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South Africa has seen a recent increase in the number of African elephants (Loxodonta africana) maintained in reserves and parks and managed in free contact, where they may spend a significant amount of time in close proximity to humans. This study investigates how individual elephants choose to initiate interactions with humans by examining whether interaction types and frequencies vary both between elephants and with regards to the category of human involved in the interaction. Observations were made on a herd of seven captive African elephants frequently exposed to elephant handlers (guides), volunteers (who carry out general observations for the park’s research unit), and tourists. The elephants differed in the frequencies with which they initiated interactions with each category of human and in the types of behaviors they used to initiate interactions. However, all of the elephants interacted most frequently with guides. Certain individual elephants showed preferences in interacting with specific guides, indicating particular elephant-guide bonds. This study provides evidence for elephant-handler bonds as well as information on the extent of interactions between humans and African elephants managed in free contact.
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INTRODUCTION

As wild elephant populations decline, many African elephants (Loxodonta africana) are maintained in reserves and parks across Southern Africa, where they may spend a significant amount of time in close proximity to humans. There are currently 129 captive elephants in South Africa, which is approximately a 30% increase in the last decade (D. Young, personal communication, 18 February 2016). Captive elephants are maintained in parks and zoos where management techniques range from protected contact to free contact, a method where elephant handlers work alongside elephants with no physical barrier. Despite the large number of elephants living in captive facilities, there is little information on the interactions that take place between captive African elephants and the humans with whom they are in contact.

The effects of human–animal interactions (HAIs) have been studied extensively across a variety of species. Interactions with humans may have the effect of reducing stress in dogs, a quality that interaction with other dogs lacks (1). Dogs also preferred to initiate interactions with humans to kennelmates (2). HAIs have been successful as enrichment for both captive chimpanzees (3) and gorillas (4). Both studies found that increased interaction with humans led to an increase in affiliative behaviors between conspecifics and a decrease in abnormal behaviors or stereotypies. Interactions that are initiated by the animal have further implications. Human-directed behaviors such as approaching or seeking out can be related to how friendly a particular animal is (5). These types of behaviors may be indicators of attachment (6) or even indicators of positive relationships between humans and animals (7).

The human–animal relationship (HAR) and its subset, the human–animal bond (HAB), are two additional concepts that are becoming increasingly important in the field of animal behavior. HABs have been defined as “reciprocal and persistent” relationships that benefit both parties involved (8, 9). The potential for animals to develop HABs has been evidenced in multiple species, including dogs and horses (1), farm animals (10), and various zoo animals (5, 8). A positive relationship has been shown between the frequency of HAIs and the subsequent development of a HAB (1). The implications of the HAB in a captive facility include increased ease of management and potential increase in quality of life for the animals (8).

Personality and temperament play a role in HARs, as the extent to which an animal is willing to interact with humans varies depending on the individual. Personality and temperament are often treated as synonyms and have been defined as the consistent, specific behavior patterns of an individual (11). Elephants specifically have been shown to differ individually in temperament traits relating to social integration, leadership, aggression, and exploratory behaviors (12). The different temperaments of individuals can also be important in determining how animals will interact with humans (6, 13). Individual behavioral variations in response to the presence of a stranger, more specifically exploratory behavior versus fearful behavior, have been demonstrated by house cats (14) and deer (15). Human personality traits may also have an effect on HAIs, as chimpanzees have been shown to differ in their response to humans based on whether the experimenter acted shy or bold (16).

The information on the interactions and relationships between elephants and humans is limited and consists mainly of data concerning Asian elephants. HABs between Asian elephants and their individual handlers, or mahouts, are discussed at length in Ref. (17). Through interviews with mahouts, it was shown that HABs allowed the mahouts to work more safely and productively with their elephants due to the high level of “trust” that had developed over time. Mahouts also specified that their elephants would not necessarily respond to the commands of others, which reinforces the idea that HABs are highly individual. In a separate study, boys as young as 12 were able to work safely with female Asian elephants and even indicated preferences for certain elephants, indicating that the development of HARs with captive elephants is not necessarily limited to trainers who exert control over their animals (18). Following their time spent working with elephants, Lehnhardt and Galloway (19) described the ability of HABs between trainers and elephants to contribute to the safety of training and handling elephants and indicated that the formation of the HAB may be more important than any formal training on how to handle elephants. This study also acknowledges the lack of information on HAIs between humans and young, male African elephants.

Elephants are cognitively advanced creatures with the largest brain of any land mammal and a remarkable capacity for long-term social memory (20). From their reactions to injured conspecifics (21) to their ability to recognize the calls of an estimated 100 other individuals (22), it is clear that interactions and relationships with conspecifics play an important role in the day-to-day life of the African elephant. Positive interactions occur frequently between females and calves in a herd (23) and families often function cohesively (12).

In a captive setting, African elephants have been shown to vary in their individual personalities, and various methods of rating temperament traits in elephants have proven successful (24, 25). These studies also discuss how recognizing an individual elephant’s unique set of characteristics can help direct management practices that cater to an elephant’s particular needs. For Asian elephants, mahouts similarly identified specific traits that they found either preferable or undesirable concerning the handling of a working elephant (17). The variability in an individual elephant’s personality may then inform the frequency and types of interactions that they exhibit toward humans, as previously discussed regarding other species.

The purpose of this study is to provide an in-depth look at how individual captive African elephants in a free contact environment choose to initiate interactions with humans, and whether interaction types and frequencies vary both between elephants and with regards to the type of human involved in the interaction. At the study site, it is anecdotally accepted that certain elephants maintain unique bonds with certain handlers, and that some elephants are friendlier overall than others. Past observations at this site provided further indications that the focal elephants may differ in when and how they interact with humans, and with which humans they choose to interact. This study attempts to use detailed information collected on elephant-initiated interactions in order to address the following:

I.   Will elephants show variations both individually and as a group in the frequencies and types of interactions they initiate overall?

II.  Will elephants show variations both individually and as a group in the interactions initiated toward a specific category of human (handler, volunteer, or tourist)?

III. Within the subset of elephant-handler interactions, will elephants show individual variations in the numbers of interactions initiated toward particular handlers, indicating potential human–elephant bonds?

MATERIALS AND METHODS

Observations were conducted on a herd of seven captive African elephants (Loxodonta africana) at Knysna Elephant Park (KEP), Western Cape, South Africa. KEP was home to 18 elephants when the study was conducted; however, only seven of them make up the herd that interacts with tourists, hereafter referred to as Sally’s herd (see Table 1 for a full herd profile). Sally’s herd is composed of five females and two males ranging in age from 7 to 25 years old. The elephants come from a variety of backgrounds—two of the elephants, Shungu and Thandi, were born at KEP, and the other five are rescued orphans. Only two of the elephants are related: Nandi and daughter Thandi. Despite their individual past circumstances, the members of Sally’s herd still appear to function in a relatively similar fashion to herds in the wild, with a matriarch and clear hierarchical order among the elephants that affects group decision-making. The elephants in the herd maintain strong intraspecific relationships; therefore, they have no evident need to fill any void left by lack of social contact with other elephants. However, even the most social elephants in the herd choose to interact with humans, making these human–elephant interactions especially interesting.

TABLE 1 | Sally’s herd profile.
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The herd is managed in free contact, and during park hours, the elephants are regularly exposed to elephant handlers (hereafter referred to as guides), tourists, and volunteers. Tourists generally arrive up to once every half hour, when they may bring buckets of fruit and vegetables to feed to the elephants from across a barrier. After this, the tourists (accompanied by guides) are allowed to walk with, touch, and take photos with the elephants. Volunteers collect data for KEP’s African Elephant Research Unit (AERU) and spend around 4 h per weekday in close proximity to the elephants. Their direct contact is more limited as their time in the field is spent collecting general behavioral data on the elephants. Volunteers are required to commit to a minimum of 2 weeks at the park; however, some stay up to 3 months. The guides spend a great deal more time in close proximity to and in contact with the elephants than either volunteers or tourists do. In addition to the time spent moderating tourist–elephant interactions in the field, the guides spend extra time with the elephants, training and riding them. The length of time that the guides have been at the park ranges from several months to 20 years.

Observations were made on interactions between the seven elephants and three types of humans by a single experimenter (Zoë T. Rossman). Interactions were defined as behaviors that were clearly directed toward a specific human. Only interactions that were initiated by the elephant and not directly motivated by food were recorded. Elephant-initiated interactions were defined as interactions that an elephant chose to initiate and interactions that did not follow a command from a guide. Direct food-motivated interactions were defined as any interactions taking place during periods where the elephants were behind the feeding barrier, and any interactions with guides carrying pellet bags, as these were the two situations in which the elephants expected a food reward for an interaction. These interactions were ignored since the elephant’s motivation for interacting was directly and inextricably linked to the promise of a food reward, and thus of little relevance to this study.

Data on interactions were collected from June to September 2015 over 243 h of direct observation. Observations were made daily in intervals between 9:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m. A roughly even number of observations were conducted during the first half of the day and second half of the day to control for any potential daily variations in the herd’s routine. An all occurrences sampling method was used (26), and Zoë T. Rossman moved position as needed in order to keep the maximum number of elephants in view. Final interaction counts were adjusted for how long each elephant was visible in the focal group (i.e., the members of Sally’s herd within viewing distance). However, differences in time in view for each elephant were negligible (<5%). For every interaction, the time, identity of the elephant, and behavior were recorded, as well as the type of human (guide, volunteer, tourist) and coded identity of the human (if guide). Number of tourists in the field was also recorded, as well as which elephants were visible in the focal group.

Behaviors used to initiate interactions were mainly sourced from a working AERU ethogram and modified in order to account for the human target of the behavior. Thirty individual behaviors were used by the elephants to initiate interactions with humans; these behaviors were grouped into six categories: “trunk out,” “trunk to human,” “trunk to object on human,” “seeking out,” “prolonged contact,” and “other.” Categories were based on the similarities of individual behaviors. “Trunk out,” “trunk to human,” and “trunk to object on human” behaviors are all short, exploratory behaviors, whereas “seeking out” and “prolonged contact” behaviors indicate a higher level of commitment from the elephant to the interaction. The “other” category is made up of rare behaviors where the intention of the elephant is unclear: for example, potentially agonistic or playful behaviors. A full list of behaviors and descriptions is available in Table 2.

TABLE 2 | Behaviors.
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Data were analyzed using canonical correspondence analysis (CCA) (27) and chi-squared tests for tests of independence between particular categorical variables. These tests were performed using the statistical software SAS 9.4. Total interaction numbers were adjusted to account for the amount of time each elephant was observable. Interactions that were initiated toward a group of people were not included in the analysis as it was difficult to accurately determine who, if anyone, was the actual target of the behavior. In all of these analyses, the individual elephants and guides were treated as fixed effects, since the small sample sizes realistically preclude drawing conclusions about any larger population of elephants or humans.

RESULTS

Variation in Types and Frequencies of Interactions

Figure 1 illustrates the breakdown of the total number of interactions per hour initiated by each elephant on average. The herd exhibited certain groups of behaviors more frequently than others (p < 0.0001, see Table 3). Individual elephants differed significantly in the overall number of behaviors exhibited toward any human (p < 0.0001, see Table 4). Among the elephants, Shungu interacted the most, initiating an average of 1.4 interactions per hour, and Nandi initiated the fewest interactions, at an average of 0.51 per hour.
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FIGURE 1 | Average interactions per hour initiated toward each type of human. The figure shows the average number of interactions per hour initiated by each elephant toward three specific categories of humans: tourists, volunteers, and guides. This graph adjusts for the amount of time each individual elephant was visible in the focal group. Individual elephants differed significantly in the overall number of behaviors exhibited toward any human (p < 0.0001). Guide total was significantly greater than volunteer or tourist total (p < 0.0001 in both cases), volunteer and tourist totals did not differ significantly (p = 0.997).



TABLE 3 | Behavior group vs. type of human.
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TABLE 4 | Behavior group vs. elephant.
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The most common behavior groups used to initiate interactions were “trunk to human,” which occurred in 561 instances and “trunk out,” which was exhibited 432 times. “Trunk-out,” “trunk to human,” and “seeking” behaviors were the predominant behaviors exhibited both overall and in interactions directed toward guides (see Tables 3 and 5). “Trunk to human” and “trunk-out” behaviors also predominated for interactions directed toward volunteers and tourists, yet, seeking behaviors varied greatly in frequency depending on the individual elephant (see Tables 6 and 7). Differences in frequency of behavior groups exhibited were still significant when only the four most common behavior groups (“trunk to human,” “trunk out,” “seeking,” “trunk to object”) were analyzed (p < 0.0001).

TABLE 5 | Behavior group vs. elephant (directed toward guides only).
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TABLE 6 | Behavior group vs. elephant (directed toward volunteers only).
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TABLE 7 | Behavior group vs. elephant (directed toward tourists only).
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Preferences toward a Specific Category of Human

Individual elephants varied in the types of humans with whom they chose to initiate interactions (p < 0.0001). Certain elephants interacted almost exclusively with guides, while several other elephants interacted more with volunteers or tourists relative to other individuals in the herd (see Figures 1 and 2).
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FIGURE 2 | Elephant by category of human canonical correspondence analysis (CCA). The figure shows an elephant by category of human CCA. Elephants are represented by name, and category of human is shown with G for guide, V for volunteer, and T for tourist. This plot shows the best two-dimensional representation of the relationships between individual elephants and category of humans. Dimension 1 and Dimension 2 are selected to explain as much of the dependence between these two variables as possible, with Dimension 1 explaining the most dependence, and Dimension 2 the second most. In this plot, preference is functionally indicated by both how close pairs of elephant-category points are to each other and their position respective to the origin of the plot.



Overall, the seven elephants preferred to interact with guides rather than with tourists and volunteers (p < 0.0001, see Table 3). There was not a significant difference in the total interactions exhibited toward tourists as opposed to volunteers (p = 0.997).

Seeking out behaviors accounted for 20% of all behaviors toward guides, compared to volunteers (11%) and tourists (2%).

Preferences toward a Specific Individual

As a group, the elephants interacted preferentially with some guides over others (p < 0.0001). Individual elephants did not differ significantly in the geometric mean of the number of interactions initiated toward all guides ([image: image1], p = 0.4881). However, certain elephants interacted preferentially with specific guides ([image: image1], p = 0.0026). The most significant of these elephant–guide pairings were Mashudu with guide F, Shungu with guide E, and Thandi with guide H (see Figure 3).
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FIGURE 3 | Elephant by guide canonical correspondence analysis (CCA). The figure shows an elephant by guide CCA. Elephants are represented by name, and guides are represented with letter codes A–M. For information on how to read this plot, see Figure 2. In this plot, preference is functionally indicated by both how close pairs of elephant–guide points are to each other and their position respective to the origin of the plot. Important elephant–guide pairs shown on this plot are Shungu with E, Mashudu with F, and Thandi with H.



DISCUSSION

Variation in Types and Frequencies of Interactions

Shungu, the most subordinate elephant in the herd, interacted more than any other elephant, especially with guides and volunteers. As a male, he is not incorporated into the herd’s core social group (Sally, Nandi, Thandi, and Thato—see Table 1), and he is also lower in status than the other young male, Mashudu. Keisha and Mashudu, the other two elephants not involved in the core social group, initiated the next two highest numbers of interactions total. The combined number of interactions initiated by the four core elephants (613) was less than the combined number of interactions initiated by the three non-core elephants (755). Since African elephants are extremely social animals, one potential future hypothesis is that these elephants may seek out humans to get the social interactions that they lack with their conspecifics.

Another possible direction would be to consider whether these elephants are experiencing something similar to the “safe haven” effect, where an animal views a human as a source of safety, and is less susceptible to stress factors in the presence of that human (1). In certain cases, animals have been shown to feel safer around humans than around conspecifics (1, 2). The elephants initiating high numbers of interactions may be using humans in general as a type of safe haven to avoid any negative interactions with conspecifics, especially from the high-ranking females in the herd.

“Trunk out” behaviors were performed at the highest percentage toward tourists, and “trunk to human” behaviors were performed more toward tourists and volunteers than toward guides. As a group, the elephants consistently exhibited “trunk to human” behaviors at a higher frequency than “trunk out” behaviors. “Trunk out” and “trunk to human” are both short, exploratory behaviors. When tourists are feeding the elephants from across the barrier, the two behaviors exhibited are “trunk out” and “trunk to human.” Although no data are collected during feeding, these behaviors performed away from the barrier may, in certain cases, be indirectly food motivated. “Trunk out” and “trunk to human” account for the highest percentage of interactions toward tourists, yet also are the most frequently exhibited behaviors for volunteers and guides (see Table 3). It is likely that there is an exploratory component associated with these behaviors that may also help explain the higher percentages for tourists and volunteers.

Conversely, “seeking” behaviors were performed at the lowest percentage toward tourists (2%, see Table 3). “Seeking” behaviors were the third most common behaviors exhibited toward guides and volunteers, but a much lower fourth most common behavior exhibited toward tourists. “Seeking” behaviors were directed at the highest percentage toward guides (20%), then volunteers (11%) and last tourists (2%). Since “seeking” behaviors seem to indicate a higher level of commitment from the elephant initiating the interaction, these elephants may be less committed to interacting with tourists. The higher percentage of “seeking” behaviors directed toward volunteers and the even higher percentage directed toward guides support these behaviors as bonding behaviors. Since “seeking” behaviors put the elephant in close proximity to the human target, these behaviors also provide an opportunity for further interactions that require close proximity, such as “trunk out” and “trunk to human.” This may help account for the fact that “trunk to human” and “trunk out” behaviors exceed “seeking” behaviors in numbers, even for guides.

Although “seeking” behaviors occurred more often than “trunk to object” behaviors overall, there were some notable exceptions for categories of human and for individual elephants. For interactions directed toward guides, “seeking” behaviors exceeded “trunk to object” behaviors both overall and for every elephant except Sally (see Table 5). Sally performed “seeking out” behaviors the least of all elephants (three interactions total, all toward a guide), potentially indicating that seeking out human interaction is not as necessary for the elephant with the strongest social position in the herd.

“Seeking” behaviors exceeded “trunk to object” behaviors overall for volunteers as well; however, individually, this order was actually only seen for Shungu and Thato, the two most subordinate elephants (see Table 6). “Seeking” behaviors initiated by Shungu alone could account for why “seeking” behaviors outweighed “trunk to object” behaviors toward volunteers overall. The frequency of “seeking” behaviors exhibited by Shungu and Thato toward volunteers could support the aforementioned “safe haven” hypothesis.

Tourists were the only category of human where “trunk to object” behaviors exceeded “seeking” behaviors overall (see Table 7). One potential explanation for this is that tourists are the only type of human who regularly bring bags out to the field. The elephants may be curious about the contents, and especially, the possibility that a tourist may have food in his or her bag. Additionally, groups of tourists are often brought to the elephants, or a guide may issue a command for an elephant to move near a group of tourists. Since human-initiated behaviors and behaviors in response to commands were not looked at in this study, it may be that the elephants were indeed often in close proximity to tourists, yet rarely initiated this proximity. Only Thato exhibited “seeking” behaviors slightly more frequently than “trunk to object” behaviors toward tourists (1–0).

The existence of specific temperaments within the herd may be supported by the different ranges in frequencies of behavior groups exhibited by each individual animal, as described by Mills (39) for horses. These different behavior profiles have been shown to carry predictive weight (24) and may be an additional useful tool and a potential area for further investigation when considering the management of small groups of elephants managed in free contact. However, there were similarities in behavior patterns across the elephants as well, indicating similar overall temperaments for this group of elephants who have lived together and watched each other over a relatively long period of time.

Preferences toward a Specific Category of Human

As a whole, Sally’s herd showed a preference for interacting with guides over volunteers and tourists. This was expected given the amount of time the guides spend directly handling and interacting with the elephants. Every elephant in the herd directed more than 50% of behaviors toward guides (see Tables 5–7; Figure 1). This seems to be an indication that there may be the potential for bonding between elephants and guides.

Nandi and Thandi, the only related elephants in the herd, rarely interacted with tourists or volunteers. They share a close bond as mother and daughter, and also entertain strong relationships with Sally, the matriarch, and Thato, the youngest female. Nandi and Thandi’s occupation with intraspecific relationships within the herd may be a contributing factor to their disinclination to interact with volunteers and tourists.

The four lower-ranking elephants interacted more with volunteers than the three higher-ranking elephants. Shungu and Mashudu, the two male elephants (and not a part of the core group) interacted the most with volunteers. Since volunteers do not generally feed the elephants (like tourists), and there is not a long-term relationship built with the elephants (like guides), there is a lack of food-based or bond-based motivation to interact with volunteers. Therefore, the data showing that lower ranked elephants interact more often with volunteers potentially support the aforementioned “safe-haven” hypothesis.

Preferences toward a Specific Individual

Considering that HABs have been most often reported in large mammals (8), and that there is evidence for HABs between Asian elephants and mahouts (17), the potential for HABs between African elephants and guides is a relevant issue. Physical contact is considered to be important in the development of bonds (1), and these elephants have regular physical contact with the guides through the elephant-initiated interactions studied, as well as through guide-initiated interactions, training, and general care.

This study makes a convincing argument for HABs between three of the African elephants and guides at KEP. The most important elephant–guide pairings, based on numbers of interactions, were Shungu-Guide E, Mashudu-Guide F, and Thandi-Guide H. These findings matched with three of the main anecdotal elephant–guide “friendships” recognized by staff and volunteers at KEP. These three elephants also performed numerically more “seeking out” behaviors toward guides than the other elephants did. These “seeking out” behaviors are widely considered to be one indicator of HARs and bonds (1, 5–7). Importantly, the exhibition of “seeking out” behaviors does not relate to the total number of interactions, meaning that the high number of “seeking out” behaviors cannot be attributed to more interactions overall.

In addition to looking at elephant–guide bonds experimentally through interaction data, guides’ perspectives of the elephants were used to determine reciprocity of these bonds. AERU has conducted surveys on the guides’ opinions of the elephants, including guide preferences for specific elephants and information on elephant personality traits (28). The three guides with identified bonds with a specific elephant all ranked their respective bonded elephants as either their first or second favorite. They also described that particular elephant as responding to their commands either best or second best. Each of these guides ranked his bonded elephant in the top three (out of seven) for measures of confidence, curiosity, and activity. Although these particular guides found their particular elephants to be more responsive to their commands, they also viewed the elephants participating in these bonds as bolder, more exploratory animals. The scores by guides involved in bonds are not necessarily representative of the overall views of the guides toward the elephants involved in bonds. That is to say, bonded guides held more favorable views of the elephant they shared a bond with than non-bonded guides did of those same elephants. This is evidence that these elephant–guide bonds are indeed reciprocal, and not solely based on elephant preference.

Human–animal bonds may foster a safer environment for both the human and animal involved in the bond. HABs have been shown to generate operational and affective benefits (8) and positive interactions between humans and animals can also lead to an increase in affiliative behaviors between conspecifics (3, 4). These findings have special implications for animals managed in free contact. Ensuring the safety of both the humans and animals in this type of setting is a fundamental challenge, so any findings that contribute to the maintenance of a safe free contact environment should not be overlooked.

ETHICS STATEMENT

The UC Davis IACUC office found the study exempt from approval on an Animal Care and Use Protocol because of its observational nature. Permission to observe the elephants was granted by the management of Knysna Elephant Park and the African Elephant Research Unit in Knysna, Western Cape, South Africa.

AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS

Study design; manuscript drafting and editing: ZR, CP, DY, and LH. Data collection and analysis: ZR.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

We thank Neil Willits for his help with the statistical analysis of the data. We thank the reviewers for their thoughtful edits.

FUNDING

This study was supported and overseen by the African Elephant Research Unit at Knysna Elephant Park.

SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIAL

The Supplementary Material for this article can be found online at http://journal.frontiersin.org/article/10.3389/fvets.2017.00060/full#supplementary-material.

REFERENCES

1. Payne E, Boot M, Starling M, Henshall C, McLean A, Bennett P, et al. Evidence of horsemanship and dogmanship and their application in veterinary contexts. Vet J (2015) 204:247–54. doi:10.1016/j.tvjl.2015.04.004

2. Tuber DS, Hennessy MB, Sanders S, Miller JA. Behavioral and glucocorticoid responses of adult domestic dogs (Canis familiaris) to companionship and social separation. J Comp Psychol (1996) 110(1):103–8. doi:10.1037/0735-7036.110.1.103

3. Baker KC. Benefits of positive human interaction for socially-housed chimpanzees. Anim Welf (2004) 13(2):239–45.

4. Carrasco L, Colell M, Calvo M, Abelló MT, Velasco M, Posada S. Benefits of training/playing therapy in a group of captive lowland gorillas (Gorilla gorilla gorilla). Anim Welf (2009) 18:9–19.

5. Carlstead K. A comparative approach to the study of keeper-animal relationships in the zoo. Zoo Biol (2009) 28:589–608. doi:10.1002/zoo.20289

6. Topál J, Miklósi A, Csányi V, Dóka A. Attachment behavior in dogs (Canis familiaris): a new application of Ainsworth’s (1969) strange situation test. J Comp Psychol (1998) 112(3):219–29. doi:10.1037/0735-7036.112.3.219

7. Waiblinger S, Boivin X, Pedersen V, Tosi MV, Janczak AM, Visser EK, et al. Assessing the human-animal relationship in farmed species: a critical review. Appl Anim Behav Sci (2006) 101:185–242. doi:10.1016/j.applanim.2006.02.001

8. Hosey G, Melfi V. Human-animal bonds between zoo professionals and the animals in their care. Zoo Biol (2012) 31:13–26. doi:10.1002/zoo.20359

9. Russow LM. Ethical implications of the human-animal bond in the laboratory. ILAR J (2002) 43(1):33–7. doi:10.1093/ilar.43.1.33

10. Hemsworth PH. Human-animal interactions in livestock production. Appl Anim Behav Sci (2003) 81:185–98. doi:10.1016/S0168-1591(02)00280-0

11. Réale D, Reader SM, Sol D, McDougall PT, Dingemanse NJ. Integrating animal temperament within ecology and evolution. Biol Rev Camb Philos Soc (2007) 82:291–318. doi:10.1111/j.1469-185X.2007.00010.x

12. Lee PC, Moss CJ. Wild female African elephants (Loxodonta africana) exhibit personality traits of leadership and social integration. J Comp Psychol (2012) 126(3):224–32. doi:10.1037/a0026566

13. Svartberg K. Shyness-boldness predicts performance in working dogs. Appl Anim Behav Sci (2002) 79:157–74. doi:10.1016/S0168-1591(02)00120-X

14. Meier M, Turner DC. Reactions of house cats during encounters with a strange person: evidence for two personality types. J Delta Soc (1985) 2(1):45–53.

15. Pollard JC, Littlejohn RP, Webster JR. Quantification of temperament in weaned deer calves of two genotypes (Cervus elaphus and Cervus elaphus x Elaphurus davidianus hybrids). Appl Anim Behav Sci (1994) 41:229–41. doi:10.1016/0168-1591(94)90025-6

16. Hebb DO. Temperament in chimpanzees: I. Method of analysis. J Comp Physiol Psychol (1949) 42(3):192–206. doi:10.1037/h0056842

17. Hart LA. The Asian elephant-driver partnership: the drivers’ perspective. Appl Anim Behav Sci (1994) 40:297–312. doi:10.1016/0168-1591(94)90070-1

18. Hart LA, Sundar. Family traditions for mahouts of Asian elephants. Anthrozoös (2000) 13(1):34–42. doi:10.2752/089279300787000055

19. Lehnhardt J, Galloway M. Carrots and sticks, people and elephants: rank, domination, and training. In: Wemmer CM, Christen CA, editors. Elephants and Ethics: Toward a Morality of Coexistence. Baltimore, MD: Johns Hopkins University Press (2008). p. 167–82.

20. Hart BL, Hart LA, Pinter-Wollman N. Large brains and cognition: where do elephants fit in? Neurosci Biobehav Rev (2008) 32:86–98. doi:10.1016/j.neubiorev.2007.05.012

21. Douglas-Hamilton I, Bhalla S, Wittemyer G, Vollrath F. Behavioural reactions of elephants towards a dying and deceased matriarch. Appl Anim Behav Sci (2006) 100:87–102. doi:10.1016/j.applanim.2006.04.014

22. McComb K, Moss C, Sayialel S, Baker L. Unusually extensive networks of vocal recognition in African elephants. Anim Behav (2000) 59:1103–9. doi:10.1006/anbe.2000.1406

23. Lee PC. Allomothering among African elephants. Anim Behav (1987) 35:278–91. doi:10.1016/S0003-3472(87)80234-8

24. Grand AP, Kuhar CW, Leighty KA, Bettinger TL, Laudenslager ML. Using personality ratings and cortisol to characterize individual differences in African elephants (Loxodonta africana). Appl Anim Behav Sci (2012) 142:69–75. doi:10.1016/j.applanim.2012.09.002

25. Horback KM, Miller LJ, Kuczaj SA. Personality assessment in African elephants (Loxodonta africana): comparing the temporal stability of ethological coding versus trait rating. Appl Anim Behav Sci (2013) 149:55–62. doi:10.1016/j.applanim.2013.09.009

26. Lehner PN. Sampling methods in behavior research. Poult Sci (1992) 71(4):643–9. doi:10.3382/ps.0710643

27. Ter Braak CJF. Canonical correspondence analysis: a new eigenvector technique for multivariate direct gradient analysis. Ecology (1986) 67(5):1167–79. doi:10.2307/1938672

28. AERU. Personnel Survey. Unpublished Raw Data. (2015).

29. Adams J, Berg JK. Behavior of female African elephants (Loxodonta africana) in captivity. Appl Anim Ethol (1980) 6:257–76. doi:10.1016/0304-3762(80)90027-9

30. Colahan H, Breder C. Primate training at Disney’s Animal Kingdom. J Appl Anim Welf Sci (2003) 6(3):235–46. doi:10.1207/S15327604JAWS0603_08

31. Gosling SD. From mice to men: what can we learn about personality from animal research? Psychol Bull (2001) 27(1):45–86. doi:10.1037/0033-2909.127.1.45

32. Kerr SGC, Wood-Gush DGM. The development of behaviour patterns and temperament in dairy heifers. Behav Processes (1987) 15:1–16. doi:10.1016/0376-6357(87)90029-5

33. Kis A, Turcsán B, Miklósi A, Gácsi M. The effect of the owner’s personality on the behaviour of owner-dog dyads. Interact Stud (2011) 13(3):371–83. doi:10.1075/is.13.3.03kis

34. Laule GE, Bloomsmith MA, Schapiro SJ. The use of positive reinforcement training techniques to enhance the care, management, and welfare of primates in the laboratory. J Appl Anim Welf Sci (2003) 6(3):163–73. doi:10.1207/S15327604JAWS0603_02

35. Lev M, Barkai R. Elephants are people, people are elephants: human-proboscideans similarities as a case for cross cultural animal humanization in recent and Paleolithic times. Quat Int (2015) 406(B):239–45. doi:10.1016/j.quaint.2015.07.005

36. Locke KD, Locke EA, Morgan GA, Zimmermann RR. Dimensions of social interactions among infant rhesus monkeys. Psychol Rep (1964) 15:339–49. doi:10.2466/pr0.1964.15.2.339

37. Locke KD, Morgan GA, Zimmermann RR. Method for observing social interactions in groups of infant rhesus monkeys. Psychol Rep (1964) 14:83–91. doi:10.2466/pr0.1964.14.1.83

38. Manteca X, Deag JM. Individual differences in temperament of domestic animals: a review of methodology. Anim Welf (1993) 2:247–68.

39. Mills DS. Personality and individual differences in the horse, their significance, use and measurement. Equine Vet J Suppl (1998) 27:10–3.

40. Payne E, DeAraugo J, Bennett P, McGreevy P. Exploring the existence and potential underpinnings of dog-human and horse-human attachment bonds. Behav Processes (2016) 125:114–21. doi:10.1016/j.beproc.2015.10.004

41. Schöberl I, Wedl M, Bauer B, Day J, Möstl E, Kotrschal K. Effects of owner-dog relationship and owner personality on cortisol modulation in human-dog dyads. Anthrozoös (2012) 25(2):199–214. doi:10.2752/175303712X13316289505422

Conflict of Interest Statement: The authors declare that the research was conducted in the absence of any commercial or financial relationships that could be construed as a potential conflict of interest.

Copyright © 2017 Rossman, Padfield, Young and Hart. This is an open-access article distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution License (CC BY). The use, distribution or reproduction in other forums is permitted, provided the original author(s) or licensor are credited and that the original publication in this journal is cited, in accordance with accepted academic practice. No use, distribution or reproduction is permitted which does not comply with these terms.

OPS/images/fvets-04-00060-t002.jpg
Group. ‘Behavior Description

kot Tkt T ot nc et
ot 23 o rrran
Torkiouman Tunkiobody  Turk p toehos human' oo o back
Tunktoam Yok tp uches umants am o
D
Torkiohand  Turk o toehes human' rand ko
e
Turkiolg  Tunktp oehes human'sieg b he
)
Trklofost  Turk tp uches uman's ot o
Pkl
Turkiohess Tk tp tcebos hmans ca o et
Omarton Turktouehos man i way it coes
ot e ko e
Tork o oot Turkto porsonsl Tur p fcchos uman's pasond fom.
ouman tam 0. puse, camor

Tkt bl heck - Turk p tocehes i’ bl ok
Turkiocae  Turktp cehes st cane
Sookbgout Aopeoach Wk e, sprchig v
2m bmscuent sppraches it occr
w2 i of an e spec s
econsad s o)

Fotow St vk change oo o
e o ke oy o ot s

rocogus  Heodioon  Gentyon Pod agans aman for
ot a2

e Whap i arcund human's it o over
s or

Tunkiotend  Turk p ormerstouchesrmans han
ponged  boow howret o st 105

Turktoam  Turk 9 or e fouches s am
Proknged (oo o wit brat st 102

Trkiobody  Turktp ormerstouches humars s
orback et ot 10

Aopeoach aman i wih st ot

[ ———

Fick ek oty tovard uman
ot kg crtot

Doty sk uran wih

[
ey

K Doty ok uman wen oot

Brehitow  Thow banch st of buran

Headto T ———
movemant of e

Face T ko by a et e,
kgt 3 s it o3

Tumbody T whol o kit et ipe
A i g, bt o ot s

ot Bothrs pod rvard ac ke

ot et 5.5, cncte v e
ot ofcephar ot bk open by wid

et Botncors v o and bock,
ot at an i ot of et
fronpssorevs stk





OPS/images/fvets-04-00060-t003.jpg
Guides Volunteers  Tourists Total®

Trunk out 295 (337) 52 (22) 85 (37) 432 (32)
Trunk to human 314 (35) 131 (56) 116 (50) 561 (41)
Trunk to object 54(6) 15 (6) 15(1) 84(6)
Seeking 182 (20) 26 (1) 5(2) 213 (16)
Prolonged contact 182 4 42 26(2)
Other 43(5) 4 5() 52 (4)
Total® 906 232 230 1,368

“Numbers in bolded parentheses are percentages of each behavior group out of
total interactions exhibited toward a specific type of human, not always 100% due to
rounding.

*Guides total was significantly greater than volunteer or tourist total (p < 0.0001 in both
cases), volunteer and tourist totals did not differ significantly (p = 0.997).

“Totels differ significantly across ail behaviors (p < 0.0001) or across four most
common behaviors (trunk out through seeking, p < 0.0001).
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Name Sex  Age
hierarchy®
Sally* 1 F 25
Nandi* 2 F 22
Thandie 3 F il
Keisha 4 F 1
Mashudu 5 M 7-8
Thato® 6 F 7
Shungu 7 M 8

*Members of the core social group within the herd.

Additional information

Matriarch

Mother of Thandi

Daughter of Nandi, born at
Knysna Elephant Park (KEP)

Bom at KEP

*Average values for position in hierarchy were determined through discussion with staff

from AERL) and KEP
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sally Nandi Thandi Keisha Mashudu Thato Shungu Total®

Trunk out 009 0(0) 3(30) 4(15) 21 (30) 4(14) 20 (24) 52 (22)
Trunk to human 7(88) 2 (50) 5 (50) 18 (69) 35 (50) 17 (59) 47 (55) 131 (56)
Trunk to object 0(0) 2 (50) 1(10) 3(12) 6(9) 1) 2(2) 15 (6)
Seeking 0(0) 0(0) 1(10) 1@ 6(9) 4(14) 14 (16) 26 (11)
Prolonged contact 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 2() 2(2) 42
Other 1013) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 2(3) 1) 0(0) 42
Total” 8 4 10 2 70 29 85 232

“Numbers in bolded parentheses are percentages of each behavior group out of total iteractions that the elephant exhibited toward volunteers, not always 100% due to rounding.
*Geometric mean across behavior groups directed toward volunteers differ significantly among elephants (p < 0.0001). However, the main effect of elephant is hard to interpret given
that it involves non-trvial averaging across behavior groups.

‘Totals directed toward volunteers differ sianificantly across all behaviors (b < 0.0001) and across four most common behaviors (trunk out through seeking. p < 0.0001).
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Sally Nandi
Trunk out 49 (27 47 (39)
Trunk to human 106 (58) 33 (31)
Trunk to object 17(9) 12 (10)
Seeking 3(2 18 (15)
Prolonged contact 0(0) 0(0)
Other 8(4) 6(5)
Total® 183 121

Thandi

51 (29)
60 (34)
15 (9)
35 (20)
5()
10 (6)
176

Keisha

87 (35)
106 (43)
8@
28 (11)
5(2)
14 (6)
248

Mashudu

61(32)
82 (43)
9(5)
33 (17)
1(1)
32
189

Thato

31 (29)
55 (41)
10(8)
22(17)
10 (8)
5(4)
133

Shungu

106 (33)
114 (36)
13 (4)

74 (23)
5
6(2

318

*Numbers in bolded parentheses are percentages of each behavior group out of total interactions thet the elephant exhibited), not always 100% de to rounding.

“Behavior totals, adjusted for time on test differ significantly among animals (o < 0.0001).

“Totals differ sianificantly across all behaviors (b < 0.0001) or across four most common behaviors frunk out through seekdng, p < 0.0001).

Totale

432 (32)
561 (41)
84(6)
213 (16)
26 (2)
52 (4)
1,368
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Sally Nandi Thandi Keisha Mashudu Thato Shungu Total®

Trunk out 37 (329 44 (39) 431 54(33) 32 (33) 18 (24) 67 (36) 295 (33)
Trunk to human 60 (52) 35 (31) 54 (34) 65 (40) 32 (39) 23 (30) 45 (24) 314 (35)
Trunk to object 98 98 14(9) 2(1) 3@ 9(12) 8(4) 54(6)
Seeking 3@ 18 (16) 34(21) 26 (16) 27 (28) 17 (22) 57 (31) 182 (20)
Prolonged contact 0@ 0(0) 5@) 3@ 1) 6(8) 3@ 18(2)
Other 6(5) 666 9(6) 12) 1) 34 6() 43(5)
Total® 115 112 159 162 % 76 186 906

*Numbers in boided parentheses are percentages of each behavior group out of total interactions that the elephant exhibited toward guides, not ahways 100% due to rounding.
“Geometric mean across behavior groups directed toward guides difers significantly among elephants (o = 0.0008). However, the main effect of elephant s hard to interpret given
that it involves non-triviel averaging across behavior groups.

“Totals directed toward guides differ sianificantly across all behaviors (o < 0.0001) or across four most common behaviors {trunk out through seeking, p < 0.0001).
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Sally Nandi Thandi Keisha Mashudu Thato Shungu Total®

Trunk out 12 (20 3(60) 5(71) 29 (48) 8 (35) 9(32) 19 (40) 85 (37)
Trunk to human 39 (65) 1 (20) 1(14) 23 (38) 15 (65) 15 (54) 22 (47) 116 (50)
Trunk to object 8(13) 1 (20) 0(0) 3(5) 0(0) 0(0) 3(6) 15 (1)
Seeking 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 1@ 0(0) 1@ 3(6) 5()
Prolonged contact 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 2(3) 0(0) 2() 0(0) 42
Other 12 0(0) 1(14) 2(3) 0(0) 1(4) 0(0) 5(2)
Total® 60 5 7 80 23 28 a7 230

“Numbers in bolded parentheses are percenteges of each behavior group out of total interactions that the elephant exhibited towerd tourists, not always 100% due to rounding.
*Geometric mean across behavior groups directed toward tourists differ significantly among elephants (p < 0.0001). However, the mein effect of elephant is herd to interpret given
that it involves non-trvial averaging across behavior groups.

‘Totals directed toward tourists differ sianificantly across all behaviors (b < 0.0001) or across four most common behaviors firunk out through seeking, p < 0.0001).





