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Conservation has been a largely exclusionary and exploitative process that has its roots in western colonial expansion. This paper offers a perspective on the relationship between the conservation apparatus and young adults who live in and around Protected Areas and have grown up within a conservation regime. Following Feminist Political Ecology's call to better understand the situated and heterogeneous relationships to nature within communities, I bring attention to the lives of Soliga tribal youth in a Tiger Reserve in South India. I challenge mainstream perceptions that youth inevitably want to leave their forest homes, arguing that the difficult choices youth must make today, are informed by decades of life under restrictive laws that alienate communities from the forest over generations. Young people's lives and aspirations are contradictory and nuanced, and their relationships to the forest remain strong and should not be discounted. This research contributes to a significant gap in the literature, and illustrates the need to include the experiences of youth as a central tenet of unfolding dialogues on inclusive and decolonial approaches to conservation.
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1 Introduction

Conservation has long been critiqued for its discursive and material roots in colonialism. Political ecologists, among others, have traced the role of conservation in territorial control (Peluso, 1993; Neumann, 2004), as well as its discursive power in shaping specific imaginaries about nature and wilderness (Cronon, 1996; Neumann, 1998). Dominant conservation goals reproduce the notion that nature and society must be separated to ensure the protection of a fictitious “pristine, untouched” nature from the past (Fairhead and Melissa, 1995). In this paradigm, conservation futures foreclose and make invisible some ways of being and knowing, while privileging others. Who are these futures for, and what of the many millions of indigenous and local communities (ILCs) who live within conservation spaces in the present and shaped them in the past? The post-2020 Global biodiversity framework (GBF) makes significant strides toward including ILCs and historically underrepresented voices and perspectives in conservation governance, including gender and youth. Yet it continues to rely on a Protected Area (PA) model which has been widely critiqued for being exclusionary (Kashwan et al., 2021). How can conservation futures effectively include and center diverse perspectives in decision making?

In this piece, I examine this question by drawing attention to ILC youth who live in a PAin India, arguing that this is the generation with the highest stakes in discussions of conservation futures. The GBF mentions youth, yet how this will translate on the ground is unclear, as they are a demographic that is rarely consulted, hired or researched. Assumptions about youth wanting to move to urban spaces (Girisha., 2020; Dattatri, 2023) or generational change meaning a loss of ‘sustainable values' are often mobilized within public narratives to justify the “voluntary relocation” of communities from PAs (Bathija and Sylvander, 2023). Yet the actual experiences of youth as related to these spaces remain largely undocumented and I argue that on the contrary, their lives are complex and precarious, and they are often forced into making decisions to stay in or leave their forest homes.

While young adults are often present in our research as interlocuters, local consultants,1 and friends along the way, their perspectives and experiences are rarely given center stage within critical conservation scholarship. As this special issue suggests, decolonizing conservation requires an examination of the ongoing and emergent effects of exclusionary conservation practices alongside negotiations for self-determination at the margins, and I believe that ILC youth in India offer significant insight into these questions. I attempt to provide an important and critical perspective on why youth are relevant to the topic of decolonizing conservation, and why their lives deserve to be given more attention within academia and conservation practice. A lack of engagement with youth allows for negative tropes about them to be used to justify their dispossession. Young people need to be empowered to make choices for their own lives and their landscapes, and to benefit from the unique position of having access to the outside world while still living in their forests. I hope to offer a window into what research with ILC youth can reveal - both for long-term impacts of conservation practice, and for efforts to decolonize conservation.



2 Challenging mainstream conservation

Conservation has been examined extensively within the literature, and challenges to the PA model have come in different guises: from those who challenge the practical implications for PAs (West et al., 2006; Adams and Hutton, 2007; Agrawal and Redford, 2009), to alternative visions for conservation that go beyond PAs such as convivial conservation (Büscher and Fletcher, 2019, p. 283) or inclusive and regenerative environmentalism (Kashwan et al., 2021), to more ontological arguments about decolonizing binary framings of the relationships between nature and society - simplistic understandings of life and death (Parreñas, 2018), or wild and domestic (Goldman, 2020) that then inform exploitative and violent conservation policy and governance. Dispossession from conservation has been a dominant theme of work in political ecology (Springate-Baginski and Blaikie, 2013), with many studies on the impacts of conservation displacements and restrictions on communities (Kabra, 2009; Rai et al., 2018).

There is little clarity on how effective relocation and restriction have been for biodiversity conservation (Brockington and Igoe, 2006; Agrawal and Redford, 2009). Reports indicate that 80% of remaining biodiversity falls within ILC lands (Sobrevila, 2008), and that biodiversity loss and deforestation are lowest on ILC lands (Reyes-García et al., 2022). Rethinking dominant conservation models, therefore, has become increasingly prescient. Conservation's coloniality (Adams and Mulligan, 2012) and the often failed attempts at redistributive justice (Ribot et al., 2006; Li, 2010), point to a need to center decolonial frameworks that think seriously about non-western, non-dualistic models (Sundberg, 2014; Todd, 2016; Radcliffe, 2017; Goldman, 2020), and to go beyond addressing dispossession merely through forms of repossession (Simpson, 2017) or “rights” (Li, 2010). This is especially so for young adults today, whose dispossession is shaped by a confluence of “multiple structures of dominance rather than… a single form of oppression” (Jeffrey, 2012, 246).



3 Why youth?

This paper draws on feminist political ecology (FPE), which emphasizes the diverse, intersectional and situated (Haraway, 2013; Sultana, 2020b) elements of socio-ecological relationships (Gururani, 2002; Nightingale, 2010; Singh, 2018). It pays attention to social location and relational elements of subject formation and knowledge production (Nightingale, 2017; Sundberg, 2017), allowing one to think about the workings of power at multiple spatial and temporal scales (Truelove, 2011), from the global to the intimate, embodied experiences of everyday life (Sultana, 2020a). Although FPE has not explicitly engaged with age as a marker of difference, it offers an important set of tools through which to think about the differentiated yet unique experiences of youth living in PAs.

Scholarship on youth reveals an urgent need for more sustained research on their lives given the unique challenges and experiences of the present day (Jeffrey, 2012; Smith and Mills, 2019), where young people are finding it harder to attain traditional markers of ‘adulthood' such as financial independence (Jeffrey, 2009). Young people have been disproportionately impacted by global economic, social and political transformations of the last 50 years, and yet their voices have traditionally not been represented within academic and policy spaces (Jeffrey and Dyson, 2008). They are often dismissed as “adults-in-the-making rather than persons in their own right” (Jeffrey and Dyson, 2008, p. viii). Geographies of youth in India (Dyson, 2008; Jeffrey, 2010; Smith, 2020) and elsewhere (Katz, 2004) show us that although youth experiences are changing and certainly not homogenous across societies or even communities, they are an invaluable lens through which to understand the role of global and local processes in remaking place over time (Cole and Durham, 2008), as well as to gain perspective on a unique slice of society. As I illustrate below, forest-dwelling youth living in a South Indian tiger reserve are uniquely situated in relation to the conservation apparatus and offer insight into both of the above.



4 Insights from BR hills temple tiger reserve

The Protected Area model in India is shaped by both colonial era laws (Rangarajan, 1996) that brought forest lands under state control, and the enactment of the Wildlife Protection Act of 1972, which criminalizes most non-conservation related activities within PAs. These laws mandate the creation of “inviolate” conservation spaces devoid of forest-dwelling peoples, who are considered a threat to biodiversity within this model (Lasgorceix and Kothari, 2009; Rangarajan and Ghazala, 2009). These ideological and legal structures have resulted in the dispossession of millions of people across the country. In reaction, many forest-dwelling peoples, allies and Civil Society groups, came together to demand that traditional rights to the forest be recognized (Asher, 2019). This resulted in the enactment of the Forest Rights Act, 2006 (FRA), which gives traditional forest-dwellers inalienable land titles, access to forest resources and management rights.

BRT falls within both the South Indian Western Ghats and the Nilgiri Biosphere Reserve, and is part of an important tiger and conservation landscape. Located in Karnataka, it is known both for its rich biodiversity and for a temple located on the highest peak, which is a large tourist attraction. It is also home to a Scheduled tribe (official term for legally designated tribes in India), Soligas, who have lived in this region for over 2000 years (Madegowda, 2009) and have deep spiritual ties to the land. In 1974 the forests of BRT were declared a wildlife Sanctuary, and the sedentarization of Soliga families into “colonies,” initiated during British rule, intensified. In the years following this designation, hundreds of Soliga families were displaced from their homes inside the forest into “villages” closer to the game/main roads that run through the forest and even to the forest fringes at the base of the hills, where they continue to live. Traditional practices of shifting cultivation, hunting, gathering, and management of the forest with ground fires were banned (Madegowda and Rao, 2017). The area was declared a Tiger Reserve in 2011, leading to further restrictions of access to the forest. By 2012, several of the villages within the tiger reserve received a recognition of rights under the FRA for habitation, cultivation, resource use and management, making it the first tiger reserve within which a community's rights under the FRA were recognized.

Studies of Soligas in the region reveal that the FRA has been a mixed blessing (Madegowda and Rao, 2017; Rai et al., 2018) as its implementation is constantly undermined and contested, especially within PAs. Rai et al. (2018) argue that Soligas in BRT experience in situ displacement – displacement occurring as loss of access, local labor opportunities, mobility and changing markets, rather than the physical removal of people from their land. Over time, the community is being alienated from forests that they continue to live in. What does this alienation, especially among younger generations, mean for a more democratic conservation model, and for the rights their elders fought so hard to get? In an attempt to answer this question, for a period of 3 months in 2019 I did a combination of semi-structured and informal interviews with about 100 people (60 of these youth with 28 men and 32 women) across 30 villages (see Figure 1), mental mapping exercises with youth, and participation observation of meetings with the invaluable help of two local Soliga youth. I present some findings from this data below to offer a new, critical perspective on conservation.
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FIGURE 1
 Map of BRT and Soliga settlementsa. aMap republished from Goldman et al. (2021).



4.1 The contradictory lives of youth

Born after the area was declared a PA, young men and women in BRT have never lived deep within the forest and have not experienced life outside of protected area regulations. Many of them are first-generation students, and the first in their families to leave home for education or employment, experiencing the margins of post-liberalization development in India. Their lives have been uniquely affected by a confluence of ecological, socio-economic and political change in the region. Ecological studies and oral histories from BRT have shown forest change over the last few decades, due to erratic rainfall, climate change, and the widespread growth of invasive species such as Lantana camara (Sundaram et al., 2012). These changes have led to a sizeable loss of biodiversity, affecting access to the forest and the availability of forest produce, foods and medicinal plants historically used by Soligas (Agnihotri et al., 2021), who contend that the reduction in forest health is closely correlated to the banning of traditional management practices (Rai et al., 2018, and interview sources). For instance, they believe that traditional practices of burning leaf litter in ground-level fires called taragu benki, will help to reduce the growth of invasive plant species and regenerate the forest. Loss of soil fertility, the spread of invasive species, and the resulting increase in crop-raids by wild animals, compounded by restrictions of access to the forest are making land-based livelihoods elusive (Mundoli et al., 2016). These changes have led to more dependence on a monetary income (Madegowda and Rao, 2017), and intensified young people's ongoing alienation from forest spaces to which their access is already restricted.

Changes in income opportunities have led families that were previously dependent on small-holder agriculture, forest produce, grazing or wage work within the forest, to look for supplemental/short-term employment outside the Tiger Reserve (Mundoli et al., 2016). While the FRA has alleviated the immediate fear of relocation, I believe that it has not addressed high levels of precarity among youth. A majority of them are under- and unemployed, relying on some forest/agricultural produce, daily wage work or temporary migration for their livelihoods. Many spend 3 or 4 months a year working in coffee estates in nearby districts or frying chips in big cities. It is important to note that these processes have been experienced differently within the community along lines of gender, class and spatial distribution, with some more dependent on forest resources than others who have access to land or labor opportunities. Gender and class are important factors in shaping who has the mobility to leave their homes to look for work, and what kinds of work are available to them. It also in turn shapes knowledge of and relationships to the forest, which offer necessary perspectives for an intersectional analysis that I hope to explore more in my future work.

Education has had uneven consequences, with many Soligas leaving school and college before completing their degrees. Froerer (2011), in her work on the relationship between education, inequality and social mobility among tribal communities in Chhattisgarh, argues that education is a “contradictory resource” – one that simultaneously promises empowerment for some, while reinforcing structural inequalities for others. Studies of tribal youth across the country show high rates of “pushing out” from educational institutions (Vasavi, 2012). These trends are correlated to poor infrastructural and state support to these communities, as well as the pedagogy and content of education material itself (Vasavi, 2012). The medium of instruction is in an unfamiliar language, the mode text-based, and more insidious, the content is largely irrelevant to their contexts, including material that often describes tribal communities as “backward” and in need of modernization (Sarangapani, 2022).

Education is still one of the few avenues that Soliga families see for their children to live a better life than their own. As one woman told me, “We want them to go to college, go to the cities to study. We don't teach them about the forests, the schoolteacher teaches them, doesn't he?... We the parents wish that they could go far, we want them to be lawyers, teachers.”

Yet many elders are frustrated with the contradictory results of education among youth. One elder said, “What good is education, it is making them learn how to drink and smoke.”

Young Soligas today have experienced a dramatic change in knowledge bases and epistemological frameworks. As first-generation students, Soliga youth have experienced a combination of government education, community oral traditions and exposure to the outside world through media and technology. They are now learning less from within the community, and knowledge about forest biodiversity and cultural traditions is slowly reducing. As Bedegowda, a Soliga leader told me:

“We need to grow the desire to conserve…. The forest is extremely important for everything in our lives, it gives us strength…But we are losing that understanding over the generations… we're forgetting… we need to maintain the knowledge of the value of nature, and then we can conserve.”

Young adults in BRT also have little knowledge of their rights and legal status within the tiger reserve. Soliga community leaders and elders are actively involved with community rights, development and governance, but youth rarely attend meetings and are seldom a part of committees and important decision-making processes within the community.

Work on knowledge politics helps us to see the relationship between age and knowledge as dynamic, situated and partial (Haraway, 2013). Youth provide a unique perspective on forest change over their lifetimes, relationships to the forest department who governs the forests they live in, and experiences of the outside world that inform new possibilities for life in Tiger Reserves. Contrary to mainstream development and conservation expectations, an overwhelming majority of young people aspire to stay, return to, or eventually settle down in their villages (of the 60 young men and women I interviewed, 50 wanted to stay). Interestingly, many of them shared a strong desire to work with the forest department locally, as they have an intimate knowledge of the forest and will be respected in the landscape. Many spoke of the joy of being in the forest, describing the happiness they feel when climbing trees and mountains, and finding fresh fruit or honey. As one young man quipped, “I like the forest more than the village. Outside is violent, forest is silent!” Another woman excitedly told me:

“You should come and stay here sometime; we will take you up the mountain and back! It's so much fun. I was up there this morning… I don't like to just be at home, so if I'm bored, I just go off up into the forest.”

Significant attachments to home, community and the forest also tend to be accompanied by experiences with discrimination and discomfort outside of the forest. This leads many young men and women to feel excluded from urban spaces. Their experiences are similar to Smith and Mabel (2015) descriptions of urban “spaces of encounter” among youth from the margins, constantly made to feel that they belong elsewhere. As two young men told me:

“I spent 3 years outside in a city and I hated it. I was scared, I didn't know how to communicate. People thought I was stupid. Now I am happy here, I want to stay here and work for my community.”

“I have done jobs in six different places so I've seen my options. I would rather stay here and work here. But now with the Tiger reserve there are few options.”

For many youth, staying in their villages means embracing precarity. Their lives are characterized by a sense of limbo in uncertainty – the liminal space of not knowing what is to come. In this way, I argue that a sense of in-betweenness, reminiscent of Jeffrey's theorization of “waiting” among subaltern youth in a modern world (Jeffrey, 2008, 2010), pervades the everyday life of Soliga youth. Many young people told me that youth need the outside world for tiluvalike (know-how), and their homes to save their culture and their forests. That both are necessary for Soligas in the future.

What possibilities does their unique positionality within the community open up? It offers them access to the outside world through education, employment and media, creates networks beyond their homes, more confident engagement with state institutions, and new ways of looking at livelihoods. Soliga youth in BRT are finding local avenues for employment through tourism, education, nursing, and coffee cultivation, through attempts at working with the forest department, and more recently with local research and civil service organizations. Put differently, their positionality opens up to them the world outside, while they can still hold on to the rootedness of their communities. Understanding young perspectives allows us to see that in situ displacement within PAs has set up a false dichotomy between staying in the forests and leaving them. Instead, I contend, young people must be empowered to claim both spaces.




5 Discussion

As illustrated above, the lives of Soliga youth in BRT are characterized by challenging realities – the expectations and experiences associated with staying in or leaving their villages, the empowering and restrictive nature of formal education, and the ongoing dispossession from their lands and traditional livelihoods. Staying entails a constant hustle, living precarious lives through some measure of forest dependence, agriculture, migratory labor, and in a few cases, local employment, while leaving means encountering an outside world that is difficult, hostile, expensive and lonely.

Dominant conservation and development narratives tell us that increased access to urban spaces and “modern” lives, along with the restricted and “backward” living conditions in tribal hamlets, act as migratory pull factors for young people, who want to leave rural spaces (Karanth et al., 2018). These descriptions of young people's aspirations and desires (and the associated discursive framing of forest/rural life as undesirable) do not seem to hold true in BRT. My findings challenge these assumptions and complicate a discourse that is often used to justify ongoing attempts at reducing human presence within tiger reserves.

As stated in target 22 of the GBF (CBD., 2022, p. 13), youth must be participants in decision making and thus their perspectives and futures must be foregrounded. My findings point to a need to study young people's desires and aspirations in conservation spaces in India and globally, to truly unpack the long-term impacts of conservation policies and biodiversity planning at multiple scales. As my ongoing research is revealing, youth can offer a bridge to the outside world through their access to it from employment, education, social media, and even through their ability to codeswitch between different social spheres. They are an essential part of the task of decolonizing conservation, as they are its future.



Data availability statement

The datasets presented in this article are not readily available due to participant confidentiality and privacy. The data will be made available after consideration. Requests to access the datasets should be directed to shruthi.jagadeesh@colorado.edu.



Ethics statement

The studies involving humans were approved by the Institutional Review Board, University of Colorado Boulder. The studies were conducted in accordance with the local legislation and institutional requirements. The ethics committee/institutional review board waived the requirement of written informed consent for participation from the participants or the participants' legal guardians/next of kin as it is culturally inappropriate to sign written materials, and considered risky. Verbal consent was taken.



Author contributions

SJ: Writing – original draft, Writing – review & editing.



Funding

The author(s) declare financial support was received for the research, authorship, and/or publication of this article. Funding for research was received from the Center to Advance Research in the Social Sciences, University of Colorado and for publication from the Open Access Fund at the University of Colorado Boulder.



Acknowledgments

I would like to thank Siddappa Setty and Nitin Rai at ATREE and Lakshmi S., Guruswami and Mahadesha for their support with field research. Thank you also to Mara Goldman for your comments and to Kamala Mukunda for editing assistance. Some materials used are taken from work done in my Master's thesis.



Conflict of interest

The author declares that the research was conducted in the absence of any commercial or financial relationships that could be construed as a potential conflict of interest.



Publisher's note

All claims expressed in this article are solely those of the authors and do not necessarily represent those of their affiliated organizations, or those of the publisher, the editors and the reviewers. Any product that may be evaluated in this article, or claim that may be made by its manufacturer, is not guaranteed or endorsed by the publisher.



Footnotes

1 For choice of local consultant rather than field/research assistant, see: https://science.thewire.in/politics/rights/call-to-decolonise-ecology-conservation-field-research/.



References

 Adams, W. B., and Mulligan, M. (2012). Decolonizing Nature: Strategies for Conservation in a Post-Colonial Era. London: Routledge.

 Adams, W. M., and Hutton, J. (2007). People, parks and poverty: political ecology and biodiversity conservation. Conserv. Soc. 5, 147–183.

 Agnihotri, S., Madegowda, C., and Si, A. (2021). Tiger becomes termite hill: Soliga/Solega perceptions of wildlife interactions and ecological change. Front. Conserv. Sci. 2, 691900. doi: 10.3389/fcosc.2021.691900

 Agrawal, A., and Redford, K. (2009). Conservation and displacement: an overview. Conserva. Soc. 7, 1–10. doi: 10.4103/0972-4923.54790

 Asher, M. (2019). Evolution of the forest rights act : a historcial perspective. The Ind. J. Soc. Work 80, 405–422. doi: 10.32444/IJSW.2019.80.4.405-422

 Bathija, P., and Sylvander, N. (2023). Conservation regimes of exclusion: NGOs and the role of discourse in legitimising dispossession from protected areas in India. Polit. Geograph. Open Res. 2, 100005. doi: 10.1016/j.jpgor.2023.100005

 Brockington, D., and Igoe, J. (2006). Eviction for conservation: a global overview. Conserv. Soc. 4, 424–470.

 Büscher, B., and Fletcher, R. (2019). Towards convivial conservation. Conserv. Soc. 17, 283–296. doi: 10.4103/cs.cs_19_75

 CBD. (2022). CBD COP 15: Kunming-Montreal Global Biodiversity Framework. Nairobi: UN Environment Programme.

 Cole, J., and Durham, D. (2008). Introduction: globalization and the temporality of children and youth. Figuring Fut. Glob. Temp. Children Youth 12, 3–23.

 Cronon, W. (1996). The trouble with wilderness: or, getting back to the wrong nature. Environ. History 1, 7. doi: 10.2307/3985059

 Dattatri, S. (2023). We Can Easily Reach 10, 000. Tigers: Dr K. Ullas Karanth - Frontline. Malvern, PA Frontline.

 Dyson, J. (2008). Harvesting identities: youth, work, and gender in the Indian himalayas. Annal. Assoc. Am. Geographers 98, 160–79. doi: 10.1080/00045600701734554

 Fairhead, J., and Melissa, L. (1995). False forest history, complicit social analysis: rethinking some West African environmental narratives. World Dev. 23, 1023–35. doi: 10.1016/0305-750X(95)00026-9

 Froerer, P. (2011). Education, inequality and social mobility in central India. The Eur. J. Dev. Res. 23, 695–711. doi: 10.1057/ejdr.2011.43

 Girisha. (2020). Residents of Karnataka's Changadi to Be Rehabilitated from Wildlife Sanctuary | The News Minute. The News Minute. Avialable online at: https://www.thenewsminute.com/article/residents-karnataka-s-changadi-be-rehabilitated-wildlife-sanctuary-125389 (accessed June 20, 2023).

 Goldman, M. (2020). Narrating Nature. Akron, OH: UA Press.

 Goldman, M. J., Jagadeesh, S. N., Ngimojino, T. M. O., and Gowda, L. M. (2021). Women's stories and knowledge of wildlife and conservation practice in northern Tanzania and South India. Oryx 55, 818–826. doi: 10.1017/S0030605321000363

 Gururani, S. (2002). Forests of pleasure and pain: gendered practices of labor and livelihood in the forests of the Kumaon himalayas, India. Gender Place Cult. 9, 229–43. doi: 10.1080/0966369022000003842

 Haraway, D. (2013). Situated knowledges: The science question in feminism and the privilege of partial perspective. Women Sci. Technol. 3, 455–472. doi: 10.2307/3178066

 Jeffrey, C. (2008). Waiting. Environ. Plann. Soc. Space 26, 954–58. doi: 10.1068/d2606ed

 Jeffrey, C. (2009). Geographies of children and youth I: eroding maps of life 1. Prog. Hum. Geography 34, 1–10. doi: 10.1177/0309132509348533

 Jeffrey, C. (2010). Timepass : Youth, Class, and the Politics of Waiting in India. Redwood City, CA: Stanford University Press.

 Jeffrey, C. (2012). Geographies of children and youth II. Prog. Hum. Geography 36, 245–53. doi: 10.1177/0309132510393316

 Jeffrey, C., and Dyson, J. (2008). Telling Young Lives: Portraits of Global Youth. Philadelphia, PA: Temple University Press.

 Kabra, A. (2009). Conservation-induced displacement: a comparative study of two indian protected areas. Conserv. Soc. 7, 249. doi: 10.4103/0972-4923.65172

 Karanth, K. K., Kudalkar, S., and Jain, S. (2018). Re-building communities: voluntary resettlement from protected areas in India. Front. Ecol. Evol. 6, 183. doi: 10.3389/fevo.2018.00183

 Kashwan, P., Duffy, V., Massé, R., Asiyanbi, F. A. P., and Marijnen, E. (2021). From racialized neocolonial global conservation to an inclusive and regenerative conservation. Environ. Sci. Policy Sust. Dev. 63, 4–19. doi: 10.1080/00139157.2021.1924574

 Katz, C. (2004). Growing up Global : Economic Restructuring and Children's Everyday Lives. Minneapolis, MN: University of Minnesota Press.

 Lasgorceix, A., and Kothari, A. (2009). Displacement and relocation of protected areas: a synthesis and analysis of case studies. Econ. Polit. Weekly 44, 37–47.

 Li, T. M. (2010). Indigeneity, capitalism, and the management of dispossession. Curr. Anthropol. 51, 385–414. doi: 10.1086/651942

 Madegowda, C. (2009). Traditional knowledge and conservation. Econ. Polit. Weekly 115, 65–69. 1095184. doi: 10.2307/40279037

 Madegowda, C., and Rao, C. U. (2017). Impact of forest policies and the economy of the soliga tribal's in Biligiri Rangaswamy Temple wildlife sanctuary, South India. J. Histor. Archaeol. Anthropol. Sci. 1, 22. doi: 10.15406/jhaas.2017.01.00022

 Mundoli, S., Joseph, G., and Setty, S. (2016). ‘Shifting agriculture': the changing dynamics of adivasi farming in the forest-fringes of a tiger reserve in South India. Agroecol. Sust. Food Syst. 40, 759–82. doi: 10.1080/21683565.2016.1189475

 Neumann, R. P. (1998). Imposing Wilderness : Struggles over Livelihood and Nature Preservation in Africa. Los Angeles, CA: University of California Press.

 Neumann, R. P. (2004). Nature-state-territory: toward a critical theorization of conservation enclosures. Liber. Ecol. Environ. Dev. Soc. Movements 22, 195–217. doi: 10.4324/9780203235096-11

 Nightingale, A. J. (2010). Bounding difference: intersectionality and the material production of gender, caste, class and environment in Nepal. Geoforum 42, 153–162. doi: 10.1016/j.geoforum.2010.03.004

 Nightingale, A. J. (2017). Environment and gender. international encyclopedia of geography: people. Earth Environ. Technol. 52, 1–13. doi: 10.1002/9781118786352.wbieg0667

 Parreñas, J. S. (2018). Decolonizing Extinction: The Work of Care in Orangutan Rehabilitation. Durham, NC: Duke University Press.

 Peluso, N. L. (1993). Coercing conservation? The politics of state resource control. Global Environ. Change 3, 199–217. doi: 10.1016/0959-3780(93)90006-7

 Radcliffe, S. A. (2017). Geography and indigeneity I: indigeneity, coloniality and knowledge. Prog. Hum. Geograph. 41, 220–29. doi: 10.1177/0309132515612952

 Rai, N. D., Benjaminsen, T. A., Krishnan, S., and Madegowda, C. (2018). Political ecology of tiger conservation in india: adverse effects of banning customary practices in a protected Area. Singapore J. Trop. Geography 40, 124–139. doi: 10.1111/sjtg.12259

 Rangarajan, M. (1996). Fencing the Forest : Conservation and Ecological Change in India's Central Provinces, 1860-1914. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

 Rangarajan, M., and Ghazala, S. (2009). Displacement and relocation from protected areas : towards a biological and historical synthesis. Conserv. Soc. 4, 359–378.

 Reyes-García, V., Fernández-Llamazares, Á., Aumeeruddy-Thomas, Y., Benyei, P., Bussmann, R. W., Diamond, S. K., et al. (2022). Recognizing indigenous peoples' and local communities' rights and agency in the post-2020 biodiversity agenda. Ambio 51, 84–92. doi: 10.1007/s13280-021-01561-7

 Ribot, J. C., Agrawal, A., and Larson, A. M. (2006). Recentralizing while decentralizing: how national governments reappropriate forest resources. World Dev. 34, 1864–1886. doi: 10.1016/j.worlddev.2005.11.020

 Sarangapani, P. M. (2022). Pedagogy and diversity : difference or deficit. J. Hum. Values 28, 20–28. doi: 10.1177/09716858211069596

 Simpson, L. (2017). As We Have Always Done. Minneapolis, MN: University of Minnesota Press.

 Singh, N. M. (2018). Introduction: affective ecologies and conservation. Conserv. Soc. 16, 1. doi: 10.4103/cs.cs_18_33

 Smith, D. P., and Mills, S. (2019). The ‘youth-fullness' of youth geographies:‘coming of age'?. Children's Geograph. 17, 1–8. doi: 10.1080/14733285.2018.1539701

 Smith, S. (2020). Intimate Geopolitics: Love, Territory, and the Future on India's Northern Threshold. New Brunswick, NJ: Rutgers University Press.

 Smith, S. H., and Mabel, G. (2015). The diaspora within: himalayan youth, education-driven migration, and future aspirations in India. Environ. Planning D Soc. Space 33, 119–35. doi: 10.1068/d13152p

 Sobrevila, C. (2008). The Role of Indigenous Peoples in Biodiversity Conservation: The Natural but Often Forgotten Partners. The World Bank. Available online at: https://documents1.worldbank.org/curated/en/995271468177530126/pdf/443000WP0BOX321onservation01PUBLIC1.pdf (accessed June 20, 2023).

 Springate-Baginski, O., and Blaikie, P. (2013). Forests People and Power: The Political Ecology of Reform in South Asia. London: Routledge.

 Sultana, F. (2020a). Embodied Intersectionalities of urban citizenship: water, infrastructure, and gender in the global south. Annal. Am. Assoc. Geograph. 110, 1407–24. doi: 10.1080/24694452.2020.1715193

 Sultana, F. (2020b). Political ecology 1: from margins to center. Prog. Hum. Geography 12, 030913252093675. doi: 10.1177/0309132520936751

 Sundaram, B., Krishnan, S., Hiremath, A. J., and Joseph, G. (2012). Ecology and impacts of the invasive species, Lantana Camara, in a social-ecological system in South India: perspectives from local knowledge. Hum. Ecol. 40, 931–42. doi: 10.1007/s10745-012-9532-1

 Sundberg, J. (2014). Decolonizing posthumanist geographies. Cult. Geograph. 21, 33–47. doi: 10.1177/1474474013486067

 Sundberg, J. (2017). Feminist Political Ecology. International Encyclopedia of Geography: People, the Earth, Environment and Technology. Oxford: John Wiley and Sons, Ltd., 1–12.

 Todd, Z. (2016). An indigenous feminist's take on the ontological turn: ‘ontology' is just another word for colonialism. J. Hist. Sociol. 29, 4–22. doi: 10.1111/johs.12124

 Truelove, Y. (2011). (Re-)conceptualizing water inequality in Delhi, india through a feminist political ecology framework. Geoforum 42, 143–152. doi: 10.1016/j.geoforum.2011.01.004

 Vasavi, A. R. (2012). The Education Question from the Perspectives of Adivasis. New York, NY: Wiley.

 West, P., Igoe, J., and Brockington, D. (2006). Parks and peoples : the social impact of protected areas. The Ann. Rev. Anthropol. 35, 251–277. doi: 10.1146/annurev.anthro.35.081705.123308

Copyright
 © 2024 Jagadeesh. This is an open-access article distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution License (CC BY). The use, distribution or reproduction in other forums is permitted, provided the original author(s) and the copyright owner(s) are credited and that the original publication in this journal is cited, in accordance with accepted academic practice. No use, distribution or reproduction is permitted which does not comply with these terms.



OPS/xhtml/Nav.xhtml




Contents





		Cover



		Changing natures: a perspective on youth and conservation futures



		1 Introduction



		2 Challenging mainstream conservation



		3 Why youth?



		4 Insights from BR hills temple tiger reserve



		4.1 The contradictory lives of youth







		5 Discussion



		Data availability statement



		Ethics statement



		Author contributions



		Funding



		Acknowledgments



		Conflict of interest



		Publisher's note



		Footnotes



		References

















OPS/images/cover.jpg
& frontiers | Frontiers in Human Dynamics

Changing natures: a perspective
on youth and conservation
futures





OPS/images/fhumd-06-1290856-g001.gif











OPS/images/crossmark.jpg
©

|






OPS/images/logo.jpg
& frontiers | Frontiers in Human Dynamics







