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ABSTRACT 
Bergman Trygg, E. 2014. An investigation of human-wild boar conflict - the perceived need 
for economical compensation among farmers due to crop damage caused by wild boars –a 
case study in Arboga, Sweden. Department of Social and Economic Geography, 
Arbetsrapporter, Uppsala University.   
 
During the last 10-20 years, a rapidly growing wild boar population in Sweden has created debates of how we 
should manage this gregarious animal. Farmers, a social group who are the most affected by the wild boars, 
currently has no opportunity to receive monetary compensation from the County administrative boards in 
conjunction with wild boar damage to crops. Hence, the purpose of this study is to investigate the perceived need 
for monetary compensation in connection with wild boar damage to crops, and how significant this need is. It is 
also of importance for the purpose of the study to identify underlying causes of this need, the farmers' attitudes 
toward the wild boar, and if any form of income is generated from the wild boars. 
          With the help of an interview questionnaire consisting of 24 questions, semi-structured interviews were 
conducted of six farmers near Arboga , Sweden. The study has mainly been supported by literature in the subject 
of Human- Wildlife Conflict (HWC) which should contribute to a greater understanding of the issues addressed 
in the study. 
          Results showed that there was consent that some form of monetary compensation scheme should be 
available for farmers who are severely afflicted by wild boar damage. Farmers´ individual needs of 
compensation depended on how badly affected they were. Reasons behind the need for compensation, i.e. the 
causes of HWC in this case, are mainly conflicts of interests between landowners regarding how wild boars 
should be managed. Furthermore, farmers showed positive attitudes toward wild boars and generated no 
significant income from the animal. 
 
 
SAMMANFATTNING 
Den snabbt växande vildsvinspopulation i Sverige har under de senaste 10-20 åren skapat debatter kring hur vi 
ska förvalta detta flockdjur. Bönderna, den grupp i samhället som drabbas hårdast av vildsvinen, har i nuläget 
inte möjlighet till att få ekonomisk ersättning från länsstyrelser i samband med vildsvinsskador på grödor. Syftet 
med denna studie är därför att undersöka det upplevda behovet av ekonomisk ersättning hos bönder i samband 
med vildsvinsskador på deras grödor, samt hur signifikant detta behov är. Det är även av betydelse för syftet att 
identifiera vilka orsaker som ligger bakom detta behov, böndernas attityder mot vildsvinet, samt om bönderna 
har någon form av inkomst från vildsvinen. 
          Med hjälp av en intervjuenkät bestående av 24 frågor genomfördes semistrukturerade intervjuer av sex 
bönder i närheten av Arboga, Mälardalen. Studien har främst underbyggts av litteratur inom ämnet Human-
Wildlife Conflict (HWC) vilket ska bidra till en större förståelse för de frågor som behandlas i studien. 
          Resultatet visade att det rådde samtycke i att någon form av ekonomiskt kompensationssystem borde 
finnas för bönder som är hårt drabbade av vildsvinsskador. Bönders individuella behov av ersättning berodde på 
hur hårt drabbade de var. Orsaker som ligger bakom behovet av ekonomisk ersättning, i.e. orsaker till HWC i 
detta fall, är främst intressekonflikter mellan markägare kring hur vildsvinen ska förvaltas. Vidare visade 
bönderna positiva attityder mot vildsvinet och hade inga betydande inkomster från djuret. 
           
 
Keywords: Wild boar, Sus scrofa, Human-wildlife conflict, economical compensation, 
farmers  
 
Supervisor: Bert Eriksson 
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1. INTRODUCTION 
 
The wild boar (Sus scrofa) population has increased dramatically during the past 20 years in 
Sweden, which has turned the subject of how to manage the population into a heated debate as 
different groups have split interests in whether or how to preserve the animal. The debate is 
also a result of an intensified human-wildlife conflict (HWC), especially due to the damage 
wild boar cause to agriculture and to peoples´ gardens. To create a sustainable and long term 
development in wild boar management that benefits groups who in different ways are affected 
by these animals, is therefore a complicated issue which demands critical actions to be solved.  
One of the groups who are affected by wild boars is farmers. The rooting behavior of the 
animals in conjunction with its search for food can be very problematic as they enter farm 
fields, and economic loss can sometimes be devastating for farmers who are exposed to 
extensive rooting by wild boars. On the other hand, as the wild boar population has spread 
throughout the country, prices on leasing hunting grounds from landowners have 
quadruplicated in many areas during the past 20 years. Hypothetically, it is therefore likely 
that some landowning farmers get an income from having wild boars on their land, even 
though crops are rooted and damaged. Thus, it is interesting to investigate how farmers feel 
about having wild boars on their land, and if a type of economical compensation system is of 
importance for the farmers to compensate crop loss due to wild boar rooting. The aim of this 
study is hence to examine such states of affairs. 
 
1.1 Purpose  
The purpose of this study is to investigate, from a farmer´s perspective, if/how significant the 
need is for economical compensation due to crop damage caused by wild boars, and if there is 
a need –why does this need exist?  Furthermore, it is also of importance for the purpose of the 
study to see which factors drive their need of economical compensation and also their 
attitudes toward wild boars.  
 
1.2 Research questions 
1. Is there a need for economical compensation due to crop damage caused by wild boars, and 
if there is, how significant is it? 
2. If there is a need for economical compensation – why is there a need/what factors drives 
this need? 
3. Do farmers take economical advantage of the wild boars in any way? If they do so - how is 
this done? 
4. What are farmers´ attitudes toward the wild boar itself and to its role in agricultural 
activities?
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2. METHOD AND MATERIAL 
 
The empirical part of the study is based on interviews. According to Andersen (1991, s.80), an 
interview is a conversation in which the interviewer whishes to receive information from the 
interviewee. An interview can have different levels of structure and standardization (Patel & 
Tebelius, 1987,p.103). The standardization of interviews in this study can be considered to be 
quite high, as same questions were asked to every interviewee but their order were often 
adjusted to the interviewee and the interview situation. Level of structure was low, since 
many questions left a considerable space for free answers. This type of so called semi 
structured interview was preferable as it facilitates a social flexibility which is required in 
conversations with different people, and the interviewees will have the opportunity to 
emphasize their individual thoughts of each question.  This method was also preferable as I 
wished to do a more qualitative analysis of the interviews rather than a quantitative (ibid.).  
 
2.1 Selection of respondents and study area 
The interviews were mainly implemented in the surrounding area of Arboga, a small 
municipality approximately 150 kilometers west of Stockholm. Six cultivating farmers were 
chosen and interviewed, whereof everyone had more or less extensive problems with crop 
damaging wild boars. I received contact information to afflicted farmers from other farmers I 
interviewed and from local hunters. Before I contacted the farmers I checked the location of 
their farms on satellite images to see if their land was likely to be exposed to wild boars, that 
is, if there were enough forest area near the land which had potential to maintain a wild boar 
population. I choose to perform the limited amount of six interviews because that is what is 
most realistically implementable in the extent of this study. I realize that this number cannot 
represent the same context in the whole of Sweden, but is rather quite limited to the 
surroundings of Arboga.  In the county of Västmanland, which Arboga is located in, the 
numbers of wild boars are as uncertain as they are in many other counties, but the population 
is not as dense as in Skåne or Södermanland which hold the densest populations. The 
population in Västmanland however, has a higher annual increase (up to 50 % during the last 
years) than Södermanland and Skåne where populations are more stable (Svensk 
Naturförvaltning, 2011, p.3). Added to the fact that the number of Västmanland´s wild boar 
population closes in on the population in Södermanland, the landscape in both of these 
counties is much alike with mixed agricultural and forest landscapes. These states of affairs 
might not change the fact that my study is limited to Arboga, but as circumstances both in 
landscape morphology and wild boar populations are similar to each other in Västmanland 
and Södermanland, the study is somewhat applicable to the area of Mälardalen (Mälardalen is 
the relatively densely populated middle-east part of Sweden, at large consisting of counties 
located near the lake Mälaren).  
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Figure 1. Map over Sweden with the                        Figure 2. The municipality of Arboga marked in  
Municipality of Arboga marked red in                    red. Source: http://www.scb.se (collected 14-06-08) 
the low centre of the map. Source: 
http://www.scb.se (collected 14-06-08) 
 
2.2 Interviews 
The interview included 24 questions. Some of these questions were inspired by a survey 
compiled by Jordbruksverket (2010, p.54) which investigated economical expenses due to 
wild boar damage in the County of Södermanland.  Interviews usually had duration of 10-80 
minutes. With permission from the interviewee, the interview was recorded with Express 
Scribe, a program designed to assist the transcription of audio recordings. When 
conversations went a bit off topic, which they often did, recordings were useful for rewriting 
answers in a way that was more identical to what the interviewee had answered, and this 
method also facilitated me in engaging myself more socially in the interview situation thus the 
need of doing precise notes during conversations were not very significant. 

One of six interviewees chose to be anonymous in the study. A few were uncertain 
whether or not to be anonymous, due to underlying and quite implicit conflicts of interests 
about the management of wild boar. These conflicts, which will appear later on in this study, 
mostly occurred between neighboring farmers.  
 
2.3 Literature 
Apart from interviews, a secondary data analysis of literature (especially on the subject of 
HWC) was done. Bryman (2002, p.210) claims that it is not seldom that a reader of a 
scientific article or book thinks that all data have been emptied from all information during 
the first analysis, however, data can be analyzed in many different ways which makes a 
secondary analysis of data just as relevant as the first analysis. Consequently, a secondary 
analysis of primary data can generate unique results, and the method often has a purpose or 

http://www.scb.se/
http://www.scb.se/
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goal that the ones who first handedly collected data did not have in mind. Moreover, 
Frankfort-Nachmias (1997, p.305-306) argues that the scientist can, by searching through a 
number of sources, accomplish a width and profundity in the subject which a scientist who 
uses primary data cannot reach. Secondary data might as well be useful in comparative 
purposes, for instance as a comparison between other case studies and the researchers own 
study, which I partly will be doing in this study. Secondary data analysis might also widen the 
insight within the studied topic and greaten its scope of generalizations.  

However, as Frankfort-Nachmias (1997, p.308) also argues, there are limitations of this 
method; one which may be applicable in my study is the somewhat insufficient information 
about how data was collected in a few sources of information. This critic is especially aimed 
at a TV news reportage about increasing wild boar numbers from Swedish Television (SVT) 
which I used in this study. In such sources there are seldom information about whether or how 
presented facts are actually produced, but since some information about the wild boar (such as 
the number of the population) is limited, I turn to what is uttered rather than not giving the 
reader an idea about it. With this being stated, the reader may question the possibility to 
measure the reliability and consistency (Bryman, 2002, p.86) of the study. However, since 
this is mainly a qualitative research which concentrates on data collected from interviews – 
data created through the dynamic encounters of uniquely minded individuals – it is difficult 
for the reader to replicate and measure the results. Bryman (2002, p.43) argufies that 
replicability – the possibility to reproduce and replicate results in social science – is a 
criterion in scientific context and is crucial to estimate the reliability of the study. Personally I 
believe this is a reasonable idea, but as this study (as many other social scientifically directed 
studies) is very much based upon information that have come to exist in the socially dynamic 
meeting between me and an interviewee. Thus, if another scientist would try to replicate what 
I have done, the outcome would most likely be more or less different. This makes Bryman´s 
idea questionable, although I can see that it also is justifiable to question the reliability of my 
study due to this issue.  

Keeping these thoughts in mind, in the analysis of secondary data I hope to accomplish a 
study that is as reliable as possible, and find unique perspectives and ideas that have not been 
used or enlightened before and introduce them into this study. 
 
 
3. THEORETICAL BASIS 
 
3.1 Geographical implications of the study 
Due to the broad spectra of the discipline of Geography, several geographical implications 
can be identified in this study. Johnston (et.al. 2004, p.55) claims that in order to find precise 
and factual information about particular places, the geographer needs to know what landforms 
exist in a given area, how they came to exist, how they vary and change due to different 
processes in a human and natural environment. That type of knowledge, belonging in the 
discipline of geomorphology, is thus important in geographical studies of landscapes. Another 
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discipline which is united to the fields of geography and geomorphology is 
biogeomorphology, identified by Naylor (2005. p.37) as: “The influence of plants, animals 
and microorganisms on earth surface processes and the development of landforms.” Wild 
boars can in this context be identified as ecosystem engineers as they generally have a 
stronger influence on ecosystem structure and function than other species (Stallins, 
2006,p.210). Wild boars can exert significant impact on the development of landforms due to 
their bioerosional capacities in terms of rooting (Naylor, 2005, p.38). Furthermore, geography 
have been identified as a bridging point between the human and the physical world 
(Britannica, 2014), making this study very topical as it handles the relation between humans 
and the natural environment in terms of Human-Wildlife Conflicts. 
 
3.2 The wild boar (Sus scrofa) and its ecology  
The eurasian wild pig - commonly known as the wild boar – is a terrestrial mammal 
classificatory to the taxonomical family of SUIDAE (IUCN, 2008). The wild boar is famous 
for its ability to survive heavy habitat disturbance and to adapt to a wide range of habitats, for 
instance tropical rainforests, semi-deserts, temperate woodlands, grasslands, jungle, etcetera. 
Its widespread distribution across the world is a result of human agency, and the species now 
occurs in a pure wild form and as a slightly modified feral form in all continents except 
Antarctica. During the last 20 years, the European population has exploded in number and 
range distribution and nobody knows exactly how many animals exist today (IUCN, 2008). 

The wild boar is omnivorous, but over 90% of its diet consists of a variety of plants and 
roots. During wintertime their search for food concentrates to roots of plants such as marsh 
marigold (Caltha palustris), solomon´s seal (Polygonatum officinalis) and windflowers. 
During summertime they focus more on plants such as clover (trifolium), drop-fruits, 
beechnuts and acorns.  Insects are an important source of protein, and in case of a found 
carcass they seldom hesitate to eat. Thus the wild boar is not known to actively hunt prey as a 
part of a natural predatory behavior. These characteristics in combination with the animal´s 
capacity to adapt to many different habitats makes it an opportunistic survivor (ibid.) 

When searching for food, wild boars cover an area of 20-150 hectares, although studies 
from France indicate that adult females and males use an area of 500-2000 hectares over a 
two-three month period (ibid.). Wild boars are mainly nocturnal and active from dusk to 
dawn. Another aspect of its ability to survive is arguably its social behavior; they live in 
groups of five- up to circa 100 hundred individuals. This facilitates search for food. These 
groups usually consist of one or more preparturient females (females who have mated and 
given birth) and their piglets, nulliparous females (often young pre-fertile females who have 
not mated and given birth to a live offspring), sub adult males which often leave the groups 
permanently after one-two years as older males drive them away during mating season (ibid.). 
They live in a matriarchate in which usually the oldest preparturient female rules over the 
group and teaches the other individuals an appropriate social behavior, such as avoiding 
humans, to submit themselves to older individuals, etcetera.  The oldest leading sow also 
synchronizes estrus among the younger females so that there is regularity in birth of new 
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piglets. Accidental hunting kills of leading sows can therefore be fatal for the structure of the 
group as piglets lose their mother and confusedly wander off to cause great damage in 
farming fields, gardens and suchlike. As younger females estrus are no longer controlled by 
the leading sow, an irregularity in heating might occur and cause more uncontrolled births of 
piglets, consequently creating a more scattered and confused group which causes even more 
extensive disturbance to agricultural activities. This might also jeopardize the survival of the 
local wild boar population as individuals are no longer taught basic survival skills by the 
leading sow. On the other hand, depending on how experienced other old preparturient 
females are in the group, they might reestablish the structure of the group and maybe adopt 
the dead leading sow´s piglets (Lantbrukarnas riksförbund, 2009, p.7).  
 
3.3 The wild boar in Sweden and its history 
Approximately 10 000 years ago, after the last ice age, a biological succession brought a 
number of mammal species to Sweden from the continent, including the wild boar. The 
population is estimated to have been viable until the emergence of a more large-scale 
agriculture during the middle-age.  It is uncertain exactly when they were extinct from the 
wild, but last documented observations come from King Erik XIV who is believed to have 
seen the animal on a hunt 1688 on the island of Öland, situated in the Baltic Sea. The 
population on Öland, as well as the ensuing reintroduction of the animal 1723 by King 
Fredrik I, became extinct (Welander, 2000, p.264). The extinction is first handedly believed to 
have been a result of the assimilation of wild boars into the domestic pig population. On the 
other hand they were also seen as a significant threat to agricultural activities and were 
captured and hunted, which probably accelerated their decline and eventually led to their 
extinction in the late 1800 (Lantbrukarnas riksförbund, 2009, p.6).  

During the 1940s wild boars were once again reintroduced, but this time to enclosures in 
Skåne, southern Sweden (Jordbruksverket, 2010, p.7). Reintroduction also occurred to the 
wild in Tullgarn Nature Reserve in 1976 in Södermanland, eastern Sweden. Approximately at 
the same time, wild boars escaped from an enclosure in Skåne and were also most likely 
illegally released in to the wild, but in the beginning of the 80s the population consisted of not 
more than a few hundred individuals (ibid.) Shortly after local establishments of populations 
in Skåne and Södermanland, a governmental decision in 1988 proclaimed the wild boar to be 
a natural species of the Swedish fauna (Welander, 2000, p.264). This decision gave way for 
the population to spread rapidly both in number and distribution.  In 1996 the population was 
estimated at 4000-8000 animals (Welander, 1996), and based on reported hunting statistics in 
2009 the population was estimated at 150 000 individuals with a twofold increase during a 
three year period. This year, 2014, there is no clear number of the population, but recent 
reports suggest a number of 300 000, steadily increasing (Sveriges Television, 2013). As the 
number of wild boars have increased drastically the last 20 years, the population´s distribution 
has expanded from Skåne and Södermanland to the whole southern and middle part of the 
country, but is likely to spread further north if ground frost periods are shortened in the future 
due to climate change (Lantbrukarnas riksförbund, 2009).  
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3.4 The animal´s impact on agriculture 
A famous characteristic of the wild boar is its rooting behavior. Rooting is an activity featured 
by the disturbance and displacement of below-ground material (Welander, 2000, p.265) due to 
the animal´s “digging” with its snout in the ground. The animals´s zoogeomorphological 
impact on landscapes creates a microtopographic characteristic of the ground surface, and 
excavations typically range between five-15 centimeters but might reach down to 70 
centimeters (Butler, 1995, p. 65). This behavior is a tool for an instinctive investigating 
behavior as well as for its search for food in the below-ground material, which obviously 
creates problems and conflicts as they enter farming fields. Root vegetables are especially 
exposed to rooting.  

However, it is not only its rooting among root crops that is problematic. Their fondness of 
different types of grain draws them to farming fields. As they enter the fields they strip off 
seeds from the spikes of the plant, trample the crops and build lies and nests which often 
results in extensive economical loss in the harvest (Jordbruksverket, 2010, p.11). Although 
the wild boar is omnivorous, it prefers some crops instead of others. Autumn sowed grain 
fields are exposed to wild boar crop damage as the animals eat the seedcorns, root in below-
ground material in search for worms and quitch-grass (Elytrigia repens). This disturbance is 
most abundant during summer. During spring and summer, pasture fields are tempting for the 
wild boars, especially the young fields which often contain clover. Older fields contain more 
quitch-grass which constitutes a popular type of food during winter, and in cases where 
extensive areas have been heavily rooted fields need to be sown all over again. Corn has 
become a more common crop to grow in Sweden, which is appreciated by the wild boars both 
as food and as a shelter and place to build nests in the tall and dense plantations. Peas and 
broad-beans are exposed to wild boar damage from the time of sowing to harvest, which 
makes it particularly hard to grow near dense populations. Root vegetables such as potato and 
carrots are also welcomed and easily attained crops through rooting (ibid. p.12). 

In 2009 the crop damage caused by wild boar in the county of Södermanland was 
calculated at 17 300 000 Sek, currently equal to 2 626 345 Usd (Jordbruksverket, 2010, p.1). 
This study also showed that wild boar rooting in ensilage led to the most severe economical 
losses in milk production (due to occurrence of mud in the harvest). Schön´s (2013) study on 
crop damage caused by wild boars shows that an average of 95 446 Sek (circa 14 500 Usd) 
were lost each year per farmer, exceeding this number depending on area and type of crop. 
The impact on silviculture has not been as thoroughly investigated as agricultural activities, 
since it is not as fragile to disturbance as grain production for example. A number of 
international reports have been done on this particular subject, and cases in Australia have 
shown extreme results; the owner of one property of 200 square miles in Queensland reported 
that 10 % of his land (20 square miles) was rooted by feral pigs (Butler,1995, p.65).  
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3.5 Impact on biodiversity 
Although wild boars are commonly most famous for their destructive impact on agriculture, 
there are however more positive aspects of the animal. Welander (2000, p.270) showed that 
plant species richness is enhanced in rooted patches. During the start of the growing season, 
rooted patches are occupied by new plant species due to vegetative propagation or dispersed 
seeds (ibid,p.270) which is activated by the rooting´s effect on changes in soil properties 
(Wirthner, Busse, Risch, et al. 2012, p. 585). Rooting leads to increase in mineral soil C and 
N concentrations which correlate with an increase in biomass and enhancement in species 
diversity (ibid. p.585). Rooted patches can contain 50 % < more plant species than unrooted 
patches (Welander, 1995,p.167).  
 
3.6 Wild boars in Human-Wildlife Conflicts (or Human-Human Conflicts?) 
Human-wildlife conflict (HWC) is a phenomenon which has existed throughout the history 
when humans and animals have shared the same habitat and natural resources. These conflicts 
occur when wildlife in a negative manner affects human wellbeing or when human actions 
have harmful impact on the needs of animals (Madden, 2004, p.248). For example, conflicts 
may come to exist as wildlife damage crops or when a pack of wolfs attacks a herd of goats, 
or as humans for different reasons try to kill the wolf pack or as humans oppose the 
authorities who work to protect the wildlife and its habitat. Moreover, Madden (ibid.p.248-
249) claims that HWC might intensify if local people experience powerlessness when they 
lack tools for controlling their own situation and when authorities make decisions which 
improves the situation for wildlife but neglect the needs of the local people. Consequently, the 
conflict might not occur only between humans and wildlife, but between humans about 
wildlife and it might be rooted in battles between different peoples ‘goals, attitudes, values 
interests or feelings about managing the wildlife. Henceforth, Madden (ibid.p.249) states that: 
 

Conflict with wildlife may be rooted in struggles among people over empowerment and access 
to resources or needs for survival. The conflict may also stem from people who have different 
needs or levels of need, different perspectives on the world in which they live, and questions of 
who should have access to resources or control over them. The conflict about wildlife is between 
people with historical wounds, cultural misunderstandings, socioeconomic needs, as well as gaps 
in trust and communication over how to conserve wildlife and ensure the well being of people at 
the same time. This is a richer, fuller, and more detailed and accurate explanation of the conflict 
that has developed. 

 
To resolve conflicts incurred by social factors mentioned above are likely to be a complex 
matter. Perceptions and attitudes might sometimes be deeply rooted in human minds due to 
incidents occurred long ago or to different myths or tales which might not be linked to reality. 
This is exemplified by Dickman (2010, p.461) who writes that 48 % of Norwegians stated in a 
survey that they were very afraid of wolves, despite the fact that the most recent attack 
occurred 200 years earlier. Moreover, Dickman (ibid.p.462) claims that although damage 
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incurred by wildlife is eliminated, consequences might not decrease and destructive 
perceptions against wildlife may still continue. In Namibia, the persecutions of cheetahs 
(Acinonyx jubatus) due to protection of livestock lead to the deaths of more than 7000 
cheetahs during the 80s, even though the cheetah is causing very little damage to livestock in 
the area. Follow-up research showed that 40 % of farmers who no longer were afflicted by 
cheetahs killed them if they entered their land. Thus, opposition against wildlife might in 
reality be deeply rooted in complex social or psychological factors, and independent of 
personal experiences.  

FAO (et al. 2009, p.14-17) describes a number of causes to HWC with examples from the 
African continent, although it is claimed that many of these often are universally applicable. 
Many of them are connected to the need for development of human settlements consequently 
leading to encroachment upon wildlife habitat, or to migration of people in the search for food 
or security. Such causes can be triggered because of a number of other factors such as war, 
poverty, too dense human populations, climate change, etcetera. Further on, they argue that 
rural Africans have little sympathy for wildlife and see it much as a source of food (this is 
shown by the use of the word nyama, which in Bantu idioms means meat and refers to 
wildlife). People living near protected areas with viable wildlife population have shown extra 
negative attitudes toward animals as they feel threatened by them in different ways; negative 
attitudes might for instance emanate from risks of threatened human lives, properties, crops, 
cattle, etcetera. This phenomenon can universally be illustrated by peoples´ engagement in 
poaching to eliminate the threat (FAO, 2009, p.14-17.). A typical example from Sweden is the 
poaching of wolves. A number of dead individuals have been found at poisoned moose 
carcasses during the last 25 years, many have been wounded by shotgun pellets, both during 
legal and illegal hunts and some have been wounded by full metal jacket ammunition 
(probably used both in a sadistic/retaliate manner and to avoid risks of tracing the bullet to the 
shooter) (Vargreviret, 2013). In legal hunting contexts full metal jacket ammunition is mainly 
used for hunting birds (or for practice shooting at a shooting range). 
 
3.7 How economical compensation affects HWC 
Previous research has shown that the possibility of receiving economical compensation which 
is equivalent to occurred damage mainly has a positive effect on people´s will to coexist with 
wildlife (Ogra, et al. 2008, p.718). Hoare (2012, p.67-68) on the other hand, claims about 
Human-elephant conflict that “monetary compensation…suffer from considerable 
deficiencies” (with a sense of caution, this can be applicable in a general context of HWC). 
According to Hoare (ibid.), these deficiencies can be explained by a number of reasons, 
whereof a few that can be potentially applicable to the Swedish human-wild boar conflict 
have been chosen in this context:  
 

1. Compensation is unable to decrease the level of the problem; the cause of the problem is not 
being addressed—it does not do anything to decrease the likelihood of elephant raids. 
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2. Compensation is cumbersome, expensive and slow to administer, because of the need to train 
assessors, cover large areas and have stringent financial controls, and once embarked upon, 
potentially has no end point. 
3. Where compensation schemes need to be promulgated in law, their ability to keep pace with 
changing economic circumstances or changes in social policy is hopelessly slowed down 

 
Also put in the Swedish wild boar situation, it is not questionable that monetary compensation 
does not address the cause of the problem; hence the damage caused by wildlife will not 
decrease. The establishing of a functioning compensation system is likely to be a quite slow 
and expensive process, and the concurrence between statutory and economical development 
might not stay in corresponding levels, which might make the system more unmanageable. 
Studies have also shown that the probable bureaucracy involved in applying for and receiving 
compensation for wildlife damage is considered to be an obstacle, since it may lead to 
exacerbation of HWC. It might affect peoples´ attitudes toward wildlife and authorities 
responsible for managing it, in a negative manner (Ogra, et al. 2008 p. 723). On the other 
hand, when compensation systems are considered to be functional and beneficial by afflicted 
people, it has been proven to be effective and lead to a stronger will to coexist with wildlife 
(Treves, et al. 2009 p. 4003).  
 
3.8 The County administrative board 
A County administrative board (swe. “Länsstyrelse”) is an agency that operates regionally 
according to governmental and parliament decisions. There are 21 County administrative 
boards in Sweden (equal to the number of counties) and according to the national constitution 
of Sweden (2007:825, Socialdepartementet) they have a number of assignments to follow: 
 
 

3 § Among other things, the County administrative board is in charge of the management of:  
- Regional expansion 
- Sustainable community planning and residency 
- Nature conservation, environmental protection and protection of health  
- Agricultural sector and rural areas 

 
Perceivably, management of each field must (if work should proceed in a sustainable manner) 
act so that development in every field coincides with one another. For example, regional 
expansion is hence ought to develop in a pace that does not affect nature conservation, 
sustainable community planning and the agricultural sector in negative ways. Included in the 
fields mentioned above, County administrative boards control and manage the fauna in terms 
of issuing permissions for activities that may impact natural environment, e.g. permissions for 
night vision sights for wild boar protective hunting (Länsstyrelsen Skåne, 2014). It is 
currently possible to receive compensation for damage caused by animals which are not 
hunted during specific hunting seasons (Länsstyrelsen Kalmar, 2014). Wild boar, moose, red 
deer, fallow deer (Dama dama) and roe deer (Capreolus capreolus) are examples of game 
animals that are hunted during specific hunting seasons. Wild boar yearlings can be hunted 
throughout the year, which makes it more unjustifiable to demand economical compensation 
for damage caused by this animal. Guldbrand1 informed that economical compensation for 
tools that prevent damage (e.g. fences) from occurring is not possible, with exceptions for 
                                                           
1 Sandra Guldbrand, moose management administrator at Länsstyrelsen Västmanland, phone call 5/5-2014. 
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cattle losses due to attacks by wolf, lynx (Lynx lynx), wolverine (Gulo gulo) and bear (Ursus 
arctos). 
 
 
4. RESULTS 
 
In this chapter the six interviews will be presented and summarized. Each interview contains 
short information about what type of habitats the farmer´s land consists of; to see probable 
patterns in what lands are most affected by wild boars. To avoid risks of making a repeating 
text which is tiresome to read, the interview questions are found on an attachment, and each 
interview will be presented so that the text at large follows the chronologic structure of the 
questions in the attachment.  
 
4.1 Respondent one 
This farmer´s land is located east of Arboga and is characterized by an agricultural landscape 
not too threatened by wild boars as both artificial boundaries and natural boundaries such as a 
motorway and canals keep the wild boars from entering lands close to the farm. However, the 
farmer shares a piece of land with another farmer, which is isolated from his own land. This 
land consists of approximately 50 hectares of forest (a mixed coniferous and deciduous 
forest), surrounded by agricultural land. A small population of wild boars lives there and 
causes some damage to crops each year. 

The respondent runs an agricultural business with crop production, oil plants and cereal 
production which are distributed on circa 670 hectares, whereof 70 hectares is leased by 
another landowner. On the wild boar land the hunting rights is shared with his farming 
companion, who, apart from himself, hunts and has shot a few wild boars recent years. 
Damages by wild boars have been detected on the cultivated land although damage seldom 
exceeds more than 1 hectare. Activity is ascertained by rooting, feces, tracks and lies built in 
the cereal field, and damages might by estimate reach up to 10 000 Sek (circa 1530 Usd) on 
spring sowing and 12 000 (circa 1830 Usd) on autumn sowing. These numbers are 
approximately equivalent to the harvest of one hectare. There were no further expenses due to 
the wild boar damages. No income is generated from the wild boars.  

The respondent´s personal opinions about the lack of possibilities to receive economical 
compensation due to crop damage caused by wild boars (question 16), are questioning and 
doubtful. He cannot see how such a compensation system would work as farmers who 
benefits from the animals through hunting would ignore it and those who do not, would want 
to receive compensation. This conflict of interest would problematize a possible 
implementation of a compensation system. On the question of whether or not the County 
administrative board should take more responsibility in managing the wild boars, he claims 
that his current situation with the wild boars does not demand any actions from this authority. 
He has no opinions regarding question 18, and he does not experience that the wild boars 
hinder his agricultural business in the situation being. He thinks he has enough control over 
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the situation since the wild boar damages are not extensive. Consequently his emotional 
attitudes to the situation are not negative, and he is more positively than negatively minded to 
having the animals on his land. Besides this, he shows no dislike toward the animal itself and 
he claims that the animal should continue to be a part of the Swedish fauna. On the last 
question the respondent says that if more cultivated land is damaged - perhaps more than two 
hectares – economical compensation would feel good, but he is afraid that the possible 
bureaucracy regarding documentations of damages, external surveying of these and more 
additional work would make the system complicated. He adds that the current conflict of 
interest of managing wild boars is also a difficult obstacle to climb in this issue. 
 
4.2 Respondent two 
Respondent two is a retired farmer who´s land consisted mostly of cropland and pieces of 
scattered coniferous forests relatively small in comparison with the cultivated land. Some of 
the cultivated land neighbors a field of energy forest -a dense plantation in which the wild 
boars thrive. The distance to more extensive connected forests is quite large, making this 
respondent´s land not too threatened by wild boars as it is isolated from habitats capable of 
sustaining viable wild boar populations. The land is also isolated in the south by a fenced 
motorway. 

Respondent two produces pasture (hay) but since he is retired other farmers lease his 
land, which is constituted by 143 hectares in total. He receives help with protective hunting on 
wild boars by one hunter, although he himself hunts and does not lease out the hunting rights. 
Damage by wild boars have been detected (through feces, tracks, sight observation and 
rooting) although damages are so limited (more or less up to a hundred square meters) that the 
economical consequences is seldom not noticeable.  Expenses may reach a few thousand Sek 
each year, but since the respondent is not concerned about the little damage that is caused by 
wild boars, he has a relatively inadequate idea about exact expenses due to harvest loss. 
Besides, as he is now retired and the land is leased out, he has a bad idea about the exact 
additional expenses such as extra working hours and wear and tear of machines, but as 
damages on crops are so little he emphasizes certainty over the state that there are no 
mentionable extra expanses.  No income is generated from the wild boars except meat, which 
he does not sale. When it comes to question 16, he claims that there should be a type of 
economical system for those who are severely afflicted by wild boars and he himself would 
also appreciate it if damages would come to be more extensive. On question 17-24 the 
respondent mainly states that his wild boar situation did not demand economical 
compensation as hunting have proven to be effective, and that he currently does not see the 
animals as a direct threat to his business. He expresses more easygoingness than frustration or 
stress in the issue, and states that economical compensation could be beneficial but that the 
wild boars firstly should be managed by hunting. Besides this, uncertainty or a type of non-
compliance was expressed during the interview over the fact that no one knows what 
bureaucracy an economical compensation system would imply for afflicted farmers. 
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4.3 Respondent three 
The land on this farmer´s property consists of 50 % cultivated land and 50 % forest, located 
west of Arboga. The forest is connected to large connected forests with different types of 
habitats (but mainly coniferous forests), making the area a potentially favorable habitat for 
wild boars.  

Respondent three manages an agricultural business of grain and potato production. His 
business companion is the owner of the land which consists of 200 hectares of cultivated land 
and 200 hectares of forest. Since potato fields have to rest in tread every other year, they also 
lease land from farmers nearby. The farm business leases the land as a tenant. They own 
hunting rights on wild boars throughout the area and receive help from 5-7 active wild boar 
hunters. Wild boar damage is frequently detected through sight observations, feces, tracks, 
rooted potato fields and damage seen on grain. Red deers (Cervus elaphus) also cause 
damages to grain fields, but these damages are more scattered and more hard detected than 
wild boar damages. Wild boar damages are more obvious to the eye as they clear larger 
patches of land from seeds and trample plantations in a more destructive way than red deers. 
Wild boar damage vary each year from 1,5 hectares <, and vary in expenses from 70 000 Sek-
100 000 Sek due to harvest loss. Additional to this expense, much time is spent hunting 
(approximately seven nights a week during summer). The respondent and his fellow 
companion receive meat as an income from the wild boars. On question 16, he argues that 
economical compensation should be available for afflicted farmers, mostly because he 
believes that there is no one today who is capable of managing gregarious animals such as the 
wild boar or the red deer in neither correct nor sustainable ways. Moreover, he believes that 
the County administrative boards are the ones who should take more responsibility in the 
management of wild boars – especially in terms of teaching farmers how to manage the 
animals. Jägareförbundet2, who is the organization most interested in –and capable of 
supporting hunting in Sweden, should stay out of this. They (Jägareförbundet) are too 
interested in benefitting their interest of hunting and not the afflicted farmers.  

He feels sorry that he as a professional sometimes had to see his work being ruined, and 
although he sometimes experiences frustration and anger, he claims that there is no use in 
being angry. Besides this, it perceivably sounded like he more or less had accepted the 
situation. With this being stated, the respondent feels negative about having wild boars on his 
land because they block the agricultural business, but the situation can be controlled through 
intense hunting. In addition to hunting, he has tried repellant methods such as recordings of 
loud music and human voices (human voices seem to be relatively effective), he is about to 
try an odor repellant from Germany which he has little faith in. Instead, he argues that: The 
one and only most effective repellant is the use of lead… He has no negative emotions 
directed toward the wild boar itself, but thinks that economical compensation would be 

                                                           
2 Svenska Jägareförbundet is a Swedish non-profit organization with about 200 000 members. The organization 
is active in research on game animals and works as the head spokesman for the Swedish hunters 
(jägareförbundet, 2014). 
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beneficial because of the economical loss wild boars cause and because a compensation 
system would enable him and his business partner to hunt more themselves. 
 
4.4 Respondent four 
Respondent four owns land north of Arboga, with connection to large connective forests 
(mainly coniferous forests) with capacity for viable wild boar populations.  

Respondent four runs an egg and grain production on land which he both owns and 
leases, and possesses hunting rights on. The cultivated land covers an area of 350 hectares, 
which is more or less damaged each year. During one particular year harvest loss due to wild 
boar damage was calculated at approximately 200 000 Sek (circa equivalent to 30 500 Usd), 
but recent years damages have not been that extensive, presumably as a result of intensified 
hunting. Wild boar damage has been ascertained through sight observations, rooting, feces, 
tracks and the type of damage seen on grain fields. The extent of wild boar damage might 
vary each year between 10-20 hectares, approximately equivalent to 100 000-200 000 Sek. In 
addition to this total expense, a lot of nights are spent hunting. Hunting is usually practiced 
from four-five meter high mobile towers which can be pushed across the fields, and every 
night (especially during sowing and harvest) one hunter guards the fields. No income except 
meat is generated from hunting and the respondent says that he would feel bad about 
receiving money from the hard working hunters since they help him; a mutual interchange 
between him and the hunters works out well as both parts benefit from this. Personally, he 
does not believe that an implementation of an economical compensation system would work 
out because the probable bureaucracy involved in such a system would be too complicated. 
Although, if it would be easy, he says,…I would gladly accept it. He believes that insurance 
policies might work, but only if damages are great. Moreover, his colleague who also 
participated in the interview, states that a risk of a compensation system is that some farmers 
might choose not to shoot wild boars due to the compensation, resulting in an even bigger 
population that might cause great disturbance to nearby gardens or other farms.  

Further on the respondent claimed that the County administrative board currently has too 
many rules and policies to follow in terms of applications for use of tools which ease 
protective hunting (such as lamps, night vision sights, etcetera), and instead of putting more 
responsibility on County administrative boards, the farmers should be given a more free scope 
to control the wild boars. When it comes to his view of his role as a worker in the issue, he 
emphasizes that he feels sorry for the situation being, and that the wild boars truly are 
blocking his business. It is possible for him to control the situation with intense hunting, 
although the biggest problem in handling the population is that a neighboring farmer has other 
interests in managing the wild boar. Since this farmer seems to be feeding the wild boars 
instead of hunting, large groups of up to 60 (by estimate) animals have entered the 
respondents´ grain fields and created major damages. Conflicts of interests like this one are 
the most complicated issues for me and my grain production, he states and continues, without 
power of will for a reasonable collaboration between farmers and hunters, one might indeed 
be afflicted and the business will end up suffering. However, in this case there is no such 
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power. Although he feels sorry for the situation being, he says that it is what it is and that 
there is no point in moping around or feeling angry. Like the former respondent, he seems to 
have accepted the situation, and he does no longer have too much contact with the 
neighboring farmer. Consequently, he is negative to having wild boars on his land, but does 
not aim any negative emotions toward the animal itself. He would probably not become more 
positively minded if there was economical compensation to receive, a better solution would 
be if the County administrative board gave them more power to control the wild boars 
themselves (for example in terms of not needing to send in applications for different devices 
to ease protective hunting). 
 
4.5 Respondent five 
Situated north of Arboga (adjacent to the former respondent´s land), this land is characterized 
by coniferous forests and cultivated land connected to large forests. Due to the size of wild 
boar habitat range, it is likely that this land is partly visited by the same groups of animals as 
in the former and last (respondent six) respondents´ land. 

This respondent´s agricultural activity is made out by grain production and silviculture, in 
total owning 150 hectares and leasing the same amount. Damage by wild boars has been 
detected and he himself owns the hunting rights and receives help from a couple of hunters. 
Wild boar damage on crops (which has been ascertained through sight observations, rooted 
land, feces and tracks) vary by estimate between 1-5 hectares from year to year. A 
consequence of having wild boars on his land is that he has to grow crops that are adapted to 
what the wild boars do not prefer to eat, instead of what crop is suitable for a certain piece of 
land. The respondent has not had any damage on machines due to the wild boars, but his 
neighboring farmer got stones in his harvesting machine as he harvested a field that was partly 
rooted by a group of animals (as they root below-ground material, stones might be thrown up 
to the ground surface and end up in the harvesting machine). Such a damage may exceed 
30 000 Sek (= 4600 Usd) to repair. Thus, the respondent always heightens the cutting table 
system as he harvest rooted land; hence leading to a small decrease in harvest as lower grown 
plants are not reached by the cutting table. Total expenses in harvest loss may reach 
approximately 50 000 Sek (=7700 Usd) per year. If a recently sown pasture field is 
extensively rooted, he states that one might have to sow it again to avoid too large loss in 
harvest. That kind of work takes time and effort. Besides this, a lot of time is spent hunting to 
keep the wild boars off the fields. No incomes (except meat occasionally) are generated from 
the wild boars, although he is about to start leasing hunting rights and thereby making circa 40 
Sek-100 Sek per hectare per year. Regarding the respondent´s personal opinions about the 
issue of economical compensation, he is quite clear:  
 

I feel sorry that we (the farmers) don´t get any support in this complex issue…Nobody speaks 
for us. Near towns it is a different matter – then they (the wild boars) are kept away more 
efficiently so that there is no risk that people are being affected, but out here on the countryside 
no one cares about us (the farmers) who are most exposed to wild boar damage. 
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Moreover, he believes that economical compensation3 by the County administrative board 
indeed is necessary and that the County administrative board practically should help farmers 
managing the wild boar population through hunting, since no one really knows how to do this 
today. On question 18 he expresses that he feels powerless to affect the situation and that no 
one really speaks for us and makes us heard. He also emphasizes the major problem 
regarding the split interest of managing wild boars, especially between landowners/farmers, 
but also between landowners/farmers and hunters. The conflict of interest that takes place 
between landowners/farmers is very problematic because one person can cause major 
problems for many others by making certain decisions about managing the wild boars –for 
instance, through feeding the animals. Regarding the issue of feeding, the respondent argues 
that there should be precise and controlled laws on how one are allowed to feed wild boars. 
With the current feeding that some landowners practice in the area, local hunters have given 
the respondent information that wild boar sows give birth two times per year. 
Further on, he believes that the wild boars indeed are blocking his agricultural business and 
that he can not affect the situation –like he said –he feels powerless. The local wild boar 
population is quite difficult to manage through hunting, because it seems like one group that 
is chased away often is replaced by another. After an animal has been killed, another group 
might show up just one or two evenings later.  

Hunting is what has been proved to be most efficient, but he does not think it solves the 
situation in the long run. He also fears that when the local wild boar population increases, the 
situation will be totally unmanageable which is why critical solutions are demanded. The 
respondent´s general emotions to the situation are negative; sometimes he feels angry, 
frustrated and powerless. He does not accept the situation:  
 

I have trouble accepting that it is what it is, but maybe we (the farmers) shouldn´t if we are to see any 
difference. The ones who have been farming for all their lives and inherited land seem to accept more 
than I.  

 
His attitudes toward the animals are positive, but he states that it is a bit unpleasant to have 
them on the farm where he works every day. However, he continues, if things are not changed 
in this issue, peoples´ attitudes toward wild boars might develop as they have toward the wolf 
–into a type of hatred. On the final question of if/how his attitudes toward having wild boars 
on his land would make him feel either positive or negative due to economical compensation, 
he says that he would still be negative, because the wild boars would still be there and in that 
way things would be the same. A compensation scheme would however ease the situation as 
it would compensate for harvest loss. 

                                                           
3 An interesting topic came up when we discussed economical compensation; he claimed that the County 
administrative board had given him economical compensation for damage on silviculture caused by moose the 
previous year. The law which made compensation for such damage possible was officially canceled in 1995 
(Jägareförbundet, 2012). This will be treated in the discussion. 
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4.6 Respondent six 
The last interviewed farmer possesses circa 600 hectares of land, mainly consisting of a 
coniferous forest. A smaller piece of cultivated land is used for growing ensilage. The 
respondent´s forest neighbored cultivated land owned by a number of other farmers in the 
area. Because of the large amount of forest in connection with cultivated land, this is 
theoretically a suitable habitat due to the availability of hiding-places in the forest and the 
potentially easy accessible food in the cultivated land.  

This farmer mainly manages a silviculture business, but also production of ensilage and 
beef cattle, relatively small in comparison to the silviculture activity. He owns the land and 
alike other respondents he does not lease out hunting rights, but basically does most of the 
hunting himself. The respondent mentioned that he is familiar with the animals´ paths and 
take advantage of these during hunting: Instead of hunting the wild boars on an artificial 
feeding ground (e.g. a feed dispenser) he shot the animals on the animals´ forest paths on their 
way from the grain fields. The reason why he chose not to hunt protectively on the fields is 
unclear, but he claimed that the artificial feeding grounds should not be used for hunting but 
as a spot where the animals could feel safe and find abundant food supplies. Wild boar 
damage is detected in ensilage fields and limited damage on young specimens of fir trees 
(Picea abies) has recently been found. The damage has been ascertained through rooted 
patches in cultivated fields, sight observations (during the interview the respondent showed 
me a number of photos he had taken of wild boars sleeping in piles of hay on his farm, among 
the cattle), feces, tracks, etcetera. Damage is however not significant on cultivated ensilage 
fields, and the damage detected on these fields does not seem to bother him: I really don´t 
know how extensive the damage is, but so small that I haven´t put any effort in investigating 
it. The damage seen on young fir trees has worried him more recently, as the wild boars break 
the roots of the trees while rooting. He does not have any estimate of economical loss in 
harvest due to these damages, but he put a couple of additional hours a week to fix damage 
around the farm through processing of the ground. Sometimes he has to re-sow damaged 
patches on the land, but he does not sound dissatisfied about doing this extra work. Regarding 
incomes from wild boars, occasionally he sales meat but does not have any good estimate of 
the extent of this income. 

 The respondent´s personal ideas about the lack of economical compensation (question 
16) are that it seems strange and sad that no economical compensation can be received as it is 
possible with damage caused by moose (Alces alces) (note that possibilities to receive 
compensation for damage caused by moose was officially erased from the Swedish 
constitution in 1995). He is doubtful if the County administrative board should take more 
responsibility in managing the wild boar population, since he thinks this would mean an even 
more complex bureaucracy in having to deal with this authority. He thinks his role as a 
worker in this line of business is not threatened or changed in a negative manner because of 
the wild boars, and that he can control and manage the situation like he pleases to do. His 
overall attitudes toward the situation and the animal itself are positive (regarding his attitudes 
toward the animal - there was a sequence during the interview when he searched his phone for 
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a video shot a few days earlier in which he hand fed a preparturient sow and her piglets). 
Economical compensation would ease the situation if it worsened, but currently he does not 
see them as a problem since he can manage them through hunting. 
 
4.7 Summary of interview results 
A tendency of consent is seen on how farmers feel about receiving economical and/or 
practical support from the County administrative board in managing the wild boar population; 
most respondents would like some sort of economical compensation (either in the current 
situation or if wild boar damages increases). Respondent three and our who had the highest 
total economical losses due to wild boar damage put more energy during interviews on 
describing the potential benefit of being given more responsibility to manage the population 
themselves, than on the use of economical compensation (even though it was partly wanted). 
Naturally respondent one, two and six do not seem to have a current need for economical 
compensation, since they are not as bothered by wild boars as the other participants. Attitudes 
toward the animal itself are positive and almost everyone (five/six) respondents spoke of the 
complexity of the conflict of interest regarding how to manage wild boars, which was seen as 
a significant obstacle in implementing a compensation system. The conflict of interest is 
exemplified especially through the interview with respondent four, who spoke about 
disagreements between him and a neighboring farmer regarding the issue of wild boar 
management.  
 
 
5. DISCUSSION 
 
The results and theory which the following discussion is built upon, follows research question 
one and two. The reason why I choose to focus on these is that interviewees showed the most 
interest for these topics during interview conversations. Question three and four were not 
subject to actual discussions, thus I choose exclude them from this discussion. Consequently, 
this does not mean that they are not interesting for this study and for future studies; for 
example, I myself will conduct a study in Tanzania this autumn which discusses farmers’ 
attitudes toward crop raiding elephants. A comparative study of Sweden and Tanzania can 
then be performed. Information presented in this study can hence (hopefully not just for me 
but for other interested actors) work as a source of material for future research within the 
scope of this particular subject - despite the fact that these two questions are excluded from 
this discussion. 
 
 - Is there a need for economical compensation due to crop damage caused by wild boars, 
and if there is, how significant is it?  
Independent of the scope of damage incurred upon land of every farmer who participated in 
this study, it is obvious that the topic of how to manage the wild boar population indeed is a 
subject to discussion. The pronounced need of economical compensation due to wild boar 
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damage is divided; three/six respondents thought there was a need of economical 
compensation in the current situation. One of these (respondent five) was particularly clear 
about the need, but was also very aware that it would not eradicate the problem. This 
statement goes hand in hand with Hoare´s theory regarding the deficiency of compensation in 
terms of its lack of tools to solve (Hoare, 2012, p.67-68) the problem. Both respondent five 
and Hoare indicate the need of methods to address issues that cause the problem, as well as 
the need of methods to mitigate and solve it. Respondents who are not subjects to severe wild 
boar damage do not need compensation in the current situation, but they are very aware of the 
damage that wild boars are capable of causing and the situation of other severely afflicted 
farmers to whom they wish there was a compensation system. Moreover, Hoare and Ogra 
indicate that the potential bureaucracy involved in the implementation and use of a 
compensation system might have a negative effect on HWC, as afflicted farmers might 
hesitate to apply for compensation since it simply is not worth the effort. The respondents 
who already show non-compliance toward the implementation of a compensation system due 
to possible bureaucracy, are therefore also questioning if the existence of a compensation 
system is necessary. If a system is ought to be implemented such attitudes would have a 
possible negative impact on the functionality of the system. Instead, a willing of cooperation 
with County administrative boards is needed to develop a system, even though bureaucracy 
works as a potential threat. 

Even though the wild boar is a newly reappeared guest in the Swedish fauna, the human-
wild boar conflict have been discussed for quite some time but no one have yet raised the 
issue of the lack of economical compensation to a sufficient audible level. Respondent five 
said nobody speaks for us, referring to an organization or authority that probably should 
communicate the farmers’ opinions and make them heard. Unfortunately, as the current 
situation signals, it looks like they should not dare to expect so. If the minority group of 
Swedish farmers wants to be able to receive compensation when afflicted by wild boar 
damage, it seems like they have to mobilize themselves to be heard or help developing 
existing organizations who are dealing with these issues. 
 
-If there is a need for economical compensation – why is there a need/what factors drives this 
need?  
Addressing what contributing factors underlie the need for economical compensation is 
important if County administrative boards are to implement a compensation system in the 
future. A considerable cause of conflict in this study is not separated from results in former 
reports (Lantbrukarnas Riksförbund, et.al.2009); the conflict is in fact not centered around the 
animal itself but more on how different actors tend to manage the animal on behalf of 
themselves and to the disadvantage of others. If a sustainable solution is to be achieved, a 
willing of cooperation between farmers/landowners and hunters must be established, and in 
this study there are signs that opposition to cooperation between landowners obstructs this 
process even though most respondents are aware of the issue. The conflict of interest (which 
is mainly occurring between respondent four and six) that is described by respondent four in 
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this study is not a result of one actor´s economically beneficial activity gained from wild boar 
(e.g. income from hunting right lease) which consequently affects the neighboring farmer 
destructively; the conflict here is instead a result of former scuffle between two farmers which 
seems to be acting to this day. The scuffle currently involves two obviously colliding 
perspectives: One which has come to exist because of economical loss and a sometimes 
unmanageable situation in terms of controlling the local wild boar population. The other 
perspective is a bit more obscure, and in relation to the conflict that seems to have risen from 
it, it might be perceived as irrational: The farmer who stands behind this perspective does not 
suffer economically from wild boar damage (silviculture is not as threatened by wild boar 
damage as grain production) and seems to have an interest in being close to the animals and 
having them around his house. The fact that he claims that he is hunting is contradictive to the 
fact that he hand feeds them outside his house. The apparent unwillingness of cooperation 
with the afflicted neighboring farmer is a true example of a conflict of interest, but lacks 
obvious rational reasons. This context is exemplified by Madden´s definition of HWC:  
 

The conflict may also stem from people who have different needs or levels of need, different 
perspectives on the world in which they live, and questions of who should have access to resources or 
control over them. The conflict about wildlife is between people with historical wounds, cultural 
misunderstandings, socioeconomic needs, as well as gaps in trust and communication over how to 
conserve wildlife and ensure the well being of people at the same time. (2004.p.248-249) 

 
The two farmers involved in the conflict have different needs of wild boars since one is 
aggravated by them and one seems to appreciate their existence. Hence, there are two 
colliding perspectives on the world in which they live. This creates opposition in a failing 
communication over whose interest should be promoted. The conflict of interest around wild 
boars which is obvious in this study, works as a significantly contributing factor to the need 
for economical compensation as it results in intricacies in the management of the animal and 
thus also economical loss among the ones who are afflicted. 
In this case the issue can also be claimed to be built on a type of self satisfaction which 
neglects opposing attitudes of neighbors. The fact that one individual can obstruct a potential 
beneficial collaboration for an entire farming community can be seen as problematic on a 
local level, but can also be applied in a universal context.  

However, like Madden indicate above (2004, p.248-249.) and as Dickman (2010, p.462) 
states, conflicts such as these can be deeply rooted in complex social and/or psychological 
factors and might be independent of individual experiences. The conflict that arises in this 
study might implicate a complexity which is difficult to understand as an outsider; hence 
further research with more deep going interviews would be necessary to solve this possible 
complexity. Nonetheless, it is important to say that the results in this study are not 
independent of individual experiences. It is clear that there is a correlation between the extent 
of damaged that afflicted farmers are subject to, and the intensity of their opinions on the 
matter: The three respondents who are the most afflicted have more to say about their own 
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vulnerability than the less afflicted who speaks more in general terms of the challenges that 
aggravates the management of wild boars in the agricultural landscape. 

Something that appears to be problematic is the fact that although it should not be 
possible to receive economical compensation from County administrative boards in case of 
damage caused by wildlife (that are controlled by seasonal hunting) there are possibilities of 
receiving it. Respondent five claimed that he had received compensation last year (2013) due 
to damage on silviculture caused by moose. Since the moose, as well as the wild boar, is 
controlled by seasonal hunting it is therefore officially not regarded as the type of wildlife 
which one can receive compensation from in case of damage (Guldbrand, 2014)4. This 
situation is remarkable, since a system which officially stopped existing in 1995 still is partly 
active in unclear and diffuse cases. Information of economical compensation on County 
administrative boards´ homepage is sometimes ambiguous and hence difficult to understand. 
This might work as an obstacle for farmers who misinterpret the information and sends in 
application for compensation which they (officially) cannot receive.   

Theoretically, because of the fact that compensation apparently can be received from 
moose damage, it is questionable why it is not possible due to wild boar damage. Moreover, 
the obvious intricacies involved in getting information from and coming into contact with the 
County administrative board, seemingly is a bureaucratic process with evident informative 
deficiencies. This context is supported both by Hoare and Ogra, and the personal opinions of 
participating respondents; a possible bureaucracy might aggravate the will of afflicted farmers 
to take part of a seemingly cumbersome system. A situation may arise wherein farmers do not 
dare to trust County administrative boards, leading to an intensified HWC and some farmers 
might start using illegal methods to decimate the wild boar populations.  

The sense of powerlessness that especially respondent five expressed comport with 
Madden´s theory (2004.p.248-249) that local peoples´ experiences of powerlessness – their 
perceived incapability of affecting their own circumstances of life – is likely to intensify 
HWC. Most respondents claimed that they could manage the wild boar population through 
hunting and therefore affect their own circumstances of life. However, if the wild boar 
population increases and no further effort is made to mitigate conflicts around wild boars, the 
problem might intensify for many farmers. What consequences this might bring is uncertain, 
but as respondent five dreaded, the situation may in essence become unsolvable in many 
areas. If people who are severely afflicted by different types of wild boar damage receive no 
help or guidelines, a common perception of the wild boar might develop into destructiveness 
and hatred similar to the wolf hatred that exists in some rural areas of Sweden.  
  

                                                           
4 Sandra Guldbrand, moose management administrator at Länsstyrelsen Västmanland, phone call 5/5-2014. 



26 

 

6. CONCLUSION 
 
Results from this study have shown that: 
 

• Three/six of participating respondents claim to need economical compensation due to 
wild boar damage brought upon agricultural activities. Remaining 3/6 do not need 
economical compensation. Two/six respondents believe that there is a significant need 
for economical compensation and one/six believes that there should be a compensation 
system although he claims that hunting currently is a functioning method to manage 
the wild boars. There is consent among most respondents that there should be 
compensation system for farmers who are severely afflicted. 

• Only one/six respondents take economical advantage of the wild boars in terms of 
meat sales.  

• The need of economical compensation exists partly because of economic loss in 
harvest due to wild boar damage, and partly as a result of a conflict of interest between 
landowners regarding how to manage the wild boar population. There are implications 
that historical conflicts between farmers might still work as obstacles for a 
collaboration in wild boar management. Moreover, a sense of powerlessness is 
expressed in a power configuration between farmers and the authority of County 
administrative boards. This power configuration, which is experienced by a few 
respondents as unbalanced, also works as a contributing factor to the need of 
economical compensation.  

• All of the respondents´ attitudes toward the wild boar itself are positive, although 
one/six respondents perceived the animal as a bit unpleasant during close encounters 
on his farm. 
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APPENDIX 1, Interview questions 
 
       Overview  

1. Name?  
2. Type of agricultural production?  
3. Are you a landowner or a tenant?  
4. Have you got hunting rights/are you hunting?   
5. Have you detected damage on your crops caused by wild boars?  
6. Total area of land and cultivated land? (hectares)  

       Damage caused by wild boars 
7. Extent of damages caused by wild boars? (hectares/% of total cultivated land)  
8. How did you come to the conclusion that the damages were caused by wild boars? (feces, 

sight observation, tracks, other signs?  

Consequences and expenses 
9. What consequences and additional costs have the damages resulted in for your work? (harvest 

loss, hectares, Sek circa? Impact on ensilage or grain – degenerated quality?)   
10. Additional processing work of damaged areas? (time and expense circa?)  
11. Damaged machines/reparation of these? (time and expense circa?)   
12. Extra working hours due to damages? (time and expense circa?)  
13. If you have a bad idea of question 10-12, do you have an estimate on total expenses?  

Income 
14. Have you got any income from the wild boars? (for example from leasing out hunting or 

hunting grounds, tourism, butchering, sales of meat, etcetera?)  
15. How substantial is this income? 

The informant´s personal opinions 
16.  Currently there is no system for economical compensation by county administrative boards 

due to crop damage caused by wild boars – What is your opinion about this?  
17. Do you think that county administrative boards should take more responsibility in the 

management of wild boars? If yes, why and how?  (economically and/or practically in terms 
of hunting? More?)   

18. How do you look at your role as a worker in the subject of the wild boar´s threat to 
agricultural activities?  

19. Do you feel that the wild boars are blocking your agricultural work?  
20. Dou you think that you have enough influence over your situation or that you can control your 

situation?  
21. What are your general emotional attitudes to the situation?  
22. Are you at large positively or negatively minded when it comes to having wild boars on your 

land?  
23. What is your attitude toward the animal itself?  
24. Would economical compensation make you more positive about having wild boars on your 

land, or would it somehow ease the situation? If yes, how?  

 
 



30 

 

 
APPENDIX 2, Interview questions (Swe.) 
 
       Översikt  

1. Namn?  
2. Produktionsinriktning?  
3. Är du markägare eller arrendator?  
4. Har du jakträtt på marken/jagar du?   
5. Har du upptäckt skador av vildsvin på din odlingsmark?  
6. Sammanlagd storlek på mark, samt odlingsmark? (hektar/djurhållning)  

       Skador orsakade av vildsvin 
7. Storlek på eventuella vildsvinsorsakade skador? (hektar/% av total jordbruksmark):  
8. Hur kom du fram till att skadorna orsakades av vildsvin? (spillning, synobservation, annat?)  

Konsekvenser och kostnader 
9. Vad har skadorna fått för konsekvenser och ökade kostnader för din verksamhet? 

(skördeförlust hektar och kr ca?) Påverkan på ensilage/sämre kvalitet?):  
10. Markbearbetningsarbete (ca tid och utgifter uppskattningsvis?):  
11. Maskinskador/reparation (ca tid och utgifter?) 
12. Extra arbetstid till följd av skador (ca tid och utgifter uppskattningsvis?) 
13. Om du har dålig uppfattning om fråga 10-12, har du en uppskattning enbart på tänkbara totala 

kostnader sammanlagt (ungefärligt tänkt)?  

Inkomster 
14. Har du några inkomster från vildsvinen (ex. jaktarrende, turism, köttförsäljning, slakt etc.)? 
15. Hur stor är denna inkomst i kr ca? 

       Respondentens personligt betonade reflektioner 
16.  Vad tycker du om att det i nuläget inte finns ersättning från Länsstyrelsen i samband med 

vildsvinsorsakade skador på skörden?  
17. Anser du att Länsstyrelsen bör ta ökat ansvar i vildsvinsfrågan? Om ja, varför (ekonomiskt/ 

praktiskt i form av avskjutning eller liknande?)  
18. Hur ser du på din roll som yrkesutövare i frågan om vildsvinens hot mot 

jordbruksverksamheten?  
19. Upplever du att vildsvinen hindrar din jordbruksverksamhet?  
20. Har du tillräckligt inflytande över situationen/att du kan påverka din situation?  
21. Vilken känslomässig inställning har du generellt till situationen?  
22. Är du i stort sett positivt/negativt inställd till att ha vildsvinen på marken?  
23. Vad har du för inställning till djuret i sig? 
24. Skulle ekonomisk kompensation göra dig mer positivt inställd till att ha vildsvin på marken, 

eller skulle detta på något vis underlätta situationen? I så fall –hur?  
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