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Abstract

India is the stronghold for endangered species and poaching and illegal trade have seriously threatened wildlife conservation.
Adgainst this backdrop, Indian regulatory authorities have strengthened workforce capacity for monitoring and enforcement
actions against poaching, employed patrolling systems, and adopted lethal deterrence-based policies. However, efforts to control
poaching and conserve biodiversity are often at odds with local communities' needs and interests, and stakeholder participation in
management is integral to successful wildlife conservation. This research aims to understand stakeholder perception of
anti-poaching management practices and tribal customs in protected areas. A survey was conducted to gather information from
forest staff and fringe villagers at the four national parks and one wildlife sanctuary in Assam, India. The results indicate that
villagers around protected areas generally perceive that the Forest Department and patrolling effectively prevent poaching.
However, stakeholders' perceptions of the lethal deterrence-based policies and tribal customs were split, depending on the local
communities' unique social, economic, and political situations. Leveraging these responses, wildlife managers in India can
collaborate with villagers around the protected areas to address the threats of poaching to wild megafauna. Further, this research
underpins the reason to strengthen the enforcement capacity of forest staff, as they stand at the frontline of endangered species
protection in biodiversity-rich, developing countries.
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1. Introduction

The evolution of conservation policy in post-colonial India
can be divided into three phases [35]. From 1947 to 1970, the
first phase focused on forest conservation policy, ignoring
wildlife. During the second phase, from 1971 to 1990, India
started to develop a wildlife-related policy, initiating Project
Tiger and a network of protected areas. These protected areas
help conserve biodiversity and natural resources through
national wildlife action plans [55]. The third and last phase
occurred from 1990 to the present, in which wildlife poaching,

habitat loss, and human and wildlife conflict have been ex-
plored [35].

Stakeholder participation in management is integral to
successful wildlife conservation [1, 35]. However, efforts to
conserve biodiversity are often at odds with the needs and
interests of human activities [37-49]. In recent decades,
wildlife poaching has surged in India, and India has become a
hotspot for poaching with around 27% of globally trafficked
tigers for the past twenty years [53]. To counteract this surge,
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the Indian Forest Department has enacted anti-poaching
management practices within protected areas. For example,
they constructed anti-poaching camps in which the forest staff
was stationed within the protected areas, patrolled protected
areas, and initiated deterrence policies, including killing
poachers on site. These anti-poaching management practices
often impact and involve forest-dependent communities near
the protected areas [3].

Wildlife management requires complex trade-offs by var-
ious stakeholders [50], and meeting diverse stakeholder’s
interests was understood as important for natural resource
management in India [51]. Stakeholder engagement in the
decision-making process can avoid the pitfalls of poor gov-
ernance. Furthermore, knowledge of stakeholder interests and
the likely effects of decision alternatives on all types of
stakeholders is known to be critical as elements for successful
wildlife conservation by eliciting public trust for uncertain
wildlife management decisions [1, 7, 41].

At present, there needs to be a more understanding of
stakeholder engagement regarding anti-poaching manage-
ment practices in India. Most of the studies conducted relate
to stakeholder’s understanding of India’s wildlife protection
policies, but forest villagers® perceptions have not been ex-
amined [27, 41, 43]. Also, prior scholars have paid attention to
ecotourism as a solution to wildlife poaching, rather than
anti-poaching management practices undertaken by regula-
tory authorities in protected areas [6, 8]. In expanding this line
of research, this research thus aims to understand forest
management staff and forest villagers’ perceptions regarding
anti-poaching management practices in local communities
where wildlife-human conflicts are severe.

2. Background

Drivers of Poaching

The primary driver of wildlife poaching is market demand,
especially dealing with greater one-horned rhino (Rhinoceros
unicornis), Bengal tigers (Panthera tigris tigris), and Asian
elephants (Elephas maximus) [53]. It is estimated that rhino
horns could range from $97,000 USD per kg to $400,000
USD per kg [5, 19], while a dead tiger is worth $50,000 to
$70,000 USD on the black market [22]. Unlike the African
elephant (Loxodonta Africana), the Asian elephant is mostly
poached for its skin, and elephant skin is worth $120 USD per
kilogram [17].

Assam in India has been vulnerable to wildlife poaching
since the proximity of Assam being near a porous internation-
al/state border with Myanmar and Nagaland has led to some
opportunistic wildlife poaching [52]. Oftentimes, these poach-
ers sell poached wildlife on the black market for illegal firearms
[52]. The lucrative sales of rhino horns, tiger derivatives, and

elephant skin on the black market incentivize wildlife poaching,
especially in Assam [53]. More importantly, wildlife poaching
exceeds the biological capacities of wild species and causes a
broader crisis in biodiversity loss [48].

The management of protected areas in India is the responsi-
bility of the state Office of Principle Chief Conservator of
Forest (PCCF) and Head of Forest Force (HoFF). The state
PCCF & HoFF is legally authorized under the Wildlife Protec-
tion Act (1972) to manage all activities and initiatives in the
protected areas. Specific management practices, such as an-
ti-poaching efforts, are then determined by the Field Directors
(FDs), Division Field Officers (DFOs), and Conservators of
Forest (CFs) of each protected area. For example, FDs, DFOs,
and CFs determine the number of forest staff stationed in each
protected area, the average kilometer patrolled by forest staff,
and the execution of deterrence policies by forest staff. Despite
the significance of anti-poaching management practices in
wildlife conservation, less is known about stakeholder percep-
tion on those conservation policy tools. To fill this research
void, a novel survey was conducted to investigate to what ex-
tent forest villagers and forest staff support the Forest Depart-
ment at preventing poaching, patrolling protected areas, and
killing poachers on site as a precautionary approach, and lastly,
whether tribal customs could prevent poaching. In doing so,
this research presents the first kind of empirical results, while
providing an in-depth understanding of the perceived efficacy
of anti-poaching management practices.

3. Methods

3.1. Study Sites

Assam, India is a biodiversity hotspot with rich floral and
faunal variety. It has an elaborate network of protected areas
[3]. Among the protected areas, this research focused on the
five study sites. They are Manas National Park, Kaziranga
National Park, Orang National Park, Nameri National Park,
and East Karbi Anglong Wildlife Sanctuary. Of these Na-
tional Parks, there are also four Tiger Reserves, Manas,
Kaziranga, Orang, and Nameri Tiger Reserves. These Tiger
Reserves were constituted by the National Tiger Conserva-
tion Authority, and the Assam Forest Department is highly
visible in them. The National Parks and Tiger Reserves
oftentimes overlap in their areas. Manas and Kaziranga
National Parks are UNESCO World Heritage Sites. Manas
National Park is a Biosphere Reserve, a biodiversity hotspot
due to avian fauna. East Karbi Anglong Wildlife Sanctuary
protects a great variety of wildlife but it is a critical habitat
for elephant protection. Table 1 summarizes the five study
sites in Assam, India [18].
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Table 1. Five Study Sites, Assam in India.

Protected Area

East Karbi Anglong Wildlife Sanctuary

Kaziranga National Park/Tiger Reserve
Manas National Park/ Tiger Reserve

Nameri National Park/Tiger Reserve

Rajiv Gandhi Orang National Park/Tiger Reserve

Special Designations

Autonomous Zone!
UNESCO World Heritage Site

UNESCO World Heritage Site /
Biosphere Reserve

Size (sq. km) Endangered Megafauna
221 Elephant

430 Tiger, elephant, rhino
500 Tiger, elephant, rhino
200 Tiger, elephant

78.80 Tiger, elephant, rhino
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Figure 1. Selected National Parks and Wildlife Sanctuaries in Assam.

3.2. Data Collection and Analysis

To understand stakeholder perceptions regarding an-
ti-poaching mechanisms, a survey was conducted in April to
August 2021 by simple random sampling. The survey proto-
col was approved by George Mason University’s Institutional
Review Board (#1386794-2), and a series of questions re-
garding anti-poaching management practices and tribal cus-
toms were asked in Assamese (local dialect) via translator.
The answers were recorded using the five-point Likert-type
scale, where ‘1’ represents “strongly disagree” and ‘5’ rep-
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resents “strongly agree,” and answers were translated and
recorded into English. Fringe villages comprised of less than
50 people, and forest staff stationed in the protected areas
were invited to the survey, a total of 202 surveys were col-
lected sampling. Three to six fringe villages were sampled per
protected area. For the data analysis, a series of
non-parametric statistical methods was used as the survey
outcomes were coded with the five-point Likert scale [23, 45].
The Dunn test, a non-parametric pairwise multiple compari-
son procedure, was used to identify which group’s responses
demonstrated statistical difference from each other [11]. To
reduce a Type 1 error when performing multiple tests,
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Holm's-alpha correction for the Dunn test was used [20].
Tables were generated in R using R packages ggplot2 [46, 56]
and GGstatsplot [44] for data visualization.

4. Results

(1) The Forest Department is effective at preventing poaching.
The survey first asked how villagers and forest department

staff perceive the effectiveness of forest department at preventing
poaching. Table 2 showed all participants except Karbi Anglong
agreed with the statement that the forest department was effec-
tive at preventing poaching. Likewise, Table 3 showed a strong
statistical difference (p <0.001) from the responses of Karbi
Anglong to all other participants responses.

Table 2. Descriptive Summary.

Groups Number of Participants
Forest Staff 43
Karbi Anglong 30
Kaziranga 32
Manas 34
Nameri 32
Organg 31

Median Interquartile Range
5 (Strongly Agreed) 1.0

2 (Disagreed) 1.0

5 (Strongly Agreed) 1.0

5 (Strongly Agreed) 3.25

4 (Agreed) 1.0

5 (Strongly Agreed) 0.5

Table 3. Dunn Test.

Forest Staff Karbi Anglong
Karbi Anglong -4.881***
Kaziranga -0.022 4.549***
Manas -0.552 4.130%**
Nameri -0.636 3.985%**
Orang 0.774 5.245%**

Note: “=p<0.05, ""=p<0.01, ~"=p<0.001

(2) Patrolling is an effective tool at preventing poaching.

As the second question, survey participants were asked if
patrolling is an effective tool at preventing poaching. Table 4
showed all participants, with the exception of Karbi Anglong,
strongly agreed or agreed with the statement that patrolling
was an effective tool at preventing poaching. Table 5 showed
a strong statistical difference (p < 0.001) in responses between
Karbi Anglong to participants in the forest staff, Kaziranga,

Kaziranga Manas Nameri
-0.494

-0.574 -0.089

-0.743 1.244 1.312

Manas, and Nameri, while there is a statical difference
(p<0.01) in responses to participants in Orang. That means,
forest department staff believed that patrolling is effective in
managing poaching, but forest villagers around Karbi An-
glong indicated their neutral stance toward the efficacy of
patrolling. Also, while villagers around Orang agreed the
effectiveness of patrolling but their support level was lower
than that of forest staff.

Table 4. Descriptive Summary.

Groups Number of Participants Median Interquartile Range
Forest Staff 43 5 (Strongly Agreed) 0.5
Karbi Anglong 30 3 (Neither Agreed nor Disagreed) 2.0
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Groups Number of Participants Median Interquartile Range
Kaziranga 32 5 (Strongly Agreed) 1.0
Manas 34 5 (Strongly Agreed) 1.0
Nameri 32 4 (Agreed) 1.0
Orang 31 4 (Agreed) 0.5

Table 5. Dunn Test.

Forest Staff Karbi Anglong
Karbi Anglong -5.465***
Kaziranga -0.143 4.085%**
Manas -1.337 3.965%**
Nameri -2.079 3.206%**
Orang -3.492** 1.64

Note: "=p< 0.05, "=p<0.01, ""=p<0.001

(3) Killing poachers is an effective tool at preventing
poaching.
The third question asked survey participants to indicate if

killing poachers was an effective tool for preventing poaching.

Table 6 showed mixed responses among participants regard-
ing Killing poachers. Forest villagers around Kaziranga and
Nameri Parks indicated that lethal deterrence policy approach
is effective, while forest staff and villagers around Karbi

Kaziranga Manas Nameri
-1.111

-1.808 -0.725

-3.133* -2.077 -1.338

Anglong and Manas Parks disagreed. Table 7 showed a strong
statistical difference (p < 0.001) in responses between
Kaziranga and Manas, forest Staff, and Karbi Anglong. A
statistical difference (p<0.01) in responses between Kaziranga
and Nameri. Lastly, a statistical difference (p < 0.05) in re-
sponses between Orang and Forest Staff, Karbi Anglong, and
Manas.

Table 6. Descriptive Summary.

Groups Number of Participants Median Interquartile Range
Forest Staff 43 2 (Disagreed) 25
Karbi Anglong 30 2 (Disagreed) 0.0
Kaziranga 32 5 (Strongly Agreed) 1.25
Manas 34 1 (Strongly Disagreed) 4.0
Nameri 32 2 (Disagreed) 1.25
Organg 31 5 (Strongly Agreed) 3.0
Table 7. Dunn Test.
Groups Forest Staff Karbi Anglong Kaziranga Manas Nameri
Karbi Anglong -0.327
Kaziranga 5.234%** 5.114%***
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Groups Forest Staff Karbi Anglong
Manas -0.414 -0.069

Nameri 1.203 1.411

Orang 2.726* 2.811*

Note: “=p<0.05, ““=p<0.01, ""=p<0.001

(4) There are tribal customs that prevent poaching.

As the last question, survey participants were asked if vil-
lagers or forest staff believe that tribal customs can help
poaching to be prevented. Table 8 showed mixed responses
regarding this question. Table 9 showed a strong statistical
difference (p < 0.001) in responses between Manas and Forest

Kaziranga Manas Nameri
-5.346***

-3.764** 1.526

-2.300 2.969* 1.434

Staff, Karbi Anglong, and Kaziranga. As such, villagers
around Manas Park do not believe that triable customs are
instrumental in preventing poaching. Likewise, a strong sta-
tistical difference in responses (p < 0.001) between Manas and
Orang.

Table 8. Descriptive Summary.

Groups Number of Participants
Forest Staff 43
Karbi Anglong 30
Kaziranga 32
Manas 34
Nameri 32
Orang 31

Median Interquartile Range
3 (Neither Agreed nor Disagreed) 4.0

4 (Agreed) 25

4 (Agreed) 2.25

1 (Strongly Disagreed) 0.0

2 (Disagreed) 1.0

3 (Neither Agreed nor Disagreed) 3.0

Table 9. Dunn Test.

Forest Staff Karbi Anglong
Karbi Anglong 2.155
Kaziranga 2121 -0.069
Manas -4.660*** -6.316***
Nameri -1.991 -3.846**
Orang 0.232 -1.788

Note: "=p<0.05, "=p<0.01, ""=p<0.001

5. Discussion

Assam is a biodiversity hotspot for endangered megafauna
like wild tigers, rhinos, and elephants [4, 18]. Currently,
wildlife poaching is threatening these endangered species [53],
and regulated authorities in governments have adopted and
implemented anti-poaching management practices. They
include but are not limited to strengthening monitoring and

Kaziranga Manas Nameri
-6.352%**

-3.840** 2.455

-1.748 4.526%** 2.061

enforcement in protected areas, using patrolling systems, and
adopting deterrence-based policies. However, there is no
scholarly attention to the anti-poaching management practices,
and no attempt has been made to empirically understand how
stakeholders perceive the efficacy of anti-poaching manage-
ment practices. This study fills this research void.

Forest staff are a vital part of wildlife management because
they provide wildlife protection and security, interface with
local communities, and monitor wildlife populations and
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habitats [57, 58]. According to World Wildlife Fund for Na-
ture (2018), the Indian subcontinent has approximately 60,000
field staff-- more than any country in South Asia. The average
forest staff salary is $259.24 USD per month. The average
workday is 76.2 hours (about 3 days) per week including 27.5
hours per week between the hours of 6pm and 6am [57]. More
importantly, forest staff are stationed in anti-poaching camps
around the perimeter of the protected area, routinely patrol the
protected area day/night, and execute deterrence policies [3].

The Forest Department enforces anti-poaching manage-
ment practices in each protected area. A notable exception is
East Karbi Anglong Wildlife Sanctuary in which the forest
staff are neither stationed, nor patrol the protected area. Under
the Constitution of India, Karbi Anglong is considered an
autonomous administrative division. Currently, there are ten
autonomous councils in Assam, Meghalaya, Mizoran, and
Tripura. These autonomous councils have legislative, execu-
tive, and judicial powers. The powers and presence of the
Forest Department are greatly diminished in these autono-
mous zones, and the relationship between these autonomous
councils and the Forest Department can be tenuous [33].
However, there is a representative of the Forest Department in
Karbi Anglong that works with the autonomous council re-
garding conservation efforts of the protected area.

In the survey, the statement ‘I think Forest Department is
effective at preventing poaching.” There was a large, statisti-
cally significant difference in stakeholders’ perceptions about
this statement. Villagers in Manas, Nameri, Orang, Kaziranga,
and Forest Staff, in general, agreed that the Forest Department
is effective. While villagers near East Karbi Anglong had a
median response that showed significantly less agreement
than other groups. A possible explanation might be related to
East Karbi Anglong located in the autonomous district of
Karbi Anglong, and its relationship with the Forest Depart-
ment. Therefore, it is understandable that villagers near pro-
tected areas with strong forest staff presence may have greater
confidence in the Forest Department in preventing poaching
than protected areas with diminished forest staff presence.

Patrolling is another indicator of the Forest Department
presence in protected areas. Patrolling plays an important role
in preventing wildlife poaching and it can identify hotspots
for poaching in which enforcement efforts can be focused [21,
38]. In Assam, patrolling is exclusively conducted by the
forest staff, and they are equipped with firearms, communi-
cation devices (e.g., walkie-talkies), navigation tools (e.g.,
compass), and uniforms with boots [15]. Forest staff take
firearms and communication devices on their daily patrol.
Most of the patrolling in Assam is done on foot and in pairs of
forest staff [57]. However, there is jeep, elephant, and boat
patrolling as well.

As to the survey question of patrolling as an effective tool
for poaching prevention, it found similar results to the rating
of effectiveness of the Forest Department. The survey showed
a large, significant difference in perception regarding this
statement. Villagers near East Karbi Anglong didn’t agree
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with the Forest Staff as well as villagers near Kaziranga,
Nameri, and Manas National Parks. Villagers near Orang
National Park showed significantly less agreement than Forest
Staff and villagers near Kaziranga National Park. A possible
explanation might be that forested communities oftentimes
associate the Forest Department with patrolling activities and
East Karbi Anglong and Orang have diminished the presence
of the Forest Department than other protected areas. For
example, East Karbi Anglong has no forest staff patrolling
due to its location in an autonomous zone, and Orang has less
forest staff patrolling than other National Parks/Tiger Re-
serves due to its small park size (78.89 sg.km). Therefore, it is
understandable that villagers around these protected areas
would not think that patrolling was an important an-
ti-poaching management practice.

There is an important debate in the wildlife management
regarding the use of lethal force on poachers as a deterrence
policy [32]. Prior scholars concluded that targeted killings of
poachers are a legitimate tool in enforcing anti-poaching laws
that could prevent the extinction of wildlife populations [36].
Sentiments are considered common in the war against biodi-
versity loss [32, 36]. However, there is a counter argument
that armed forces lead to deforestation, habitat destruction,
and displacement of certain indigenous communities [13].
Furthermore, prior research indicated that using lethal force to
protect wildlife is an extreme example of conservation action
and concluded that justifying killing poachers fails both eth-
ical and pragmatic examination [9]. Lethal force policies are
likely to fail because sustainable conservation depends on the
support of local communities and stakeholders [10].

In Assam, a similar debate is taking place regarding the use
of lethal force. Between 2014 to 2017, 50 poachers were
killed to protect the greater one-horned rhino in Kaziranga
National Park, and rangers were ordered to shoot poachers on
sight [9]. Thus, the statement ‘I think killing poachers is an
effective tool at preventing poaching’ was asked. The survey
participants’ responses showed a large, significant difference
in stakeholders’ perception regarding killing poachers. In
general, most villagers disagreed with this statement; however,
there was some agreement among the groups. For example,
villagers near Kaziranga National Park showed stronger
agreement with the statement than Forest Staff, East Karbi
Anglong Wildlife Sanctuary, Manas and Nameri National
Parks. Additionally, villagers near Orang National Park
showed stronger agreement with the survey statement than
Manas and East Karbi Anglong Wildlife Sanctuary. Based on
this survey, it can be concluded that forest villagers’ percep-
tion of using lethal force is mixed, while Forest Staff do not
think lethal force is an effective tool for preventing poaching
in Assam.

However, it is questionable why villagers near Kaziranga
and Orang National Parks are more receptive to the lethal
force approach. A possible explanation for these results might
be that both Kaziranga and Orang have significant ecotourism
industries [6, 8]. Ecotourism can increase economic devel-
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opment in Assam [8, 39] and yield additional income to local
communities [8]. According to Directorate of Tourism, Gov-
ernment of Assam approximately Rs. 14,470 lakhs
($17,532,228.22 USD) in 2019 and Rs. 6,797 lakhs
($8,235,421.92 USD) in 2020-2021was generated by eco-
tourism. More importantly, ecotourism provides additional
jobs in the form of tour operators, jeep safaris, selling crafts,
and hospitality services [6]. Since the ecotourism industry is
providing alternative livelihoods to Orang and Kaziranga
communities [30], villagers could have more likely agreed
that the use of lethal force as an anti-poaching management
practice as an effective way to prevent poaching.

It is known that religion plays an important role in wildlife
conservation. Religion influences human behavior by
providing ethical and social models for living respectfully
with nature, it provides primary understanding about right and
wrong, and nature is spiritual and must be respected noted
[40]. Tribal customs generally rely on religion and play a
crucial role in creating social conduct. Social conduct may
dictate human behavior and influence wildlife poaching de-
cisions. In this context, the statement about how forest vil-
lagers and forest staff perceive the role of tribal customs in
poaching management.

The survey participants indicated mixed responses re-
garding the statement, ‘I think there are tribal customs that
prevent poaching,” and the responses were statistically sig-
nificantly different. Overall, villagers near Manas and Nameri
National Parks did not believe that tribal customs play a role
in poaching management. To better understand, it is note-
worthy to mention the civil unrest that occurred in Manas

National Park/Tiger Reserve between the mid-1980s and 2003.

The civil unrest arose from social, political, and economic
issues that caused nearly 90% decrease (or local extinction) in
wild rhino populations, and a sharp decrease in wild tiger
populations Unfortunately, during this period, the Forest
Department ceased all wildlife management activities (e.g.,
patrolling) and abandoned Manas National Park/Tiger Re-
serve [12]. Amidst the strong civil unrest, tribal customs ap-
pear not to play a strong role in managing poaching nor mit-
igate the absence of the Forest Department’s enforcement
activities to patrol the park and punish poachers.

6. Policy Implications

This research evaluates stakeholders’ perceptions regarding
anti-poaching management practices for good governance. It
is understood that good governance respecting diverse
stakeholders’ interests and perspectives is key to safeguarding
endangered species, such as wild tigers, rhinos, and elephants.
The research findings indicate that a strong presence of the
Forest Department may promote confidence and give the
perception of effectiveness at preventing poaching. Likewise,
so does patrolling by forest staff. Policymakers should con-
sider strengthening the presence of the Forest Department in
protected areas where their presence is diminished as a good
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governance practice as this practice may deter wildlife
poaching. Furthermore, according to the findings, the use of
lethal force on poachers was not supported by some stake-
holders, while some villagers agreed on it. Policymakers and
forest managers should thus take a cautious approach when
employing lethal force against poachers, although this prac-
tice may safeguard wildlife for ecotourism benefits. Lastly, as
mixed responses regarding tribal customs preventing poach-
ing were reported, policymakers and forest managers alike
should not assume tribal customs relying on religion would
play a critical role in wildlife poaching in fringe villages of the
Global South. This result rather reinforces the reason to
strengthen enforcement capacity by park management agen-
cies and international conservation policy regimes for wildlife
management in emerging economies [12].

7. Limitation of the Research

Relying on novel data from fringe villagers around India’s
national parks and wildlife sanctuary as well as forest man-
agement staff, this research examined how anti-poaching
management practices are perceived. Despite its unique da-
taset and insightful results, the research has some limitations.
First, the global health crisis with COVID-19 affected data
collection, as the survey was undertaken during the second
wave of COVID-19 in Assam, India. This caused the chal-
lenges of accessing certain villages around the national parks,
leading to a modest sample size used in the research. Secondly,
since the survey was translated from English to the Assamese
tribal language, it could be a possibility that some statements
could not have been clearly interpreted to some villagers
whose knowledge about poaching management is limited.
Third, the survey was designed to include both males and
females equally, but the majority of participants who con-
sented were males and/or head-of-household, which leaves us
the question of how women would perceive the anti-poaching
practices. Furthermore, detailed demographic information
about survey participants was not collected due to local vil-
lagers’ skeptical attitudes toward outsiders. Lastly, all an-
swers were self-reported and may be prone to human biases
and limitations.

8. Conclusion

Oftentimes, wildlife conservation policy is based on in-
creasing wildlife habitat, mitigating poaching, and reducing
human/wildlife conflict [14, 25, 28, 34, 47]. Some of these
policies are at odds with stakeholders' interests and activities
[37, 49]. This research contributes to a better understanding
about stakeholders’ perceptions about anti-poaching man-
agement practices in India. Prior studies of forest-dependent
communities have largely focused on their beliefs regarding
wildlife, environment, livelihood, or tribal customs in the
form of religion [24, 26, 31]. The novelty of this research
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focused on these communities’ understanding of and buy-in
capacity for anti-poaching management practices. A major
strength of this survey is that it successfully demonstrated the
varying degrees of stakeholders’ responses, while also
showing these communities, in general, support the Assam
Forest Department and their anti-poaching management ef-
forts. As some anti-poaching management approaches are
deterrence-based, earning local communities’ support for
wildlife management practices would be essential for gov-
ernment-driven wildlife conservation in highly protected
areas.
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