attitudes towards the Asian elephant in tea estates of Assam, Northeast 
India. Glob. Ecol. Conserv. 22, e00936 https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gecco.2020. 
e00936. 

Vogel, S.M., Pasgaard, M., Svenning, J.-C., 2021. Joining forces toward proactive 
elephant and rhinoceros conservation. Conserv. Biol. https://doi.org/10.1111/ 
cobi.13726.This. 

Vucetich, J.A., Nelson, M.P., 2010. Sustainability: virtuous or vulgar? Bioscience 60, 
539–544. https://doi.org/10.1525/bio.2010.60.7.9. 

Vucetich, J.A., Burnham, D., Macdonald, E.A., Bruskotter, J.T., Marchini, S., 
Zimmermann, A., Macdonald, D.W., 2018. Just conservation: what is it and should 
we pursue it? Biol. Conserv. 221, 23–33. https://doi.org/10.1016/j. 
biocon.2018.02.022. 

Weldemichel, T.G., 2020. Othering pastoralists, state violence, and the remaking of 
boundaries in Tanzania’s militarised wildlife conservation sector. Antipode 52, 
1496–1518. https://doi.org/10.1111/anti.12638. 

Weldemichel, T.G., Benjaminsen, T.A., Cavanagh, C.J., Lein, H., 2019. Conservation: 
beyond population growth. Sci. Lett. 365, 133–134. 

Wemmer, C.E., Christen, C.A., 2008. Elephants and ethics: Toward a morality of coexistence. 
Johns Hopkins University Press. 

Wenger, S.J., Freeman, M.C., 2008. Estimating species occurrence, abundance, and 
detection probability using zero-inflated distributions. Ecology 89, 2953–2959. 
https://doi.org/10.1890/07-1127.1. 

Western, D., Nightingale, D.L.M., Mose, V.N., Sipitiek, J.O., Kimiti, K.S., 2019. 
Variability and change in Maasai views of wildlife and the implications for 
conservation. Hum. Ecol. 205–216 https://doi.org/10.1007/s10745-019-0065-8. 

Whitehead, A.L., Kujala, H., Ives, C.D., Gordon, A., Lentini, P.E., Wintle, B.A., 
Nicholson, E., Raymond, C.M., 2014. Integrating biological and social values when 
prioritizing places for biodiversity conservation. Conserv. Biol. 28, 992–1003. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/cobi.12257. 

Wu, H., Leung, S., 2017. Can Likert scales be treated as interval scales?— a simulation 
study can Likert scales be treated as interval scales?— a simulation study. J. Soc. 
Serv. Res. 43, 527–532. https://doi.org/10.1080/01488376.2017.1329775. 

Zimmermann, A., Mcquinn, B., Macdonald, D.W., 2020. In: Levels of Conflict Over 
Wildlife: Understanding and Addressing the Right Problem, pp. 1–8. https://doi.org/ 
10.1111/csp2.259. 

Zuur, A.F., Ieno, E.N., Walker, N.J., Saveliev, A.A., Smith, G.M., 2009. Mixed Effects 
Model and Extensions in Ecology With R. 

S.M. Vogel et al.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                

http://www.jstor.org/stable/3801925
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pecon.2017.09.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pecon.2017.09.006
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-0-387-87492-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-0-387-87492-0
https://doi.org/10.1080/08941920.2011.621512
https://doi.org/10.1080/08941920.2011.621512
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0376892901000066
https://doi.org/10.1111/cobi.13392
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gecco.2020.e00936
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gecco.2020.e00936
https://doi.org/10.1111/cobi.13726.This
https://doi.org/10.1111/cobi.13726.This
https://doi.org/10.1525/bio.2010.60.7.9
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2018.02.022
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2018.02.022
https://doi.org/10.1111/anti.12638
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0006-3207(23)00035-6/rf202301270556153450
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0006-3207(23)00035-6/rf202301270556153450
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0006-3207(23)00035-6/rf7000
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0006-3207(23)00035-6/rf7000
https://doi.org/10.1890/07-1127.1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10745-019-0065-8
https://doi.org/10.1111/cobi.12257
https://doi.org/10.1080/01488376.2017.1329775
https://doi.org/10.1111/csp2.259
https://doi.org/10.1111/csp2.259
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0006-3207(23)00035-6/rf202301270550560215
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0006-3207(23)00035-6/rf202301270550560215

