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Abstract

As human–wildlife conflicts escalate worldwide, concepts such as tolerance and acceptance
of wildlife are becoming increasingly important. Yet, contemporary conservation studies
indicate a limited understanding of positive human–wildlife interactions, leading to poten-
tially inaccurate representations of human–animal encounters. Failure to address these
limitations contributes to the design and implementation of poor wildlife and landscape
management plans and the dismissal of Indigenous ecological knowledge. We examined
Indigenous perspectives on human–wildlife coexistence in India by drawing ethnographic
evidence from Kattunayakans, a forest-dwelling Adivasi community living in the Wayanad
Wildlife Sanctuary in Kerala. Through qualitative field study that involved interviews and
transect walks inside the forests, we found that Kattunayakans displayed tolerance and
acceptance of wild animals characterized as forms of deep coexistence that involves three
central ideas: wild animals as rational conversing beings; wild animals as gods, teach-
ers, and equals; and wild animals as relatives with shared origins practicing dharmam. We
argue that understanding these adequately will support efforts to bring Kattunayakan per-
spectives into the management of India’s forests and contribute to the resolution of the
human–wildlife conflict more broadly.
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Conocimiento Originario sobre la Coexistencia entre Humanos y Fauna en el Sur de la
India
Resumen

Conforme el conflicto humano-fauna escala a nivel mundial, los conceptos como la
tolerancia y aceptación de la fauna son cada vez más importantes. Aun así, los estudios
actuales sobre conservación muestran un conocimiento limitado de las interacciones
positivas entre los humanos y la fauna, lo que lleva a representaciones potencialmente
erróneas de los encuentros entre estos dos grupos. Las fallas al abordar estas limitaciones
contribuyen al diseño e implementación de planes deficientes de manejo de fauna y
paisajes y la desestimación del saber ecológico de los pueblos originarios. Analizamos las
perspectivas de los pueblos originarios sobre la coexistencia entre las personas y la fauna en
la India mediante la toma de evidencia etnográfica de los Kattunayakans, una comunidad
Adivasi residente del bosque en el Santuario de Fauna Wayanad en Kerala. Realizamos
un estudio cualitativo de campo con entrevistas y caminatas por transectos dentro del
bosque. Con el estudio descubrimos que los Kattunayakans demostraron una tolerancia
y aceptación por los animales silvestres caracterizada como maneras de coexistencia
profunda que involucra tres ideas centrales: los animales silvestres son seres hablantes
racionales; los animales como divinidades, maestros e iguales; y los animales silvestres
como familiares practicantes del dharmam con orígenes compartidos. Argumentamos
que el entendimiento de estas ideas centrales respaldará los esfuerzos por incorporar las
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perspectivas de los Kattunayakan a la gestión forestal de la India y contribuirá a grandes
rasgos a la solución del conflicto humano-fauna.

PALABRAS CLAVE

Adivasi, conflicto humano-fauna, conservación, pueblos originarios, sur de Asia
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INTRODUCTION

Globally, population growth and societal demands for natural
resources have driven the decline of habitat for wild animals and
have generated negative encounters, affecting both local people
and animals (Diaz et al., 2019; Nyhus, 2016). In places like India,
wild animals have and are increasingly perceived as a nuisance
and are victims of poaching, illegal wildlife trade, and retalia-
tory killing (Kala & Kothari, 2013; Karanth et al., 2018). Local
people are negatively affected economically by crop-raiding
and livestock depredation and are injured and killed (Margulies
& Karanth, 2018). Hidden costs include compensation fail-
ures, psychological or social impacts, and loss of well-being
(Barua et al., 2013). Conflicts involve multiple stakeholders,
diverse interests, and unclear mitigation approaches (Mason
et al., 2018). However, examining human–wildlife through a
conflict lens only may overlook positive human encounters with
wild animals (Frank et al., 2019; Nyhus, 2016). Focusing on
human–wildlife interactions that reflect constructive and posi-
tive associations with animals, including coexistence, rather than
negative outcomes only (Frank et al., 2019; Pooley, 2022), would
provide opportunities to advance conservation targets.

Coexistence includes human actions, behaviors, and attitudes
that support tolerance toward wild animals and acceptance of
animal behaviors (Madden, 2004). The objective is to sup-
port wildlife conservation by promoting actions that alter or
avoid negative interactions attributed to economic or other
human needs and interests (Carter & Linnell, 2016). Human–
wildlife coexistence thus emphasizes tolerance toward animals
and acceptance of their behaviors (Frank et al., 2019; Madden,
2004), often facilitated through cultural understanding (Treves
& Bruskotter, 2014), institutions (Brown, 2003), and perceived

benefits from wildlife protection (Wardle et al., 2018). Tolerance
also explains why some human societies moderate their resource
competition, share habitat with wild animals, and endure losses
from negative encounters (Inskip et al., 2016; Soulsbury &
White, 2019). Such characterizations have produced a solution
agenda focused on rendering people living in or adjacent to
conservation areas as more tolerant through damage compen-
sation schemes (Treves et al., 2009) or revenue sharing from
ecotourism (Wardle et al., 2018). Although in some cases pay-
ments encourage coexistence, they do not necessarily improve
individual tolerance or people’s long-term willingness to live in
proximity with wildlife (Chapron & López-Bao, 2020).

Historically, Indigenous people have had reciprocal relation-
ships with wildlife, sharing natural resources and habitats and
respecting each other’s existence (Athreya et al., 2019; Baynes-
Rock, 2013; Nijhawan et al., 2018; Snodgrass et al., 2007).
Indigenous understandings of animals are shaped by culturally
informed knowledge that typically coevolves and is copro-
duced across time (Bone, 2013). Views of animals and the logic
of engagements with wildlife include ideas about shared kin-
ship (Snodgrass et al., 2007), animal agency (Bhattacharyya &
Slocombe, 2017), and relational responsibilities (Bird-David &
Naveh, 2008). Despite evidence for distinct worldviews con-
cerning wildlife, conventional wildlife management continues to
use simplified notions of coexistence (predominantly attitudes
and acceptance) to describe Indigenous practices of tolerance
without addressing or building policies around specific exam-
ples, which might reveal widely applicable principles, practices,
and engagements (Banerjee et al., 2013; Kideghesho, 2008).

Moreover, many studies characterizing coexistence focus pre-
dominantly on Indigenous communities in Canada, Australia,
and New Zealand (Nadasdy, 2007; Salmón, 2000); few studies
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have been conducted in Asia and Africa (see Athreya et al., 2019;
Nair et al., 2021; Oommen, 2021; and Nijhawan et al., 2018).
Limited understanding of how coexistence functions in these
societies has led to vaguely equating coexistence with passive
cohabitation or incentive-driven tolerances (Hiedanpää et al.,
2016; Veríssimo et al., 2019). This tendency is compounded
by researchers in the fields of ecology and biology who often
view humans as primarily predators and animals as aggressor
competitors. Thus, several of ongoing discourses on human–
wildlife coexistence continue to focus on known examples of
conflict, including studies of human interaction with elephants
(Thekaekara et al., 2022), tigers (Inskip et al., 2016), and bears
(Bhattacharyya & Slocombe, 2017). Also, much-existing work
positions human–wildlife coexistence as a problem in need
of intervention, based on incomplete definitions and generic
interpretations of tolerance as the primary focus (Pooley,
2022; Schroer, 2021). Thus, deeper meanings and expressions
of coexistence and its extension into an understanding of
anthropogenic wilderness remain broadly unrecognized.

Indigenous insights into wildlife management have been
silenced in Asia and Africa due to long histories of colonization
because many forest-dwelling communities are not acknowl-
edged as Indigenous by governments (Nikolakis & Hotte,
2020a). Inadequate understanding of Indigenous relationships
with wildlife in these regions has fueled biased assump-
tions (such as Adivasis as illegal encroachers in forests who
exploit natural resources and weaken wildlife conservation).
Such assumptions have, in turn, encouraged the displacement
of millions of people from their ancestral land (Agrawal &
Redford, 2009). Restricted opportunities to maintain traditional
livelihoods or receive adequate compensation have led to an
impoverishment of many communities (Brockington & Igoe,
2006). Understanding the complexity of Indigenous-driven
coexistence and its objectives is, therefore, essential ethically
(especially because globally the displacement of peoples from
protected areas continues) and is a basis for more appropriate
wildlife management strategies. Conversely, a narrow interpre-
tation of Indigenous practices of human–wildlife coexistence
may generate many misunderstandings of how human–animal
relationships function.

To advance collective knowledge and interpretation of
human–wildlife coexistence in Indigenous societies, we worked
with Kattunayakan communities, forest-dwelling Adavasi in
India, to examine how they perceive human–wildlife interac-
tions and to determine what coexistence means to them (includ-
ing their thinking and practices that foster good relations) and
how they pursue it.

METHODS

Study context

We conducted fieldwork in the Wayanad district of Kerala
state in India. Wayanad, a mountainous biodiverse region in
the Western Ghats, is home to many Adivasi (Indigenous
people of India) communities. Like other countries with a

colonial history, India’s postindependence forest and wildlife
policies have forcefully displaced millions of Adivasis from their
ancestral forest lands as a conservation strategy (Rai et al.,
2019; Kjosavik & Shanmugaratnam, 2015). In 1973, the gov-
ernment of India established the Wayanad Wildlife Sanctuary
(WWS) under the Wildlife Protection Act of 1972. The sanc-
tuary is an area with frequent occurrences of human–wildlife
conflicts. As a designated protected area, like other wildlife
parks in India, it overlooked Adivasis who had long-standing
associations with the land (Kjosavik & Shanmugaratnam,
2015). From 1990 to 2003, approximately 50,000 families of
forest-dwelling Adivasi communities were moved from the
sanctuary to adjacent forested areas (Kaushik & Kaushik, 2006;
Münster, 2015).

Displacements justified by wildlife protection significantly
affected forest-dwelling communities, such as Kattunayakans.
Recognized for their animistic beliefs and Dravidian dialects,
Kattunayakans form a unique group of forest-dwelling Adivasis
of the Western Ghats’ forests (Bird-David, 2017). Their liveli-
hood primarily depends on forest foods (mushrooms, tubers,
fruits, medicinal herbs, and honey) and revenue from nontimber
forest products (Kakkoth, 2005). In 2006, the Forest Rights Act
was established to address historical injustices experienced by
Adivasi societies. The act officially recognized forest-dwelling
people as original custodians of the land and granted some legal
access to forest resources (Agrawal & Redford, 2009). However,
documentation required from the state meant that many Adivasi
communities, such as Kattunayakans, were unable to produce
the supporting evidence to establish their land claims; hence,
many lost their right to land (Münster & Vishnudas, 2012). Relo-
cated Kattunayakans remain economically poor and depend on
the government for Rural Employment Guarantee programs or
availability of wage labor or construction work in neighboring
farms and towns.

Interviews and transect walks

In 2018, a preliminary ethnographic study was conducted
in WWS from March through May. We visited several Adi-
vasi settlements and conducted open-ended interviews (list
of questions in Appendix S2) with members of several
Adivasi groups to understand their experience of living
in and around the sanctuary and to identify key topics
of interest to them. Seven Kattunayakan settlement areas
were selected: Ponkhuzhi, Anacyamp, Kuzhimoola, Alathoor,
Kalamkandi, Kumuzhi, and Chukkalikunni (Figures 1 & 2).
In 2019, H.J. returned to the field site and spent 4 months
conducting further qualitative research that included open-
ended interviews (n = 70) and transect walks inside the
wildlife sanctuary with key community members (n = 5).
All participants were paid an honorarium to recognize and value
their expertise.

Interview participants were chosen through random sam-
pling of households in each Kattunayakan settlement. Any
willing participant in a household that was over 18 years old
and had lived in the area for 15 years or more was interviewed.
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FIGURE 1 Location of (a) Wayanad Wildlife Sanctuary (WWS) in India and (b) in Kerala and (c) the location and extent of WWS

Interviews included equal representation of men and women.
Each interview lasted approximately 2–3 h. Answers provided
by male and female participants on the topic of wildlife interac-
tions did not reveal perceivable differences in perspective; thus,
results did not include gender-specific qualifications. Interviews
were conducted with Kattunayakans at their houses in Malay-
alam (H.J.’s native language) and recorded in agreement with
participants. Community members (2–3) who participated in
the interviews volunteered to guide H.J. on walks of 3–4 h at a
time (Figure 3). Five walks inside the protected area were taken.
During these, places in and around the sanctuary designated
as significant by community members were visited. On for-

est walks, H.J. also observed interactions between community
members and wild animals.

The study design was approved by the University of British
Columbia Behavioral Research Ethics Board (certificate H18-
03104), Kerala Forest Department, and Scheduled Tribes
Development Department, Kerala.

Coding

Audio recordings of interviews were transcribed and translated
into English by H.J. The transcribed data were stored, managed,
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FIGURE 2 Location of Adivasi settlements in Wayanad Wildlife Sanctuary visited during the study period

FIGURE 3 Photo of wild elephants in the Wayanad Wildlife Sanctuary taken during a transect walk with the participating community members

 15231739, 2022, 6, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://conbio.onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/cobi.13981 by T

he W
ikipedia L

ibrary, W
iley O

nline L
ibrary on [11/08/2024]. See the T

erm
s and C

onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w
iley.com

/term
s-and-conditions) on W

iley O
nline L

ibrary for rules of use; O
A

 articles are governed by the applicable C
reative C

om
m

ons L
icense



6 of 13 JOLLY ET AL.

and coded through NVIVO, and analyses involved identifying
the characteristics of wildlife interactions inductively (Saldaña,
2021). Where appropriate, we used Malayalam words with expla-
nations to avoid diminishing the value of Kattunayakan insights.
H.J. conducted the primary coding (Appendices S3 & S4),
reviewed these with coauthors (one of whom was a local field
partner), and discussed findings with community members. The
primary and secondary coding of interviews produced codes,
such as animal intelligence, kinship, animals as relatives, and person-

alities. These codes lead to nodes, such as animals’ ability to read

minds, decision-making abilities, and human familiarity with animals,
which finally lead to the three key results or themes explained
below. References to Katthunayakan people addressed across
our results refer to those involved in this study and from this
set of villages only. We did not intend to represent all Katthu-
nayakan because their population is large and spread throughout
southern India.

RESULTS

Deep coexistence

The Kattunayakan people frequently encountered wild animals.
Most of our study participants described that these encounters
affected their food security (e.g., through interference with their
ability to travel inside the forest areas to forage food), health
(e.g., short- and long-term physical and mental impacts due to
animal attacks and fear of attacks), and livelihood (e.g., increased
animal interference of forest pathways when harvesting NTFPs,
such as honey and wild turmeric). Yet, they continued to uphold
practices and behaviors that reflected tolerance and accep-
tance of wild animals (as observed in several of the responses
reported below). Through more casual interactions with the
forest department officials in WWS, H.J. also learned that
compared with other Adivasi and non-Adivasi communities in
the region, Kattunayakans reported the least number of for-
mal complaints against wild animals (Forest official, personal
communication).

Kattunayakan-wildlife coexistence was tied to their per-
ceptions and understanding of wild animals. Three primary
perceptions emerged from our interviews and transect walks:
animals as rational conversing personalities; animals as gods,
teachers, and equals in the forest; and animals as relatives with
a shared origin that practice dharmam (Figure 4). Each of these
perceptions was associated with a set of behaviors (e.g., giving
way to animals while walking inside the forest and respecting
animals’ personal space) and practices (e.g., sharing forest food
with wild animals and speaking politely to animals) of tolerance
and acceptance with regard to wildlife, which we interpreted as
forms of deep coexistence (see “Discussion”).

Rational conversing personalities

Foremost, Kattunyakans articulated their understanding of
wild animals as logical individuals who communicate (through

actions) and display distinct personalities. Animals as social
actors were seen as making effective decisions on the use of
forest resources. Study participants expressed their knowledge
of appropriate ways to interact with humans and nonhuman
animals. Respondents described the necessity of compassion
for and from their nonhuman forest companions during their
encounters with wild animals. According to them, animals dis-
play an innate ability to read human intentions and vice versa.
Hence, they believed having good intentions and choosing the
right words and speaking carefully are essential in the forest.
They also emphasized that speaking well is equivalent to ensur-
ing that words are an honest reflection of one’s thoughts; that
is, if animals detect honesty and truth in human language and
intentions, they will not inflict harm.

Although some younger (20- to 30-year-olds) Kattunayakans
dismissed the notion of engaging in a conversation with wild
animals, they invariably agreed with the importance of having a
nalla manasu (good heart) in the forest. They described this as a
state of mind free from wrongful thoughts, such as scheming
an attack on a wild animal, engaging in the hoarding of for-
est resources, or verbally abusing a fellow Kattunayakan. When
asked whether animals reciprocated their requests and avoided
conflicts, one respondent said:

When we talk. Even if it is to an elephant, a tiger,
a leopard, a bear, a snake or a lizard, all we do is
talk to them freely and honestly. We tell them: I
will not interfere with you. Please do not interfere
with my way. That is all. Then they will go their
way (interview 12).

When asked whether animals will listen to them when they
make this request, he answered with explicit reference to the
animal’s agency.

No, they won’t listen immediately. They will also
think about our request. Then they will make their
decision. Our tone of voice is the most critical part
of the request. Understand that you are talking to
a powerful animal in the forest. If you speak in the
wrong tone, then you will get it [punishment] from
them. After you speak angrily to them, then you
cannot walk in the forest peacefully. Even outside
the forest, we talk calmly to people, don’t we? It is
the same for wild animals. We have to speak with
love and patience. Then they [wild animals] will
listen (interview 12).

Community members also emphasized the importance of
submissive body posture and a respectful tone of voice,
reflecting humility during animal encounters. Considering
Kattunayakans are rarely aggressive with wild animals, living
convivially and without confrontations is by far the expected
behavior among the community members.

Here, living convivially means living compassionately and com-
panionably. When asked to explain wild animals, Kattunayakans
described them as nonhuman persons with the ability to
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FIGURE 4 Summary of Kattunayakan ideas on human–wildlife coexistence represented under three key themes: rational conversing personalities; gods,
teachers, and equals in the forest; and relatives with a shared origin that practice dharmam

think, evaluate, respond, and hold a significant position in
the Kattunayakan socioecological order. Terms used in these
descriptions included budhi (intelligence) and vivaram (logic) and
shari (rights), which imply they have rational decision-making
abilities. Speaking about elephants’ decisions on migrating out-
side the forest to neighboring plantations and farmlands, a
septuagenarian Kattunayakan man explained:

If it was a human doing that [taking jackfruits
from your farm], will you go and attack them?
Sometimes, you have to wait and patiently watch
what happens next. Animals are bhudiulla jeevikal

(intelligent beings); they will also do things that
are based on their shari and sathyam (truth)
(interview 30).
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According to respondents, animal moral sensibilities and
intelligence are said to guide their behavior as opposed to
more conventional notions of instinct. This outlook included
behavior that may not have a favorable result for community
members. In interviews, it was clear that Kattunayakans, in
this case, believed that encountering a wild animal in the for-
est might involve a consequential decision: “Animals can either
decide to kill us or make some sound and leave without hurt-
ing people” (interview 20). Also implied is that respondents did
not feel accountable for an animal’s fate, actions, or associated
consequences. That is, they did not perceive wildlife protection
as their responsibility. Kattunayakan participants in this study
described animals as thinking beings that act based on their
needs and experiences––primarily focused on protecting them-
selves in the same way rational people do. Young respondents
employed as forest watchers by the forest department were the
exception to this belief. They spoke of the human role in pro-
tecting wildlife, thereby deviating from the opinions of their
contemporaries. All study participants agreed unequivocally that
wild animals are rational beings with intentionality.

During the transect walks, H.J. observed that although
wild animal encounters were not necessarily passive, most
respondents reported using specific behaviors to deal with
wild animals––avoidance of disturbing, troubling, or interfering
actions––and understood wild animals as individual person-
alities with distinct temperaments, intelligence, and subjective
emotions.

There is a difference between nalla (good) ele-
phants and others. The good ones will not harm
us, but the others that are shalyam (trouble) disturb
humans and bring damage (interview 20).

Conflict with an elephant was never translated as meaning
other elephants in the forest would behave similarly. Hence,
respondents thought animals were always discrete beings who
might be good or troublesome and who could only be
understood through their specific behavior. Misbehavior or
a particular conflict between a human and an animal was
invariably seen as isolated incidents.

Gods, teachers, and equals

Extending the recognition of animals as social actors, respon-
dents perceived wild animals as their equals, which reflected
respondents’ respect for animals and acceptance of an animal’s
equal right to physical space. This was most often expressed as
nonconfrontational respect for every animal’s personal space,
however, colloquial that might sound. It was common to hear
study participants explain incidents such as bear attacks by say-
ing, “[people] did not realize they were in the bear’s area,” “the
animal felt threatened,” and “it was not the bear’s mistake; it
was ours.” Such comments are consistent with the assumption
that negative animal encounters can be avoided if the individ-
ual is aware of the bear in the area or vice versa. What appeared
to determine the ease with which respondents shared the land-

scape with wildlife was their inherent belief that animals are
deserving members of the forest community.

We like wild animals of the forest more than
humans outside the forest. We have been living
with these animals for such a long time. For us, we
want animals in the forest. We do not want them
to be captured and taken away. If we see animals
every day, there is another set of happiness. We
have to go and see everything in the forest. We
believe animals are also part of the forest just like
us (interview 9).

Discussions about respect and equality were not limited to
prominent and charismatic animals; they extended to small
animals, such as bees, mouse deer (Moschiola meminna), and
wild boar (Sus scrofa). Respect and equality were demonstrated
through permission seeking and praying to animals during
hunting and foraging. These actions did not preclude fear.
Participants expressed that their relationships with wildlife
engendered fear and acceptance of their fellow nonhumans in
the landscape. They spoke of their concerns in the same breath
as the normality of living with them.

We are afraid of elephants, [but]…that does not
mean we cannot live with them. Yesterday, when
I was walking to my aunt’s house, on the way, I
found an elephant herd, there was also a tusker.
It looked at me [laughing]; we looked at each
other and continued walking. It didn’t do anything
(interview 15).

During transect walks in the wildlife sanctuary, community
members noted that wild animals are gods and teachers. They
ascribed reverence to their forest codwellers.

When we see one, we will bow and remember our
gods in our hearts. Move away from their path,
and we both go our ways (interview 29).

When asked to describe face-to-face encounters with wild
animals, a majority of study participants gave answers that
reflected similar feelings and understandings.

Reverence for animals according to the respondents was also
reflected in behaviors, such as bowing to animals and displaying
trustful submission. A honey gatherer explained:

We can’t believe humans inside the forest, but we
can trust an elephant. An elephant is a valiya (big or
elder) aallu (person), so they may hurt us, but they
will never chatikila (cheat). Having elephants in the
forest is not a problem for us. Elephants are our
daiva (God), and we pray to them. If we go into the
forest believing that even if we don’t see elephants,
they will make noise to alert us, so we will know
they are around. Then, we can move on a different
path without confronting them (interview 35).

 15231739, 2022, 6, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://conbio.onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/cobi.13981 by T

he W
ikipedia L

ibrary, W
iley O

nline L
ibrary on [11/08/2024]. See the T

erm
s and C

onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w
iley.com

/term
s-and-conditions) on W

iley O
nline L

ibrary for rules of use; O
A

 articles are governed by the applicable C
reative C

om
m

ons L
icense



CONSERVATION BIOLOGY 9 of 13

Respondents explained the Kattunayakan belief that hethan (a
deceased elder who is god like) assumes animal form to com-
municate with them and that disrespectful behaviors toward
animals may lead to negative consequences and conflicts if
that potential animal-god is not offered the appropriate def-
erence. However, they cautioned that not all animals are gods;
only some elephants are recognized as valiya (important) indi-
viduals. When asked to describe valiya, respondents mentioned
that valiya does not always mean just physically big; sometimes,
it also references a socially significant person. Kattunayakans
in this case said they followed similar respectful behaviors on
meeting with other animals, such as snakes and bears (i.e., norms
were not restricted to large, charismatic mammals).

Study participants also regarded knowledge about landscapes
as derived from their fellow nonhuman beings. Unlike gods, ani-
mals were not directly referred to as teachers, but the lessons
respondents gained from animals were implicitly valued and
acknowledged in Kattunayakan society. During one of the tran-
sect walks, a Kattunayakan member pointed to the importance
of the Karimaruthu tree (Terminalia elliptica) in elephants’ diets.
A small dose of the juice from its sap cures stomach ailment,
a prescription learned from elephants and enabled by elephant
activities.

Most of the wild foods that elephants eat are
medicines. We cannot eat a lot of what they
eat. Maybe a small portion. Also, taking these
medicines from the trees that are already eaten by
elephants makes our job of gathering them eas-
ier since they would break the hard bark and chew
and soften it. We can only consume a tiny portion
of it. Elephants are physically big, and we are small
(interview 24).

Study participants also reported having learned about forest
landscapes from the animals. They said the presence of wild
animals in certain forest areas indicates the large availability
of forest products, such as honey, fruits, and tubers. The for-
est without animals was considered barren and lacking in food
resources. They perceived the presence of wild animals in the
forest as an indicator of the forest’s health. Without animals, a
forest was considered unproductive.

If we enter a forest without animals, then we don’t
like it. In those forests, there won’t be anything.
Plantation forests such as teak and eucalyptus are
different from the real forest. Inside these places,
you won’t find anything like honey bees, …deer,
bears. We do not prefer going to teak forests
(interview 5).

Relatives with a shared origin that practice
dharmam

Respondents regularly refer to the forest as acchan-amma (father-
mother) and believed that all animals originated there. They
claimed a cultural and biological relationship wherein wild ani-

mals which occupy the forest are direct relatives. Wayal (marshy
wetlands) are culturally significant. They considered these to be
petta amma (birth mother), treated them with reverence, and per-
ceived them as sacred. They said every animal inevitably goes to
wayal at least once a day; thus, highlighting the importance of
wayal as a landscape feature that symbolizes the shared origins
of forest beings (including wild animals and Kattunayakans).

Wayal is like petta amma in the forest. So, all ani-
mals will visit her to drink water or get their food.
It is like mother calling out and dragging their
children into water… That is what we observe
in wayal. Wherever in the forest animals are, they
will, we believe [laughing], reach there (interview
18).

In another interview, a female respondent viewed wild ani-
mals as kin and used bandhukal (relatives) to describe them.
Similarly, in conversations on transect walks, participants often
referred to animals as swantha ala (our own people), and they ref-
erenced wild animals as relatives whom they met frequently in
the forest, thereby justifying their tolerance toward wild animals.
Study participants also said they harbored no ill-will toward ani-
mals. Although the perception of wild animals as relatives does
not obscure the everyday challenges of living with them, respon-
dents were vocal about the difficulty of living well with forest
relatives when navigating the shared landscapes. Yet, they agreed
that they do not benefit from harming animals precisely because
they are perceived as kin. So, upsetting or hurting wild animals
was similar to distressing one’s own people. We observed that
community members shared similar sentiments toward their
practice of subsistence hunting. They did not perceive hunting
as a practice causing harm to animals because hunting was per-
ceived less as a purposive and conniving action that caters to
recreation and more as a gift from animals to humans, perceived
as necessary, serious, respectful, and as a mutually agreed-on
engagement between prey and predator.

You see, look at the forest now. It is so thick
with high grass. Even then, we go and stay inside
the forest. We are not scared of wild animals. We
have been here for ages; still, no elephant has ever
harmed anyone in the forest. Elephants are like
our mothers and fathers. Elephants live inside the
forest; we also live inside the forest. They are like
our bandhukal (interview 10).

Interview respondents expressed consideration toward wild
animals, but did not demonstrate an explicit concern or care
for them. They articulated kindness through all animals’ moral
responsibility to give dharmam (alms) to one another. Dharmam

is a common word used for alms (given to the poor) in south-
ern India. The practice of giving alms recognizes the limitations
and strengths of people; individuals with means are expected to
give to the poor. According to respondents, the practice of dhar-
mam is visible in the way animals in the forest share resources
with each other. A woman from the Ponkuzhi colony described
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the practice of dharmam between Kattunayakans and bears. A
Kattunayakan woman and study participant explained that her
people recognize that bears do not have the skills to climb a tall
tree and gather kombu thenu (big wild honey), so the community
members often share some parts of the harvest with bears as
dharmam.

In the night when we go to collect honey, some-
times we find bears waiting under the tree. Both
of us love honey [laughing]. Both bears and Kat-
tunayakans love to eat bee larvae and comb with
larvae. After we gather honey, we drop parts of
the comb to the ground for them or leave behind
some honey and larvae at the base of the tree so
that the bears get to eat (interview 42).

Because Kattunyakans see sharing of forest resources with
animals as their moral responsibility, participants did not express
distress about sharing their food or other forest resources with
wild animals. Although some participants used the term dhar-

mam, others explained the concept of limitations, strengths, and
shared responsibility without using the term. Providing dhar-
mam, they reported, is not exclusive to humans, but rather it is a
moral responsibility of all living beings in the forest. Participants
also said they held every animal accountable to this principle.
Thus, the nonaggressive stance of Kattunayakans toward an
elephant in their backyard eating their crops and fruits makes
sense. The lack of food availability in the forest was reported by
participants as having made, for example, an elephant’s action of
raiding food in human settlements an expected behavior from
a hungry animal; thus, in this context, Kattunayakan willingness
to share food was equivalent to giving alms to the poor.

Participants also indicated this clearly when they explained
tolerance and acceptance of such animal behaviors; such behav-
iors were expected and not something that warrants reward or
incentive.

Even if humans, dogs, or chicken, everyone
should do their sacred duty- giving dharmam.
Whatever we eat, it should be shared with others
(interview 29).

Participants similarly described how tigers understood
human limitations in gathering meat and compared it with their
own capability to hunt. Thus, respondents did not express guilt
about taking leftovers from a tiger’s hunt because they viewed
it as sharing food (i.e., the tiger practicing dharmam). Partici-
pants also acknowledged the reduced availability of food in the
forest and inadequate animal skill sets (such as a bear’s inabil-
ity to climb trees). They believed that in many ways, animals
also acknowledge human limitations (e.g., the tiger recognizing
human limitations with regard to hunting skill).

We sometimes take the meat from the leftover
of the tiger’s hunt. We would get it without the
tiger noticing. After the hunt, the tiger doesn’t eat
immediately. They let the meat decompose a bit

before eating. We will not take the full hunt but
rather leave behind some for the animal. They also
have to eat, right? We do this, not because of our
love for animals, but we need to be considerate.
They worked hard to gather it, and they are hun-
gry too. If we take everything for ourselves, it is
unfair on the tiger (interview 29).

DISCUSSION

Our results suggest that to seek a more in-depth understand-
ing of human–wildlife coexistence, one needs to comprehend
deeply how Indigenous people engage with wild animals. Kat-
tunayakan knowledge of wild animals has much in common
with other Indigenous worldviews, such as the sharing of
knowledge and resources, observing respect, and acknowledg-
ing animals as rational beings or persons. Coexistence defined
as a function of tolerance (which implies benign condescension
or lack of power or agency to do anything about pejorative inter-
actions) and acceptance (as indexed simply by positive attitudes
and behaviors) (Hiedanpää et al., 2016; Nyhus, 2016) is thus
misplaced when juxtaposed with Kattunayakan understand-
ings. When inappropriately understood, these human–wildlife
relationships may be seen as a temporary engagement that
deserves constant incentivization and (as is more common)
the displacement of communities from their ancestral lands.
Hence, misunderstanding Indigenous-driven coexistence can
deeply undermine local peoples’ engagements with their lands
and some of the fundamental interactions of the place are
overlooked (such as the prohibition on subsistence hunting or
traditional burning practices). There is a need to reconceptual-
ize human–wildlife coexistence in Indigenous societies and to
engage with forms of deep coexistence, as described here.

Fundamentally, this might involve rejecting anthropocentric
notions of the intrinsic value of all living beings and instead
moving toward an understanding of animal beings as rational
thinkers in their own right (Edelblutte et al., 2022; Safina, 2015;
Lestel et al., 2014) and as relations and agents giving and receiv-
ing alms as part of that coexistence (Salmón, 2000; Snodgrass
et al., 2007). Our results suggest that understanding deep coexis-
tence can help foster the kinds of reciprocity and responsiveness
that animals and humans (particularly Indigenous people like
Kattunayakans) exercise toward one another in their shared ter-
ritories. This may lead to its improved visibility in conventional
wildlife management and enable the continuity of respectful
space and resource sharing because some level of rebuilding
shared territory is likely essential to future landscapes (Buscher
& Fletcher, 2020).

Several human–animal kinship studies in Indigenous con-
texts have also characterized animals as rational beings with
agency and intentionality (Bhattacharyya & Slocombe, 2017;
Bird-David & Naveh, 2008). Our findings complement such
work and support the idea that the deep coexistence expressed
by Kattunayakans recognizes that animals possess the auton-
omy to make their own decisions. Kattunayakans assume that
animals act based on their intelligence, not instinct, because
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they hold budhi (intelligence) and vivaram (logic), and act
based on their moral sensibilities of shari (truth). This by
no means indicates that human–animal interactions are con-
sidered trivial affairs, rather they are handled earnestly and
conscientiously. Hence, coexistence might well mean that a
wild animal attacking out of fear should be observed as nor-
mal and expected behavior from an intelligent individual. Deep
coexistence also extends to a view of animals as kin and rec-
ognizes that harming or distressing an animal is hurting their
own people within an extended ecological family (Salmòn,
2000). These two attributes of deep coexistence also possi-
bly explain the nonaggressive stance that Kattunayakans take
toward animals (validated by the low number of complaints
they register against wildlife [Forest official, personal commu-
nication]). Such understandings explain that not all humans are
competing for physical and natural resource space in forests
(here, protected areas). This brings forward an argument against
long-debunked fortress conservation that remains the predom-
inant conservation approach in India and beyond, and it raises
the possibility of creating shared landscapes in Indigenous areas
globally.

Although conservation discourses often position wildlife
protection as an outcome of pursuing coexistence between
humans and wild animals (Frank et al., 2019; Nyhus, 2016;
Woodroffe et al., 2005), the conditions of such results are often
speculative. Kattunayakan practices of tolerance do not involve
the protection of wild animals as its outcome and are not based
on altruism or an ecologically noble stance (Nadasdy, 2007).
Instead, community members spoke extensively about their
behavioral protocols, which extended to listening for presence,
avoiding unnecessary interference and troubling of animals, rec-
ognizing qualities they have, and finding the absence of wild
animals more troubling than their presence. Deep coexistence
may be intentional, but conservation as its outcome is merely
coincidental. This supports the observation that Indigenous
practices of subsistence hunting can occur in parallel and with-
out compromising or eroding a community’s outlook toward
wild animals (Dunn et al., 2012). Instead, however, Indigenous
coexistence practices have been the basis of legal battles over
what coexistence and subsistence mean (Talbot, 2016). Coexistence
motivates Kattunayakan–wildlife interactions and is fundamen-
tal to every aspect of this relationship, including subsistence
hunting and foraging.

We argue that the relationship between deep coexistence and
custodial hunting when further explored may lead to novel ways
and practices that support land and wildlife management, assist
in the continued coproduction of wild landscapes, and produce
a more practical take on subsistence hunting (Nijhawan & Mihu,
2020).

Based on this way of understanding, deep coexistence
also questions human centrality in mediating the outcome of
human–wildlife interactions (Frank et al., 2019; Madden, 2004).
It deviates from the outlook of tolerance toward wild animals as
a byproduct of local people’s emotional dispositions (Jacobs &
Vaske, 2019), perception of loss (Goodale et al., 2015), and pos-
itive experiences (Dorresteijin et al., 2016). Instead, it describes
wild animals as equal partakers, as shown in studies of elephants

in Botswana (Songhurst et al., 2016) and leopards in India (Dhee
et al., 2019). Kattunayakans recognize that animals also practice
risk avoidance, reduce resource-use overlap, and moderate con-
flict by avoiding human settlements. Although the sheer act of
factoring in animal judgments in human–wildlife encounters is
likely considered too radical by most, it is essential to challenge
the notion that cash incentives alone will encourage coexis-
tence, as opposed to possibilities for living close to wildlife. As
observed by Pooley (2022) and Schroer (2021), what might con-
servation come to look like should animals be seen as having
knowledge about landscapes, being members of coconstitutive
communities, and being individuals with distinct personalities
and life experiences. This also implies that how humans expe-
rience, engage, and relate to wild animals is determined by the
distinct ways in which humans and animals mutually conceive
each other.

Displacement of human populations from their ancestral set-
tlements has likely undone viable human–wildlife coexistence
as much as the reverse. Besides, resentment of conservation
and failed resettlement has led to ineffective conservation
(Domínguez & Luoma, 2020; Kjosavik & Shanmugaratnam,
2015). Drawing encouragement from theories of human–animal
coexistence, or what Tsing (2012) refers to as unruly edges
(i.e., spaces where species interdependence exists), deep coex-
istence might also explain tolerance toward wild animals as an
interspecies relationship that is convivial without ignoring the
realities of fear and conflict. Dharmam, in this context, is sim-
ilarly not a variant of love or care for animals; it is the ability
of animals (including Kattunayakan humans) to relate to each
other and know well their limitations.

Conservation and human–wildlife encounters remain
focused on conflict studies, with references to positive
encounters overlooked given inconsistent definitions and
conceptualizations (Bhatia et al., 2019; Knox et al., 2020). Our
study contributes three key insights on Indigenous understand-
ing of human–animal relationships, which, if studied further,
have implications for wildlife conservation and management.
First, by questioning the centrality of humans in mediating
human–wildlife interactions, coexistence as we described it is
based on the assumption that understanding animal perceptions
of humans is as vital as human perceptions of animals. Second,
by acknowledging animals as individuals rather than herds,
deep coexistence views individual animal behavior as key and
recognizes the reality of conflict and fear for both humans
and animals. Third, by recognizing that both humans and wild
animals have shared rights to resources and responsibilities,
coexistence in the Kattunayakan example elaborated here
explains how their practices of tolerance acknowledge the
limitations and strengths of humans and their other nonhuman
relatives. Every human–wildlife interaction is not a conflict by
definition, despite the all-too-common tendency for wildlife
managers to assume as much. A key implication of our findings
is that a view of human–wildlife interactions that presumes fear,
discomfort, agitation, intolerance, and a lack of acceptance,
respect, and consideration is a central basis by which fortress
conservation continues. Hence, existing wildlife management
approaches require some reworking and rethinking; coexistence
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is potentially a core operating principle. Positive stories of
human–animal associations are a start but by no means a
solution. Distorted representation of these relationships might
augment the misinterpretation that human–wildlife interactions
inevitably gravitate toward conflict. This we fear will encour-
age the displacement of vulnerable communities as failed
experiments in coexistence. Romantic notions of ecological
nobility also run deep, leaving coexisting worlds excessively
vulnerable to claims of one extreme or the other. Although
recognizing Indigenous-driven human–wildlife existence in
modern conservation studies is still a work in progress and
relatively new in many parts of the world, it might well bring
solutions to conservation puzzles and improve engagement
with Indigenous peoples. The legitimacy and long-term success
of conservation necessitate prioritizing local people and wildlife
(Chua et al., 2020). These might in turn become the basis for
how wise movement and existence within a shared territory are
communicated and governed. It might also explain the success
of Indigenous land management worldwide (Garnett et al.,
2018).

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

We thank Kattunayakan People of Wayanad for their time, con-
versations, and insights that lead to this article. We thank S.
Chignell for helping us create the location maps. We are grateful
to A. Echeverri, E. Gavenus, and R. Sengupta for their feed-
back and help. We also thank members of our lab for their
recommendations during the writing of this article. We thank
the National Geographic Society for their generous funding
support.

ORCID

Helina Jolly https://orcid.org/0000-0003-0942-3096

REFERENCES

Agrawal, A., & Redford, K. (2009). Conservation and displacement: An
overview. Conservation and Society, 7(1), 1.

Athreya, V., Linnell, J. D., Shivakumar, S., & Dhiman, S. P. (2019). The leopard
that learnt from the cat and other narratives of carnivore–human coexistence
in northern India. People and Nature, 1(3), 376–386.

Banerjee, K., Jhala, Y. V., Chauhan, K. S., & Dave, C. V. (2013). Living with
lions: the economics of coexistence in the Gir forests, India. PLoS One, 8(1),
e49457, 1–11.

Barua, M., Bhagwat, S. A., & Jadhav, S. (2013). The hidden dimensions of
human–wildlife conflict: Health impacts, opportunity and transaction costs.
Biological Conservation, 157, 309–316.

Baynes-Rock, M. (2013). Local tolerance of hyena attacks in east Hararge region,
Ethiopia. Anthrozoos, 26(3), 421–433.

Bhatia, S., Redpath, S. M., Suryawanshi, K., & Mishra, C. (2019). Beyond
conflict: Exploring the spectrum of human–wildlife interactions and their
underlying mechanisms. Oryx, 54(5), 1–8.

Bhattacharyya, J., & Slocombe, S. (2017). Animal agency: wildlife management
from a kincentric perspective. Ecosphere, 8(10), e01978, 1–17.

Bird-David, N., & Naveh, D. (2008). Relational Epistemology, Immediacy, and
Conservation: Or, What Do the Nayaka Try to Conserve? Journal for the Study

of Religion, Nature and Culture, 2(1).
Bird-David, N. (2017). Us, relatives: Scaling and plural life in a forager world (Vol. 12).

University of California Press.
Bird-David, N., & Naveh, D. (2008). Relational epistemology, immediacy, and

conservation: Or, what do the Nayaka try to conserve? Journal for the Study of

Religion, Nature & Culture, 2(1), 55–73.

Bone, J. (2013). The animal as fourth educator: A literature review of animals
and young children in pedagogical relationships. Australian Journal of Early

Childhood, 38(2), 57–64.
Brockington, D., & Igoe, J. (2006). Eviction for conservation: A global overview.

Conservation and Society, 4 (3),424–470.
Brown, K. (2003). Integrating conservation and development: A case of

institutional misfit. Frontiers in Ecology and the Environment, 1(9), 479–487.
Buscher, B., & Fletcher, R. (2020). The conservation revolution: Radical ideas for saving

nature beyond the Anthropocene. Verso Trade.
Carter, N. H., & Linnell, J. D. (2016). Co-adaptation is key to coexisting with

large carnivores. Trends in Ecology & Evolution, 31(8), 575–578.
Chapron, G., & López-Bao, J. V. (2020). The place of nature in conservation

conflicts. Conservation Biology, 34(4), 795–802.
Chua, L., Harrison, M. E., Fair, H., Milne, S., Palmer, A., Rubis, J., …, Meijaard,

E. (2020). Conservation and the social sciences: Beyond critique and co-
optation. A case study from orangutan conservation. People and Nature, 2(1),
42–60.

Dhee Athreya, V., Linnell, J. D. C., Shivakumar, S., & Dhiman, S. P. (2019). The
leopard that learnt from the cat and other narratives of carnivore–human
coexistence in northern India. People and Nature, 1(3), 376–386.

Domínguez, L., & Luoma, C. (2020). Decolonising conservation policy:
How colonial land and 613 conservation ideologies persist and perpetuate
indigenous injustices at the expense of the 614 environment. Land, 9(3),
11–14.

Dorresteijn, I., Milcu, A. I., Leventon, J., Hanspach, J., & Fischer, J. (2016). Social
factors mediating human–carnivore coexistence: Understanding thematic
strands influencing coexistence in Central Romania. Ambio, 45(4), 490–500.

Dunn, M., Estrada, N., & Smith, D. A. (2012). The coexistence of Baird’s tapir
(Tapirus bairdii) and indigenous hunters in northeastern Honduras. Integrative

Zoology, 7(4), 429–438. Portico.
Díaz, S., Settele, J., Brondízio, E. S., Ngo, H. T., Agard, J., Arneth, A., Balvanera,

P., Brauman, K. A., Butchart, S. H. M., Chan, K. M. A., Garibaldi, L. A.,
Ichii, K., Liu, J., Subramanian, S. M., Midgley, G. F., Miloslavich, P., Molnár,
Z., Obura, D., Pfaff, A., … Zayas, C. N. (2019). Pervasive human-driven
decline of life on Earth points to the need for transformative change. Science,
366(6471).

Edelblutte, É., Krithivasan, R., & Hayek, M. N. (2022). Animal agency in wildlife
conservation and management. Conservation Biology, 36, e13853.

Frank, B., Glikman, J. A., & Marchini, S. (2019). Human–wildlife interactions:

Turning conflict into coexistence (Vol. 23). Cambridge University Press.
Garnett, S. T., Burgess, N. D., Fa, J. E., Fernández-Llamazares, Á., Molnár,

Z., Robinson, C. J., …, Leiper, I. (2018). A spatial overview of the global
importance of Indigenous lands for conservation. Nature Sustainability, 1(7),
369–374.

Goodale, K., Parsons, G. J., & Sherren, K. (2015). The nature of the nuisance—
damage or threat—determines how perceived monetary costs and cultural
benefits influence farmer tolerance of wildlife. Diversity, 7(3), 318–341.

Hiedanpää, J., Pellikka, J., & Ojalammi, S. (2016). Meet the parents: Normative
emotions in Finnish wolf politics. TRACE∴ Journal for Human-Animal Studies,
2.

Inskip, C., Carter, N., Riley, S., Roberts, T., & MacMillan, D. (2016).
Toward human-carnivore coexistence: understanding tolerance for tigers in
Bangladesh. PLoS one, 11(1), e0145913, 1–20. SALON.

Jacobs, M. A. A. R. T. E. N., & Vaske, J. J. (2019). Understanding emotions as
opportunities for and barriers to coexistence with wildlife. In B. Frank, J. A.
Gilkman & S. Marchini (Eds.). Human–wildlife interactions: turning conflict into

coexistence (Vol. 23, pp. 65–84). Cambridge University Press.
Kakkoth, S. (2005). The primitive tribal groups of Kerala: A situational appraisal.

Studies of Tribes and Tribals, 3(1), 47–55.
Kala, C. P., & Kothari, K. K. (2013). Livestock predation by common leopard in

Binsar Wildlife Sanctuary, India: Human–wildlife conflicts and conservation
issues. Human–Wildlife Interactions, 7(2), 325–333.

Karanth, K. K., Gupta, S., & Vanamamalai, A. (2018). Compensation payments,
procedures and policies towards human–wildlife conflict management:
Insights from India. Biological Conservation, 227(July), 383–389.

Kaushik, A., & Kaushik, C. P. (2006). Perspectives in environmental studies. New Age
International.

 15231739, 2022, 6, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://conbio.onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/cobi.13981 by T

he W
ikipedia L

ibrary, W
iley O

nline L
ibrary on [11/08/2024]. See the T

erm
s and C

onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w
iley.com

/term
s-and-conditions) on W

iley O
nline L

ibrary for rules of use; O
A

 articles are governed by the applicable C
reative C

om
m

ons L
icense

https://orcid.org/0000-0003-0942-3096
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-0942-3096


CONSERVATION BIOLOGY 13 of 13

Kideghesho, J. R. (2008). Co-existence between the traditional societies
and wildlife in western Serengeti, Tanzania: Its relevancy in contem-
porary wildlife conservation efforts. Biodiversity and Conservation, 17(8),
1861–188.

Kjosavik, D. J., & Shanmugaratnam, N. (2015). Political economy of development in

India: Indigeneity in transition in the state of Kerala. Routledge.
Knox, J., Ruppert, K., Frank, B., Sponarski, C. C., & Glikman, J. A. (2020).

Usage, definition, and measurement of coexistence, tolerance and accep-
tance in wildlife conservation research in Africa. Ambio, 50(2), 301–313.

Lestel, D., Bussolini, J., & Chrulew, M. (2014). The phenomenology of animal
life. Environmental Humanities, 5(1), 125–148.

Madden, F. (2004). Creating coexistence between humans and wildlife: Global
perspectives on local efforts to address human–wildlife conflict. Human

Dimensions of Wildlife, 9(4), 247–257.
Margulies, J. D., & Karanth, K. K. (2018). The production of human–wildlife

conflict: A political animal geography of encounter. Geoforum, 95, 153–164.
Mason, T. H., Pollard, C. R., Chimalakonda, D., Guerrero, A. M., Kerr-

Smith, C., Milheiras, S. A., …, Bunnefeld, N. (2018). Wicked conflict: Using
wicked problem thinking for holistic management of conservation conflict.
Conservation Letters, 11(6), e12460.

Münster, U. (2015). Work, knowledge and subaltern subjectivities in South Indian nature

conservation. Fabrizio Serra Editore.
Münster, U., & Vishnudas, S. (2012). In the jungle of law: Adivasi rights and

implementation of forest rights act in Kerala. Economic and Political Weekly,
47, 38–45.

Nadasdy, P. (2007). The gift in the animal: The ontology of hunting and human–
animal sociality. American Ethnologist, 34(1), 25–43.

Nair, R., Patil, O., Surve, N., Andheria, A., Linnell, J. D., & Athreya, V.
(2021). Sharing spaces and entanglements with big cats: The Warli and their
Waghoba in Maharashtra, India. Frontiers in Conservation Science, 21, 1–14.

Nijhawan, S., & Mihu, A. (2020). Relations of blood: Hunting taboos and
wildlife conservation in the Idu Mishmi of Northeast India. Journal of

Ethnobiology, 40(2), 149–166.
Nijhawan, S., Rowcliffe, M., Carbone, C., & Homewood, K. (2018). Do cultural

taboos conserve wildlife? Abstract. 5th European Congress of Conservation
Biology.

Nijhawan, S., Rowcliffe, M., Carbone, C., & Homewood, K. (2018). Do cultural

taboos conserve wildlife? Open Science Centre, University of Jyväskylä.
Nikolakis, W., & Hotte, N. (2020a). How law shapes collaborative forest gover-

nance: A focus on Indigenous peoples in Canada and India. Society and Natural

Resources, 33(1), 46–64.
Nyhus, P. J. (2016). Human–wildlife conflict and coexistence. Annual Review of

Environment and Resources, 41, 143–171.
Oommen, M. A. (2021). Beasts in the garden: Human–wildlife coexistence in

India’s past and present. Frontiers in Conservation Science, 32, 1–15.
Pooley, S. (2022). Coexistence for whom? Understanding coexistence with

wildlife. In S. Pooley, J. D. C. Linnell, U. Münster, T. Dooren, & A. Zimmer-
mann (Eds.). Understanding Coexistence with Wildlife (Vo. 2, pp 38–44). Frontiers
in Conservation Science.

Rai, N. D., Benjaminsen, T. A., Krishnan, S., & Madegowda, C. (2019). Political
ecology of tiger conservation in India: Adverse effects of banning customary
practices in a protected area. Singapore Journal of Tropical Geography, 40(1), 124–
139.

Safina, C. (2015). Beyond words: What animals think and feel. Macmillan.

Saldaña, J. (2021). The coding manual for qualitative researchers. The coding

manual for qualitative researchers, 1–440.
Salmón, E. (2000). Kincentric ecology: Indigenous perceptions of the human–

nature relationship. Ecological Applications, 10(5), 1327–1332.
Schroer, S. A. (2021). The Arts of Coexistence: A View From Anthropology.

Frontiers in Conservation Science, 1–6.
Snodgrass, J. G., Sharma, S. K., Jhala, Y. S., Lacy, M. G., Advani, M., Bhargava,

N. K., & Upadhyay, C. (2007). Beyond self-interest and altruism: Herbalist
and leopard brothers in an Indian wildlife sanctuary. Human Dimensions of

Wildlife, 12(5), 375–387.
Songhurst, A., McCulloch, G., & Coulson, T. (2016). Finding pathways to

human–elephant coexistence: A risky business. Oryx, 50(4), 713–720.
Soulsbury, C. D., & White, P. C. (2019). A Framework for assessing and quanti-

fying human-wildlife interactions in urban areas. In B. Frank, J. A. Gilkman,
& S. Marchini (Eds.). Human-wildlife interactions: Turning conflict into
coexistence (Vol. 23. pp.107–128). Cambridge University Press.

Talbot, S. (2016). Alaska natives struggle for subsistence rights. In S. Lobo, S.
Talbot, & T. M. Carlston (Eds.). Native American Voices, 383. Routledge.

Thekaekara, T., Bhagwat, S. A., & Thornton, T. F. (2022). Coexistence and
culture: understanding human diversity and tolerance in human-elephant
interactions. Understanding Coexistence with Wildlife.

Treves, A., & Bruskotter, J. (2014). Tolerance for predatory wildlife. Science,
344(6183), 476–477.

Treves, A., Wallace, R. B., & White, S. (2009). Participatory planning of inter-
ventions to mitigate human–wildlife conflicts. Conservation Biology, 23(6),
1577–1587.

Tsing, A. (2012). Unruly edges: Mushrooms as companion species for Donna
Haraway. Environmental Humanities, 1(1), 141–154.

Veríssimo, D., Sadowsky, B., & Douglas, L. (2019). Conservation marketing as
a tool to promote human-wildlife coexistence. In B. Frank, J. A. Gilkman, &
S. Marchini (Eds.). Human-wildlife interactions: Turning conflict into coexistence (Vol.
23. pp. 335–354. Cambridge University Press.

Wardle, C., Buckley, R., Shakeela, A., & Castley, J. G. (2018). Ecotourism’s con-
tributions to conservation: Analysing patterns in published studies. Journal of

Ecotourism, 20(2), 99–129.
Woodroffe, R., Thirgood, S., & Rabinowitz, A. (2005). People and wildlife, conflict

or co-existence? Cambridge University Press.

SUPPORTING INFORMATION

Additional supporting information can be found online in the
Supporting Information section at the end of this article.

How to cite this article: Jolly, H., Satterfield, T.,
Kandlikar, M., & TR, S. (2022). Indigenous insights on
human–wildlife coexistence in southern India.
Conservation Biology, 36, e13981.
https://doi.org/10.1111/cobi.13981

 15231739, 2022, 6, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://conbio.onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/cobi.13981 by T

he W
ikipedia L

ibrary, W
iley O

nline L
ibrary on [11/08/2024]. See the T

erm
s and C

onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w
iley.com

/term
s-and-conditions) on W

iley O
nline L

ibrary for rules of use; O
A

 articles are governed by the applicable C
reative C

om
m

ons L
icense

https://doi.org/10.1111/cobi.13981

	Indigenous insights on human-wildlife coexistence in southern India
	Abstract
	&#x3010;&#x6458;&#x8981;&#x3011;
	INTRODUCTION
	METHODS
	Study context
	Interviews and transect walks
	Coding

	RESULTS
	Deep coexistence
	Rational conversing personalities
	Gods, teachers, and equals
	Relatives with a shared origin that practice dharmam

	DISCUSSION
	ACKNOWLEDGMENTS
	ORCID
	REFERENCES
	SUPPORTING INFORMATION


