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Abstract 

In this research, we systematically reviewed the impacts of wildlife tourism on human-wildlife 

conflict. Our findings of the four thematic areas provided significant insights about the previous 

research. They indicated that “wildlife management” and “disturbance” are emerging fields of 

research in this domain, and more recently, themes emerged around “human-wildlife conflict,” 

“climate change,” and “ethnoprimatology.” Our literature showed that most of the wildlife 

tourism conflict involved wildlife behavior change (22.72%), crop riding (15.90%), and livestock 

depredation (9.09%), and few attempts have been made to explore the effects of wildlife tourism 

on other aspects of conflict such as attacks on human and negative attitudes towards wildlife. We 

provided significant insights about key areas of interest in wildlife tourism research, and it is 

expected that human-wildlife conflict will play a key role in generating future research on 

wildlife ecotourism research, which is necessary for human-wildlife coexistence. 

Keywords: Conservation, Ecotourism, Human-wildlife conflict, Protected areas, Wildlife 

tourism 

Introduction 

Wildlife tourism enables people to enjoy wildlife. Moreover, it provides economic benefits and 

supports the conservation of biodiversity (Barnes et al., 1992; Ballantyne et al., 2009; Mustika et 

al., 2013; Smith et al., 2021). The market for wildlife tourism has expanded considerably in many 
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countries (Okello & Yerian, 2009; Curtin & Kragh, 2014). Currently, reliable figures for the 

economic impact of this type of tourism are not available; however, it is certain that the industry 

engages many people and generates considerable revenue (Higginbottom & Scott, 2004). 

Additionally, wildlife tourism boosts the economy of less-developed rural communities as 

wildlife tourism attractions are often located in remote areas (Higginbottom & Scott, 2004). This 

also opens up opportunities for new types of employment. For instance, safaris are reported to be 

significantly more profitable than animal farming in some areas in sub-equatorial Africa; as a 

result, wildlife tourism has become the primary source of income for the local communities 

(Higginbottom & Scott, 2004). 

The increased popularity of wildlife tourism stems from the demand for interaction with wildlife, 

particularly with charismatic species (Rodger et al., 2007; Semeniuk et al., 2010; Cong et al., 

2014), which has given rise to several forms of wildlife tourism (Semeniuk et al., 2010). This 

upward trend calls for research into the impacts of tourism and strategies for sustainable 

management (Reynolds & Braithwaite, 2001). Expanding research and scientific knowledge 

about wildlife tourism can promote conservation, foster more effective education, and prevent 

potential negative impacts. Researchers have explored a variety of topics in wildlife tourism, 

including how wildlife is affected by tourism (e.g., Green and Higginbottom, 2000; 

Higginbottom et al., 2001; Meyer et al., 2020), application of geographic information systems 

(GIS) in wildlife tourism management (e.g., Magige et al., 2020; Asadi et al., 2022),  wildlife-

tourist behavior (e.g., Hughes et al., 2011; Packer et al., 2014; Ballantyne et al., 2018), and 

management of sites for wildlife tourism (e.g., Curtin, 2013; Newsome et al., 2019). Since the 

most attractive sites for wildlife tourists are often located in undisturbed habitats in developing 

countries, it is necessary to assess how wildlife tourism affects destinations before effective 

approaches to management can be formulated.  

The persistence of wildlife in human-dominated landscapes represents a formidable conservation 

challenge as a result of real or perceived effects on humans and their livelihoods (Mohammadi 

et al., 2019; Mohammadi et al., 2021ab; Mohammadi et al., 2022; Nayeri et al., 2022; Rezaei et 

al., 2022; Almasieh et al., 2023; Almasieh & Mohammadi, 2023). Wildlife tourism has been 

partially developed to lessen conflicts between humans and animals (Treves et al., 2009; Frank, 

2016). Several studies have shown that the benefits of wildlife tourism will increase the 

environmental awareness of villagers and reduce their hostile attitude towards wildlife (Frank, 

2016; Cui et al., 2021). For instance, Mbaiwa and Stronza (2010) showed that local communities 

participating in tourism had stopped hunting in the Okavango Delta. In Uganda and Rwanda, 

sharing the profits from gorilla tourism with the local population has positively impacted the 
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livelihoods of people living adjacent to national parks (Archabald & Naughton-Treves, 2001). 

Also, Stronza and Pêgas (2008) showed that the revenue derived from ecotourism in Brazil 

contributed to the conservation of sea turtles despite local communities not being involved in 

decision-making and management. This finding demonstrates that revenue sharing can contribute 

to conservation. 

At the same time, other studies have cast doubt on the advantages of wildlife tourism for nearby 

communities and conservation efforts (Coria & Calfucura, 2012; Sabuhoro et al., 2021). This 

issue has mainly been approached from a socio-economic perspective, with most studies 

concluding that the benefits of wildlife tourism are not equally distributed. While wildlife tourism 

positively influences people’s attitudes towards conservation, its effectiveness is limited since 

the benefits are received unevenly by the local communities (Krüger, 2005; Coria & Calfucura, 

2012). The benefits of tourism are often spent on developing local infrastructure, such as roads 

and bridges, rather than compensating for the damage caused by wildlife (e.g., crop raiding and 

livestock depredation; Munanura et al., 2016). Therefore, wildlife tourism can escalate the 

human-wildlife conflict. For instance, Matseketsa et al. (2018, 2019) showed that its negative 

side effects affect communities living near wildlife tourism activity. In contrast, Tortato et al. 

(2017) showed that revenue from jaguar tourism is much higher than the costs incurred by 

livestock depredation; the income from tourism was enough to cover the damage caused by 

jaguars entirely. Wildlife guides and tour operators often use food to attract wildlife to areas with 

human presence (Cui et al., 2021). For instance, in areas where people interact with macaques, 

the food subsidies provided by humans have contributed to an increase in the population of the 

animals and have triggered aggressive behaviors between troupes. Moreover, contact with 

humans has habituated the animals to human presence, causing an expansion of macaque 

territories into human settlements, leading to human-wildlife conflicts (Cui et al., 2021). 

Given the popularity and projected growth of wildlife tourism and its controversial nature, 

examining the academic literature on the topic is necessary for understanding the status quo of 

research. In this study, we utilized bibliometric methods to (1) identify the leading countries, 

authors, and universities on the topic, (2) determine the trends of past and present research, and 

(4) determine the thematic map and evolution in the field. In the second section, we performed a 

systematic review using the most important papers published on human-wildlife conflict in the 

context of tourism. The results of this study can help researchers better understand current 

research hotpots and common methods in the field and determine the direction of future research. 
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This study can help policymakers identify effective management strategies to mitigate the 

adverse effects of wildlife tourism.  

Material and methods 

Bibliometric analyses have shown great promise as tools for quantifying patterns and trends in 

the literature (Raneng et al., 2022; Mohammadi et al., 2024) and have thus been applied in fields 

such as medical science (Chen et al., 2020), biomaterials science (Hou et al., 2019), business 

(Bretas & Alon, 2021), and environmental science (Jiang et al., 2019). This study aimed to review 

research on wildlife tourism. The Scopus database was accessed for works published between 

1964 and 2022 using the following string (“wildlife tourism” OR “wildlife+tour”). In total, 2804 

publications were found in the literature. Complete records and their references were extracted 

to be used as the bibliometric data. The research process involved five steps: (1) gathering data, 

(2) selecting the appropriate software, (3) analyzing the data, (4) visualizing the results, and (5) 

interpreting the results. 

Data was collected in three stages: (1) extraction data from the Scopus database, which yielded 

2804 records, including original research manuscripts, reviews, conference proceedings, chapters 

in books, and complete books published between 1964 and 2022; (2) importing the records into 

R to be analyzed using the Bibliometrix package, and (3) quality assessment to check for 

redundant records, spelling errors, and incomplete records. Publications that failed quality 

assessment were excluded from the study. The data was analyzed and visualized using Excel 

2019, VOSviewer version 1.6.16, and the Bibliometrix package for R (Aria & Cuccurullo, 2017). 

For each record, author, country, and year of publication were directly accessed from the Scopus 

database (www.scopus.com/sources), and maps were created in Excel. VOSviewer was utilized 

to create the network of countries, journals, and keywords, including author and index keywords 

(van Eck & Waltman, 2010; Gao et al., 2018; Mohammadi et al., 2024). 

Thematic map and evolution 

Four clusters can be identified in the thematic map: 

(1): Low density and centrality (emerging themes): The topics in the bottom left quadrant need 

further exploration due to underdevelopment or emerging subjects. These subjects enjoy limited 

significance across the network, and their development is slow; however, they present attractive 

opportunities for future research. (2) High density and low centrality (basic themes): The topics 

in the top right quadrant constitute the primary axes in the body of research and are central to the 

developments in the field. These topics enjoy high relevance across and inside networks. By 
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identifying and developing these topics, bibliometric studies highlight the opportunities for 

further investigation. (3): High density and low centrality (niche themes): Topics in the top left 

quadrant are internally well-connected but have limited external connections, indicating their 

limited significance under current circumstances. (4): High density and centrality (motor 

themes): Topics in the top right quadrant represent the major trends in the field and are central to 

the literature. They have high relevance and connectivity within and across the network. Given 

their centrality, bibliometric studies can shed light on their exact nature and guide future research. 

The thematic map determines the bubble sizes by the number of publications in which the 

keyword appeared (García-Lillo et al., 2023). Sankey diagrams illustrate themes and their 

development over time (Xiao et al., 2022). In the Sankey plot, each box corresponds to a theme, 

with the size of the boxes indicating frequency (Xiao et al., 2022). The lines connecting the boxes 

show the evolution of a theme with line thickness corresponding to link strength. 

Wildlife tourism effects on human-wildlife conflict 

The Scopus database was searched for records published from 1960 to 15 June 2023 using the 

following string: (“wildlife tourism” OR “wildlife tour” OR “wildlife ecotourism”) AND 

(“negative effects” OR “positive effects”) AND (“wildlife conservation”). With these keywords, 

a total of 89 relevant papers were retrieved in the form of full records and cited references. We 

just focused on English papers. Among the downloaded papers, only studies were used that 

directly addressed the human-wildlife tourism conflict. We extracted some vital information 

from the articles, including author/year, species name, class, level of conflict (increase/ decrease), 

and key findings. We defined a broad concept of conflict that covered a variety of types, including 

crop riding, livestock depredation, human attack, roadkill, negative attitude toward wildlife, 

habituation, animal stress, behavioral change, and adverse effects on habitat.  

We conducted a co-occurrence analysis to determine trend topics in the human-wildlife tourism 

conflict. This analysis creates clusters of keywords with a high degree of co-occurrence. 

Keywords were considered the primary unit of analysis as they encapsulate the main themes of 

a publication (Verrall & Pickering, 2020). In the co-occurrence graph, node size represents 

frequency, and line thickness corresponds to the number of related keywords (Neff & Corley, 

2009).  

Results 

The number of publications increased exponentially between 1964 and 2022. The number of 

“wildlife tourism” publications first exceeded 50 in 2003 (Fig. S1). The number of publications 
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grew on average by close to 10% from 1964 to 2022 (Fig. S1). The least active years were 1966 

to 1969, 1971, and 1976 to 1977, while the peak occurred in 2021 with 263 papers. The average 

number of citations per document is 21.13, highlighting the upward trend in the significance of 

this field. As shown in Table 1, 2804 studies were extracted from Scopus across 1071 sources 

between 1964 to 2022. Overall, 7001 authors contributed to the literature on the topic. The 

majority of the documents were empirical research articles (n = 2124), followed by book chapters 

(n = 264), and reviews (n = 145). The vast majority of the records were in English (95.70), with 

a small minority in Chinese (29), German (29), Spanish (24), Russian (8), French (7), Persian 

(6), Polish (6), Portuguese (4), Japanese (1), Italian (1), Croatian (1), Swedish (1), Slovenian (1), 

and Ukrainian (1).  

Table 1. List of 10 top countries (in terms of total link strength) publishing on wildlife tourism, as per 

the bibliometric analysis of ‘wildlife tourism’ (1964–2022). 

Country Documents Citations Total link strength* 

USA 676 1829 599 

United Kingdom 333 10205 395 

Australia 445 12853 337 

South Africa  215 3574 260 

Canada  195 5865 199 

Germany  102 2217 167 

New Zealand 116 3235 124 

Netherland  68 1293 100 

Kenya  100 2753 95 

China 107 1344 86 

*Total link strength: The cumulative strength of the links of an item with other items. 

The highest value for all parameters belonged to the United States (Table 1); the number of 

publications from the US and citations for works published by US-based researchers is 

considerably larger than those of any other country (Table 1). Sixty countries are represented in 

the collaboration network (Fig. 1).  
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Figure 1. Co-authorship network for countries, as per bibliometric analysis of ‘wildlife tourism’ (1964–

2022). Collaboration was identified among 60 countries/territories. The frequency of collaboration 

between countries is represented through the line thickness. 
 

The colors indicate average normalized citation and work network. We found 6 significant 

clusters in our analysis of country networks, each containing countries that exhibited high levels 

of collaboration. Circle size represents the weight calculated according to total link strength. In 

descending order of strength, the strongest cooperation networks belong to the US, UK, 

Australia, and South Africa. The results also indicated that cooperation networks often involve 

neighboring countries. Figure 2 shows the countries with the most significant number of 

publications. Except for the US, UK, and Australia, the research in other countries seems to be 

done independently in most cases, i.e., without international collaboration. A greater number of 

works were published through domestic than international collaboration. Table 2 shows the 10 

top researchers and institutions concerning total citations. Newsome D. (n = 22), Huveneers C. 

(n = 18), Deraden P. (n = 15), and Cong I. (n = 15) have published the largest number of works 

in this field. The most productive universities based on publications on wildlife tourism were 

James Cook University (n = 80), Murdoch University (n = 76), and Griffith University (n = 62; 

Table 2), all of which are located in Australia where the Cooperative Research Center for 

Sustainable Tourism was active for multiple years. 
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Table 2. List of 10 top researchers and universities in terms of citations, as per bibliometric analysis of 

‘wildlife tourism’ (1964–2022). 

Author Document Citations Total link strength University Name Articles 

Newsome D. 22 309 103 James Cook University 80 

Huveneers C. 18 323 278 Murdoch University 76 

Deraden P. 15 395 205 Griffith University 62 

Cong I. 13 144 58 University of Otago 55 

Ballantyne R. 10 967 145 University of Oxford 54 

Packer J. 10 967 145 Wageningen University 54 

Barnett A. 9 240 127 University of Botswana 52 

Hughes K. 9 305 88 Beijing Forestry University 47 

Rollins R. 8 233 169 University of Queensland 43 

Gallagher A.G. 8 304 165 Flinders University 42 

 

 

Figure 2. Nationality of the corresponding author for records in 15 top journals, as per the bibliometric 

analysis of ‘wildlife tourism’ (1964–2022). The colors red and blue, respectively, indicate multi-national 

and single-country authorship. 
 

Tables S1 and S2 present a list of the most frequently used keywords in the articles' title, author, 

and index keywords. From 1985–2005 and 2006–2010, “tourism,” “wildlife,” and “ecotourism” 

were the most frequent keywords, while between 2011–2015 and 2016–2022, “tourism,” 

“wildlife tourism,” “wildlife,” and “conservation” were the top keywords (Tables S3, S4). 

According to the results of the thematic map, tourism, conservation, and wildlife are the motor 

themes. Moreover, wildlife tourism, management, and disturbance are emerging themes that 
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require further development (Fig. 3). From a general perspective, “wildlife tourism” is always 

present. The terms “human-wildlife conflict” and “climate change” were first used in 2012–2018. 

In the following four years, they were further developed, and interest was sustained in the final 

time period of 2019–2022. Some themes, such as “ethnoprimatology” and “whale watching,” 

have only emerged recently (Fig. 4). 

 

Figure 3. Thematic map in wildlife tourism research. 

 

Figure 4. Thematic evolution in wildlife tourism research. 

Effects of wildlife tourism on wildlife 

Between 1979-2022, there are 982 articles that directly or indirectly investigated the positive or 

negative effects of tourist activities on wildlife. Most of these articles were published in 
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Biological Conservation (n = 39), Journal of Sustainable Tourism (n=32), and Tourism 

Management (n=30). The frequency of themes relating to “tourism”, “wildlife tourism”, 

“conservation”, “ecotourism”, “wildlife”, “protected areas”, “sustainability”, “management” 

and, “sustainable tourism” have increased significantly, as inferred from author keywords stated 

between 1990 to 2022. Most of the 20 top papers (based on total citations) surveyed the negative 

effects of tourist activities on wildlife (Table S5). 

Human-wildlife tourism conflict 

We found 89 articles regarding human-wildlife tourism conflict, but only 44 published articles 

directly related to human-wildlife tourism conflict. Our literature showed that 54.54%, 2.27%, 

and 2.27% of the species studied belonged to the Mammalia, Aves, and Fish classes, respectively 

(Table S6). The rest of the studies were general and did not mention a specific species. Regarding 

the type of conflict, among the studies, behavior change (22.72%), crop riding (15.90%), 

livestock depredation (9.09%), habitat degradation (9.09%), attacks on humans (6.81%), and 

negative attitude toward species (4.54%) were investigated more. Most behavioral changes 

include effects on diurnal activity patterns, reproductive success, habitat use, nest success, nest 

predation, and foraging behavior. Africa (36.36%), Asia (27.27%), America (25%), and Europe 

(11.36%) have published a more significant number of studies on this topic. Most studies 

(56.81%) indicate that human-wildlife conflict has escalated due to wildlife tourism (Table S6). 

Trend topics in the human-wildlife tourism conflict 

We found annual variation in the most common keywords. “Attitude” was the most common 

keyword, followed by “management” in 2011, “livelihood” and “protected area” in 2014, 

“tourism” in 2015, “human-wildlife conflict” and “livestock” in 2017, “ecotourism” and 

“conflict” in 2018, “compensation” in 2019, and “wildlife tourism” and “ human-wildlife 

conflict” in 2020 (Fig. 5).  We found four research foci in the literature which also represent hot-

spots in the research including (1) the attitude of local communities toward wildlife (2), wildlife 

tourism and human-wildlife conflict, (3) compensation and local communities’ livelihoods (Fig. 

6). 

 



394 | Journal of Wildlife and Biodiversity 8(4): 384-408 (2024) 

 

 

Figure 5. Trends of the most frequently used author keywords in the field of human- wildlife tourism 

conflict. 

 
Figure 6. Three major themes in the literature are based on the 50 top research topics as defined by author 

keywords.  

Discussion 

Previous works have outlined the direction of research in wildlife tourism. Weaver and Lawton 

(2007) used the main themes in ecotourism to identify the main areas in ecotourism research. 

However, the study was conducted 16 years ago and, therefore, cannot reflect the direction of 

current research efforts. Ardoin et al. (2015) reviewed the literature on residential environmental 

education, including wildlife tourism. Other works have also utilized bibliometric methods to 

study ecotourism (e.g., Shasha et al., 2020; Khanra et al., 2021). However, the current study is 
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the only work that specifically focuses on wildlife tourism. Moreover, we have surveyed the 

literature published in 1964-2022, which gives our results more relevance concerning the field's 

status quo. The literature on the topic has grown enormously over the past 58 years, confirming 

the importance of wildlife tourism (Schänzel & McIntosh, 2000; Higginbottom et al., 2001; 

Buckley et al., 2012; Steven et al., 2013).  

The term ‘wildlife tourism’ was introduced in the 1980s as a tool to facilitate the co-existence of 

humans and wildlife inside and outside of conservation areas by creating benefits for all 

stakeholders (i.e., local people, conservationists, tourism operators, government authorities, and 

wildlife; Sekhar, 2003). Although nature-based tourism has been considered an effective way to 

mitigate conflict among the stakeholders mentioned above, unsustainable tourism has increased 

concern about potential negative impacts on conflicts between stakeholders (Duffus & Deardon, 

1990; Sorice et al., 2006; Larkin, 2014). 

In recent years, researchers have addressed the negative effects of tourism on wildlife; however, 

few comprehensive studies have been dedicated to the impact of wildlife tourism on human-

wildlife conflict. In order to create effective plans that maximize the benefits of wildlife tourism 

and minimize the risk of conflict, it is important to understand how wildlife tourism impacts 

conflicts between humans and animals (Kubo & Shoji, 2014). Considering the issue's 

importance, we examined the effects of wildlife tourism on human-wildlife conflict based on a 

review of 44 publications from 1983 to 2023. The discussion is presented in two main parts: 

Firstly, we discuss vital contributors, top journals, and research directions in the field according 

to bibliometric analyses. Secondly, we discuss the main impacts of wildlife tourism on human-

wildlife conflict and possible strategies to mitigate these negative impacts.  The frequency of 

themes relating to “tourism,” “wildlife tourism,” “conservation,” “ecotourism,” “wildlife,” 

“protected areas,” “sustainability,” “management,” and “nature-based tourism” has increased 

significantly, as inferred from author keywords used between 1985 and 2022 (Table S4). 

Between 1964 and 2011, researchers investigating the theme of “wildlife tourism” mainly 

published papers on “tourism” and “wildlife tourism”. However, “human-wildlife conflict” 

emerged as another important theme in 2012-2018. In the past four years (2019-2022), themes 

of “conservation” and “marine wildlife tourism” have attracted the most attention from 

researchers. Research on “whale watching” and “ethnoprimatology” has also flourished in recent 

years. In the thematic map generated by clustering, centrality, and density represent the 

significance of a topic, which is itself a predictor of future trends (Fig. 3). Four themes can be 

recognized in the thematic map, corresponding to the most relevant issues in the field. We found 

that “tourism”, “wildlife”, and “conservation” are the motor themes, indicating the contribution 
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of these keywords to the development of the field. “Wildlife tourism,” “wildlife management," 

and “disturbance” were identified as emerging fields and therefore warrant further development, 

especially considering that the majority of the 20 most-cited papers on the effects of tourism 

report that tourism negatively affects wildlife (Table S5).  

Impacts of wildlife-tourism on human-wildlife conflict 

We defined a broad concept of conflict that covers various conflict types, including damage to 

property, attacks on humans, negative attitudes toward species, road mortality, and changes in 

wildlife behavior, ecology, and habitats due to anthropogenic pressures. The positive impacts 

mainly encompassed the provision of financial resources for the conservation and sustainable 

management of animals and their habitats (Fennell, 1999; Goodwin et al., 1998; Wilson & 

Tisdell, 2001; Buckley, 2002; Zeppel & Muloin, 2007), encouraging tourists to engage in 

environmental activism and ambassadorship (Powell & Ham, 2008), incentivizing conservation 

(Higginbottom et al., 2001; Schänzel & McIntosh, 2000), and altering visitors’ behavior towards 

conservation and environmental ambassadorship (Medio et al., 1997; Orams & Hill, 1998). 

Although there is evidence that wildlife tourism has positive effects on all stakeholders (e.g., 

Durbin, 1999; Kiss, 2004; Kruuk, 2006; Recharte et al., 2015; Tortato et al., 2021), it could 

trigger human–wildlife conflict by altering animal behavior (e.g., Zhao and Deng, 1992; 

Buckingham et al., 1999; Heckel et al., 2003; King & Heinen, 2004; Shamir et al., 2019), food 

ecology (Leseberg et al., 2000; Teampanpong, 2021; Déaux et al., 2018), habitat availability and 

structure (e.g., Ruhlen et al. 2003; Weston & Elgar, 2005; Yasué & Dearden, 2006; Plieninger et 

al., 2018; Aleksandrova et al., 2021), reproductive success (Kuwaczka et al., 2023; Eagles & 

Haynes, 2002), energy expenditure (e.g., Abernathy; 1995), predation risk (Pampush & Anthony, 

1993; Liley, 1999; Bolduc & Guillemette, 2003; Manzer & Hannon, 2005; Kuwaczka et al., 

2023), thermal stress (Weston & Elgar, 2005), and species interactions (Hsu et al., 2009). 

Tourism might also increase retaliatory killings (Larkin, 2014), mortality due to infections and 

the spread of contagious diseases (Larkin, 2014), wildlife-vehicle collisions (Naciri et al., 2023), 

attacks on local people (Hsu et al., 2009; Barnett et al., 2022), negative attitudes toward wildlife 

(Onchwati et al., 2010; Larkin, 2014) and property damage (MacKenzie et al., 2017; Tortato et 

al., 2017; Dore et al., 2018; Aastrup et al., 2021; Braczkowski et al., 2020; Suresh et al., 2022; 

Matlhola et al., 2022). 

Based on the literature, habituation of wildlife to anthropogenic pressures, changes in foraging 

behavior, and damage to property are the three main types of conflict arising from wildlife 

tourism. For example, Hutschenreiter et al. (2022) showed a positive correlation between 
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anthropogenic pressures and the number of spider monkeys (Ateles geoffroyi). Teampanpong 

(2021) found a direct relationship between the amount of available food waste and the number 

of tourists, the total number of animals, and species richness, which may make human-wildlife 

conflicts more likely. Déaux et al. (2018) showed that dingoes (Canis lupus dingo) exhibit greater 

food-related movement in the absence of fishing activity. In areas where people interact with 

macaques, the food subsidies provided by humans have increased the abundance of the animals 

and triggered aggressive behaviors. Moreover, contact with humans has habituated the animals 

to human presence, causing an expansion of macaque territory into human settlements, leading 

to human-wildlife conflicts (Cui et al., 2021). Food provisioning may make aggression among 

species more likely and increase the length of aggressive episodes (e.g., Hsu et al., 2009). 

Regarding local attitudes, several studies have assessed the effects of tourism on the attitudes of 

local people toward wildlife (e.g., Arjunan et al., 2006; Zimmermann et al., 2005; Bauer, 2003; 

Recharte et al., 2015; Weladji & Tchamba, 2003; Ohl-Schacherer et al., 2008; Stronza & Pêgas, 

2008; Torres-Sovero et al., 2012).  

Bateman and Fleming (2017) caution against the over-reporting of the adverse effects of tourism 

on wildlife, given the greater focus on the more easily measured immediate responses in the 

literature (especially avoidance responses). This prompts questions about the degree to which 

negative impacts translate from short-term reactions to more concerning long-term reactions, 

such as a decline in population sizes or changes in community composition. Buckley et al. (2016) 

lend their support to the idea that the negative effects of tourism on wildlife may have been 

overstated, emphasizing that the positives can overshadow the negatives in balance, particularly 

given that some endangered species are not threatened with extinction despite tourism in their 

habitats. They argue that even if tourism has detrimental effects on wildlife, the net impact can 

be positive due to providing financial support for species and habitat protection. Consequently, 

more attention must be paid to the unbiased evaluation of impacts. The development and 

deployment of accurate assessment methods, along with long-term monitoring, are essential to 

conservation. Such efforts will also enable future comparisons. Finally, wildlife tourism has been 

suggested as a tool to manage human-wildlife conflict (Treves et al., 2009; Watson et al., 2014), 

and a means to improve living conditions for local communities and to sustain livelihoods. 

Recent research on the topic asks whether tourism truly benefits local communities and questions 

the impact of tourism on perceptions and livelihoods (Coria & Calfucura, 2012). The socio-

ecological impacts of wildlife tourism constitute an interesting albeit complex field for more in-

depth investigation in the future. 
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Community-based tourism and tourist revenue sharing 

According to Articles 10 and 11 of the Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD), economically 

and socially sound tools such as nature-based tourism can be considered sustainable incentives 

to local communities to support biodiversity conservation. There are some successful examples 

of community-based participatory ecotourism, sustainable use of wildlife resources, and 

conservation (Stronza & Pêgas, 2008; Kiss, 2004; MacMillan & Philip, 2008; Ohl-Schacherer et 

al., 2008; Torres-Sovero et al., 2012). However, in certain regions, it has been shown that tourism 

does not necessarily lead to increased benefits to local people and support for conservation 

(Bookbinder et al., 1998; Ohl-Schacherer et al., 2008; Recharte et al., 2015).  

It should be noted that the success of community-based wildlife tourism depends on the direct 

and indirect benefits of this industry to local people and compensatory mechanisms for the costs 

of tourism (Kiss, 1990; Hemson et al., 2009; Larkin, 2014). Damage to local properties is one of 

the main triggers of human-wildlife conflict arising from nature-based tourism. Some studies 

have shown an increase in crop raiding or livestock depredation in areas with tourism pressure 

(e.g., Aastrup et al., 2021; Braczkowski et al., 2020; Suresh et al., 2022; Matlhola et al., 2022). 

Tourist revenue sharing (TRS) has been proposed to compensate for the damages. The 

contribution of TRS to local economies is one of conservationists' main hopes to increase local 

communities' willingness to sustainably manage wildlife (Giannecchini, 1993; Hackel, 1999; 

Kiss, 1990; Shogren et al., 1999). The effects of TRS on human-wildlife conflict are a matter of 

debate. While some studies have suggested that even limited benefit sharing can mitigate conflict 

(e.g. Archabald and Treves, 2001), others suggest that TRS increases tension between 

communities and management institutions and does not seem to lead to a significant change in 

how communities view wildlife (e.g., Onchwati et al., 2010). Some studies have shown that 

communities often do not receive benefits from TRS programs and are more likely to experience 

conflicts (Travers et al., 2019). According to Archabald and Treves (2001), TRS can improve 

local attitudes towards biodiversity conservation if successful programs' key components include 

sustained support by institutions, identification of target communities, transparency, 

accountability, and availability of sufficient financial resources. In addition, TRS programs 

should recognize that the local people experiencing the costs of human-wildlife coexistence are 

most likely to perceive conflicts. Therefore, if tourism is expected to mitigate conflicts, 

communities cannot be treated as homogenous groups with respect to benefit sharing. A 

combination of well-defined TRS policies and individual compensation programs, especially for 

adjacent communities, can help cover the costs of conservation and change attitudes (Archabald 
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& Treves, 2001; Kubo & Shoji, 2014; Recharte et al., 2015). 

Strategies to mitigate the negative impact of wildlife tourism on human-wildlife conflict 

The main aim of wildlife tourism is sustainability for all stakeholders. According to the literature, 

the relationships between tourism promoters, local people, conservationists, and wildlife can be 

changed from conflict to symbiosis through (1) close working relationships between all 

stakeholders to maximize benefits, (2) co-management and involvement of local people in 

wildlife-based tourism projects through information sharing, participation, revenue sharing, and 

local development projects, (3) expanding the current laws by defining roles, rights, 

responsibilities, and obligations for the stakeholders in human–wildlife conflicts, (4) 

development of a broad legal system that integrates international conservation frameworks, 

tourism, and indigenous rights, (5) building a relationship based on trust among stakeholders and 

decreasing bureaucratic and political problems to improve the effectiveness and continuity of 

local and national efforts to decrease conflict, (6) development of an independent multi-national 

framework to fill gaps in the existing regimes for tourism (e.g. UNWTO), human rights (e.g. 

ILO), and wildlife conservation (e.g. CBD), (7) facilitating private investment in areas with 

tourism potential in order to address the unequal distribution of benefits, (8) regulatory 

approaches to control the number of tourists and limit activities that attract wildlife, (9) enacting 

laws by government authorities to regulate or ban the provision of food to wildlife, (10) 

increasing the effectiveness of TRS programs by considering the most important lessons from 

past examples, including sustained support by institutions, identification of the target community, 

transparency and accountability, and adequate funding, and (11) understanding the risks 

associated with human-wildlife conflict to improve the management of recreation areas. 

Conclusion 

The current study was the first to assess the bibliometrics of wildlife tourism research using the 

Bibliometrix package in R and VOSviewer. It examined wildlife tourism and associated topics 

such as conservation, the role of communities, sustainability, tourism management, tourist 

behavior, protected areas, and ecology. The current study presents a comprehensive review of 

research on wildlife tourism. Our findings of the four thematic areas provided significant insights 

into previous research and indicated that “wildlife management” and “disturbance” are emerging 

research fields in this domain. More recently, themes emerged around “human-wildlife conflict,” 

“climate change,” and “ethnoprimatology.” Our literature showed that most of the wildlife 

tourism conflict involved wildlife behavior change, crop riding, and livestock depredation. Based 
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on the results, we recommend increasing interregional cooperation and using new analytical 

approaches to explore the interconnectivity of the aspects of wildlife tourism. Relatedly, and 

connected to the collaborative network analysis that we have presented earlier and the strong 

geographic bias towards US studies, there is a need to expand wildlife tourism research into other 

geographic realms and involve more research and collaborations, for instance, with developing 

countries where significant wildlife tourism destinations are located, and conflicts are reported. 

A great example is the human-elephant interactions reported in Malaysia (Sumanapala et al., 

2021). These types of impacts and research are critical to be investigated more in the future. 

Some of the limitations in this research include: (1) This study used 2804 papers from only one 

database, which does not represent all of the papers published globally in this field. Therefore, 

the conclusion and the results should only be interpreted within the context of wildlife tourism 

research from this database. (2) Bibliometric analysis does not apply to literature published 

outside indexed journals (e.g., non-indexed journals and books) (3) Bibliometric analysis is also 

hampered by self-citation, inaccurate citation, and citation of second-rate works. 
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