4.0 Chapter 4 – Data Analysis 

4.1 Part 1 

The data analysed within the first section of this chapter will be taken from the 12 interviews that were conducted through email. 8 out of 12 respondents noted that their chosen sanctuary was situated in Thailand. The remaining 4 respondents answered that they had visited Bali, Malaysia and Kenya. In terms of demographics, it may also be relevant to add that all respondents stated that they were aged between 18-24 being the youngest and 45- 54 being the oldest. Originally, these interviews were supposed to be face to face, but due to the pandemic Covid-19 it was not possible to do so. 

This chapter will assess and evaluate the results of the researcher’s primary research that has produced qualitative data. For this research, the method of semi-structured interviews and focus groups were selected, due to these being deemed the most appropriate methods for data collection, as they enabled interviewees to express thoughts and feelings freely but provided and maintained structure from the interviewer when needed. This is supported by (Wilson 2016) who argues that using semi structured interviews and focus groups can allow appropriate levels of flexibility for both the researcher and the respondent.  The respondents that were chosen to take part in the research for this dissertation were chosen on the basis of whether they had previously visited an elephant sanctuary outside of the UK. The following results will be analysed and interpreted by the researcher in four key themes. 

The four themes that have been selected below are based on the two objectives that were originally set, as below; 

1. To explore previous academic literature based on the ethics behind using elephants as tourist attractions and to provide a greater understanding of the subject area. 
2. To conduct primary research in the form of focus groups and interviews to evaluate individuals’ awareness of the affects that tourism has on wildlife, specifically elephants. 

From these objectives and the collation of questions for the interviews, four themes were chosen by the researcher and deemed most suitable. The researcher’s aim was to; understand and analyse the different perspectives of the respondents before visiting an elephant sanctuary; the location of the sanctuary they visited; whether their perceptions had changed after visiting; and if they participated in any physical activities’ whilst visiting the elephant sanctuary. Therefore, the four themes were centred upon: Sanctuary Views, Locations of Sanctuaries, Perception Changes, and Activity Interaction.

Prior to conducting the primary research, the researcher had the pre-conception that the data collected would be similar to the existing secondary research that had been collected and analysed in chapter 2. However, this was not the case, as the primary data revealed a much more positive view of the sanctuaries, in comparison to the secondary data that revealed greater negative views on elephant sanctuaries. 


4.1.1 Theme 1 – Views Prior to Visiting 

Respondents were asked as part of the interview what their thoughts were before visiting the elephant sanctuary. One key finding that was prominent throughout each of the conducted interviews, was that many of the respondents stated that they had not done any previous research into elephant sanctuaries. With one respondent quoting;

 “Admittedly, I did not do any prior research before visiting the sanctuary therefore I had no idea what to expect”.

Similarly, another respondent stated; 

“I felt apprehensive as I hadn’t looked into the sanctuary before I visited which I regret”. 

However, in contrast, although most respondents admitted to not doing any research into the sanctuary that they had visited, a few respondents reported that they had done research prior to their visit, as a way of deciding whether visiting or not, was the right thing to do for them. 

One respondent revealed;

“I conducted some research because I didn’t want to go to a place where the animals were being taken advantage of for money”. 

Moreover, another respondent stated;

“I was one of the only ones out of the group that I travelled with that refused to visit until I was informed that the elephants were rescues and had been saved from the wild and not captured as a moneymaking scheme”. 

A further respondent argued;

 “I had done a lot of research into finding a good and ethical elephant sanctuary that rescued and protected the elephants”. 

From this data collected, it is clear to see that the majority of respondents were sceptical about visiting their selected elephant sanctuary, as they had done no research beforehand and therefore had limited knowledge on the attraction. The data also revealed that those who had done their research, had a more positive outlook before visiting, as they were more aware of what to expect when visiting. 

Through the collection of the primary data, the researcher has gained further insight into the views of tourists prior to visiting. Although many respondents admitted to having limited knowledge about elephant sanctuaries, those who had conducted research, were then presented with a positive view of elephant sanctuaries. 

This data supports the view that there is a desire for people to travel regardless of their ethical apprehension. This is therefore supported by the views of Krippendorf (1987) who argues that there are various key motivators for travelling. These include; self -realisation, escape from day to day life and to find happiness in different destinations. Crompton (1979) states that there are push and pull factors that attract people and motivate them when visiting and choosing a destination to travel to. Crompton (1979) analysed seven socio-psychological motives known as push factors. These were; ‘escape, self-exploratory, relaxation, prestige, regression, kinship-enhancement, and social interaction’. Moreover, although the respondents were apprehensive, they still went ahead with visiting the sanctuaries and taking part in the activities within the sanctuaries. This therefore reveals that individuals have a great desire to travel regardless of their thoughts and the ethical dilemma of visiting an elephant-based attraction. 

This also supports the work of Maslow (1943) who revealed that his theory of ‘Hierarchical Needs’ often applies to tourists. The primary data collected, would appear to support the argument that all tourists have the desire to reach self -actualisation and self -esteem needs through visiting the elephant sanctuaries.  
Furthermore, one respondent answered; 
 “I didn’t realise that the majority of sanctuaries were actually good for the elephants”. 
However, this contrasts with research previously conducted by Cohen (2009) who believes that tourism exploits animals and the relationship between them and humans is often a negative one for example tourists purchasing tourism products such as packages that include hunting and poaching animals. However, the negative aspects of animal tourism that Cohen addresses are not apparent within the primary research that the researcher has conducted, in fact, the primary data collected contrasts greatly to this. 

4.1.2 Theme 2 – Location 

The respondents of the 12 interviews were then asked where the location of the sanctuary was that they had visited. Examples of these locations included; Kenya, Thailand and Malaysia 
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                                                                 (Figure 3)

The data collected shows that Thailand was the most popular destination that had been visited by the respondents. Respondents were also asked how much they paid to visit the sanctuaries. 

One respondent who visited Thailand answered 

“£60 per person”

Another who visited when in Malaysia answered; 

“£10-£15”

Furthermore, another respondent who had visited when in Kenya answered; 

“500 Kenyan Shillings which is around £3.84p”

This data therefore reveals a significant difference in the prices that are charged to enter the sanctuary. It may be argued that although Thailand seem to have charged the most for entry, there is evidence to suggest that they have utilised the money from entry fees well ,as stated by those who had visited the sanctuaries in Thailand, the information they were given revealed how the money was used for things such as food for the elephants and resources to support their wellbeing. The dilemma of income generation is one of concern to many elephant organisations. Many sanctuaries around the world rely heavily on tourism to generate an income and to provide employment to thousands of people. Although this topic is controversial, without the income that the entertainment from elephants provide, both workers and the elephants would be at risk, as many organisations state that they are there to protect the elephants and many have been rescued from danger within the wild. Without the income, the elephants would therefore be at risk of being released back into the wild and potentially facing harm and the workers would be unemployed and unable to provide for themselves and their families. Therefore, this is a dichotomy as there is a dilemma between what is ethically right.  


When asked about how the entry fees were utilised,

One interviewee responded; 

“We were told what the money was going to be used for, for example food supplies and how much food a certain amount of money could get” 

Another who visited a sanctuary in Thailand answered; 

“Yes, the money was used for crops to plant in order to feed the elephants. Another portion was for the mahouts as they are not paid, mainly to carry on feeding and homing them and the rest was basically put toward paying for new elephants-when rescuing they will not just give a sanctuary and elephant they are making money on, they want money for them”
Whilst only a small number of sanctuaries were included in the current study, from reviewing the primary data generated, it may be argued that income generated from elephant attractions are well utilised within the sanctuaries, particularly in Thailand and this is why they appear to be the most expensive. However, responsibletravel.com argue that not all sanctuaries in Thailand are ethical and safe for the elephants. Responsible Travel note that there are various sanctuaries that charge high prices and do not utilise their money appropriately. Some of these include; Thai Elephant Home, Chiang Mai, Chiang Dao Elephant camp, and Chiang Mai Patara Elephant Farm, Chiang Mai. Although there is evidence to suggest that there are unethical sanctuaries within Thailand, there is sufficient data to support the fact that there are a lot who are operating for the main purpose of protection for the elephants. However, none of the listed sanctuaries above are listed by the respondents, therefore it may be relevant to note that the sanctuaries that are stated respondents, may not be entirely ethical and safe for elephants. 

Furthermore, elephant sanctuaries in Thailand appeared to most effectively portray how the entry fees were utilised out of all of the locations listed from the interviews. Although the researcher acknowledges that there was a bias towards Thailand with respect to the locations that the respondents had visited, with 8 out of the 12 respondents having visited Thailand. A WAP report discussed in chapter 2 found that Thailand uses over twice as many elephants as a tourism attraction than any other country. This may be why the majority of respondents had visited Thailand when wanting to visit an elephant sanctuary.

One respondent stated when asked how the entry fees were utilised in Kenya; 

“I would assume it all went towards the wellbeing of the elephants and the resort as well as to all the projects they have going on but I’m not 100% sure”

It is interesting to point out the phrase “I would assume”, as this suggests that there was insufficient information provided by the sanctuary in comparison to the data collected from the respondents who visited Thailand, who commented they were given a great amount of detail about how well the money is utilised within the sanctuaries. Through conducting a focus group (results of which are discussed later), it is important at this point to note that all the respondents had visited Thailand, and strongly praised the information that was given to them about how the entry fees are utilised within the sanctuaries and how protected the elephants were. This further reinforces the differences between other locations and the utilisation of income at sanctuaries included in the current study. 

It may be argued that various sanctuaries within Thailand are a great advocate for others due to the work of organisations of the TUI care Foundation. Their main aim is to ‘build on the potential of tourism as a force for good’. The foundation creates and supports many partnerships and projects that are going to create new opportunities for the young generation and contribute to thriving destinations in many places all around the world. One key area that they work with are Thailand and therefore they list a variety of sanctuaries within Thailand that they support and are therefore ethically appropriate for tourists to visit. However, there is still a vast amount of evidence that suggests that various sanctuaries in Thailand, portray a negative view of elephant sanctuaries. 

In terms of protection, respondents were asked what information they were given about the wellbeing and care that was given to the elephants. From the results generated, it is important to point out the different locations of the sanctuaries as to where the respondents had visited. 8 out of 12 respondents noted that their chosen sanctuary was situated in Thailand. The remaining 4 respondents answered that they had visited Bali, Malaysia and Kenya. 


One respondent who had visited Malaysia answered; 

“We were shown a film before meeting the elephants on how they are cared for which showed they were fed on time, played with and have enough land to roam freely”
Another respondent, who had visited Bali stated; 
“There were signs and notices, info all around the park and the owner Nigel Mason was ever-present to chat to guests about the park, which was reassuring. The room had information films on loop all about the elephants, the park, the background and future conservation plans. The animals were also ever-present at all times, so it was very transparent as they slept in the centre of the park”

Furthermore, a respondent who visited Kenya noted; 

“They did speak a lot about the elephants’ keepers, the fact they slept with them and had really special, personal relationships”

Lastly, a respondent who visited Thailand answered; 

“We were shown before and after pictures of each elephant and how they looked when they arrived and were rescued by the sanctuary and now. We were shown the hospital in which they are treated, some had broken legs from when they were logging elephants and were forced to carry on even if injured”
Although all answers above were taken from respondents who had all visited different geographical locations, it was interesting to point out, that whilst there may have been an expectation that there would have been differences in operations and practices, all respondents answered that they were well informed and given similar types of educational information on the elephants and their welfare and keeping, through pictures, videos and speeches emphasising how well the elephants were looked after at location. However, Cousquer and Allison (2012) argue that in various instances, animals in tourism face a great amount of stress and are not looked after very well. Moreover, it may be suggested that what is shown to visitors on the surface, is not always the case behind closed doors, with potentially a lack of transparency as to the full operations within the sanctuary. 


4.1.3 Theme 3 - Views after visiting 

Respondents were also asked what their thoughts were after visiting. The data that the researcher received can be seen as contradictory to extant secondary data that has previously been collected. All respondents stated that they had received a positive experience at their selected sanctuary. 

One respondent noted;

 “I was happy after my visit. I witnessed the elephants being well looked after and content in their surroundings”. 

Another respondent stated; 

“I felt relieved and happy after visiting the sanctuary because the workers made me feel relaxed and reassured”. 

Furthermore, another respondent replied;

 “I witnessed the elephants being at the heart of the sanctuary and had developed an unbreakable bonding with their mahouts”. 

From this data collected it is clear to see that the respondents’ perceptions of the sanctuaries were a positive one. Although the data collected by the researcher presents a positive experience for the respondents, there is evidence to suggest that what tourists see on the surface is not always the case. The work produced by the WAP (2017) found through undertaking research that 77% of elephants were living in inadequate conditions that were “severely cruel” and “deeply concerning”. The work of PETA also correlates with the work of WAP due to their research concluding that many elephant attractions within Asia including sanctuaries and elephant camps are notoriously known for falsely educating people that these attractions are beneficial to elephants.

 It may be argued that what the visitor witnesses may not be a complete reflection of the sanctuary and therefore this is perhaps why the data received, reveals a positive outlook on every aspect of the sanctuaries. A further reason that this may have occurred could be due to the questions asked during the interviews. Respondents were not asked if they had seen every part of the sanctuary and therefore may not have seen negative features of the sanctuaries that may have been “hidden” from them to portray a completely positive experience. 


4.1.4 Theme 4 – Tangible interaction 

One of the questions asked during the interviews was if respondents were able to physically interact with the elephants. All 12 respondents answered that they were able to interact physically with the elephants at the sanctuary and therefore took part in various activities that involved doing so. 

One respondent answered;

 “I washed and swam with them”. 

Another respondent answered;

 “There was an option to ride them, but it cost more to do”.

However, although all respondents answered that they were allowed to physically interact with the elephants, 8 out of the 20 respondents stated that riding the elephants was not an option at their chosen location.  

Respondents were then asked whether their thoughts on interacting with the elephants were positive or negative ones. All 12 respondents stated that they viewed the interaction that they experienced as a positive one.

 One respondent elaborated further and revealed; 

“It was an unforgettable positive experience where the elephants were completely comfortable”. 

It is clear to conclude from this data that the respondents as tourists, agree with the use of elephants being used within tourism and see this as a positive rather than a negative. 
In contrast, Regan (1983) argues against the interaction between tourists and animals and further emphasises that everyone should have their own rights, including animals and states that all living creatures should have their rights respected by others. Regan therefore argues that using animals for tourism entertainment purposes is unjustifiable and inhumane and most certainly when physical interaction is involved. 

Expanding further on the theme of tangible interaction, respondents were asked how the interaction seemed between the elephants and their owners/workers and how well they were treated. From the data collected, all respondents used positive vocabulary to describe the relationship and interaction that they had witnessed. 

One respondent answered;

 “I could tell they were well looked after from the moment I entered the sanctuary, the care and affection from the owners was lovely”. 

Similarly, another answered;

“The workers were completely amazing and seemed to have such a lovely bond with the elephants”. 

This therefore presents a positive outlook on the interaction between the owners and the elephants and the treatment that was seen through visiting. 

Moreover, it may be argued that the positive treatment that is seen in some sanctuaries, is not always the case for all. Phuangkum et al (2005) note that elephants experience a high level of stress often caused by their owners from the very beginning as they are ‘broken’ as part of the process including being torn away from their mothers. This therefore shows a negative view on elephant sanctuaries and not just a positive one that is portrayed by the primary data collected for this current study.  

Furthermore, it may be suggested that the positive views of the tourists may be related to Maslow’s hierarchy of needs. It may be the visitors’ ‘desires and drives’ to reach self-actualisation that provides a positive experience, as they are focussed on their own selfishness to experience the tangible interaction with the elephants. This argument can be supported by the use of the respondents’ vocabulary when referring to the elephants as “comfortable” with the interaction. It is not possible for the respondent to know exactly how the elephant entirely feels in this situation and therefore their own self-centred / introverted desires may override the ethics behind the tangible activity with the elephants. From the responses gained from the research, it could be said that the sanctuary experiences gained from elephant interaction are deemed very personal and subjective, which it could be argued would inadvertently result in little consideration for the wider interests of the wildlife and objectivity with respect to the activity and its ethics.

4.2 Part 2 

4.2.1 Focus group data – matrix tables 

This section of this chapter will analyse and evaluate the data received from the focus group that was conducted through a social media platform, as this allowed the respondents to answer the questions provided at the same time which is similar to a ‘face to face’ focus group. Again, the issue of Covid-19 meant that this focus group could not be done in person and therefore this was the best way to conduct this focus group given the current circumstances. Respondent 1 was a male aged between 45 and 54, Respondent 2 is female aged between 45 and 54 and respondent 3 is also a female aged between 45 and 54. All respondents within this focus group visited Elephant Hills in Thailand at the same time. 

                                                                 (Figure 4)

	Questions 
	Q1. What are your thoughts and feelings about animal attractions / sanctuaries?


	Q2. What are your thoughts and feelings about Elephant Hills?

	Q3. What did you do whilst at the attraction?


	Respondent 1 
	In general, I am against animals in captivity unless they are being rehabilitated/ within a sanctuary, animal attractions are an exploitation of the animal.


	Elephant hills is a conservation project with the Elephant welfare at its heart.
The Elephants seem happy and are well cared for. Each Elephant has its own Mahout (keeper). This builds trust as well as positive interactions.


	We had the opportunity to prepare food and feed the elephants.  We were also able to wash them and watch them swim. Whilst this may seem to be exploitation of the Elephants they seemed happy and were not forced to do anything they didn’t want to. We watched a film about local conservation and where the money from Elephant Hills is spent. 

	Respondent 2
	On the whole I don’t agree with animal attractions, however if this is providing conservation and education then as long as long as the animals are well looked after and not exploited then I think they provide a valuable service.


	Elephant Hills provides a superb education centre to explain what is happening to Asian Elephants in Thailand.  There are only 12 elephants at the sanctuary, but the money raised here is used for the conservation and care of other elephants.  


	We spent the period camping in both the Elephant Hills nature park and on a lake camping within one of Thailand’s rainforests. We interacted with the Elephants washing and feeding them. We had a lazy river tour looking for local wildlife such as snakes.

	Respondent 3 

















	I felt apprehensive before attending elephant hills purely because of stories I had heard about mis treatment in some animal sanctuaries and I didn’t want to be part of the gravy train that fed such cruelty. However, when I got there I thought the sanctuary was well kept and clean offering lots of space for the elephants to roam around.
	I think that if they are managed ethically they create a great space for animals and humans to have a wonderful interaction. However, as a whole I would say I am against attractions that are for money gain



	 I fed an elephant with fruits such as bananas and also washed an elephant and brushed its very tough skin. I read information on the elephants in the information centre also. 




	Key themes 
	Against animal attractions unless they are for conservation 
	The elephants are well cared for as the money is used for conservation 
	Were able to feed and physically interact with the elephants 



                                                                (Figure 5)




	Questions 
	Q4. What would you say are the general positive and negative impacts on the elephants within Elephant Hills?

	Q5. What information were you given about the attraction whilst visiting? (Animal Protection/how money is utilised)

	Q6. How well were conservation / ethical practices considered at the attraction? 


	Respondent 1 
	 Elephant welfare is a priority as is the various preservation projects, these are a key positive. They are also looking to reduce carbon as well as the use of plastics.

	We were given an overview of the projects by the local guide as well as a video further extending the key work provided and how money generated is spent.

	100% considered and delivered really well 



	Respondent 2 
	There were many positives for me. The elephants are very well cared for and loved.   They each have an individual Mahout who stays with them 24/7.These animals were rescued and would have been either poached or left to die if they were not living at the sanctuary.  
	We were giving lots of information, the guides are very well informed about both the animals and local conservation projects.  The attraction is aiming to be carbon neutral and actively encourages no plastic to be used.  Light, heat and hot water is provided by solar panels.
	They practice what they preach. No plastic bottles were sold.  We were lent metal water bottles which we could fill as we wanted.  Hot water and light are provided by solar panels and recycling is encouraged and appropriate containers provided.



	Respondent 3
	
I think the positives were that each elephant has its own keeper, each elephant is fed and washed and properly looked after, there’s a lot of space for them to roam freely and the money seemed to be utilised well. I think the main negative was that this sanctuary was needed in the first place to avoid animal exploitation.

	The information given was interesting, especially focussing on the relationship between the elephant and keeper. This is a beautiful bond between a beast and a human and one that lasts for years. They even sleep closely to each other. Money is utilised for wages and the upkeep of the animal sanctuary such as food and bills. The local people supply the food for the sanctuary, so this is helping the locally community monetary wise. 

	The elephants had space to roam and to interact with the other elephants, there was no carrying of tourists or products. They had a mud pool to play in which was great to see. Ethically the ideal would be for all elephants to be free and in the wild. The elephants at elephant hills are protected from exploitation and cruelty, they are fed regularly and washed regularly and have a unique bond with their keeper. 




	Key themes 
	The elephants are well cared for and looked after 
	Given a lot of information about how the money is utilised and used sustainably 
	Elephants are treated ethically and there is great focus on recycling 





Respondents were then asked if they would ever visit Elephant Hills again and why. 

One respondent answered; 


“Yes. This was my second visit and the changes they have made since my first visit 5 years ago are very impressive”

Similarly, another respondent answered; 

 “I would definitely visit again it’s such a great organisation where the elephants are protected”

It is clear to conclude that the experience that the respondents had during their visit to Elephant Hills was an enjoyable one as all respondents answered that they would all return to this chosen sanctuary in future. This is similar to the data collected during the 12 interviews discussed in the first part of this chapter. 11 out of the 12 respondents answered that they would visit their chosen elephant again in the future. The work of Higginbottom and Tribe (2004) reveals that they believe that in wildlife tourism there are many positives to holding animals as tourism attractions, as they are often in places of conservation and protection. Therefore, this shows that the respondents benefitted from this experience and saw it as a positive. Curtin (2009) also supports this idea and explains how there are also benefits for humans, as psychologically it is great for the mind.

Interestingly, when asked if they would visit any other elephant attraction, again all respondents answered that they would be hesitant to, unless they had done their research thoroughly. 

One respondent answered; 

“Largely depends, Elephant hills has continually driven high standards of animal welfare. Reading some trip reviews of other sanctuaries would make me question their ethical and animal care versus profits”

Another added; 

“I would visit other sanctuaries or attractions as long as I have done my research beforehand. If I can contribute financially to help elephants have a safe environment to live in then why not”


From this data, it is presented that all respondents feel that they would need to research into other sanctuaries prior to visiting them. This therefore correlates with the answers of some of the participants who were interviewed. Those who had done their research prior to visiting the sanctuaries, felt more at ease and less apprehensive about what to expect. 

4.2.2 Interviews and Focus Group - Main Comparisons

After collating the primary data from both the 12 interviews and focus group, both similarities and differences became apparent. 

One similarity is that all respondents answered that their thoughts on their chosen sanctuary were positive. However, one key difference between the interviews and focus groups was that all three respondents within the focus group had done their research into their chosen sanctuary, whereas not all respondents who were interviewed researched before-hand. This therefore left those who did not conduct research before visiting, apprehensive about what to expect. 

Another similarity between the focus group and interviews was that those who had visited Thailand all answered that they would visit the sanctuary again, apart from one respondent who answered, “I don’t think so”. This reveals that Thailand is a popular location for visiting elephant sanctuaries and therefore appears to be enjoyable for the visitors as stated by the respondents. 

Lastly, a major difference was that respondents who were a part of the focus group, all ranged between the ages of 45-54. This contrasts to the respondents that took part in the 12 interviews as 10 out of the 12 were aged between 18-24. This therefore may have had an impact on the way that certain questions were answered, for example all of those who answered within the focus group stated that they had done research prior to visiting and would only visit another sanctuary in the future if they had researched it thoroughly. However, many respondents aged between 18-24 stated that they had not done research prior to visiting and would definitely visit another sanctuary again. This is interesting data as it reveals a more careless nature of the younger generation in terms of research.

It could therefore be argued that those who are of a more mature age may be wiser in choosing to research into the sanctuary compared to those of a younger age who did not. This could be due to factors such as having more life experience and therefore the more mature respondents may have learned from previous experiences where they may not have researched into the destination or activity and may have wish that they had. 


4.3 Conclusion 

To conclude, this chapter has analysed the key data that was collected by the researcher and how it fits the themes and objectives of this dissertation. Chapter 5 will elaborate further to conclude and recommend from these findings also offering recommendations for future study. 
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