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Perceptions of Human–Wildlife Interactions and Conservation Outcomes among Communities Residing near Protected Areas

ABSTRACT
Protected areas such as the Ranthambore Tiger Reserve (RTR) are vital for wildlife conservation, yet they often lead to complex socio-economic dynamics for nearby communities.  This study examines local perceptions of the Ranthambore Tiger Reserve (RTR) focusing on socio-cultural impacts, benefits and losses, causes of human-wildlife conflict (HWC), mitigation efforts, and overall attitudes. A survey of 360 respondents from RTR’s buffer zone was conducted using a structured questionnaire with a three-point scale. Data were analysed using weighted means, categorization through cumulative square root frequency, Garrett Ranking and regression to identify influencing factors.
Results showed 37.5% of respondents experienced high socio-cultural impacts, such as fear of wild animals and changes in farming practices. While 76.94% benefited from access to forest resources like fodder and water, only 20.28% perceived high overall benefits. Most respondents attributed HWC to urbanization, forest resource scarcity, and preferred crops. Around 64% adopted preventive strategies, but dissatisfaction with compensation was high. Overall, 40.56% had a medium-level perception of RTR. Regression analysis found that family size and landholding negatively influenced perception, while education, income, herd size, extension contact, and distance from the reserve had positive effects. The study concludes that although RTR provides ecological benefits, it also creates socio-economic challenges. Strengthening compensation, conflict mitigation, and community engagement can enhance conservation support.
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1. INTRODUCTION
Protected areas (PAs) play a pivotal role in biodiversity conservation, offering sanctuary to endangered species and critical ecosystems (Stolton et. al. 2015). In India, where human populations often live in close proximity to such ecological zones, the interface between conservation objectives and community livelihoods becomes particularly complex (Neelakantan et.al. 2021). The Ranthambore Tiger Reserve (RTR) in Rajasthan stands as a prominent example of this dual reality. While the reserve is globally recognized for its success in tiger conservation, its establishment and expansion have introduced significant socio-cultural, economic, and ecological changes for the residents of surrounding villages.
RTR, encompassing core and buffer zones, includes over 300 villages within its ecological boundary (Meena et al., 2022, Singh Et. al. 2015). These communities, traditionally reliant on forest-based resources and agriculture, have experienced both tangible benefits and substantial challenges since the reserve’s inception (Newton et. al. 2016). On one hand, they gain access to fodder, clean water, and a relatively healthier environment (Banerjee and Madhurima 2013). On the other hand, they face frequent crop raiding, livestock losses, and restricted access to traditional livelihood resources, all of which contribute to growing incidents of human-wildlife conflict (HWC) (Baral et. al. 2021). These experiences shape community perceptions of RTR and influence their willingness to support conservation efforts.
Community perceptions are central to the success or failure of conservation policies. Positive attitudes can lead to cooperation and stewardship, whereas negative perceptions may foster resistance, illegal activities, or apathy towards conservation initiatives (Bennett 2016). However, despite the critical importance of local attitudes, existing research often focuses narrowly on ecological outcomes or isolated cases of HWC, lacking a comprehensive understanding of how socio-economic and demographic factors shape perceptions in the buffer zones of RTR. Furthermore, there is limited empirical data that systematically examines the link between local perceptions and factors such as education, income, landholding size, and proximity to the reserve.
This study addresses that gap by assessing the socio-cultural impacts, perceived benefits and losses, causes of conflict, mitigation efforts, and overall attitudes of local communities toward RTR. Such an approach is essential not only for enriching the scientific discourse on conservation in human-dominated landscapes but also for informing inclusive policies that promote coexistence, ensure fair compensation, and build stronger support for long-term wildlife protection.

2. MATERIALS AND METHODS
2.1 Study Area and Sampling Procedure
The study was conducted in two distinct zones of the Ranthambore Tiger Reserve (RTR), namely the Core Zone- also referred to as the Critical Tiger Habitat comprising Ranthambore National Park, Sawai Madhopur Wildlife Sanctuary, and Sawai Man Singh Wildlife Sanctuary; and the Buffer Zone, represented by the Kaila Devi Wildlife Sanctuary.
RTR encompasses a total of 304 villages within its ecological boundary. For this study, a 10% representative sample of the villages (i.e., 30 villages) was selected using a random sampling method. From each selected village, 12 respondents were purposively chosen based on the criterion that they had at least 10 years of experience in livestock rearing and agricultural practices, resulting in a total sample size of 360 respondents.

2.2 Development of Perception Index
A preliminary list of 53 statements reflecting the socio-environmental perceptions related to RTR was compiled from literature, academic journals, and expert consultations. These statements were then subjected to expert validation. Based on expert judgment, 19 statements were eliminated, and 34 statements were retained for final index development. The inclusion of each statement in the final perception index was based on two criteria, indicators having Relevancy Weightage (RW) > 0.85 and Mean Relevancy Score (MRS) > 2.25. 
The Relevancy Weightage (RW) and Mean Relevancy Score (MRS) were worked out for all the selected indicators individually by using the following formula (Kumar Et al., 2021)
    
Where, fxi = Number of More Relevant response, fxii= Number of Relevant response, fxiii= Number of Least Relevant response, fx= Total Number of Judges, fx*3= Maximum possible score
                       Mean Relevancy Score (MRS) =    
 Where, fxi= Number of more relevant response, fxii=Number of Relevant response, fxiii= Number of Least relevant response, fx=Total Number of Judges
2.3 Data Analysis
Descriptive statistics were employed to analyze the data. To rank the statements based on respondents’ preferences, the Garrett Ranking Technique was utilized. The rank values were computed using the formula (Rath and Sarangi, 2021)	

Where, Rij = Rank given for ith practice by jth individual, Nj = Number practices ranked by the jth individual.
For classification of perception levels (low, medium, and high), the Cumulative Square Root of Frequency (CSRF) method was used. The number of strata was determined using:
The number of classes and class interval are determined using the following formulas: 
No. of classes = 2.5 x (number of samples) ¼ 

Suppose, we desire to have 3 strata, then the upper limit of the first strata is determined using the formula given below:

Where, Li= Upper limit of the ith strata (In this case first strata), L = Number of strata, Yi = Upper limit of the class in which Li lies, Yi-1 = Lower limit of the class in which Li lies, Sk= Cumulative square root frequency value, √f = Square root of the frequency of the ith class in which Li (Sk/L) lies, Si-1 = Cumulative square root frequency of the preceding class in which Li (Sk/L) lies, Yi – Yi-1= Width of the class in which Li (Sk/L) lies 
For the upper limit of second strata, the formula is: 

For the upper limit of third strata, the formula is: 

In this way, three strata are formed i.e low, medium, and high towards the perception of the respondents towards Ranthambore Tiger Reserve (RTR).
2.4 Regression Analysis
To determine the relationship between the dependent variable (perception level of respondents towards RTR) and selected independent variables, a linear regression analysis was conducted. This facilitated the identification of significant predictors influencing local perceptions of the tiger reserve.
3. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
3.1 Perception of respondents based on Socio-Cultural Impact
Socio-cultural impacts refer to changes in residents’ daily lives, values, and behavior due to the establishment of the Ranthambore Tiger Reserve (RTR). As shown in Table 1, 48.89% of respondents reported fear of going outside, such as to markets, roads, or distant livestock sheds. Around 48.33% believed that human–wildlife conflict (HWC) could be managed through cooperation between locals and forest officials. A significant portion (66.39%) observed wildlife disturbances particularly by tigers and wild boars in their settlements. While 57.22% were not afraid to conduct night-time rituals or ceremonies, believing crowds deter wild animals, 61.67% feared visiting their fields. About 56.11% had shifted from cultivating crops like sugarcane and maize due to frequent wild boar damage. Some even removed horticultural crops such as guava. Additionally, 56.11% noted increased living expenses linked to RTR-related risks and losses. The protected area has led to increased fear, crop damage, shifts in cultivation, and rising expenses due to frequent wildlife disturbances (Mora and Sale 2011 ) However, many still believe that human–wildlife conflict can be managed through cooperation with forest officials (Babaasa et al. 2013)
Perception scores were categorized using the Cumulative Square Root Frequency (CSRF) method (Table 2). As seen in Table 3, 37.50% fell into the high-impact category, followed by 33.89% low and 28.61% medium. Overall, respondents perceived notable changes in their socio-cultural lives, highlighting the need for improved conflict management strategies to coexist with wildlife (Simasiku et. al. 2024)
3.2 Perception of respondents based on Benefits and Losses from RTR
It is defined as what benefits and losses are getting by the respondents from the RTR premises. Results revealed mixed perceptions regarding the impact of the reserve. Result depicted in table 1, A majority (77.50%) disagreed that human-wildlife conflict (HWC) causes less damage to crops than to livestock, while 91.94% agreed that attacks on humans are more dangerous and emotionally devastating. Although 46.94% disagreed that livestock attacks at night are more fatal, concerns regarding safety remain significant. Acharya et al. (2016) found in their study that tigers caused more fatalities than any other wild species.
Many respondents (47.78%) collect firewood from within and around the reserve, Maes and Verbistthough (2012) observed that local residents it solely for household cooking rather than income generation. A substantial portion (70.00%) found grazing livestock within RTR premises economically beneficial. However, dissatisfaction with the compensation schemes for losses due to wildlife was prevalent, with 69.17% expressing discontent. These findings align with Rohini et al. (2016), who reported inadequate compensation as a major concern.
Only 18.61% collected medicinal plants, but the availability of feed and fodder was widely acknowledged as beneficial, with 76.94% agreeing it reduced their financial burden. However, 32.78% expressed fear of grazing livestock in the forest due to potential encounters with wild animals. A study by Karanth and Nepal (2012) in five protected areas across India and Nepal also highlighted similar dependencies on forest resources for firewood, fodder, and non-timber forest products (NTFPs).
To measure perceptions of socio-cultural impact, individual scores were categorized using the cumulative square root frequency method. Results showed in Table 3 that 43.06% of respondents held a medium level of perception, followed by 36.67% low and 20.28% high.
Overall, while many respondents benefit from RTR through access to forest resources, they also face substantial challenges, particularly from livestock predation and crop raiding, compounded by inadequate compensation mechanisms. These findings underscore the importance of balancing conservation goals with the livelihoods of local communities, improving compensation frameworks, and promoting community-inclusive forest management strategies (Nyirenda et al., 2013).
3.3 Perception of respondents based on Reasons for Human-Wildlife Conflict 
Reason for Human-Wildlife Conflict means which factors are responsible for the Human wildlife conflict in the vicinity of RTR according to respondents and what the perception of the respondents are for the reason for HWC. Human-wildlife conflict (HWC) around protected areas like the Ranthambore Tiger Reserve (RTR) is a complex issue, often rooted in overlapping resource needs and increasing anthropogenic pressures. According to the data presented in Table 1, a majority of respondents (56.11%) perceived large-scale urbanization and deforestation both by individuals and government infrastructure projects (e.g., road construction) as major drivers of HWC. These findings align with the findings of Singh et al., 2025. Respondents emphasized that such landscape changes reduce the available territory for wild animals, compelling them to venture into human settlements Gordon (2009). However, 29.71% of respondents disagreed with this perception. Further, 61.94% of respondents agreed that food and water scarcity within the forest is a significant cause of HWC, while 25.56% disagreed and 12.50% remained neutral. This suggests a strong consensus regarding ecological degradation within protected areas as a contributing factor. Regarding forest dependency, 33.89% of respondents believed that human activities such as fuelwood collection and daily resource extraction from forest areas increase the likelihood of conflict. Interestingly, a slightly larger proportion (35.83%) disagreed, indicating a divided perception on the impact of direct human intrusion into wildlife habitats.
The cultivation of wildlife-preferred crops, such as maize, sugarcane, and groundnut, was seen as a major attractant by 65.83% of respondents. These crops were frequently raided by species such as wild boar and Nilgai, thus escalating HWC incidents Mardaraj et. al. (2015). Additionally, 61.39% of respondents agreed that the growing populations of humans, livestock, and wild animals in and around RTR contribute significantly to the frequency of conflicts.
When asked about the role of forest officials, 57.50% of respondents disagreed with the statement that lack of control by forest authorities is responsible for HWC, while 28.06% perceived inadequate control measures as a contributing factor. To further analyze the overall perception of HWC causes, respondents were categorized into three groups low, medium, and high perception (Table 3). Results indicated that 39.72% of respondents fell into the medium category, followed by 35.83% in the low and 24.44% in the high perception category.
3.4 Perception of respondents based on Efforts taken by respondents after Human-Wildlife Conflict
Efforts taken by respondents after Human-Wildlife Conflict (HWC) refer to the actions and coping strategies adopted in response to such incidents. As shown in Table 1, 48.89% of respondents disagreed with the statement that they neither hold meetings nor apply for compensation, while 33.06% reported engaging with local leaders and forest official’s post-incident. Around 18.06% remained neutral.
A majority (58.61%) indicated that they request compensation from forest officials to help restore their livelihoods. Additionally, 64.17% adopted new preventive measures such as field fencing or livestock protection strategies to mitigate future losses, while 25.28% viewed such methods as ineffective and did not adopt them. Over half (56%) reported making individual efforts to protect their livestock and crops. Mmopelwa and Mpolokeng (2008) found that local residents considered the compensation policy ineffective due to the low amounts provided by forest officials in cases of loss.
Interestingly, 62.50% did not participate in collective meetings or religious practices as a response to HWC, though 25% believed that offering prayers to local deities could provide spiritual protection. The remaining 12.50% were neutral.
To assess overall perception. Only 38.4% of respondents fell into the low category, while 30.83% each were in the medium and high categories. Respondents perceived financial compensation and preventive infrastructure (e.g., fencing) as the most effective responses to HWC. Community meetings and spiritual practices were considered less effective by the majority, although a minority still valued traditional beliefs Tshewang et. al. (2021).
3.5 Perception of respondents based on View and opinion for protected area 
View and Opinion of respondents towards the protected area and wild animals in case of any kind of losses and benefits taken from the Ranthambore Tiger Reserve (RTR). Table 1 reveals that a majority (52.22%) of respondents agreed that protecting plant and wild animal species in RTR is essential, while 30.28% disagreed and 17.50% were neutral. Regarding attitudes toward wildlife conservation, 51.4% expressed positive views, 41.3% negative, and 7.3% had no opinion. Among those with positive attitudes (38.33%), most were young and well-educated, citing benefits from the park and the need for intergenerational conservation. Consistent with Megaze et al. (2021), 57.22% opposed hunting wild animals, 20.00% supported it, and 22.78% remained neutral. Over half (51.67%) of respondents were happy that their villages are near RTR, while 33.33% disagreed. Additionally, 58.89% believed that RTR contributes to clean water in the area. However, 66.94% reported facing problems such as crop raiding, livestock loss, and threats to human safety due to wildlife; 24.17% disagreed.
Using the cumulative square root frequency method, respondents were categorized into three perception levels: 70.00% fell into the medium category, 16.67% high, and 13.33% low. Overall, most respondents held a positive perception of RTR, acknowledging its role in conserving biodiversity and providing ecosystem services such as fodder, grazing areas, NTFPs, medicinal plants, and clean air and water. Despite these benefits, conflicts like crop damage and wildlife attacks on livestock and humans especially from tigers, nilgai, and wild boars remain major concerns.
Table 1. Distribution of respondents according to the level of perception and weighted mean towards Ranthambore Tiger Reserve 
	Particulars 
	Agree
(3)
	Neutral 
(2)
	Disagree
 (1)
	Weighted Mean (%)
	Rank

	Socio-Cultural Impact

	Scared to go out at night
	176(48.89)
	46(12.78)
	138(38.33)
	70.08
	V

	Management prevents conflict
	174(48.33)
	47(13.06)
	139(38.61)
	70.08
	VI

	Wildlife invading human areas
	239(66.39)
	53(14.72)
	68 (18.89)
	82.73
	I

	Night rituals disrupted by wildlife
	71 (19.72)
	84(13.33)
	206(57.22)
	54.48
	VII

	Fear of night farming
	222(61.67)
	54(15.00)
	84(23.33)
	79.87
	II

	Changing cropping due to wildlife
	202(56.11)
	71(19.72)
	87(24.17)
	77.75
	III

	Rising Living Cost Fear
	202(56.11)
	68(18.89)
	90(25.00)
	77.65
	IV

	Benefits and Losses

	Livestock over crops damage
	0(0.00)
	81(22.50)
	279(77.50)
	40.83
	X

	Night attacks more fatal
	110(30.56)
	81(22.50)
	169(46.94)
	61.20
	VI

	Human attack causes heavy loss
	331(91.94)
	29(8.06)
	0(0.00)
	97.31
	I

	Wood collection earns income
	101(28.06)
	87(24.17)
	172(47.78)
	60.09
	VII

	Grazing saves fodder cost
	252(70.00)
	21(5.87)
	87(24.17)
	81.94
	IV

	Satisfied with compensation policy
	26(7.22)
	85(23.61)
	249(69.17)
	46.02
	IX

	Medicinal plant use beneficial

	67(18.61)
	59(16.39)
	234(65.00)
	51.20
	VIII

	Crop loss by wildlife
	261(72.50)
	58(16.11)
	41 (11.39)
	87.04
	II

	Easy forest fodder access
	277(76.94)
	21 (5.83)
	62(17.22)
	86.57
	III

	Fear grazing near forest
	118(32.78)
	85(23.11)
	157(43.61)
	63.06
	V

	Reasons for Human-Wildlife Conflict

	Urbanization triggers wildlife conflict
	202(56.11)
	51(14.17)
	107(29.72)
	75.46
	IV

	Forest Resource Scarcity Conflict
	223(61.94)
	45(12.50)
	92 (25.56)
	78.80
	II

	Daily forest visits conflict
	122(33.89)
	109(30.28)
	129(35.83)
	66.02
	V

	Availability of preferred crops
	237(65.83)
	57 (15.83)
	66 (18.33)
	82.50
	I

	Rising human-livestock-wildlife population
	221(61.39)
	41 (11.39)
	98(27.22)
	78.06
	III

	Lack of wild control
	101(28.06)
	52 (14.44)
	207(57.50)
	56.85
	VI

	Efforts after Human-Wildlife Conflict

	Meet leader, seek compensation
	119(33.06)
	65 (18.06)
	176(48.89)
	61.39
	IV

	Request fair compensation
	211(58.61)
	35 (9.72)
	114(31.67)
	75.65
	III

	Adopt preventive HWC measures
	231(64.17)
	38(10.56)
	91(25.28)
	79.63
	I

	Self-protection and preparedness
	203(56.39)
	52 (14.44)
	105(29.17)
	75.74
	II

	Community Meeting and Prayer
	90(25.00)
	45(12.50)
	225(62.50)
	54.17
	V

	Respondents view and opinion for the Ranthambore Tiger Reserve

	Protect species in reserves
	188(52.22)
	63(17.50)
	109(30.28)
	73.98
	IV

	Allow hunting in forests
	72(20.00)
	82(22.78)
	206(57.22)
	54.26
	VI

	Happy near tiger reserve
	186(51.67)
	54(15.00)
	120(33.33)
	72.78
	V

	Forests provide clean water
	212(58.89)
	66(18.33)
	82(22.78)
	78.70
	III

	Allow grazing for livestock
	239(66.39)
	51(14.17)
	70(19.44)
	82.31
	I

	Relocation causing village problems
	241(66.94)
	32(8.89)
	87(24.17)
	80.93
	II



3.6 Overall perception of the respondents towards Ranthambore Tiger Reserve
In the previous sections, the perceptions of respondents regarding various dimensions such as socio-cultural impacts, perceived benefits and losses from the protected area, causes of Human-Wildlife Conflict (HWC), efforts undertaken post-conflict, views toward the protected area, and potential solutions to HWC were individually examined. This section presents an integrated analysis of the overall perception of respondents toward the Ranthambore Tiger Reserve (RTR), combining all previously discussed perception domains and major perception indicators.
As illustrated in Table 2, the highest weighted mean perception score was observed for “Opinion and View to Solve Human-Wildlife Conflict” (77.45%), followed by socio-cultural impact (73.07%), causes of HWC (72.95%), efforts undertaken after HWC (69.31%), and benefits and losses from the protected area (67.53%).
Furthermore, Table 3 reveals that 40.56% of respondents exhibited a moderate level of overall perception toward RTR, while 31.39% and 28.06% demonstrated high and low levels of perception, respectively. These findings indicate a diverse range of experiences among communities residing near RTR, who recognize both the benefits, and the challenges associated with living in proximity to the protected area Cundill et. al. (2017)
Table 2. Distribution of local residents Perception towards the losses and benefits in farming from Ranthambore Tiger Reserve 
	Sr.No.
	Indicators
	Weighted Mean (%)
	Rank

	1
	Socio Cultural Impact
	73.07
	II

	2
	Benefits and losses from the protected area
	67.53
	V

	3
	Reasons for Human-Wildlife Conflict 
	72.95
	III

	4
	Efforts were taken by the respondents after Human-Wildlife Conflict 
	69.31
	IV

	5
	Respondents view and opinion for protected area 
	77.45
	I



Table 3. Categorization of respondents according to CSRF
	Categories
	Reference Range
	Frequency
	Percentage

	Socio Cultural Impact

	Low
	0.058-0.097
	122
	33.89

	Medium
	0.098-0.126
	103
	28.61

	High
	0.127-0.156
	135
	37.50

	Benefits and losses from the protected area

	Low
	0.045 – 0.101
	132
	36.67

	Medium
	0.102 – 0.128
	155
	43.06

	High
	0.129 – 0.154
	73
	20.28

	Reasons for Human-Wildlife Conflict

	Low
	0.043 – 0.107
	129
	35.83

	Medium
	0.108 – 0.135
	143
	39.72

	High
	0.136 – 0.174
	88
	24.44

	Efforts were taken by the respondents after Human-Wildlife Conflict

	Low
	0.017 – 0.105
	138
	38.34

	Medium
	0.106 – 0.134
	111
	30.83

	High
	0.135 – 0.186
	111
	30.83

	Respondents view and opinion for protected area

	Low
	0.054 – 0.094
	48
	13.33

	Medium
	0.095 – 0.124
	252
	70.00

	High
	0.125 – 0.152
	60
	16.67

	Overall

	Low
	0.491 – 0.639
	101
	28.06

	Medium
	0.640 – 0.713
	146
	40.56

	High
	0.714 – 0.850
	113
	31.39



Table 4. Determinants of Perception towards Ranthambore Tiger Reserve 
	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients (B)
	Standardized Coefficients (Beta)
	t
	p Value

	Age
	0.001
	0.093
	1.336
	0.182

	Family Size
	-0.018
	-0.217
	-2.423
	0.017*

	Family Education Status
	0.003
	0.111
	2.083
	0.039*

	Livestock Insurance
	0.005
	0.028
	0.491
	0.624

	Social Participation
	-0.002
	-0.050
	-0.917
	0.360

	Extension Contact
	0.003
	0.104
	2.236
	0.027*

	Distance
	0.017
	0.101
	2.149
	0.034*

	Mass Media Exposure
	0.000
	-0.014
	-0.252
	0.801

	Annual Income
	0.0000011
	0.194
	2.363
	0.021*

	Land Holding
	-0.013
	-0.151
	-2.127
	0.036*

	Herd Size
	0.0011
	0.134
	2.301
	0.023*



A linear regression analysis was conducted to explore the influence of various socio-economic and institutional factors on the perception of local residents toward Ranthambore Tiger Reserve (RTR). The independent variables were selected based on theoretical relevance and field observations in buffer-zone communities residing adjacent to the protected area. The findings are presented in Table 4. Family Size demonstrated a negative and statistically significant relationship (B = -0.018, p = 0.017), indicating that individuals from larger households tend to have a less favorable view of the reserve. This could be attributed to increased dependence on forest resources and heightened exposure to human-wildlife conflict, which may lead to negative attitudes toward conservation efforts. The findings align with previous research suggesting that socio-economic factors like education, income, and institutional engagement positively shape conservation attitudes, while resource dependency and proximity to wildlife increase negative perceptions (Bhatia et al., 2020). Conversely, Family Education Status was positively associated with perception (B = 0.003, p = 0.039). Households with higher levels of education were more likely to view RTR positively, likely due to greater awareness of biodiversity importance and conservation benefits Mahajan et. al. (2022).
Extension Contact also emerged as a significant positive predictor (B = 0.003, p = 0.027), suggesting that regular interaction with forest officers, NGOs, or extension personnel fosters more informed and supportive perceptions of the reserve’s role and objectives. Interestingly, Distance from the Reserve Boundary showed a positive relationship (B = 0.017, p = 0.034), implying that individuals residing slightly farther from the park core had more favorable views. This may stem from reduced incidents of wildlife intrusion, leading to lower conflict and better coexistence. Economic variables also played a crucial role. Annual Income had a positive impact (B ≈ 0.0000011, p = 0.021), suggesting that better-off households are more inclined to support conservation, possibly due to reduced dependency on forest-based livelihoods. In contrast, Land Holding showed a negative and significant relationship (B = -0.013, p = 0.036), indicating that larger landowners may perceive RTR more negatively, potentially due to greater exposure to crop damage from wildlife. Similarly, Herd Size was positively linked with perception (B = 0.0011, p = 0.023), suggesting that livestock owners with more animals may favor protection measures if they have access to insurance or compensation schemes, or if they perceive RTR as beneficial for ecosystem services. On the other hand, variables like Age, Livestock Insurance, Social Participation, and Mass Media Exposure did not yield statistically significant effects, implying their individual influence on perception may be limited or context-specific in the RTR landscape.
4. CONCLUSION
This study highlights the complex relationship between local communities and the Ranthambore Tiger Reserve (RTR). While many respondents recognized benefits such as access to fodder, grazing land, and clean water, significant socio-cultural and economic challenges particularly crop damage and livestock loss were also reported. Human-wildlife conflict remains a major concern, driven by urbanization, resource scarcity, and crop choices. Perception towards RTR varied, with most respondents showing a medium-level perception. Regression analysis revealed that education, income, herd size, extension contact, and distance from the park positively influenced perception, while larger family and landholding sizes had negative effects. To enhance local support for conservation, policies must focus on fair compensation, conflict mitigation, and inclusive engagement strategies. Sustainable conservation in RTR depends on balancing ecological goals with the needs and experiences of nearby communities.
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