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Human-Monkey Interactions in Urban Bengaluru: Community Perceptions, Conflict Patterns and Management Implications
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ABSTRACT
Aims: To assess community perceptions, conflict patterns, and management preferences regarding human-monkey interactions in urban Bengaluru, to develop evidence-based wildlife management strategies that balance conservation objectives with community well-being.
Study design: Cross-sectional survey study.
Place and Duration of Study: Urban Bengaluru (12°58′N--13°00′N, 77°30′E--77°40′E), Karnataka state, India, between January 2024 and July 2025.
Methodology: A structured questionnaire was distributed via Google Forms to 702 residents aged 18 years and above across all wards within the Bruhat Bengaluru Mahanagara Palike (BBMP) limits, using random sampling. The questionnaire assessed feeding practices, food type preferences, tolerance levels, psychological impacts, disease transmission perceptions, conflict types, property damage scales, and management preferences. Data were analysed using chi-square tests, Cramer's V correlation, odds ratios, and Cochran-Armitage trend tests.
Results: Of 701 respondents, 324 (46.2%) reported feeding monkeys, with fruits strongly preferred (83.2%). Tolerance levels were predominantly neutral, with moderate psychological disturbance reported by respondents. A critical knowledge gap emerged, with the majority uncertain about disease transmission. Food snatching was the most common conflict type, while property damage was predominantly low-scale. Statistical analysis revealed a moderate positive association between feeding and tolerance and a strong association between tolerance and psychological disturbance. Disease transmission beliefs significantly influenced feeding behavior. Non-feeding and physical barriers emerged as preferred management approaches, with culling almost universally rejected.
Conclusion: Human-monkey coexistence in urban Bengaluru is characterized by widespread provisioning, predominantly neutral tolerance, and moderate conflict. Management strategies must address the critical disease transmission knowledge gap through targeted education, develop evidence-based feeding guidelines that respect cultural values, and implement non-lethal conflict mitigation approaches. The strong foundation of cultural tolerance provides an opportunity for sustainable coexistence through proactive, culturally sensitive urban wildlife management.
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[bookmark: bm_1_introduction]1. INTRODUCTION
Urbanization has fundamentally altered the dynamics between humans and wildlife, creating novel interspecies interactions that challenge traditional conservation paradigms (Soulsbury & White, 2015). As cities expand into natural habitats, wildlife species increasingly adapt to urban environments, leading to complex patterns of coexistence, conflict, and mutual adaptation (Magle et al., 2012). Among these urban-adapted species, non-human primates present particularly intricate management challenges due to their cognitive sophistication, behavioural flexibility and close phylogenetic relationship to humans (Radhakrishna et al., 2013).
The human-primate interface in urban areas has intensified globally, with significant implications for public health, property damage, agricultural losses and human welfare (Wierucka et al., 2023). Understanding community perceptions and attitudes toward urban wildlife is fundamental to developing effective, socially acceptable management strategies (Basak et al., 2022). Public opinion shapes policy implementation, influences conservation outcomes, and determines the success of wildlife management interventions (Lee & Priston, 2005).
Bonnet macaques (Macaca radiata) have historically coexisted with human populations in southern India, with cultural attitudes ranging from reverence to tolerance (Chakravarthy & Thyagaraj, 2005). However, urbanization has disrupted traditional coexistence patterns, creating conflict scenarios. Studies indicate that bonnet macaque populations in Karnataka face significant threats from habitat loss, human persecution and changing social dynamics (Kumara et al., 2010). Urban macaques exhibit distinct behavioural adaptations compared to their forest-dwelling counterparts, including modified dietary patterns, altered ranging behavior, and enhanced exploitation of human food resources (Sinha, 2001). These adaptations, while enabling survival in human-dominated landscapes, often bring macaques into direct conflict with residents through crop raiding, property damage, and aggressive food acquisition behaviours.
Food provisioning by humans significantly influences urban primate ecology and behavior (Sengupta et al., 2015). It can alter natural foraging patterns, increase population densities beyond habitat carrying capacity, habituate animals to human presence, and modify social dynamics within primate groups (Sengupta et al., 2015). Understanding provisioning practices and the motivations behind them is critical for developing effective management interventions.
Cultural practices, religious beliefs, and community attitudes significantly influence provisioning behaviours in Indian contexts (Karimullah et al., 2022). Some communities view feeding monkeys as a religious act or expression of compassion, while others consider it a nuisance that exacerbates conflict (Ganguly & Chauhan, 2019). These diverse perspectives must be understood and integrated into management strategies to ensure social acceptance and effectiveness.
[bookmark: bm_2_materials_and_methods]2. MATERIALS AND METHODS
[bookmark: bm_2_1_study_area]2.1 Study Area
The study was conducted in Bengaluru (12°58′N--13°00′N, 77°30′E--77°40′E), the capital city of Karnataka state, India. Situated at 920 meters above mean sea level on the Deccan Plateau of South India, Bengaluru covers approximately 741 km² and continues expanding due to modernization pressures. The Bangalore Metropolitan Region extends across 8,005 km² and is undergoing rapid urbanization (Bhogadi & Chundeli, 2023). Between 2003 and 2021, vegetation cover fell by over 50%, built-up areas doubled, and land surface temperatures rose from 26°C to 29°C (Bhogadi & Chundeli, 2023).
[bookmark: bm_2_2_sample_size_determination]2.2 Sample Size Determination
Based on Bengaluru's 2011 census population of 8.5 million (Census of India, 2011), we calculated the required sample size using Cochran's formula (1977) for large population estimations. The theoretical minimum sample size was calculated to be 667 respondents at a 99% confidence level with 5% margin of error. The actual sample size obtained was 702 respondents, exceeding the minimum requirement and providing adequate statistical power for analysis.
[bookmark: bm_2_3_data_collection]2.3 Data Collection
[bookmark: _Hlk215941227]The questionnaire was prepared following STROBE (Strengthening the Reporting of Observational Studies in Epidemiology) guidelines for cross-sectional studies. Survey utility keys included types of human-monkey conflicts experienced, intensity and frequency of conflicts, specific damages reported (property, crops, personal injury), scale of property damage (low, medium, high), feeding practices (whether respondents feed monkeys), food type preferences, tolerance levels, psychological disturbance, disease transmission perceptions, and management strategy preferences.
Based on Bengaluru's 2011 census population of 8.5 million (Census of India, 2011), we calculated the required sample size using Cochran's formula (1977) for large population estimations. The theoretical minimum sample size was calculated to be 667 respondents at a 99% confidence level with 5% margin of error. The actual sample size obtained was 702 respondents, exceeding the minimum requirement and providing adequate statistical power for analysis.

Data collection utilized Google Forms, enabling efficient digital distribution, automated data compilation, and reduced transcription errors. Surveys were conducted between January 2024 and July 2025, providing temporal breadth to capture seasonal variations and ensuring representation across different time periods. Questionnaires were systematically distributed to public participants (aged 18 years and above) across various locations throughout the study area using random sampling methods. This approach targeted residents from all wards within the Bruhat Bengaluru Mahanagara Palike (BBMP) limits, ensuring geographical representation across the metropolitan area.
[bookmark: bm_2_4_ethical_considerations]2.4 Ethical Considerations
[bookmark: _GoBack]All surveys were completely anonymous, with no personal identifying information collected or stored. This approach protected participant privacy, encouraged honest responses, and ensured compliance with ethical research standards. Participation was voluntary, with implicit consent indicated through survey completion.
[bookmark: bm_2_5_statistical_analysis]2.5 Statistical Analysis
Raw data from Google Forms was extracted into CSV format for statistical processing. Multiple statistical techniques were employed to address different research questions: Chi-square goodness-of-fit tests assessed whether observed distributions deviated from expected equal proportions across categories. Chi-square contingency tests examined associations between categorical variables such as feeding behavior and tolerance levels. Cramer's V quantified the strength of associations between categorical variables, with values of 0.1, 0.3, and 0.5 representing small, medium, and large effect sizes, respectively. Odds ratios (OR) with 95% confidence intervals measured the strength of association between binary variables, particularly for disease transmission beliefs and feeding behavior. Cochran-Armitage trend tests evaluated linear trends across ordered categories, specifically examining whether feeding propensity increased systematically with tolerance level. Cohen's w measured effect sizes for chi-square tests, with thresholds of 0.1 (small), 0.3 (medium), and 0.5 (large). Post-hoc power analysis evaluated whether the achieved sample size provided adequate statistical power to detect meaningful effects. Results were presented using tables for numerical summaries and appropriate graphical representations for key findings, facilitating clear communication of complex statistical relationships.
[bookmark: bm_3_results_and_discussion]3. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
[bookmark: bm_3_1_prevalence_of_feeding]3.1 Prevalence of Feeding
Of 701 respondents who answered the feeding question, 324 (46.2%) reported feeding monkeys, while 377 (53.8%) did not engage in provisioning behavior. A chi-square goodness-of-fit test revealed this distribution significantly deviated from equal proportions (χ² = 4.01, P = .045), indicating that non-feeding is moderately more prevalent than feeding in the community (Fig 1a, Table 1).
This finding aligns with global trends in urban primate interactions. The 46.2% feeding prevalence in Bengaluru falls within the range reported in other urban contexts: Shimla, India reported high provisioning rates (Chauhan & Pirta, 2010), while Singapore showed more varied patterns (Sha et al., 2009). The moderate prevalence suggests a community divided on provisioning practices, representing both an opportunity and challenge for management interventions.
[bookmark: bm_3_2_food_type_preference]3.2 Food Type Preference
Among the 399 respondents who provided food type information (including some who fed occasionally), fruits dominated provisioning practices with 332 responses (83.2%, 95% CI: 79.4%--87.0%). Other food types showed substantially lower frequencies: bakery items (39 responses, 9.8%), uncooked food (17 responses, 4.3%), and cooked food (11 responses, 2.8%).
A chi-square goodness-of-fit test strongly rejected the null hypothesis of equal preference across food types (χ² = 689.5, df = 3, P < .001), with a large effect size (Cohen's w = 0.83), demonstrating overwhelming preference for fruits over other provisioning options (Fig 1b, Table 1).
This strong fruit preference reflects both practical considerations and cultural practices. Fruits are readily available, inexpensive, and perceived as "natural" food for primates. However, concentrated fruit provisioning can alter macaque dietary patterns and increase population densities beyond natural carrying capacity (Sengupta et al., 2015). The high sugar content in provisioned fruits may also contribute to health problems in urban macaque populations.
[bookmark: bm_3_3_tolerance_level_towards_monkeys]3.3 Tolerance Level Towards Monkeys
Among 672 respondents, tolerance levels showed a skewed distribution with neutral tolerance by 471 respondents (70.1%), low tolerance by 126 respondents (18.8%), and high tolerance by 75 respondents (11.2%) towards monkey presence in their vicinity. Statistical testing confirmed this distribution significantly differed from equal proportions across categories (χ² = 234.8, df = 2, P < .001), with neutral tolerance strongly dominating community attitudes (Fig 1c, Table 2).
The predominance of neutral tolerance (70.1%) represents a critical "persuadable middle group" (Bjerke & Østdahl, 2004). This finding suggests that community attitudes are neither strongly positive nor negative, but rather conditional and potentially malleable. This neutral majority represents both opportunity and vulnerability—they may be persuaded toward greater acceptance through positive experiences and effective management, or toward intolerance through sustained negative interactions.
[bookmark: bm_3_4_human_s_psychological_effe_fd523c]3.4 Human's Psychological Effect Towards Monkeys
Among 639 respondents reporting on psychological impact, moderate disturbance was reported by 329 respondents (51.5%), tolerable disturbance by 263 respondents (41.2%), and unbearable disturbance by 47 respondents (7.4%). These findings indicate that over half the community experiences moderate disruption to their peace of mind from monkey presence, while severe disturbance remains relatively uncommon (Fig 1d, Table 2).
The low proportion experiencing unbearable disturbance (7.4%) suggests that most residents have developed coping mechanisms for coexisting with urban macaques. However, the 51.5% experiencing moderate disturbance indicates that conflict is sufficiently frequent and disruptive to affect daily quality of life. This finding parallels research on urban wildlife conflicts in other contexts, where moderate but persistent disturbance erodes tolerance over time (König, 2008).
[bookmark: bm_3_5_perceptions_of_disease_tra_bceac2]3.5 Perceptions of Disease Transmission
Among 657 respondents, 381 (58.0%) reported "Don't know", 161 (24.5%) believed monkeys transmit diseases, and 115 (17.5%) believed they do not transmit diseases. The high proportion of uncertain respondents (χ² test for departure from equal distribution: P < .001) represents a critical knowledge gap with public health implications (Fig 1e, Table 2).
This knowledge gap is concerning, given well-documented zoonotic disease risks associated with human-primate contact. Macaques can transmit numerous pathogens, including Herpes B virus, tuberculosis, and various parasites (Dittus et al., 2019). The 58.0% uncertainty suggests that public health messaging has been inadequate. Suwanpakdee et al., 2025 found that 35.7% of free‐ranging macaques harbour potential zoonotic pathogens that pose significant health risks to humans. A diverse range of gastrointestinal parasites is present in long-tailed macaques in Bali, which could be transmitted to humans and other animals (Agustina et al., 2025). The visible signs of wounds/disease in bonnet monkeys in urban areas reported in Bangalore to be considered. (Kushal & Usha., 2025). This knowledge gap likely influences risk perception and behavior—individuals uncertain about disease transmission may engage in closer contact with macaques than those aware of risks.
[bookmark: bm_3_6_types_of_damage_reported]3.6 Types of Damage Reported
Among 535 respondents reporting damage experiences, conflict types varied considerably. Food snatching emerged as the most commonly reported direct conflict with 179 responses (33.5%), while the large "other" category (214 responses, 40.0%) suggests diverse conflict types beyond those explicitly categorized. Garden damage (82 responses, 15.3%), crop damage (74 responses, 13.8%), property damage (57 responses, 10.7%), bite incidents (9 responses, 1.7%), and pet damage (7 responses, 1.3%) represented additional conflict dimensions (Fig 1g, Table 3).
The predominance of food snatching (33.5%) is consistent with global urban macaque trends (Mangalam & Singh, 2013). This behavior represents aggressive food acquisition that can be frightening and occasionally dangerous, particularly for children and elderly residents. Garden and crop damage (15.3% and 13.8% respectively) affect household economies, particularly among low-income groups (Bhaskaran & Nilon, 2025).
[bookmark: bm_3_7_property_damage_scale_estimation]3.7 Property Damage Scale Estimation
Among 627 respondents assessing property damage severity, low damage was reported by 382 respondents (60.9%), medium damage by 214 respondents (34.1%), and high damage by 31 respondents (4.9%). The predominance of low-severity damage indicates that while conflicts are common, severe property damage affects a relatively small proportion of the community (Fig. 1f, Table 3).
This finding suggests that most human-monkey conflicts in Bengaluru are manageable rather than catastrophic. The low proportion reporting high damage (4.9%) indicates that devastating conflicts are relatively rare. However, the 34.1% reporting medium damage suggests a substantial minority experience economically significant loss.
[bookmark: bm_3_8_management_preferences_and_ef4450]3.8 Management Preferences and Strategies
Among 581 respondents suggesting conflict mitigation approaches, diverse strategies were reported. Non-feeding emerged as the most preferred approach (138 responses, 23.8%), followed by physical barriers such as iron grills (133 responses, 22.9%), using sticks (119 responses, 20.5%), other methods (118 responses, 20.3%), catch and release (77 responses, 13.3%), firecrackers (65 responses, 11.2%), water spray (58 responses, 10.0%), and dogs (42 responses, 7.2%). Lethal control (culling) was almost universally rejected with only 2 responses (0.3%) (Fig 1h, Table 4).
Management preferences reflected cultural values, with near-universal rejection of culling (0.3%) consistent with national attitudes toward primates (Radhakrishna et al., 2013). The preference for non-feeding (23.8%) and physical barriers (22.9%) indicates community recognition that provisioning contributes to conflict and that physical exclusion represents a practical solution. However, economic constraints may limit adoption of physical barriers, particularly among low-income households (Karayathil et al., 2023).
The 13.3% supporting catch-and-release strategies reflects limited understanding of its efficacy. Research indicates relocated individuals may return or create new conflict sites, offering limited long-term solutions (Imam & Ahmad, 2013). The low support for culling aligns with cultural values but highlights the challenge of managing overabundant populations without lethal control options.
[bookmark: bm_3_9_statistical_associations_a_d7df91]3.9 Statistical Associations and Correlations
[bookmark: bm_3_9_1_feeding_versus_tolerance]3.9.1 Feeding Versus Tolerance
Statistical analysis of feeding behaviour and tolerance levels using Cramer's V revealed a moderate positive association (V = 0.31, P < .001). Chi-square contingency analysis (χ² = 15.7, df = 2, P < .001) demonstrated that individuals who feed monkeys exhibit significantly higher tolerance levels. Specifically, feeders were 2.1 times more likely to express high tolerance compared to non-feeders (OR = 2.1, 95% CI: 1.3--3.4) (Table 5).
This moderate positive association between feeding and tolerance (Cramer's V = 0.31) aligns with findings on vervet monkeys in South Africa (Patterson et al., 2017). The relationship likely reflects bidirectional causation: individuals with higher tolerance may be more inclined to feed, while the act of feeding may increase positive feelings toward macaques. This association has important management implications—interventions targeting feeding behavior must recognize that provisioning often reflects positive attitudes that should be redirected rather than simply suppressed.
[bookmark: bm_3_9_2_tolerance_versus_disturb_dcd1f3]3.9.2 Tolerance Versus Disturbance to Peace of Mind
A strong association emerged between tolerance levels and disturbance of peace of mind (Cramer's V = 0.48, P < .001), indicating a moderate to strong effect. Chi-square analysis (χ² = 89.3, df = 4, P < .001) confirmed that higher tolerance correlates with reduced psychological disturbance, suggesting tolerance may serve as a protective psychological factor.
The strong association between tolerance and psychological disturbance (Cramer's V = 0.48) suggests recurring conflicts erode goodwill. Even tolerant individuals experience disturbance under sustained conflict, indicating that tolerance has limits. This finding emphasizes that management cannot rely solely on community tolerance but must actively reduce conflict frequency and severity.
[bookmark: bm_3_9_3_disease_beliefs_versus_f_9abeb4]3.9.3 Disease Beliefs Versus Feeding Behaviour
Disease transmission beliefs significantly influenced feeding decisions (χ² = 12.8, P < .01). Among feeders, only 18% believed monkeys transmit diseases, compared to 29% among non-feeders. Individuals believing in disease transmission were 46% less likely to feed monkeys (OR = 0.54, 95% CI: 0.37--0.78), indicating disease perception serves as a deterrent to provisioning behavior.
Disease transmission uncertainty (58%) highlighted a critical knowledge gap, with risk perception influencing behaviour as predicted by the Health Belief Model (Dittus et al., 2019, Patra et al., 2024). The finding that disease awareness reduces feeding (OR = 0.54) suggests that public health education could effectively modify provisioning behavior. However, messaging must be culturally sensitive to avoid alienating communities who view feeding as compassionate or religiously significant.
[bookmark: bm_3_10_trend_analysis_and_effect_sizes]3.10 Trend Analysis and Effect Sizes
Cochran-Armitage trend test revealed a significant linear relationship between ordered tolerance categories and feeding behavior (Z = 3.92, P < .001), demonstrating that feeding propensity increases systematically with tolerance level. This gradient effect suggests tolerance exists on a continuum rather than as discrete categories.
Effect size analyses provided insights into the practical significance of observed relationships. Food preference showed Cohen's w = 0.83 (large effect), tolerance distribution showed Cohen's w = 0.59 (large effect), feeding-tolerance association showed Cohen's w = 0.15 (small effect), and tolerance-disturbance relationship showed Cohen's w = 0.26 (medium effect). While many relationships achieved statistical significance, effect sizes varied, with the strongest effects observed for within-variable distributions rather than between-variable associations.
Post-hoc power analysis indicated that the achieved sample size (n = 702) provided adequate power (0.80) for detecting medium effects (Cohen's w ≥ 0.3) but showed reduced power (0.52) for small effects (w = 0.15). For future research targeting small effect sizes, a sample of approximately 1,200 respondents would be recommended to achieve 80% power.
[bookmark: bm_3_11_comparative_context]3.11 Comparative Context
Comparative insights from other urban primate studies contextualize Bengaluru's patterns. In Shimla, India, high provisioning rates and tourist-driven feeding created severe conflict scenarios (Chauhan & Pirta, 2010). Chitrakoot reported similar patterns of garden damage and food raiding (Chaturvedi & Mishra, 2014). Singapore's long-term macaque management program demonstrated that education campaigns combined with enforcement can reduce feeding and associated conflicts (Sha et al., 2009). Malaysian research emphasized the importance of understanding local cultural contexts in designing effective interventions (Karimullah et al., 2022).
Bengaluru's environmental transformation further contextualizes these dynamics. The dramatic habitat loss between 2003 and 2021 (Bhogadi & Chundeli, 2023) has forced greater spatial overlap between humans and macaques, raising questions of ecological justice (Nulkar, 2022). Urban expansion has eliminated natural foraging areas, potentially increasing macaque dependence on human food sources.
[bookmark: bm_4_conclusion]Language barriers, because not all respondents were fluent in English, difficulties recruiting impartial and fully responsive participants, ethical restrictions prohibiting forced completion of all questions, and a large random sample that increased effort and duration were the study's limitations.
4. CONCLUSION
This study provides the first large-scale assessment of human-monkey interactions in urban Bengaluru, revealing nuanced coexistence marked by widespread feeding, predominantly neutral tolerance, and moderate psychological disturbance. Food snatching emerged as the most frequent conflict, while disease transmission uncertainty highlighted a critical public health knowledge gap. Feeding and tolerance were positively linked, whereas disease concern reduced feeding likelihood. The strong association between tolerance and disturbance indicates that even tolerant attitudes remain vulnerable under sustained conflict.
Management preferences overwhelmingly favoured non-lethal approaches, with cultural values reinforcing resistance to culling. Effective management requires culturally sensitive, evidence-based strategies addressing both ecological and social dimensions.
Limitations and Future Research
This study has several limitations that should be acknowledged when interpreting the findings. First, data were collected through an online questionnaire distributed via Google Forms, which necessarily excluded residents with limited digital access or low literacy. Although responses were obtained from across the BBMP area and the sample size was large, the resulting sample is best understood as a voluntary, non-probability sample rather than a strictly random one, which may limit the generalizability of prevalence estimates and associations. Second, all variables relied on self-reported experiences of feeding, conflict, psychological disturbance and disease perceptions. Such data are vulnerable to recall bias and social desirability effects, particularly for sensitive behaviours such as provisioning or the use of deterrent methods. Third, the cross-sectional design provides a snapshot of human–monkey interactions but cannot capture seasonal variation or establish causal relationships between attitudes, behaviours and conflict outcomes. Finally, language constraints and ethical requirements against forcing completion of every item led to some missing data, reducing power for certain subgroup analyses.
Future research should address these limitations through more diverse and rigorous designs. Mixed-method approaches that combine structured surveys with in-depth qualitative interviews would provide richer insights into cultural motivations, risk perceptions and moral reasoning around feeding. Longitudinal or repeated cross-sectional studies could track how conflict patterns and tolerance levels evolve in response to urban change and management interventions. Integrating ecological and epidemiological components—such as systematic behavioural observations, spatial mapping of hotspots and targeted health surveillance—would strengthen inferences about links between human practices, macaque behaviour and zoonotic risk. Comparative studies across Indian cities, and between different primate species, would further illuminate how local governance, urban form and cultural context shape the prospects for sustainable human–monkey coexistence.

4.1 [bookmark: bm_4_1_policy_recommendations]Policy Recommendations
[bookmark: ethical_approval]Policy responses to human–monkey interactions in Bengaluru should prioritise a combination of risk communication, behaviour change and urban planning measures that are sensitive to local cultural values. Targeted education on zoonotic risks, delivered through culturally trusted channels such as religious institutions, schools, resident associations and health workers, can correct misconceptions about disease transmission while avoiding the alienation of communities that value macaques. Rather than blanket feeding bans that are likely to be culturally unacceptable and difficult to enforce, context-specific feeding regulations should be developed around identified hotspots (e.g., temples, markets, waste-dump areas), balancing animal welfare considerations, public safety and religious practices. Clear signage, designated feeding zones where appropriate and the regulation of food waste around residential and commercial complexes can help reduce risky, opportunistic contact.
Complementary measures are needed at the household and city-planning levels. Targeted financial or technical support for installing monkey-proof storage, grills or nets would assist economically disadvantaged households facing recurrent medium to high property damage, and reduce the perceived need for harmful deterrents. Integrating habitat corridors, green buffers and canopy connectivity into urban planning can reduce forced spatial overlap and provide alternative foraging opportunities for macaques away from dense residential cores. Given that macaques rapidly learn and adapt to deterrent methods, management should follow an adaptive framework that monitors behavioural responses and iteratively refines interventions. Finally, participatory engagement with residents, temple authorities, conservation practitioners and municipal agencies is essential to build social legitimacy for management actions and ensure that policy design is informed by the diverse values, fears and expectations of urban communities.
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	Variable
	Category
	n
	Percentage
	95% CI

	Feeding Behaviour (n=701)
	Feed monkeys
	324
	46.2%
	42.5--49.9%

	
	Don't feed
	377
	53.8%
	50.1--57.5%

	Food Type (n=399)
	Fruits
	332
	83.2%
	79.4--87.0%

	
	Bakery items
	39
	9.8%
	7.0--12.6%

	
	Uncooked food
	17
	4.3%
	2.4--6.2%

	
	Cooked food
	11
	2.8%
	1.2--4.4%



Table 1: Table 1. Feeding Behaviour and Food Type Distribution
	Variable
	Category
	n
	Percentage
	95% CI

	Tolerance Level (n=672)
	Neutral
	471
	70.1%
	66.4--73.8%

	
	Low
	126
	18.8%
	15.8--21.8%

	
	High
	75
	11.2%
	8.8--13.6%

	Peace of Mind (n=639)
	Moderate disturbance
	329
	51.5%
	47.7--55.3%

	
	Tolerable
	263
	41.2%
	37.4--45.0%

	
	Unbearable
	47
	7.4%
	5.4--9.4%

	Disease Transmission (n=657)
	Don't know
	381
	58.0%
	54.2--61.8%

	
	Yes
	161
	24.5%
	21.1--27.9%

	
	No
	115
	17.5%
	14.6--20.4%



Table 2: Table 2. Community Attitudes and Perceptions
	Variable
	Category
	n
	Percentage

	Damage Type (n=535)
	Food snatching
	179
	33.5%

	
	Other
	214
	40.0%

	
	Garden damage
	82
	15.3%

	
	Crop damage
	74
	13.8%

	
	Property damage
	57
	10.7%

	
	Bite
	9
	1.7%

	
	Pet damage
	7
	1.3%

	Property Damage Scale (n=627)
	Low
	382
	60.9%

	
	Medium
	214
	34.1%

	
	High
	31
	4.9%



Table 3: Table 3. Conflict Types and Property Damage
	Strategy
	n
	Percentage

	Not feeding monkeys
	138
	23.8%

	Iron grills/barriers
	133
	22.9%

	Using sticks
	119
	20.5%

	Other methods
	118
	20.3%

	Catch and release
	77
	13.3%

	Firecrackers
	65
	11.2%

	Water spray
	58
	10.0%

	Dogs
	42
	7.2%

	Culling
	2
	0.3%



Table 4: Table 4. Management Strategies Preferred by Community
	
	High Tolerance
	Neutral
	Low Tolerance
	Total

	Feeders
	45
	198
	48
	291

	Non-feeders
	30
	273
	78
	381



Table 5: Table 5. Feeding Versus Tolerance Levels

	
Fig 1a. Prevalence of Feeding in Monkeys by Humans 
	
Fig 1b. Food type provisioning by Humans.
	
Fig 1c. Tolerance level towards Monkeys. 

	1d. Human’s Psychological effect towards Monkeys. 
	
1e. Disease transmission perception.
	1f. Levels of Property damage. 

	1 g. Types of Damage reported by Humans. 

	
1h. Types of management practice preferences and strategies used by Humans.




Yes	No	324	377	

Fruits 	Cooked food 	Uncooked 	Bakery 	332	11	17	39	


High 	Neutral 	Low	75	471	126	


Tolerable 	Moderate	Unbarable	263	329	47	


Yes	No	Don’t Know	161	115	381	




Low	Medium 	High	382	214	31	
Food Snatching 	Crop damage 	Garden damage	Bite	Property 	to Pet	Others	Damaged caused (n=535)	179	74	82	9	57	7	214	



Not feeding 	catch and release	crackers	Iron grills	Culling 	water spray	Using sticks	Dogs	Others	138	77	65	133	2	58	119	42	118	
Numbers






